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CHAPTER 1
Introduction to Volume 2

F. Giusfredi, A. Matessi, S. Merlin and V. Pisaniello

1 What is This Volume?

This edited volume is the second part of the book Contacts of Languages
and Peoples in the Hittite and Post-Hittite world, dedicated to the Iron Age
and the Aegean-Anatolian interface. The first volume appeared as a mono-
graph in 2023, with the subtitle The Bronze Age and Hatti. The two works
together represent a description of the state of the art and a synthesis of the
research carried out by the ERC project PALaC (Pre-Classical Anatolian Lan-
guages in Contact), that has received funding from the European Research
Council (ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and inno-
vation programme (grant agreement n° 757299). As outlined in the method-
ological section of the introduction to Volume 1, this book is not a collec-
tion of all forms or borrowings, but rather a general treatment of the types
of attested phenomena that has a wide, areal scope. To avoid unpleasant and
unnecessary repetitions, further details on the project can be found in the
general introduction to volume 1 (Giusfredi, Matessi, and Pisaniello 2023:1—

7)-

2 The Structure of the Book

2.1 Editors and Contributors

Contrary to volume 1, a monograph with three main authors and limited por-
tions written by external contributors, this second volume is conceived as a
much more polyphonic work, with Federico Giusfredi, Alvise Matessi, Stella
Merlin, and Valerio Pisaniello acting instead as editors, and a very signifi-
cant number of chapters written by other collaborators. Two of these, Elena
Martinez-Rodriguez and Bartomeu Obrador-Cursach, were postdoctoral re-
searchers at PALaC for periods between one and two years. Filip De Decker
was appointed as a visiting scholar for a semester during spring of 2020, but
due to the pandemic he had to cooperate with PALaC mostly from remote. Two
others, H. Craig Melchert and Zsolt Simon, are external authors who agreed to
contribute with two very important chapters to this collection.

© F. GIUSFREDI ET AL., 2025 | DOI:10.1163/9789004729704_002
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Furthermore, along with the contributors, the PALaC team would like to
thank the scholars who provided us with precious advice regarding the con-
tents of one or more chapters or on specific aspects of our research. These were
Ignasi-Xavier Adiego, Michele Bianconi, Paola Cotticelli-Kurras, ilgi Gercek,
Alfredo Rizza, Eleonora Selvi, and Ilya Yakubovich. A special thanks goes to
Michele Massa, James Osborne, and Chris Bachhuber for hosting the project’s
main historian, Alvise Matessi, at the premises of their archaeological survey
project in Konya (KRASP project), which allowed us to provide a much better
and updated description of the cultural and historical contacts and patterns of
connectivity during the Iron Age in a crucial region for the study of the Anato-
lian southeastern regions. We are also grateful to the board of the ALAC series,
to Brill editors Wendy Logeman and Secil Umitvar, to Will Shipley of Cambridge
Proofreading for improving our English, and to the anonymous peer-reviewers
for their useful remarks. Of course, authors and editors are solely responsible
for the contents of the volume and for any possible shortcomings.

Finally, this volume contains a short Bronze Age appendix, which offers a
short overview on two languages of the Hittite archives that were not discussed
inVol. 1. In the case of the language of Kala§ma, this is because it was discovered
only in 2023. In the case of the language of KBo 19.164+, it was already known,
but a new join and a new hypothesis were proposed after the publication of the
first volume of this work. The authors of the appendix are Elisabeth Rieken, Ilya
Yakubovich, and David Sasseville, whom we sincerely thank for their contribu-
tion.

2.2 The Organization of the Contents
While it would be unnecessary to dwell any further on the aim of the project
PALaC, which were duly described in the first introduction (Giusfredi, Matessi,
and Pisaniello 2023:1-7), there are some significant differences between the
structure of the Bronze Age volume and the structure of this one. The main
reason for this is the fact that the Bronze Age research, and its results, mostly
orbited around the cuneiform archives of the Hittite Kingdom. While of course
this is a case of documentation bias, and the sociolinguistic and cultural diver-
sification of the Anatolian area was probably underrepresented because of the
lack of multiple families of sources, the presence and extension of the Hittite
archives provided the ground for a common discussion of the different lan-
guages used in and around Hattusa, which were introduced separately and then
analyzed jointly in the final part of the book.

The present volume, on the contrary, deals with two objects, the Anatolian
and peri-Anatolian area in the Iron Age and then the Aegean-Anatolian inter-
face during the first millennium BCE (with also a digression on Mycenaean).
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Neither is monolithic. Instead, each of the two has several internal differences
that stem from a number of different corpora (Lydian, Lycian, Hieroglyphic
Luwian, Carian, Mycenaean, epigraphic alphabetic Greek, alphabetic Greek
of the literary tradition, etc.). This, along with being the main reason for the
polyphonic model of authorship of this collection, impacted on the way the
chapters are organized.

In part 1, which opens this volume, we will deal with the ancient Near-
Eastern interface of the Anatolian languages during the first millennium. This
section begins with two historical chapters that provide a contextualization for
the discussions and data that follow. As a convention, we decided to main-
tain the rather artificial distinction between Dark Age and Iron Age, which
allowed us to better organize the topics and contents. After having set the scene
historically and geographically we proceed to the linguistic chapters and con-
centrate on Hieroglyphic Luwian as well as on the Asian areal relationship of
other Anatolian languages of the first millennium, such as Lydian and Lycian in
the context of the Achaemenid Empire. Of particular importance is the chap-
ter about Phrygian, which offers an updated overview on the topic, as well as
those on Cilicia—a highly problematic linguistic area and a very important his-
torical one—and on the alleged cases of interference between Anatolian and
languages that do not belong to the immediate areal continuum. Each chap-
ter, along with introducing the corpora and topics, also offers the analysis and
interpretation of the linguistic phenomena.

Part 11, about the Eastern Mediterranean and Aegean interface, is where
the structure becomes even more complex and the subdivision in main top-
ics inevitably more conventional. After the usual historical contextualization,
which tries to collect and compare theories (and problems) about the Western
connections of Anatolia from the second millennium onwards, we tackle the
problem of Pre-Greek (which we consider to be mostly a methodological one),
and try to proceed, at least initially, in chronological order, by discussing the
(sparse) evidence for contacts between Anatolian and Mycenaean, and, with-
out the pretense of being exhaustive, the huge scientific problem of Homer
and Anatolia (which we attempt to treat by distinguishing between linguis-
tic interference and the separate problem of comparable or shared formulaic
expressions). After the Bronze Age intermission, we move back to the future,
by dealing with the first millennium Greek material, which is analyzed in terms
of lexical interference to the Anatolian languages of Asia Minor, but not with-
out providing what we consider to be an important methodological distinc-
tion about the way glosses and late lexical material should enter the equation.
Finally, in the very last chapters, we provide further discussion of the first mil-
lennium Anatolian languages, this time in their Aegean sociolinguistic context.



4 GIUSFREDI, MATESSI, MERLIN AND PISANIELLO
3 Multi-authored Chapters

As for chapters written by more than one author, please acknowledge the fol-
lowing attributions. In Chapter 2, sections 3 and 4 (with subsections) are by
A. Matessi, sections 1 by A. Matessi and F. Giusfredi and section 5 by F. Gius-
fredi. In Chapter 3, sections 2.1, with its subsections, and 3, with its subsections,
are by A. Matessi; section 2.2.3 is by F. Giusfredi and A. Matessi; all other sec-
tions are by F. Giusfredi. In Chapter 5; section 3, with all its subsections, is by
F. Giusfredi; section 5 is by F. Giusfredi and V. Pisaniello; all other sections are by
V. Pisaniello. In Chapter 11, sections 4, 5, 5.1 and 5.2 are by V. Pisaniello, all other
sections are by S. Merlin except section 6, which is by both authors. In Chap-
ter 12, sections 1 and 2.1 with all its subsections are by F. De Decker; sections 2.2
to 2.6 is by S. Merlin and section 3 was written by both authors. In Chapter 14,
section 2, with all its subsections, is by B. Obrador-Cursach; all other sections
are by S. Merlin. In Chapter 15, section 3, with all its subsections, is by S. Mer-
lin; section 4 is by E. Martinez-Rodriguez and S. Merlin; all other sections are
by E. Martinez-Rodriguez. In Chapter 16, section 2, with all its subsections, is
by S. Merlin; sections 1 and 5 are by S. Merlin and V. Pisaniello; all other sec-
tions are by V. Pisaniello. Chapter 17 was written jointly by the four volume
editors. Finally, the Appendix has been authored by Elisabeth Rieken and Ilya
Yakubovich (section 1) and David Sasseville (section 2).

4 Chronologies: Addendum
In the introduction to Giusfredi, Matessi, and Pisaniello (2023) we provided a

very general and simple tabular chronology which, for sake of simplicity, we
also reproduce here.

Dates Phase (Ancient Near East) Phase (Aegean)

3rd millennium BCE ~ Early Bronze Age Early Helladic

2000-1600BCE ca. Middle Bronze Age Middle to Late Helladic
1600—1200BCE ca. Late Bronze Age Late Helladic / Mycenaean
1200—1000BCE ca. Syro-Anatolian Dark Age ~ Late Mycenaean / Greek Dark Age
1000-539 BCE ca. Iron Age Greek Dark Age to Archaic Greece
539—330BCE ca. Achaemenid Period Classical Greece

330 BCE onwards Hellenistic / Late Period Hellenistic / Late Period
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The entries in this list remain valid also for volume 2. However, we wish to add
a further distinction, which is frequently employed in the historical chapters of
this book, between Early Iron Age and Middle Iron Age. The former partly over-
laps with the Dark Age, and ranges from 1200 to 1000 BCE ca. The latter refers
to the period between 1000 and 700 BCE. We will use the label Dark Age as a
historical label to refer to the first part of this stage, but we will use the more
technical label of Early Iron Age when referring to archaeological phases. Mid-
dle Iron Age is followed by the Late Iron Age, which ranges from 700 to 539 BCE,
but this stage is not central to our research, because after the decline of most
Syro-Anatolian kingdom our attention will mostly turn to the Achaemenid and
Hellenistic ages for the discussion of Lydian and of the Luwic languages of the
late I millennium.

5 Philological Conventions: Addendum

The conventions we employ to transliterate and transcribe words and text in
ancient languages are in general the same as outlined at the beginning of vol-
ume 1. Standard transcription systems are employed in Chapter g for Armenian,
Etruscan, and Kartvelian.

West Semitic alphabets are transliterated, but, unless it is relevant for a spe-
cific form, hypothetical vocalization is generally not added. To facilitate the
reading of the resulting consonantal strings, we adopt the convention of using
italicized capitals, so for instance PNMw will represent the name of king Pana-
muwa (or Punamuwa).

As in volume 1, alphabetic Greek remains the only script that we maintain as
it is without transliterating it (except for those cases in which standard praxis
dictates normalization, such as famous personal names, e.g., Xerxes or Plato).
Occasional Greek letters and specific idiosyncratic glyphs appear in the ren-
dering of some Anatolian languages of the first millennium, such as Carian.
In these cases, unless otherwise specified, the conventions are those that were
listed in Giusfredi, Matessi, and Pisaniello 2023:1—7.

Federico Giusfredi
Alvise Matessi
Stella Merlin
Valerio Pisaniello
Verona, July 2024
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CHAPTER 2

The Dark Age

Federico Giusfredi and Alvise Matessi

1 Toward the Iron Age in Anatolia and Syria: An Introduction

As we have seen in the preceding volume of this project, the political scene of
western Asia and the eastern Mediterranean during the Late Bronze Age was
monopolized by a restricted circle of great powers whereby Hittite Anatolia
interacted and competed on a peer level with Egypt, Assyria, and Babylonia.
In the next two chapters (and, in part, in Chapter 10), we will explore the cri-
sis of this interregional system in the first decades of the 12th century BCE—
combined with economic deterioration, environmental crisis and population
movements—and the new local identities that emerged thereafter, reinterpret-
ing various earlier traditions into new hybrid forms. This cultural dynamism
was further fostered by a reorientation of interregional exchange networks in
the Mediterranean, which for the first time was entirely involved in a deeply
interconnected cosmos.!

For a long time, the dominant model for characterizing the political land-
scape emerging in the eastern Mediterranean after the collapse of the Late
Bronze Age regional system has emphasized the role of ethno-linguistic bound-
aries in political negotiations. In his historical interpretations of the period,
Liverani (2002, 2014:396—400) characterized the Iron Age political landscape of
the eastern Mediterranean by drawing upon a typological distinction between
city-states and ethnic states. According to this classification, city-states would
be the heirs of the cantonal kingdoms that, especially in the Levant had eman-
cipated themselves from the hegemony of the former regional powers. This
category would comprise the central Levantine city-states composing the real-
ity later known by the Greeks as Phoenicia, as well as the polities of south-
eastern Anatolia and northern Syria. These are labelled by modern scholars as
Syro-Hittite or Neo-Hittite because they reappraised and reinterpreted Hittite
cultural traits in new regional styles, chiefly the use of Hieroglyphic Luwian
script and language.? In Liverani’s model, ethnic states, or even nation states

1 Hodos 2020.
2 Osborne 2021:5-7.
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as they are alternatively called, would have emerged from the reorganization
of local pastoral tribes that had hitherto eluded firm political control by the
regional powers or, alternatively, by migrant groups that had recently appeared
on the scene. Representative cases within this category would include Aramean
kin-based formations of Syria and Mesopotamia and the Phrygian regional
kingdom, which emerged in the gth and 8th centuries around the site of Gor-
dion, in northwestern Anatolia. In turn, Liverani’s model contrasts the ethnic
and city-states of the eastern Mediterranean with areas east of the Euphrates,
where the great regional powers of Assyria and Babylonia continued to exist
along broadly the same modes of political, economic and social organization
there in place during the Late Bronze Age.

Although the categorization proposed by Liverani was not immediately fol-
lowed up in subsequent debates on the formation of Iron Age political land-
scapes, the underpinning equation between ethnicity and politics was deeply
rooted as a standard model of interpretation.* For example, central Levantine
city-states such as Tyre, Sidon and Byblos have never been part of a coherent
regional polity, and yet scholars are still reluctant to abandon the idea of an
alleged Phoenician identity shared by these cities.> Similarly, even in the best-
informed scholarship, it is still customary to use the term Aramean in reference
to those polities characterized by a widespread use of Aramaic language in epi-
choric inscriptions.® In turn, the dialectics between supposed Aramean and
Luwian ethnicities are often analyzed as a crucial component of political inter-
actions on the Syro-Levantine scene, especially in those polities that used both
corresponding languages.” In a similar vein, artifacts from Iron Age Gordion
and its environs characterized as Phrygian by virtue of their parallels have often
been taken as proxies for Phrygian ethnicity and, thus, political domination.®

In a recent book, Osborne (2021) presented a critique of these ethno-centric
interpretations with a case study on the Iron Age polities of Syria and south-
eastern Anatolia. The model advanced in this work stressed local strands of
cultural hybridity from which the targeted political and cultural landscape
emerged, which produced a continuum of shared traits crossing multiple lin-
guistic boundaries. Consistent with this understanding, Osborne also rejects

3 D’Alfonso 2023.

For a detailed synthesis and a comparison with similar approaches to the Iron Age in the
Aegean, see Santini 2022:52—75.

Quinn 2018.

E.g., Younger 2016.

E.g., Harrison 2001; Herrmann et al. 2016. See the remarks by Osborne 2021:35-47.

E.g., Summers 2018a.
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the ethnopolitical labels often employed for his studied context (e.g., Hit-
tite, Luwian, Luwo-Aramean), preferring the more neutral Syro-Anatolian Cul-
tural Complex (sAcc). This novel framework successfully promotes a more
mature conceptualization of the complex spatio-temporal interplay between
political claims, linguistic landscapes and, more broadly, cultural expressions.
However, the sacc model cannot be a satisfactory proxy for a cultural fron-
tier per se, defined by a set of shared collective identities. For what mat-
ters here the emphasis on the common traits forming the sacc—pertaining
mainly to means of power legitimation such as monuments and prestigious
goods—downplays inner variance or even stark departures between different
regional realities and socio-cultural matrices underlying the model. Major cul-
tural frontiers existed within the SAcc region, separating vastly different cul-
tural milieus and modes of social organization.® Additionally, the migratory
approach offered by Osborne (2021:47-59) in an attempt to explain the appar-
ent spread of the Luwian language from Anatolia to Syria during the Iron Age
relies on limited evidence, as the author admits. Nonetheless, the problem of
the Iron Age linguistic expansion of Luwian as posed by Osborne exists, and
in this book we hope to provide some historical and linguistic tools that will
enable future closer insights into it.

In this book, we follow Osborne in employing the term Syro-Anatolian as
a neutral equivalent of Neo-Hittite vel sim., but we intend it in a strictly geo-
graphic sense, to define the area broadly encompassed between the Kizilir-
mak River, the Euphrates, and the Levantine coast down to the upper Orontes.
Similarly, terms like “Phoenicia(n)” or “Phrygia(n)” will be used as geographic
shortcuts for linguistic, cultural or political features (mainly) encountered in,
or thought to originate from the respective regions. On the other hand, the term
post-Hittite here has a temporal meaning to emphasize developments occur-
ring in the former domains of the Hittite Empire after its fall. For the sake of
clarity, due to the specific subject matter of this book, the geographical prin-
ciple governing the organization of individual sections in the following two
chaptersis based on the main linguistic features characterizing each area, with-
out presuming those features to have any geopolitical implications.

The present chapter is devoted to the Dark Age, here referring to the period
immediately following the crisis of the 12th century BCE, when the cessation of
cuneiform scribal culture in Anatolia and Syria caused a temporary documen-
tary gap, or darkness, in most areas of the former Hittite domain.!° In these

9 D’Alfonso 2023; Matessi (in press); Matessi and Lovejoy (in press).
10  Giusfredi 2010:37.
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terms, the Dark Age is entirely subsumed within the archaeological period
Early Iron Age but is not equivalent to it, due to the high variability of the doc-
umentary gap from area to area. For example, the Early Iron Age at Aleppo (or
Iron I in the Syrian periodization) also includes the 11th century, when Taita
engraved his Hieroglyphic Luwian inscription in the Storm God temple. There-
fore, in a book such as this, which draws its data mainly from the textual evi-
dence, Dark Age seems more fitting as a meaningful periodization, although we
will also use the term Early Iron Age when referring to archaeological data or
periods.

2 The Political Reorganization of the Ancient Near East during the
Dark Age

Although the events of the 12th century are partly known, there is little data
regarding the reorganization of the political landscape that ultimately led to
the new geopolitical situation of the Early Iron Age, especially for the earlier
phases. In general, comparing the cultural, linguistic and political geographies
of the late 13th century with those of the early 10th immediately shows that
nearly every area had been affected by more or less radical changes. Never-
theless, the significance of these changes varied across the individual areas
on which a scholar might choose to concentrate. In the next sections, we will
briefly introduce the main transformations in the cultural and linguistic geog-
raphy of the areas of interest for the present study.

2.1 The Syrian Coast and the Levant

During the 12th and uth centuries, the central and southern Levant under-
went significant change (Fig. 2.1), not only from the perspective of politi-
cal history, but also in terms of cultural and linguistic geography. The area
appears rather inhomogeneous, with the central portions of the Levant exhibit-
ing some degree of continuity. Local cultural elements, including a Canaanite
dialect close to Iron Age Phoenician (which emerges, albeit indirectly and in
terms of interference with Akkadian, in the Amarna Letters, cf. Albright and
Moran 1948), persisted from the Late Bronze Age, since at least the 15th cen-
tury BCE, but possibly even earlier (Markoe 2000:14—23). Trading relationships
were maintained through the maritime routes in the eastern Mediterranean,
involving immediate connections with Cyprus that foreshadowed the strong
Cypro-Phoenician contacts of the full Iron Age.l!

11 For the possibility of an involvement of Phoenicians in the Mesopotamian trading net-
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The Dark Age in the Levant
< Inscriptions

® Key sites (modern name / ancient name)

FIG. 2.1 Key sites and inscriptions in the Levantine coast during the Dark Age

It is not clear what exact role the Phoenician cities played in the crises that
affected the eastern coasts of the Mediterranean during the 12th century BCE.
Certainly, although they had clearly good relationships with Ugarit before its
destruction (e.g., in the letter R 18.31, Pardee 2002:93—94), they took advantage
of its fall to expand their maritime activities; in a first phase during which the
Tyro-Sidonian area appears to have been particularly active, Sidon prevailed
over the rival city. It is conceivable that activity was more intense in the south-
ern portions of Phoenician territory because the other centers were nearer to

works as well, see Markoe (2000:20). If true, this would grant Phoenicia the role of a gate-
way to eastern and western routes as early as the final centuries of the Bronze Age.
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the crisis that invested the northern regions: although the stratigraphy of Byb-
los is largely unknown (and thus does not suggest the presence of a clear level
of destruction), the site of Tell Sukas, some 130km to the north on the Syrian
coast, was clearly affected by the same catastrophic event that wiped Ugarit
from the maps (Bretschneider and Van Lerberghe 2008:33).

Significantly, all the areas of northern Syria and central Anatolia that will
show a penetration of the use of the Phoenician language by the time of the
full Iron Age (Chapter 3) feature texts that employ the Tyro-Sidonian dialect,
and no evidence indicates a significant expansion of the Phoenician cultural
traits from south to north on the land.

Moving up toward the modern Bay of Iskenderun, the coasts of northern
Syria were arguably hardest hit by the raids of the so-called Sea Peoples. This
highly problematic label will be better discussed in Chapter 1o, due to its alleged
Aegean characterization. However, regardless of any connection to the much-
fabled groups of pirates devastating the eastern coasts of the Mediterranean, it
is certain that for the northern Syrian coast, the first decades of the 12th century
were a time of military unrest and generalized social, political and economic
crisis. The warlike events that occurred in Ugarit are well known—even though
some parts of the story, as it is often told by historians, are the result of inter-
pretation and reconstruction, and the dates of specific events should be taken
cum grano salis (Knapp and Manning 2016). For our limited purpose of con-
textualizing the changes in the cultural geography of the areas under study,
we will limit ourselves to an overview of the safest pieces of information we
possess. The letters that the last known ruler, Ammurapi, exchanged with the
king of Hatti, refer to famine and impending war. RS 18.38 (PRU V no. 60) is the
Ugaritic copy of a reply sent by the king of Hatti (certainly Suppiluliuma 11),
who informs his vassal and ally that he is unable to provide support because the
Hittite kingdom is experiencing famine as well (cf. also RS 20.212, possibly also
dating to the reign of Ammurapi, for references to a similar crisis affecting the
land of Ura, most likely somewhere on the Cilician coast). In R$18.38, the Hittite
king also complains that Ammurapi failed to pay a visit to him in Hatti, which
may indicate that the Syrian ruler was struggling with serious internal problems
that prevented him from traveling. Of course, other explanations exist: R$16.78
(Villoreaud 1957: no.18) is a letter addressed by Ammurapi to Egypt, in which he
addresses the pharaoh as his own master. Evidently, the last king of Ugarit was
in a difficult position, and he sought assistance and protection from all possible
directions, including Karkemis and Cyprus. In RS 20.238, the ruler writes to the
king of Alasiya, reporting the raids perpetrated by an unnamed enemy (*%nakri)
and his inability to defend against them because his troops were deployed, for
reasons left unmentioned in the letter, in Hatti, and his ships were stationed off
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the land of Lukka. Furthermore, RS 94.2169 (Lackenbacher and Malbran-Labat
2016:33-34) is a text from the so-called House of Urtenu in which the recipi-
ent is mentioned simply as LUGAL and the author as Ammurapi with no royal
title. If the latter is indeed the king of Ugarit and not an otherwise unknown
official, he appears to seek the help of a higher-ranking ruler, possibly King
Talmi-Te$$ub of Karkemis. Eventually, Ugarit fell, sometime around 1180 BCE,
which may indicate that the requests for aid from the neighboring and tradi-
tionally more powerful kings were never answered. The city was never rebuilt,
its archives went silent, and the local cuneiform writing system—one of the
earliest proto-alphabetic ones developed in the Near East—ceased to be used,
marking the end of the documentary history of the early West Semitic language
known as Ugaritic.!?

The city of Ugarit was gone, but the area featured other urban centers
belonging to the small kingdom of which Ugarit had been the capital. For
instance, the southernmost city of the kingdom, today the Tell Tweini archaeo-
logical site (probably corresponding to ancient Gibala), has Iron Age structures
above the level of destruction of the early 12th century. Sites like Tell Tweini,
or the previously mentioned Tell Sukas, not very far away, are mostly known
archaeologically and left no archives. Consequently, a clear assessment of the
nature of the political entity that followed the Bronze Age collapse at these two
sites is difficult to attain. Most of the territory that formerly belonged to the
kingdom of Ugarit will likely correspond to the coastal portions of the territory
of later Aramaean or Syro-Anatolian kingdoms, such as Hama. As will emerge
from the discussion of the geopolitical and cultural panorama of the full Iron
Age, which will be described in Chapter 3, we know rather little of the mar-
itime projection of the Aramaean and Luwian kingdoms; nonetheless, Hama
appears to have been involved in Phoenician trades, as attested by the pres-
ence of weights inscribed with Phoenician characters and by the existence of
a local measure evidently known to Phoenician traders: the Hamathite shekel
(8QL HMT, see Heltzer 1995; Deutsch 2014).13 This may indicate that, with the
disappearance of Ugarit, the northern Levantine coast would become a periph-
eral gateway of the eastern Phoenician trading network; however, to dwell any

12 The discussion on the classification of Amorrite is an old one, and several studies with dif-
ferent hypotheses have appeared since Goetze (1941). We follow Golinets (2021:187, with
references) and refrain from describing Amorrite as Canaanite (as per Tropper 1994) or
Aramoid.

13  Itwasnot uncommon for a unit of weight to be named after a city, and in the Syrian world
there appears to have been a proliferation of local measures, such as the Karkemis mina
or the Qarqar shekel. Cf. Deutsch 2014 for further discussion.
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further on this hypothesis would be unproductive, given the lack of proper
evidence. This would also provide indications that are highly significant for
the main topic of the present work: although the Phoenicians were clearly a
maritime power, they also maintained important relationships with the other
peoples of the Levantine mainland, which explains why the Phoenician lan-
guage was known, mentioned and occasionally used as a prestigious foreign
language even in centers where there is no reason to assume a direct presence
of Phoenician élites, such as in Karkemi$ or Sam’al (see Chapter 3). The com-
plex problem of the use of Phoenician in Cilicia, which likely involved Cypriot
connections, will instead require a dedicated discussion, which will be offered
below (Section 5) and in Chapter 4.

2.2 Not Just the Sea: The Syro-Mesopotamian Inland and Its Political
Aramaization
Given the extraordinary importance of Ugarit during the final century of the
Late Bronze Age, as well as the growing significance of sea routes at the tran-
sition between the Bronze and the Iron Age, it is no surprise that the coastal
regions of the Levant have received considerable scholarly attention. Neverthe-
less, the same transition produced significant change inland as well (Fig. 2.2).
In Syria, the highly important site of Emar, a central political gateway dur-
ing the Hittite domination at the end of the Bronze Age, collapsed. The date is
uncertain (most likely, the end of Emar occurred at the beginning of the 12th
century, as shown by the prosopographic analysis of the archives by Cohen
and d’Alfonso 2009; cf. but also the discussion in Démare-Lafont and Flem-
ing 2015), and in this case, the circumstances are almost completely unknown.
Hurrian attacks are documented for the time of Pilsu-Dagan, one of the last
rulers of the city, but we do not have conclusive evidence that the Hurrians were
directly responsible for the final demise of Emar. Another potential cause may
be the attacks by the mysterious tarwu peoples mentioned in AuOrS 1, 25:5,'4
but of course we know nothing about them. Moreover, it should be stressed
that because they are mentioned not in an official letter, but rather in a private
contract, we must be cautious and ought not give the same credence to this

14  We wish to emphasize that the attempts at analyzing the meaning and the Semitic or Hur-
rian etymology (cf. Pentiuc 2001:180 for discussion) of this ethnonym (if it is indeed an
ethnonym) are unconvincing at best. In particular, the Semitic etymologies are phono-
logically unconvincing, and the connection to Hurrian tarwis§a proposed by Pentiuc
(20012180) is semantically far-fetched (especially because the word does not mean ‘judge,
but rather a kind of financial deposit or a similar legal category). Also unlikely is the con-
nection to ta/urubi cautiously proposed by Richter 2012 (s.v. TAR-PI), as it would require a
reading tar-pi, which is graphemically improbable.
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Anatolia and Syria in the Dark Age

* Key sites Off-site inscriptions
Inscriptions 1) Gartn 4) Kocaoguz
O Imperial / Dark Age debated 2) Ispekeur  5) Kizildag

3) Kotukale 6) Karadag
< Dark Age

FIG. 2.2 Key sites and inscriptions in Anatolia and Syria during the Dark Age

information as we do with the evidence concerning the military crisis in Ugarit
(which, as was just discussed, is much better documented). Alternatively, it has
been speculated that the city was destroyed by nomadic peoples related to the
Aramaeans,' and this conjecture may be correct; however, it should be pointed
out that resorting to the nomad threat in a region where nomadic peoples and
city-states had coexisted for millennia is akin to playing a wildcard.

If northern Syria underwent catastrophic change even far from the coast, the
proper Mesopotamian regions appear, at a superficial glance, to be more stable
(atleast politically). Assyria maintained local power and enjoyed a first stage of
regional projection with the campaigns of Tiglathpileser I in the final years of
the 12th century—whereas Babylonia entered a long phase of political decline
after the glorious years of Nebuchadnezzar I, but, in spite of the ill fortune of
several short-lived dynasties (sometimes artificially labelled as such but com-

15  Adamthwaite 2001 suggests identifying these nomads with the Aramaeans.
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posed by rulers of different origins), managed to survive as a kingdom until it
was assimilated into Assyria during the mid-8th century BCE.

However, the survival of kingdoms (and, in general, complex polities) does
not necessarily indicate that the cultural demography of an area remained the
same; this, in turn, has obvious implications also for the linguistic geography
of Syro-Mesopotamia. As the cultural and linguistic scenario begins to change,
reorganization of the upper political layer may or may not be immediate, and
the formation of new élites will—usually—occur gradually in the longue durée.
Thus, the main change that will emerge in the Syro-Mesopotamian area (i.e.,
the political emergence of the Aramaeans, which partially matches the growth
of the Phoenician world on the coasts), will affect the political geography of
Syria in a visible way, because the previous formations either did not survive
or underwent significant changes. The cultural change will become appar-
ent in Assyria a few centuries later, when imperial officials, and even some
rulers (e.g., Tiglathpileser 111/Pulu in the 8th century), will begin to appear
with Aramaic names. The language slowly became increasingly widespread
in the territories of the new empire, with significant phenomena of language
contact and contamination that emerge in the Neo-Assyrian dialect of Akka-
dian16

In general, the very concept of an Aramaic culture or ethnicity remains
elusive—and yet, seeking to define the phenomenon is paramount to our work,
because the Aramaeans of Syria would become linguistic neighbors of the Iron
Age Luwians, with some cases of coexistence of the two languages and ele-
ments in Osborne’s SACC (2021). Attempts to trace back the origin of the Aram
element in both toponyms and anthroponyms during the Early, Middle and
early Late Bronze Age, and to connect it to the presence of Aramaeans long
before the times when the Aramaic language is attested, have been critically
discussed by Lipinski (2000:26—35). Because most such attempts are highly
uncertain or even formally or historically flawed, most of the works published
in the past 20 years tended to concentrate on the history of the Aramaeans dur-
ing the full Iron Age (see Chapter 3). Genealogical connections to the languages
of the Bronze Age are not entirely clear.

As often highlighted in the literature (Lipinski 2000:35, with further ref-
erences and discussion), the earliest references to the Aramaeans in Assyr-

16 On the topic of the interference between Aramaic and Neo-Assyrian, see the article
by Streck (2011), which, however, is limited to the analysis of loanwords. Cf. also Lang
(2021:121-122) on indirect traces of Aramaic—Assyrian contact in texts from the Greek tra-
dition, and Fales (2021) for a recent grammatical sketch and sociolinguistic discussion of
Neo-Assyrian.
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ian sources go back to the annals of King Tiglathpileser I,'” toward the end
of the 12th century BCE, where the term is usually paired with the designa-
tion Ahlamu, which, during the Middle Assyrian age, was employed to refer to
what we assume to be nomadic peoples with no clear ethnic characterization.!®
Because the designation’s origin and etymology'® both remain elusive, the best
way to briefly address the problem of the Aramaization of the Near East during
the Dark Age is to shift toward simple synchronic historical geography, which
emerges from the same sources in which the term is first used. In fact, occur-
rences of the adjective armayyu- are rather few in Tiglathpileser 1, and, judg-
ing from the apparent mental map that is sketched in 2.28 and 4.31-34, there
appears to be an opposition between the land called Hattu (which roughly cor-
responds with the area between Karkemis and Malatya) and the land beyond
the Euphrates, in which Aramaeans—or whatever the scribes of Tiglathpileser
meant when they used this word—are found. These are associated with the
region of Amurru (which included the city of Tadmar, i.e., Palmyra) and Sahu,
two ancient and traditional designations. To the south, a political boundary is
mentioned, with the city of Rapiqu belonging to the territory of the kingdom
of Babylon. These data appear to collocate Tiglathpileser’s Aramaeans some-
where to the west of the Middle Euphrates (cf. Lipinski 2000:35-36); but at the
same time, the frontiers already appear quite blurry. Until the empire began to
expand toward the end of the 10th century BCE, there was a long phase after
Tiglathpileser’s reign during which the Assyrian sources are not generous in
providing information about the political geography of central and northern
Syria.

Of course, it is important to stress that we cannot and should not place too
much trust in the consistency of the geographical designations contained in

17 E.g, RIMA 2 A.0.87 3.30 (ah-la-mi-i-KUR.ar-ma-ia"™); 2.28 (ah-la-mi-i-KUR.ar-ma-a-ia“*s),
4.34 (KUR.ah-la-me-e-KUR.ar-ma-a-ia™*s).

18  To be more precise, the stand-alone term Ahlamu is still used by the Neo-Assyrian kings
(e.g., Sargon 11, e.g., 74 Vi 47, referring to nondescript peoples of the steppe who supported
the claim of a Babylonian rebel), but it was already employed by Shalmaneser I (RIMA 1
A.o0.77.1:61) and Tukulti Ninurta 1 (RIMA 1 A.0.78.23:70) during the Late Bronze Age, to refer
to peoples we cannot identify in precise terms. On the problem of Ahlamu ethnicity, one
should cite the recent contribution by Edmonds (2019), and especially the cogent remarks
by Valk (2021:618).

19  The toponym Aramu likely predates the use of the adjective as an ethnicon, with some
very early occurrences that may have occurred in Old Babylonian times, and possibly even
earlier during the third millennium BCE. The survival of the linguistic sign, however, does
not imply that there was a relationship between these early occurrences and the historical
peoples called Aramaeans starting with the Iron Age. For further discussion see Lipinski
2000:26—33; more recently Fales and Grassi 2016:16-19.
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the ancient sources—a principle that is easily forgotten when dealing with
obscure phases, for which even the smallest piece of documentary evidence
may trigger over-enthusiastic attempts at identifications and reconstructions.
This means that the fact that Tiglathpileser refers to Amurru as a specific polit-
ical entity he raided does not imply that such a formation was in fact still the
kingdom with the same name that existed during the final Bronze Age. Tradi-
tional designations easily survive in the archives of the cuneiform cultures, as
evidenced by the very toponym Hattu, which was still employed by the Iron
Age Assyrians to refer to areas entirely different from the former Hittite king-
dom, even though the term appears to have completely disappeared from the
political lexicon of the Iron Age Luwian sources.?? As a consequence, there
is no need to consider the reign of Tiglathpileser as coinciding with a phase
pre-dating the political reorganization of Syria and the Levant, and there is no
way to discern the stage of Aramaization. It is worth noting a reference to the
so-called houses (EME) of the land of Aram in a fragmentary Assyrian chron-
icle,?! which may hint at the subdivision of the Aramaean groups into clans
or tribes; once again, however, some caution is in order, because the text was
likely composed much later than the age it refers to and it may have anachro-
nistically projected back in time a situation typical of the time in which it was
written.

In general, in light of the sparse information we possess, it appears wise to
use caution when characterizing the origin of the Aramaic world. The evidence
for anthroponyms or toponyms containing the Aram element is limited and
often questionable; nonetheless, it seems more likely that the Proto-Aramaic
and Aramaic-speaking peoples already inhabited Syria during the Bronze Age,
and that they later emerged as the main orchestrators of political reorganiza-
tion in the Levant during the Dark Age.

3 The Fall of Hatti and Its Aftermath in Central Anatolia

After nearly half a millennium as the main seat of Hittite power, the city of
Hattusa was abandoned at the onset of the 12th century BCE and forever lost

20  Cf. the discussion in Bryce (2012:49-52). We may add that in later phases of the Assyr-
ian documentation (well after Syria was assimilated into the Empire), the term Hattu still
survived, referring to the regions of the Tabal (RINAP 4 11ii 49; RINAP 4 4 i 7), which sug-
gests that this exonymic designation referred to any foreign or unruly portions of eastern
Anatolia and Syro-Anatolia; thus, the exact geographical referent changed over time.

21 Assyrian Chronicle Fragment 4 (TCS 5,189-190 = AfO 17, 384—385).
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any centrality in the Anatolian political and cultural landscape. Although the
exact date of the city’s demise cannot be established with any confidence, it
is conventionally set around 1190 BCE, or perhaps some years later upon cross-
checking heterogeneous sources. Furthermore, the reasons for Hattusa’s aban-
donment defy straightforward explanation, but this event certainly owed to
multiple converging factors, including climatic deterioration, natural disasters,
economic decay, and a decline in the capacity of central institutions to cope
with territorial instability across the vast Hittite Empire.?2 In this negative con-
juncture, the chronic factional strife that had long beleaguered the Hittite rul-
ing family became a serious liability, especially after the establishment of a rival
power base at Tarhuntas$a endowed to a primary branch of the royal family.23

In his inscriptions, Pharaoh Ramses 111 includes Hatti among the countries
invaded by the Sea Peoples. Older views that uncritically ascribed historical
merit to this account have since been superseded, and seaborne population
movements of the late second millennium BCE are now understood as phe-
nomena whose impact was limited to the Mediterranean’s coastal areas. More
generally, archaeological evaluations now tend to rule out foreign invasions
from among the ultimate causes of Hattusa’s downfall. The ruins of official
buildings are not covered by a uniform destruction layer suggestive of a vio-
lent takeover, whereas fires that seemingly affected individual buildings remain
hitherto undated—and, in any case, do not appear to stem from a single catas-
trophic event. The burnt buildings were stripped of any furniture, down to
the last ceramic vessel—yet no signs of urban warfare, such as weapons or
the bodies of fallen victims, were found. The evidence would support a spon-
taneous abandonment of Hattusa by the inhabitants rather than a sudden
assault by enemy forces.2* In fact, the city had already been experiencing a
slow urban decline for some decades before its final downfall. Several quar-
ters and religious buildings were deserted by the early 13th century BCE, pos-
sibly in connection with Muwattalli 11's short-lived relocation of the court to
Tarhuntassa.?5

So far, only a handful of cuneiform texts attributed to Suppiluliuma 11 have
been identified in the archives of HattuSa—and virtually none dating to his
predecessor, Arnuwanda 111. This peculiar chronological distribution is gen-
erally interpreted as evidence that the court and administrative apparatus

22 De Martino 2018:23—24. On the crisis of the 12th century in an eastern Mediterranean per-
spective, see Knapp and Manning 2016.

23  Matessi 2025.

24  Seeher 2001

25  Schachner 2020.



22 GIUSFREDI AND MATESSI

was evacuated from the capital during its final days, carrying with them all
tablets deemed important for current affairs.26 It is matter of speculation as
to where the archives might have been relocated in this scenario, Tarhuntassa
or Karkemi$ seeming the two most viable possibilities. Wherever their final
destination, the evacuation of Hittite scriptoria from Hattusa and elsewhere
marked, in effect, the permanent demise of cuneiform writing traditions in cen-
tral Anatolia.

After the institutions had quit the city, a residual population remained in
Hattusa and continued, for a short while, to use the wheel-made plain ceramic
wares typical of the Hittite period. Later in the 12th century, and through mul-
tiple subsequent phases up to the 10th century, new layers of modest dwellings
and associated installations emerged on the ridges of Biiyiikkaya, on the north-
western tip of the former urban layout, while squatters occupied the aban-
doned ruins in other areas of the city. In the final phase of the Early Iron
Age, habitation at Biiyiikkaya was replaced by a metalworking area.2? Ceramic
inventories associated with these phases mark a dramatic rupture from the
Hittite repertoire, chiefly evident in the almost complete cessation of wheel-
made manufacture accompanied by the appearance of new shapes and wares.
The most remarkable novelty was the introduction of geometric red-painted
decoration applied to handmade vessels, having close parallels in the Pontic
region to the north of Bogazkdy.28 Moreover, a strikingly similar repertoire of
red-painted decoration, but on wheel-made vessels, appeared in approximately
the same region and has now been dated to the Late Bronze Age based on strat-
ified finds from Oymaga¢ Hoyiik (the site of Hittite Nerik) near Merzifon.2%
Given this peculiar spatial distribution, carriers of this red-painted ceramic
horizon have often been identified with the Kaska attested by Hittite sources
to have inhabited northern Anatolia.3° According to Hittite sources, the Kaska
imposed constant pressure on Hattusa from the late 15th century onward, so it
is possible that some of them eventually resettled the city after it had fallen into
ruins.3! However, we should bear in mind that red-painted ceramics constitute
only a small percentage of the total Early Iron Age assemblage at Bogazkoy. An
alternative hypothesis is that, a few generations after the centralized patronage
over pottery industry was gone, the remaining population of Bogazkéy carried

26  Bemporad 2006:74; Klinger 2015.

27  Seeher 2018.

28 Genz 2004.

29  Mielke 2022.

30  Butsee Mielke 2022:49—51 for a more cautious assessment, with previous literature.
31 Seeher 2010.
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on its own production under the influence of neighboring traditions that had
hitherto resisted Hittite cultural pressure.32

Developments toward simpler forms of social organization similar to those
observed at Hattusa affected other key Hittite sites in the Kizilirmak area
(Fig. 2.2). The acropolis of Kusakh Hoyiik, Hittite Sari$a, was gradually aban-
doned toward the late 13th century BCE and would not be resettled until
sometime before the 8th century BCE. Local paleoenvironmental records may
nonetheless suggest the existence of an Early Iron Age occupation (albeit on
a much-reduced scale) in the surrounding plateau.33 The main representative
building of the Hittite period so far uncovered at Usakli Hoyiik experienced a
violent conflagration after being abandoned during an event tentatively dated
to the late 13th century on account of ceramic and 14C evidence.3* The next
architectonic level on the site dates to the Middle Iron Age, but some sporadic
finds of handmade Early Iron Age wares, including some red-painted speci-
mens, may suggest the existence of an intermediate settlement starting from
no later than the nth century.3®> Recent data from Cadir Hoyiik would point
to a more marked cultural continuity, notwithstanding a reorientation in the
local agropastoral production from a regional scale—possibly subservient to
the Hittite administration—to a more cantonal subsistence economy.3¢

Regions west of the Kizilirmak show different patterns of transformation
after the demise of Hittite imperial hegemony. Throughout the Late Bronze
Age, Gordion/Yassihoyiik was within the sphere of Hittite cultural influence,
best signaled by the standard Hittite repertoire of wheel-made plain wares and
sealings of Hittite officials.3” This phase (YHSS 8) ended with no sign of major
upheaval around the mid-12th century BCcE—that is, perhaps decades after the
abandonment of Hattusa.3® Reoccupation of the site with modest domestic
structures appears to have resumed shortly thereafter, but it was characterized
by a radical change in the material culture. An earlier phase of the Early Iron
Age (YHss 7B), lasting through the mid-11th century, attests to a technologi-
cal transition toward handmade production of ceramics fired in an oxygen-
reduced atmosphere, which gave a characteristic gray color range to surfaces
and clays. In the subsequent phase (YHSs 7A), apparently lasting through the

32 Genz 2003.

33 Daorfler et al. 2000; Miiller-Karpe 2017:158.
34 D’Agostino 2020; Orsi 2020.

35 Orsi 2020.

36  Rossetal. 2019.

37  Kealhofer et al. 2022:86-135.

38  Kealhofer et al. 2019.
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end of the 10th century, wheel-made ware reappears in a class of buff-colored
vessels, attested in a repertoire of shapes anticipating Middle Iron Age tradi-
tions.3 This phase also yields the remains of a modest fortification system,
likely built during the final decades of the 10th century.#? Such discontinuities
in Early Iron Age ceramics are also paralleled by similar departures from Late
Bronze Age traditions in house plans and building techniques. Because of these
sudden changes, which affected virtually all aspects of material culture, schol-
ars consider that at some point during the Late Bronze Age/Iron Age transition,
Gordion was settled by a group of immigrants whose origins have been traced
in the Balkans and Thrace.*! In these regions, horizons of handmade reduc-
tion wares similar to those found at Early Iron Age Gordion are indeed attested
already in the late second millennium BCE, although direct comparisons are
limited to a few features.*? In any case, a Balkan migration framework does
not contradict what we know about Phrygian, the language attested at Gordion
and its environs some centuries later, for which linguistic connections with the
Balkans—and, more specifically, Greek—now appear well established (Chap-
ter 8). In the late 8th century BCE, letters and royal inscriptions of Sargon 11
designated Phrygia with the term Muski (see Chapter 3); however, in Middle
Assyrian documents of the 12th and 11th centuries, the same term appears asso-
ciated with the region of Katmuhu, located in eastern Anatolia around the Tur
Abdin mountains. The toponym Muski (rendered Mu/as(a)ka), also appears
in a number of Iron Age hieroglyphic inscriptions, ranging from Karkemis to
the southern Anatolian plateau. It is unclear how all of these sparse references
might fit into a coherent geographical picture—an issue further complicated
by the uncertain historical contextualization of some of the hieroglyphic attes-
tations (see below and in Chapter 3). In any case, scholars now agree that Muski
or the like could hardly designate one and the same polity and/or people in all
its attestations, and certainly the Middle Assyrian mentions of Muski referred
to something that nothing had to do with the Phrygians of northwest Anato-
lia. 43

Aswe have seen, wheel-made production of ceramics, a hallmark of the Hit-
tite period, almost disappeared from Early Iron Age horizons of the northern
Kizilirmak area, and did not resume until the Middle Iron Age. A less strik-

39  Henrickson 1993.

40  Kealhofer et al. 2022:175-176.

41 Voigt and Henrickson 2000; Voigt 2011:1077.

42 Sams 1988; Voigt and Henrickson 2000.

43  Wittke 2004; Weeden 2023:929—930; Santini forthcoming. For a different interpretation,
see Kopanias 2015.
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ing discontinuity is evident at Kaman Kalehdyiik, on the middle Kizilirmak,
where wheel-throwing of pots apparently continued or was reappraised in the
uth century. Stylistic traditions associated with this production are also very
different from northern ones. They seem to belong, instead, to southern wheel-
made horizons with bichrome band painted decoration, featuring at Porsuk
and in survey collections from the surrounding region.** The very strata yield-
ing these assemblages at Kaman Kalehdyiik also feature the remains of forti-
fication walls, presumably indicating that the local population either main-
tained or quickly resumed some forms of complex social organization after the
Hittite regional administration had left.

Recent data in part confirm the general impression that social reorgani-
zation was relatively precocious in the southern plateau in the aftermath of
the Hittite Empire. Citadel walls broadly coeval to those discovered at Kaman
Kalehoyiik (11th century BCE) have been brought to light in the last decade at
Nigde-Kinik Hoyiik, ca. 5okm to the north of Porsuk.4> Layers associated with
these walls yielded the remains of two imposing underground silos intended
for large-scale grain storage, which remained in use until the late 10th cen-
tury BCE.*6 Fortifications and administrative facilities would evidence a locally
rapid reorganization of a complex economic system—one that prioritized
the centralized accumulation of staple resources—in the early post-Hittite
period.*” Notably, the Kinik Hoyiik silos, elliptical in shape, were abutting the
inner side of the citadel walls, thus following a urban layout paralleled cen-
turies earlier at Hattusa, Ku§akh-§ari§§a and other centers of Hittite Anatolia.*8
The citadel wall, on the other hand, consisting of a stone socle with rubble
filling and a mudbrick superstructure, shows a construction technique differ-
ent from the casemate system typical of previous Hittite fortifications else-
where, but reprises local Late Bronze Age traditions attested in earlier struc-
tures at Kinik Hoyiik itself as well as at nearby Porsuk.*® The evidence of Kinik
Hoyiik, however, shows that these developments do not necessarily indicate a
direct continuity from the Late Bronze Age. In fact, no citadel wall or other
large-scale public structure in use during the 12th century BCE has been so
far exposed on the site. On the other hand, deposits beneath the structure of

44  Dupré 1983:57—75; Matsumura 2008; Matsumura and Omori 2010; Mora and d’Alfonso
2012.

45  Dated by radiocarbon determinations and contextual stratigraphic data; see d’Alfonso et
al. 2019-2020:35—43.

46  Castellano 2018.

47  D’Alfonso 2020a.

48 Castellano 2018.

49  Mantovan and d’Alfonso 2020.
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the 11th century wall yielded a small assemblage of plain ceramic wares that,
alongside examples continuing the Late Bronze Age wheel-made repertoire,
also include a large proportion of handmade vessels crafted in a new set of
shapes.50

Unfortunately, our complete lack of knowledge of 12th century develop-
ments in the southern plateau outside Kinik precludes an empirical evaluation
of the above evidence within a broader picture. In principle, one would be
tempted to see the signs of economic and cultural resilience visible in the 11th
century BCE in connection with the 8th century local re-emergence of Hiero-
glyphic Luwian language and script and Hittite artistic traditions, in the region
of Tuwana and the other polities forming the political constellation known by
the Assyrians as Tabal (see Chapter 3). Summers (2017) recently advanced an
opposing view, proposing that all forms of monumentality and complex urban
organization typical of Tabal—and, most importantly, the use of Hieroglyphic
Luwian—did not result from indigenous developments, but instead were rein-
troduced from Syria in the wake of the Assyrian expansion of the gth and
8th centuries BCE. The recent data from Kinik Hoyiik and the new Gordion
chronology, which attests to the emergence of an articulated urban layout and
sophisticated artistic traditions already in the early gth century (Chapter 3),
would support the indigenist hypothesis and contradict Summers’s model of
secondary diffusion (at least as far as the dynamics of social organization are
concerned).5! Moreover, there is very little evidence of close contacts between
central Anatolia and Syria during the Iron Age; on the contrary, the spatial pat-
terning of material proxies such as ceramics, as well as the linguistic make-up
of Syro-Anatolia in the Middle Iron Age, shows that cultural features in the two
areas developed along different trajectories. Indeed, their only shared traits are
those that could have been independently inherited from the Hittite period on
both sides of the Taurus range.5?

The mechanisms that drove the Iron Age reappearance of Hieroglyphic
Luwian in central Anatolia—after a hiatus of some four centuries—remain
obscure. Generally speaking, we cannot discount the possibility of transmis-
sion from the Elbistan-Malatya area, where hieroglyphic traditions have been
attested since the very early post-Hittite period (see below, section 4.1). Con-
tacts between central Anatolia and Malatya continued throughout the Iron
Age and are attested by the material record.5® Moreover, Malatya was a reg-

50  D’Alfonso et al. 2019—2020:55-63.

51 D’Alfonso et al. 2019—2020:33—34.

52 Matessi (in press); Matessi and Lovejoy (in press).
53  Manuelli 2013.
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ular station for Assyrian armies en route to Tabal.>* Otherwise, knowledge of
hieroglyphics may have survived the Dark Age, still undetected somewhere in
central Anatolia. The hypothesis of a Tabalian scribal tradition would in fact
explain the emergence of unique styles, such as those of TorADA and KULULU,
in the gth and 8th centuries.?>

Any assessment of the survival of hieroglyphic script in central Anatolia
must also consider the questions surrounding a group of hieroglyphic inscrip-
tions on rocks scattered across the southern Anatolian plateau, which are
attributed to a ruler named Hartapu. Six inscriptions of this subcorpus,
KIZILDAG 1-4 and KARADAG 1—2, were discovered in the early 2oth century CE
on the eponymous paleo-volcanoes, clustered in the modern province of Kara-
man. The inscription of BURUNKAYA, discovered in 1971, is isolated from the
others by its location in a rock cliff near present-day Aksaray, ca. 140km to the
northeast of the Kizildag-Karadag cluster.56 All these inscriptions are dedicated
by an individual named Hartapu (hd+ra/i-td-pu-sa),>” who claims the titles
Great King and Hero. In three instances of this group, Hartapu also declares his
filiation from a Mursili, likewise styled as Great King and Hero (KIZILDAG 3—
4, BURUNKAYA). The fragmentary incipit of KIZILDAG 5 bears only the name
and titulary of Mursili, who is presumably the author of the inscription. The
predominant style and paleography of this group are most similar to those of
imperial Hittite hieroglyphic compositions, such as YALBURT and EMIRGAZI.
The Great King titulary, enclosing the name of Hartapu in a royal aedicula (both
with and without the winged sun), also harks back to imperial Hittite tradi-
tions, and the name of Hartapu'’s father has clear links to the Hittite dynasty.
On the other hand, there seems to be no way to fit Hartapu in the Hittite royal
sequence. Therefore, most scholars have long maintained that this personage
was a ruler, perhaps even a descendant of Urhi-Te§Sub/Mursili 111, who carved
out his own rump state in the southern plateau in the early 12th century BCE.58
In this context, it has also been proposed that Hartapu inherited the kingdom

54  Lovejoy and Matessi 2023.

55  D'Alfonso et al. 2020:52—-54. On the Kululu style, see CHLI 1:430. See also d’Alfonso 2019,
who raises the dating of TOPADA to the late 10th—early gth century BCE, which would
reduce the Dark Age gap to about two centuries. Cf. now also the new discussion by
Hawkins in CHLI 111:298.

56 CHLI I:433—442.

57  KIZILDAG 3 has the variant spelling of the name hd+ra/i-td-L. 430(pit)-sa, for which see
CHLI I:439—440. On the writing of Hartapu’s name in BUYRUNKAYA, see CHLI 1:438 and
the updated discussion in CHLI 111:338.

58 E.g., d'Alfonso 2014, with references to previous literature.
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of Tarhuntassa, likely based in the Konya plain, not far from the main cluster of
Hartapu inscriptions.59

A serious obstacle to this early dating of Hartapu has always been his inscrip-
tion KIZILDAG 1, bearing only the aedicula excised in relief in close connection
with the incised engraving of a seated royal figure, depicted in the Assyrianizing
style typical of Syro-Anatolian art of the gth—8th centuries BCE.8° Various solu-
tions were proposed to explain this apparent discrepancy within a 12th century
dating of Hartapu, but most scholars eventually came to agree that the relief
was a later addition to the inscription. The debate surrounding Hartapu took
a definitive turn in 2019, when surveys conducted in and around the large site
of Tirkmen-Karahdyiik (ca. 13km to the north of Kizildag) recovered a stone
block with a hieroglyphic inscription recounting the deeds of Hartapu/Kartapu
Great King (TURKMEN-KARAHOYUK 1).6! In fact, the inscription is a combina-
tion of at least two epigraphs that were likely engraved in two different stages.
The first paragraph, half-excised in relief, reports the conquest of the country
of Mus(a)ka (mu-sa-ka) by the Great King son of Mursili Hartapu, whose name
is spelled here as Kartapu (ka+ra/i-td-pu-sa).5? The historical narrative contin-
ues, detailing further events in two more paragraphs that have been incised
and which use the more usual ha-spelling of the ruler’s name (hd +ra/i-td-pii),
enclosed in the royal aedicula.

Notwithstanding the inconsistent name spellings, the editors of TURKMEN-
KARAHOYUK 1 are certain that this inscription refers to the same person—who,
in light of his titles and filiation, should also be identified with the author of
the other inscriptions of Hartapu’s corpus. However, the editors also argued
in favor of attributing the composition of TURKMEN-KARAHOYUK 1 to the 8th
century BCE, thus lowering the chronology of Hartapu'’s reign by at least four
centuries. Despite a general archaizing style, the text appears to show—in both
the excised and incised parts—a number of sign variants that are not attested
before the Middle Iron Age, such as the hooked version of L. 439=wa/i.53 More-
over, the country of Mus(a)ka—allegedly conquered by Hartapu/Kartapu, pre-
sumably the same as the Assyrian Muski—is not attested as a political player
active in central Anatolia before the campaigns of Sargon 11 against Mita

59  E.g, Singer 2006. For the identification of Tarhuntassa with the mound of Tiirkmen Kara-
hoyiik, see Massa et al. 2020:64—-66. Contra Hawkins and Weeden 2021:384—387.

60  D’Alfonso and Pedrinazzi 2021; Massa and Osborne 2022.

61  Finding and archaeological context: Massa et al. 2020; Osborne et al. 2020. Edition:
Goedegebuure et al. 2020.

62  MAGNUS.REX ka+ra/i-td-pu-sa HEROS URBS-li-si-sa FILIUS mu-sd-ka (REGIO).

63  D'Alfonso and Payne 2016.
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(Midas, see Chapter 3); yet, given the location of TURKMEN-KARAHOYUK 1,
Mus(a)ka could hardly be referring to the eastern Anatolian namesake appear-
ing in Middle Assyrian sources of the 12th-uith centuries. The editors of
TURKMEN-KARAHOYUK 1 also draw a parallel with KIZILDAG 4 § 2¢c, arguing
that this passage, previously read “he conquered the land of Masa forever,”6+
indeed refers to the same event as the conquest of Mus(a)ka mentioned in
TURKMEN-KARAHOYUK 1, §1. An 8th century dating of Hartapu would finally
resolve the problems raised by K1ZILDAG 1, leading to the conclusion that the
inscription was carved at the same time as the figurative relief on its side, as
part of a coherent composition.

As often happens in similar cases, the interpretations proposed by the schol-
ars who first studied the new inscription were met with some criticism. Noting
the scarce attention given by the first editors to the composite aspect of the
inscription, Adiego (2021) argues that the part in relief was carved out later,
modifying a previous inscription constituted by the incised part. This would
explain the different spellings of Hartapu’s name between the two parts as well
as the conspicuous differences in execution and style (for example, the lack of
the royal aedicula in the excised incipit as opposed to its presence in the sec-
ond, incised, paragraph). Accordingly, Adiego ascribes only the relief part of
the inscription to the 8th century, and maintains the more traditional 12th cen-
tury date for the incised part. However, this interpretation does not consider
the clear diagnostics for a late date that are present in the incised part, namely
the abovementioned L. 439=wa/i.

The chronological revision encouraged by TURKMEN-KARAHOYUK 1 clashes
with the consistent imperial Hittite sign repertoire shown by Hartapu’s other
inscriptions. Leaving aside shorter examples in the corpus, the most prominent
obstacle for a generalized attribution of Hartapu’s reign to the 8th century is
represented by KIZILDAG 4, an inscription of length comparable to TURKMEN-
KARAHOYUK 1 but featuring only archaic signs, with close parallels in YAL-
BURT and SUDBURG. Drawing on this case, Hawkins and Weeden (2021) closely
revised the paleography of the entire Hartapu'’s corpus and on this basis they
envisaged the existence of two Hartapu. An earlier ruler with this name (Har-
tapu 1) would have reigned in the 12th century, dedicating K1ZILDAG 4 and the
other archaic-looking inscriptions, namely KARADAG 1—2. The later Hartapu
(11) would have ruled in the 8th century BCE, being the author of TURKMEN-

64  ma-sa (REGIO) AQUILA-na mu-wa-ta (CHLI 1:338—441 after Poetto 1998) now read mu-
sa-ka-na (REG10) mu-wa-ta, as first proposed by Meriggi 1965:314 (cf. CHLI 111:168). For
a different perspective, still retaining the reading Masa in KIZILDAG 4 notwithstanding
TURKMEN-KARAHOYUK 1, see Oreshko 2020.
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KARAHOYUK 1, KIZILDAG 1-3 and BURUNKAYA. In this case, Hawkins and Wee-
den observe, KIZILDAG 4 would attest aland of Mus(a)ka/Muski in central Ana-
tolia already in the 12th century BCE, but without necessarily referring to a well-
defined geopolitical entity. Accordingly, in the first paragraph of TURKMEN-
KARAHOYUK 1, Hartapu 11 would have commemorated the deeds of his revered
predecessor and namesake, modelling his account upon KI1ZILDAG 4. While
solving the paleographic puzzle, the reconstruction proposed by Hawkins and
Weeden imposes some historical twists that, although not implausible, can
hardly be supported on independent bases.%> After all, on account of the con-
textual evidence, we should not discount the possibility that KIZILDAG 4 was
in fact a Middle Iron Age archaizing text executed well enough to resist modern
formal attempts to lower its date.66 In summary, the question of the number of
Hartapu and the relative dating of their reigns seems far from finding a con-
clusive solution. For what matters here, we maintain the 8th century date for
TURKMEN-KARAHOYUK 1 and BURUNKAYA based on Hawkins and Weeden'’s
observations, while leaving open the chronological ascription of the other rep-
resentatives of the Hartapu’s corpus.

4 Luwian Syro-Anatolia

41 The Euphrates Area: Karkemis and Malatya in the 12th and nth
Centuries BCE

During the late 14th and 13th centuries BCE, the city of Karkemis was the seat
of Hittite viceroys, whose dynastic line descended directly from the Great King
Suppiluliuma I (Fig. 2.2). After their installation, the dynasts of Karkemis, con-
sistently designated as kings throughout the imperial phase, attained a promi-
nent position within the Hittite power network, exerting a role of supervisors
over Hittite dependencies in Syria on behalf of the Great Kings residing at Hat-
tusa.s”

65  For a discussion, see the response to Hawkins and Weeden’s proposal by Massa and
Osborne 2022.

66 It is worth mentioning that KIZILDAG 4 is engraved on a rock surface joining a stepped
altar, forming with it a coherent composition having close parallels in Phrygian monu-
ments generally dated no earlier than the gth century BCE (Berndt-Erséz 2006:134-137).
D’Alfonso 2020b:185-186 considers unlikely that the stepped monument was carved after
the inscription, but, still maintaining the traditional date of KIZILDAG 4 to the 12th cen-
tury, uses this evidence to raise the chronology of the stepped altar tradition altogether.
Now, after the discovery of TURKMEN-KARAHOYUK 1, just lowering the date of K1ZILDAG
4 might represent a more economical solution: see Massa and Osborne 2022:94—-96.

67 De Martino 2014; Mora 2014.
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In the famous inscription of Ramses 111 at Medinet Habu, Karkemis$ appears
among the countries defeated by the Sea Peoples.5® However, contrary to this
claim, and unlike most other regions of the eastern Mediterranean, Karkemis
and its hinterland appears to have been only marginally affected by the up-
heavals of the Late Bronze Age/Iron Age transition. Excavations on the site,
carried out first by the British Museum (1911-1914) and reappraised about a
century later under the ongoing direction of Marchetti (since 2011), have so
far revealed no trace of destruction at the end of the Late Bronze Age.%® On
the contrary, the most recent findings show that, despite some renovations, the
general layout of the main public buildings and the fortifications remained in
place throughout the Early Iron Age. Material culture, chiefly ceramic frame-
works, also continued to develop with no stark ruptures from the Late Bronze
Age repertoire.”® Most importantly, Karkemis did not yield any sherd of LH 111C
nor associated Aegaeanizing features that elsewhere in the vicinity represent
the main diagnostic of material cultural change in the terminal Late Bronze
Age and earliest Iron Age phases. Iconographic motifs of clear imperial Hittite
tradition, accompanied by the continued, and exclusive, use of Hieroglyphic
Luwian in monumental programs and seals through the Early and Middle Iron
Ages complete the picture of Karkemi$ as an archetypal Syro-Anatolian state
strongly tied to its Hittite heritage.”

General cultural data resonates with the still scanty, but growing, histori-
cal information available for the period. The last king of Karkemi$ known to
have ruled under formal Hittite hegemony was Talmi-Tessub, who signed a
treaty with Suppiluliuma 11 (CTH 122).72 The main obstacle to a solid histori-
cal reconstruction of the following phases at Karkemis is that this site yielded
virtually no epigraphic evidence until the early 10th century.”® Fortunately,
finds from other sites, in addition to information from external sources (pri-
marily Assyrian) provide material for at least a tentative—albeit in many cases
controversial—reconstruction.

68  Sandars 1987:119-120.

69  For the old excavations, see Hogarth 1914, Woolley 1921, Woolley & Barnett 1952. See also
Benati 2014 and di Cristina 2014 for a recent re-evaluation. For an updated summary of
Marchetti’s excavations, see Marchetti 2019—2020.

70 Giacosa in Marchetti 2019—2020:274—277.

71 Among the several studies devoted to monumentality at Karkemis and its Hittite imperial
models, see Pucci 2008; Gilibert 2011 and Aro 2013.

72 Lastly, Beckman 2019:36—4o0.

73 Peker 2016:14-17. Numerous sealings stylistically dating to the late 13th—early 12th century
were found during the 2019 campaign, but none is reported as having royal seal impres-
sions: see Peker 2023.
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A number of bullae discovered in the late 1980s at Lidar Hoyiik bear the
impressions of a seal fashioned in a Hittite imperial style belonging to a king
of Karkemis$ named Kuzi-Tes$ub, claiming to be son and successor of Talmi-
Tessub. There is little doubt, therefore, that this Kuzi-Te$sub was a direct de-
scendant of the viceroys of Karkemi$ and that he ruled the country in years
roughly coterminous with the collapse of the Hittite Empire and likely for some
time after this event.” The name Kuzi-Te$Sub is not attested at Karkemis itself,
but in the genealogies of Malizean rulers of the early 11th century it appears
accompanied by the Hieroglyphic Luwian title of Great King, a prerogative that
during the Hittite imperial phase was reserved to the royal house of Hattusa.”
Here the widespread view, that will soon be discussed more into detail, is that in
the aftermath of the Hittite Empire, Kuzi-Tessub of Karkemis gained some form
of control over the Euphrates region up to Malatya, thus taking the hegemonic
title of Great King, or at least being later remembered as such.”® A political
inheritance and transfer of related symbols from Hattusa to Karkemi$ in the
post-Hittite period is more indirectly reflected in Neo-Assyrian sources, where
Karkemi$ and neighboring territories are often called the “land of Hatti,” thus
applying to Euphratic Syria a geographic designation used in the second mil-
lennium to indicate central Anatolia.””

The virtual lack of epigraphic material from Karkemis through to the early
10th century precludes confident reconstruction of the local dynastic sequence
after Kuzi-TesSub and from assessing how far his line of succession may have
persisted. The matter is further complicated by the above-mentioned Malizean
evidence, where Kuzi-Tes$ub features as the forefather of a local line of Coun-
try Lords (REGIO.DOMINUS), with no apparent involvement of Karkemis (see
below). A growing consensus would now include among the sources on post-
Hittite Karkemis the famous Ankara Silver Bowl. This unprovenanced artefact,
currently stored at the Ankara Museum of Anatolian Civilizations, bears a

74  Hawkins1988.

75  During the Hittite period, competing claims of Great Kingship within the Hittite domain
were certainly raised by Kuruntiya of Tarhuntassa in his Hatip relief and in some sealings
found at Hattusa: see Singer 1996; Mora 2003; Giorgieri and Mora 2010:143-145; Matessi
2025:165-175. On the possible evidence of a Great King at Mira, in western Anatolia, see
Hawkins 1998:20, and Peschlow-Bindokat and Herbordt 2001. For the recent revision of the
evidence relating to a Hartapu Great King in south-central Anatolia, see above, section 3.

76 E.g., Bryce 2012:83-85.

77  On the notion of land of Hatti in the Iron Age, see d’Alfonso 2012:176, with further refer-
ences. On the changing geographic significance of the term during Neo Assyrian times, see
Bagg 2011:19—40. The genesis and possible meaning(s) of the toponym Hattu in the second
millennium BCE have been treated in Volume 1, especially Chapters 4 and 5.
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short inscription mentioning in a dating formula the conquest of the country
of Tarwiza by a [Tu]thaliya Labarna.”® Previous proposals dated this inscrip-
tion to the late 15th century based on the identification of Tarwiza with the
western Anatolian Tarwisa, targeted by the campaigns of Tuthaliya I. However,
this analysis is now superseded by compelling paleographic and orthographic
considerations, that would conclusively assign the inscription to the 12th cen-
tury BCE.” Connections with Karkemi$ would bear on the observation that
one of the main Karkemisean deities, Karkuha, very rarely attested elsewhere,
appears as a theophoric element in the name Mazi-Karkuha, another per-
sonage mentioned in the bowl, titled a King.8° Notwithstanding these widely
accepted interpretations, an unresolved question concerns the identity of the
rulers Tuthaliya Labarna and Mazi-Karhuha.8! A king named Mazi-Karhuha is
not attested outside the Silver Bowl, and, if actually a king of Karkemis, he could
fit virtually anywhere among the successors of Kuzi-Tes$ub in the 12th century.
An alternative view, perhaps more attractive, would see Tuthaliya Labarna as
a king of Karkemis, perhaps identical to the Great King Tuthaliya mentioned
in the fragmentary inscription KARKAMIS 16¢, or a predecessor thereof.32 If so,
labarna would be yet another perquisite of the royal house of Hattusa trans-
ferred to Karkemis in the early post-Hittite period. It must be stressed, however,
that no ruler of Karkemis otherwise attested ever claimed this title.

More secure evidence about a Karkemisean ruler derives from Assyrian royal
inscriptions dating to around 1100 BCE. In those years, Tiglathpileser I reinvigo-
rated Assyrian expansionist policies to the west of the Euphrates, leading cam-
paigns against Karkemi$ and receiving thereupon a tribute from Ini-Tessub,
defined as king of the land of Hatti (e.g., RIMA 2 A.0.87.10:33—35). It is generally
argued that Hatti in this particular passage stands as a geographic synonym of

78  Hawkins 1997, 2005.

79 On the related debate, see Mora 2007, Durnford 2010, Simon 2009, Giusfredi 2013, and
Payne 2015:84—98. See also Hawkins and Weeden 2016:10.

80  Other arguments pointing in this direction are the writing of the sign kAR (L. 315), which,
outside Karkemis, is attested only at Tell Ahmar (TELL AHMAR 6). Giusfredi 2013; Payne
2015:93-94, and references to previous literature therein. But see Simon 2009:254 for a
different interpretation.

81 A third individual, also unidentified, appears in the inscription with the name Asmaya
and the obscure title REGIO.HATTI VIR,. Conflicting interpretations have been proposed
by Mora (2007:518) and Simon (2009:259). Giusfredi (2013:672—673) argues for an alterna-
tive reading of the title as REG10.DOMINUS, ‘Country Lord.

82  Mora 2007; Giusfredi 2013:674—676; Weeden 2013:7; Payne 2015:86-87. An alternative view,
now generally dismissed, has been advanced by Simon (2009:259—261), who postulates a
Tuthaliya V ruling at Hattusa as a son and successor of Suppiliuma 11. For the inscription
KARKAMIS 16¢, see CHLI I:82.
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Karkemis. Ini-Te$Sub would be the second individual with this name attested
on the throne of Karkemis, the first one having ruled around the mid-13th cen-
tury BCE as a contemporary of Hattusili 111 and Tuthaliya IV. Scholars discuss
whether to connect the Ini-Tessub encountered by Tiglathpileser I with epi-
graphic information gleaned from the stele of KARAHOYUK (Elbistan). This
Hieroglyphic Luwian document, found in situ and dated on paleographic and
stylistic ground to the 12th century BCE, attests a Great King Ir(i)-Tes§ub who
inspected and restored the otherwise unknown city of POCULUM.PES,, prob-
ably rendering the ancient name of Karahdgyiik itself.83 The equation of Ir(i)-/
Ini-Tessub can be considered on supposing a scribal mistake in the hieroglyphic
spelling and would imply some sort of hegemony of Karkemis over the Elbis-
tan area in the late 12th century, presumably including nearby Malatya. This
scenario, however, would conflict with the information gleaned from other pas-
sages of the inscriptions of Tiglathpileser 1, that present Malatya (Assyrian:
Melid) as an independent polity under the authority of a ruler named Allumari
(see below). Another possibility is that Ir(i)-Tessub was a successor of Kuzi-
Tessub, active at a time when Karkemis still had some form of authority in
the Malatya area.84 Otherwise, yet another independent Great King might well
have been active in southeastern Anatolia during the 12th century BCE, even-
tually leaving a trace only at Karahoyiik-Elbistan.85

The earliest ruler known from inscriptions found at Karkemis is Sapaziti,
attested with the titles of Great King, Hero in the genealogical formulas of two
stele inscriptions, dedicated to Sapaziti’s son, the Great King Ura-Tarhunza.86
The date of the inscriptions, suggested on paleographic and historical consid-
erations, provides a terminus ante quem for Sapaziti reign in the early 10th
century BCE. One of the stele is dedicated by Suhi I, the first of a line of Coun-
try Lords who, after ruling for some generations in tandem with Great Kings,
later took power as a royal house de facto. With this gradual dynastic transi-
tion, the history of Karkemis entered a new phase that will be dealt with in the
next chapter.

The unresolved controversies concerning the dynastic sequence of Karke-
mis in the early post-Hittite period offer only very shaky historical ground upon
which to follow developmental trajectories of the Karkemis state between the

83  CHLIIL:288-295.

84  E.g, Weeden 2013:8.

85  Giusfredi 2010:41—42; Weeden 2023:930-931.

86 KARKAMIS A4b and KH.11.0.400. For the former, known from the old excavations, see
CHLI 1:80-82. The latter has been discovered by the new project in 2011 and is published
in Peker 2016:14-17.
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reigns of Kuzi-Tessup and Sapaziti. There is reason to suppose that, at least
initially, Karkemi$ may have taken advantage of the decline and demise of
its central Anatolian overlords. Unpublished texts from Tell Sabi Abyad dated
around 1190 BCE appear to imply that Karkemis entered in a conflict with the
last attested ruler of Emar, Ahi-Malik, with the support of Assyrian troops.87
From these circumstances we might cautiously deduce that, around the time
Hattusa was being abandoned, Karkemi$ was able to play its own cards, join-
ing an alliance with a former rival of Hatti and trying to carve an independent
domain out of its previous viceregal premises. A connection has also been
proposed between the Tarwu-peoples who attacked Emar shortly before its
destruction (ca. 1175BCE; see above, Section 2.2) and the Tarwiza conquered
by Tuthaliya Labarna, as claimed in the Silver Bowl.88 This name can indeed
be analyzed as a Luwian ethnicon (-iza) from a toponymic root Tarw-, meaning
the ‘Tarwean,’ but this is as far as we can go in seeking connections with the
Emar evidence.?9

As mentioned above, the urban layout of Karkemis did not suffer major dis-
ruptions at the transition to the Early Iron Age, but more data are needed in
order to evaluate how closely this picture of resilience matched surrounding
areal frameworks. Regional surveys in Euphratic Syria and southeastern Ana-
tolia consistently document a sharp increase in settlement numbers from the
Late Bronze Age to the Iron Age, aligning with a general trend also observed
elsewhere in neighboring regions.?° Explanations offered for this phenomenon
vary greatly, involving such diverse models as sedentarization of semi-nomadic
populations, ruralization of previously urban communities or, eventually,
immigrations from other regions.®! Irrespective of its ultimate demographic
causes, the Iron Age settlement expansion documented in the archaeological
record may have been fostered by active policies of colonization of the land-
scape, including the founding of towns. Such practices are attested in inscribed
claims of Syro-Anatolian rulers, especially from the 11th century on, but they
may have been already in place during the otherwise less-documented 12th
century BCE, as suggested by references to urban restorations and repopula-
tion programs contained in the KARAHOYUK inscription. Survey data from the
Karkemis and surrounding regions are too coarse for evaluating urban trends

87  Tg6-1and T98-119. See Akkermans and Wiggermans 2015:120.

88  Mora 2007:519.

89  Weeden 2013:7-8.

go  E.g, Yukich 2013; Lawrence and Ricci 2016:53—-54. For similar patterns in the Amuq plain,
see below, section 4.2.

91  Osborne 2021:35-42.
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specific to the early post-Hittite period in this area.? More refined chrono-
logical data available from excavated sequences may offer useful hints; how-
ever, these remain too patchy for a coherent interpretation. At Tille Hoyiik, on
the western Euphrates bank some 160km upstream from Karkemis, the con-
struction of an imposing citadel gate redated around the mid-12th century
testifies to a very early post-Hittite revitalization of the site after a long hia-
tus lasting through the Hittite imperial phase.®® Lidar Hoyiik, the findspot of
the Kuzi-Tessub sealings, lies just ca. 35km downstream from Tille Héyiik, on
the opposite bank of the river, and displays a continuous occupation from the
Late Bronze Age.%* In summary, this scattered archaeological information sug-
gests a broad resilience of habitation patterns, or even a thriving urbanization,
in Euphratic Syria during the 12th century BCE. Activities in this framework
involved the construction of public structures (Tille Hoyiik gateway) in areas
that, judging from the whereabouts of Kuzi-Tessub’s sealings, might well have
fallen within the bounds of Karkemisean political claims.

Following the Euphrates River northward, and then through mountain pas-
sageways across the Taurus, routes from Karkemis could lead directly to Ma-
latya. The best archaeological evidence for close contacts between the two
areas along the Euphrates corridor is a continuous ceramic exchange lasting
through the Early and Middle Iron Ages.9 In cuneiform sources of the Hittite
imperial period, Malatya—there known as Militiya—appears as an outpost on
the unstable frontier with Mittani and Assyria, run by Hittite officials interact-
ing with local elders.?¢ On the site of ancient Militiya (present-day Arslantepe),
the end of the Late Bronze Age is marked by the violent destruction of the
city’s so-called Imperial Gate. However, the settlement recovered soon there-
after in two phases featuring monumental architecture and imposing fortifica-
tions, respectively dating to the final Late Bronze Age (ca. 1250-1200) and to
the earlier Early Iron Age, between the 12th and the u1th centuries.%” Buildings
belonging to this latter phase were embellished with sculpted orthostats with
figurative scenes, some of which were later removed and reused in the decora-
tion of the Lion’s Gate of the 8th century BCE.8 As with Karkemis, the iconog-

92 Lawrence and Ricci 2016:53-54.

93  On the reassessment of chronological data from Tille Hoyiik previously attributed to the
Late Bronze Age (Summers 1993), see Summers 2013.

94  Miiller1999.

95  Manuelli 2013, 2020:118-120.

96  Manuelli 2013:413—423.

97  Frangipane et al. 2019-2020; Manuelli 2020.

98  Manuelli and Mori 2016.
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raphy of these reliefs, many of which accompanied by Hieroglyphic Luwian
inscriptions, directly derives from imperial Hittite traditions.

Thanks to the epigraphic corpus from Arslantepe and other inscriptions
found in its environs between Malatya and Elbistan, we understand that during
the 12th and 11th centuries the area was occupied by the polity of Malatya, ren-
dered in Hieroglyphic Luwian as MAX.L1*.z1, corresponding to Assyrian Melid.%°
As mentioned above, a lineage of rulers reconstructed from Malatya inscrip-
tions consistently claims descent from Kuzi-TesSub in their genealogies, attri-
buting to him the titles Great King and Hero as well as mentioning, in one case
(GURUN), his association with Karkemi§.1?° There is little doubt, therefore, that
this Kuzi-Te$$ub was the same person as the son of Talmi-Tessub who sealed
the bullae found at Lidar, although he there appears with the status of king,
as opposed to Great King, of Karkemis. In turn, this secure connection would
suggest that in the very early 12th century Karkemi$ acquired at least a nominal
hegemonic status over Malatya, which would be acknowledged by later rulers
of this country. However, the modalities of this Karkemisean dominance are
not clear; furthermore, there is no consensus about its possible duration after
Kuzi-Tessub.

The first representative of the House of Kuzi-Tessub attested in his own
inscriptions is Runtiya, who identifies himself as a son of a PUGNUS-mili (1) and
grandson of Kuzi-Tes$ub.!%! pugNUSs-mili (1) appears in other inscriptions as
the father of another grandson of Kuzi-Te$sub, Arnuwantis (1).192 On this basis,
Arnuwantis (1) and Runtiya are identified as brothers, the one likely succeed-
ing the other in the dynastic sequence. In fact, although no Runtiya is further
attested in later genealogies, Arnuwantis (1) appears to have passed the throne
to his son PUGNUS-mili (11), in turn followed by another Arnuwantis (11).103

As will often be the case with Syro-Anatolian dynasties documented later
(see Chapter 3), the titulature claimed by Malatyan rulers,'%¢ when attested
at all, is not homogeneous but may nevertheless shed light on the political
status of Malatya and its relationships with Karkemis. PUGNUS-mili (1) is con-
sistently attributed no title at all in the genealogies where he appears, possibly
meaning that he never had a ruling position or, perhaps, acted as an officer

99 CHLI 1:282—288.

100 Hawkins 1995; CHLI 1:286-287.

101 GURUN and KOTUKALE. See CHLI 1:295—301.

102 ISPEKGUR and DARENDE. See CHLI 1:301-305.

103 This succession as established by Hawkins (CHLI 1:286—287) has been followed since with
minor alternative variations. See also Bryce 2012:101-104.

104 Giusfredi 2010:65-116.
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with no sovereign authority under his father, Kuzi-Te$ub.1%5 In his monumen-
tal inscriptions, Runtiya styled himself as a Country Lord (REGI0.DOMINUS),
a title already in use within the Hittite imperial administration and broadly
equivalent to cuneiform EN.KUR-TI. In the case of the Hittite Empire, Coun-
try Lord designated high-ranking administrative officers subordinated to the
authority of the monarchs residing in Hattusa and possibly recruited from
within the royal family.196 It is possible that a similar hierarchical—and per-
haps even familial—relationship governed the cohabitation between Great
Kings and Country Lords at Karkemis until the advent of the House of Suhi in
the 10th century BCE.1%7 In the ALEPPO 6 inscription, dating to the 11th century
(section 4.2), Taita I of Palastin, organized offerings for the temple according
to a sort of hierarchic chart that ranked the Country Lord in a position lower
than the King (REX) but on par with the Prince.!8 If so, we may assume that
also at Malatya, the Country Lord was subordinate to some superior author-
ity (whose identity, however, remains hitherto obscure and whose association
with Karkemis would be only conjectural).10°

It has been argued that Malatya may have gained full independence from
Karkemis sometime between the reigns of Runtiya and Arnuwantis (1).11° This
transition, again, may be reflected in the titulature: Arnuwantis (1) and his suc-
cessors regularly claimed the status of King, which was nominally superior to
Country Lord.!!! This latter, anyway, continued to be used in combination with
other titles as a sort of “dynastic title of Malatya,” according to a definition by
Hawkins (CHLI 1:286—287). The compound title REX.L. 462, borne by PUGNUS-
mili (11) and recently read “king’s seed/kinsman,” has been interpreted as an
attempt by this ruler to further disentangle his legitimation from Karkemis, per-
haps by emphasizing ancestral links with the royal house of Hattusa.!1?

Be that as it may with the above suggestions, Melid/Malatya is attested as a
sovereign kingdom under the rule of a certain Allumari in the annals of Tiglath-
pileser I. It is noteworthy in this respect that the Assyrian king termed the

105 Ascautiously proposed by Bryce (2012:102). Notwithstanding the lack of titles, PUGUS-mili
(1) is often included as the first ruler in the dynastic charts of Malatya. See, e.g., Hawkins
and Peker 2014:110.

106  Singer 2000:70.

107 Payne 2014.

108 Hawkins 201

109 Simon 2020b:154-155.

110 Bryce 2012:99; Blanchard 2019:189.

111 Simon 2020b:154-156. Runtiya is also attested once as “King of Malatya” in the legend of a
seal impression found at Arslantepe (MALATYA 15). See CHLI I:575-576.

112 Weeden 2023:933. On the interpretation of L. 462 as ‘seed, see Dingol et al. 2014:150.



THE DARK AGE 39

region of Melid “Greater Hatti,” thus placing it in the same geographic sphere
as Karkemis, called “Hatti” without a modifier. This usage likely reflected per-
sistent Middle Assyrian geographical conceptions, equating Hatti to virtually
anything west of the Euphrates, and not necessarily those proper for the Neo-
Assyrian period, when the term more specifically described Karkemis and sur-
rounding regions. The main problem with the interpretation of the Assyrian
evidence concerns the name Allumari, which does not appear to match any of
the rulers’ names attested in the Malatyan corpus. As we have seen, the hiero-
glyphic inscriptions permit the reconstruction of a complete genealogy of at
least four generations from Kuzi-Te$sub, whose lifetime should be placed in the
first quarter of the 12th century BCE. In this scenario, the reign of Arnuwantis
(11), the last known descendant of Kuzi-Te$$ub at Malatya, should be set toward
the end of the 12th century or even in the early nith—that is, at around the same
time as the reported campaigns of Tiglathpileser I. Although attempts at lin-
guistic comparisons of Allumari with Arnuwantis did not produce compelling
results,''® puGNUS-mili (11) offers more promising ground for an identification,
which, however, has yet to attain widespread acceptance.'* The only viable
alternative would be to consider a shorter duration for one or more genera-
tions in the attested genealogy, so as to allow space in the Malizean dynastic
sequence for an Allumari otherwise unknown at Malatya itself.15

The fate of Karkemis at this juncture and afterwards is largely unknown, due
to the lack of local sources and the paucity of external references through the
uth century BCE. Furthermore, architectonic phases of the city corresponding
to this period have come to light only very recently, and for limited portions
of the site. The above overview shows that after the end of the 12th century,
Karkemi$ was no longer a prominent player to the north of the Taurus. The final
destruction of the gateway of Tille Hoyiik, now dated to after 1090 BCE, and the
ensuing hiatus, of unknown duration, might be seen in connection with the
campaigns of Tiglathpileser I and perhaps, in turn, a crisis of local regional pow-
ers that may have hampered a swift recovery.!6 A potential target of expansion
for Karkemis could have been the surroundings of Aleppo, but this trajectory
was cut off in the n1th century BCE by the rise of the kingdom of Palastin (see
section 4.2).1'7 Regardless of these speculations about regional developments,

113 Jasink 1995158-159, 201.

114 Giusfredi 2010:257 fn.564; Simon 2016c¢.

115 This is, for example, the solution eventually preferred by Bryce (2012:103-105).

116 Ontherevised chronology of the gateway and its broader implications, see Summers 2013.

117 Hawkins and Weeden 2016:11; Brown and Smith 2016:26—27. Karkemis is explicitly men-
tioned, together with Egypt, in a fragmentary context of an inscription attributed to Taita
I of W/Palastin in the Aleppo temple: see Hawkins 2011:53; Weeden 2013:17.
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the city of Karkemis itself does not appear to have suffered major setbacks
during the 11th century. On the contrary, recent excavations have uncovered
warehouses and a large granary dating to this period, showing that the cen-
tral economic administration continued to function. This same impression is
conveyed by the likely continuation of a local line of Great Kings, suggested by
early 10th century inscriptions (see above).

We are in a better position in regard to 11th century developments at Malatya.
Local inscriptions attest that during this period, the throne likely passed to
another lineage of rulers without any apparent kinship ties with the House
of Kuzi-Tessub. The first ruler of this new dynasty, Tara (CRUS+RA/I-sa), even
employs the title Hero, thus reviving a Hittite imperial epithet reserved to
the Great Kings. In the long inscription of 1ZGIN, in the Elbistan plain, Tara
boasts about the refoundation of the city of Taita, already mentioned by Run-
tiya's inscriptions, as well as an expansive policy at the frontiers that led to
several annexations, including the city of Hilika/ Hirika, whose problematic
localization will be addressed in Chapter 3. As suggested by recent radiocar-
bon determinations, toward the mid- to late uth century, the fortified walls
of Arslantepe-Malatya were destroyed. Whatever the causes of this event, life
on the site soon resumed and, contrary to earlier pessimistic interpretations,
possibly even thrived.!8 In fact, the latest archaeological findings in the strata
above the debris of the fortifications, dated to the 10th century, have brought
to light portions of an imposing ceremonial building and six large granary silos
indicative of a working centralized economy.!® It is nonetheless possible that
the disruption was sufficient to cause a dynastic discontinuity; in the 10th cen-
tury, power at Malatya appears to have passed to yet another family claiming
no ties with earlier rulers, as we shall see in Chapter 3.

4.2 The Northern Levant and Cilicia

Excavations on the citadel of Aleppo between 1996 and 2005 brought to light
a lengthy dedicatory inscription in Hieroglyphic Luwian, engraved in stone
blocks making up the eastern wall of the main temple of the city, devoted to the
Storm God.!20 The author or sponsor of the inscription, now labeled ALEPPO 6,
identifies himself as Taita, “Hero” and “King” and defines his ethnic affilia-
tion with the adjective Pa-la-sa-ti-ni-za, the “Palastinean.”’! The same ethnic

118 E.g, Hawkins and Weeden 2016:11.

119 Frangipane et al. 2019-2020:81.

120 Kohlmeyer 2009; Hawkins 2011.

121 This discovery came after the recognition that the hieroglyphic sign L. 172 formerly trans-
literated as TA5; was in fact to be read as la/i (Rieken and Yakubovich 2010). Moreover, it was



THE DARK AGE 41

adjective and titles, likely referring again to Taita, occur in a fragmentary con-
text of another inscription found in the temple of Aleppo (ALEPPO 7), incised
on a sphinx statue.!?? Palaeographically, ALEPPO 6 and 7 can be convincingly
dated to the 11th century as they share several features with the earliest works
from Karkemi$ and Malatya, such as the ligature zi+a for za. This dating would
align with radiocarbon dates obtained from timber beams found in the temple
debris.123

Before the discoveries of the Aleppo inscriptions, the name Taita had already
been known together with that of his wife, Kupapiya, from other two hiero-
glyphic documents found at Meharde and Sheizar, in the environs of Hama,
ca. 120km south of Aleppo.!?4 Here, the claimed ethnic affiliation is identical,
with the only remarkable variants of initial Wa- instead of Pa- and the use of
the determinative for country (REG10). The alternation between p and w for
the first consonant might reflect the sound /f/, perhaps resulting from a former
/p/125 As in Aleppo, both MEHARDE and SHEIZAR attribute to Taita the title
“Hero,” with the addition of “King” in MEHARDE. None of the two composi-
tions was found in situ, but their paleography and orthography, combined with
historical evaluations, would suggest their date to be considerably later than
the Aleppo inscriptions, within the 10th or even the early gth century BCE. If
so, there must have existed at least two kings Taita (I and 11) active in the Iron
Age northern Levant, separated from one another by some generations.!26

The name W/Palastin, associated with other personal names, also appears
in another three hieroglyphic inscriptions: a group of fragments found in 1936
at Tell Taynat, in the Amugq valley (TELL TAYNAT 1), and two stelae recently
discovered at Arsuz, near modern Iskenderun (ARSUZ 1 and 2).127 The text of
TELL TAYNAT1is in very poor conditions, but one fragment mentions a person-
age Halparuntiya, with no associated title preserved. The Arsuz stelae, almost
complete, were dedicated by Suppiluliuma, Hero and King, son and succes-
sor of Manana. Stylistic and paleographic considerations suggest a late 10th
century date for the ARSUZ 1 and 2 inscriptions. On the same ground, TELL
TAYNAT 1 would also date to the late 10th or the early gth century. Finally,

also accepted that the sign sa represented the sound /s/ before other consonants (Rieken
2010).
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the excavations at Tell Taynat of 2012 have yielded a colossal statue featuring
another inscription of a Suppiluliuma (TELL TAYNAT 4), with unmentioned
titles and country. In any case, this Suppiluliuma must be different from the
Suppiluliuma of Arsuz and a likely successor thereof, as the new Taynat inscrip-
tion is palaeographically dated to within the gth century.128

It is generally agreed that Hieroglyphic Luwian W/Palastin must correspond
to the ethnicon Pa(t)tinayya and the related place name Pa(t)tinu, recurring in
Neo-Assyrian cuneiform records.!?? From these attestations, in fact, we under-
stand that Patina was geographically connected with, if not a synonym of, the
toponyms Ungqji, referring to the Amuq, and the regional capital Kunulua, the
ancient name of Tell Taynat.

On combining Hieroglyphic Luwian and Assyrian sources, we can therefore
establish the existence between the 11th and early gth centuries BCE of a king-
dom named Palastin, centered in the Amuq valley (Assyrian Unqi) and having
its capital at Tell Taynat (Kunulua) (Fig. 2.3). This identification has impor-
tant implications for the understanding of Iron Age interactions in the eastern
Mediterranean.

On account of a clear assonance, the emergence of the kingdom of Palastin
is generally considered in connection with the phenomenon of the Philistines.
The people(s) known as ‘Philistines’ in English, corresponding to Biblical PLST
and Assyrian Pilistu, occupied the southern coast of Canaan in the Iron Age 1-
11 (12th—7th c. BCE) and are deemed to descend from a group of Sea Peo-
ples mentioned as Peleset in Egyptian sources.!3® Most scholars thus consider
the possibility that, in the course of the Sea Peoples’ migrations, groups of
Philistines settled the Amuq and gave rise therein to a northern Philistine king-
dom.!3!

As we shall discuss in more detail in Chapter 10, the relationship between
Palastin and Philistines, if any existed, was probably more nuanced and indi-
rect than hitherto assumed. What is important to stress here is that the rulers
of Palastin made no effort to emphasize a rupture with the cultural milieu we
would expect to emerge in the region in continuity from the Hittite Empire
period. Aside from the Palastin—Philistines question, the only piece of linguis-
tic evidence that may be called upon to account for a possible foreign origin

128 CHLI 11I148-149.

129 Butsee Simon 2020:162.

130 Hawkins 2009, Singer 2012; Weeden 2013.
131 Hawkins 2009:172; Emanuel 2015.
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Sites

1) Gordion 6) Golludag 11)Porsuk 16)Zingirli 21)Gatal H.
2) Kaman Kaleh. 7) Tarkmen Karah.  12)Kilise Tepe 17)Kinet H. 22)'Ain Dara
3) Bogazkoy 8) Kinik H. 13)Tarsus 18)Karkemish 23)Aleppo
4) Aligar H. 9) Karahoyuk Elbistan14)Sirkeli 19)Tell Ahmar 24)Tell Afis
5) Ovaoren 10)Arslantepe 15)Karatepe 20)Tell Taynat 25)Hama

FIG. 2.3 The Syro-Anatolian region during the Iron Age, with key sites and main regional
entities

of the Palastinean dynasty is the name of the first attested ruler, Taita. This
name is arguably not Anatolian nor Semitic, but has been interpreted as Hur-
rian, a language hardly foreign to northern Syria in the late second millennium
BCE.!32 Taita (11)’s wife was named Kupapiya, a Luwian derivative in -iya of
the theonym Kubaba (lit. “she of Kubaba”). All other Palastinean rulers so far

132  Steitler 2010, but based on a shaky identification with the Biblical personage To‘i, king of
Hama. See the rebuttal by Simon 2014b:725.
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attested in native or Assyrian sources bore Anatolian names, two of which,
Lu/abarna and Suppiluliuma, pay clear homage to Hittite royal onomastics.

Not a single document is known from Palastin that is written in Phoenician
or Aramaic, which by the gth and 8th centuries constituted the main linguistic
novelty after the end of the Late Bronze Age on the northern Amanus region
and in Cilicia, just to the north and west of the Amugq. The Hieroglyphic Luwian
used at Palastin does not show remarkable peculiarities or recognizable traces
of interference with other languages. With his inscription on the eastern wall of
the Aleppo temple, Taita I celebrates the rebuilding of a sacred structure that
had been in place since the Middle Bronze Age. In doing so, he reused sculpted
orthostats that had been erected during the Hittite period and integrated them
with new additions that reiterated the same iconographic style.!33 Therefore,
based on the available historical evidence alone, Palastin can be character-
ized as a Syro-Anatolian rump state that, on a par with the nearby kingdoms
of Karkemis$ and Malatya, emerged in the aftermath of the Hittite Empire and
inherited its rhetoric of official representation.

A more remarkable admixture of innovative, and possibly foreign, features
with traditions inherited from the previous period is seemingly reflected in the
archaeological record of the northern Levant. A hallmark of the Late Bronze
Age/Iron Age transition across the northern Levant is the appearance of locally
manufactured painted ceramics, the so-called Late Helladic 111¢ (LH 111C)
wares, derived from Aegean and Cypriot potting traditions of the Late Bronze
Age. Alongside ceramics, Aegean or Cypriot influences are represented in other
material cultural features occurring in 1A 1 (ca. 1200—900 BCE) contexts across
the Levant, relating to a range of activities, from food preparation and preserva-
tion to textile industry.'3* In most cases, these artifacts, which scholars gener-
ally associate with groups of foreign migrants, occur together with local tradi-
tions inherited from the previous period. In particular, an increasing popularity
of LHI11C ceramics in the earliest phases of the Iron Age at Taynat, Tell Afis and
other major centers of the northern Levant occurs alongside the continuation
of both painted and plain ceramic wares derived from the local Late Bronze
Age repertoire.135

The Late Bronze Age/Iron Age transition had varying effects on settlement
histories, resulting in different areal patterns. On the coast, the continuity and
even flourishing of major central Levantine centers (future Phoenicia), from
Sarepta to Tell Arqa, contrasts with major destructions of Late Bronze Age sites

133 Kohlmeyer 2009.
134 Venturi 2007; Lehman 2013; Janeway 2017; Pucci 2019. See also Chapter 10.
135 Venturi 2007; Welton et al. 2019:301-305 and 308—311.
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in the north, followed by complete abandonment (Ugarit) or reoccupation on
a much reduced scale (e.g., Tell Kazel, Ras Ibn Hani, Ras el Bassit).3¢ Farther
inland, in and around the future land of Palastin proper, the scale of socio-
cultural change varied from site to site, with continuities or swift recoveries,
especially regarding religious buildings. We have already mentioned the broad
resilience of templar architecture in Aleppo, determined by a superimposi-
tion through the second millennium BCE of several interventions until Taita’s
restorations in the 11th century BCE. In a similar vein, the imposing temple
of nearby ‘Ain Dara (Fig. 2.2), embellished with Hittite-style sculptures, was
already in use during the 13th century and underwent renovations very early in
the post-Hittite period—that is, around the 11th or even the 12th century BCE.137
At Tell Afis, imposing buildings and residential quarters dating to the Hittite
imperial period were destroyed by a violent conflagration in the early 12th cen-
tury.!3® However, monumental architecture already resumed therein around
the uth century, as indicated by the remains of a temple structure and the
associated materials found in a test-pit conducted on the acropolis.!3° These
patterns signal a broad resilience of religious institutions inherited from the
Late Bronze Age that in turn may have functioned as catalysts for a quick polit-
ical reorganization in post-Hittite Syria.140

In the Amugq valley, surveys document a rise in settlement numbers between
the Late Bronze Age and Iron Age, coupled with a general reduction of their
average size.!*! The main settlement of the region throughout much of the
second millennium, Alalah/Tell Acana, was largely abandoned by the end of
the 13th century, but the twin site of Tell Taynat, located less than one kilo-
meter to the north, was settled in the 12th century BCE and soon afterwards
fully replaced Alalah as the regional capital.1#2 The earliest major architectonic
phase of the Iron Age known at Taynat, labeled Building Period 1 by the Chicago
Syro-Hittite Expedition that first excavated the site in the 1930s, has been dated
by recent assessments to the 10th BCE.1*2 Most of the hieroglyphic fragments
so far recovered, including TELL TAYNAT1, and several pieces of Syro-Anatolian
monumental art are associated with this phase that has its main architectonic

136 For a synthesis, Venturi 2007:403—408; Knapp and Manning 2016:128-130.
137 Kohlmeyer 2008; Novak 2012.

138 Venturi 2007 and 2010.
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feature in the massive Building x1v. By contrast, the occupation layers cor-
responding in date to the ruling period of Taita I and the formation of the
kingdom of Palastin (11th century), i.e., phases 6a—5, have hitherto produced
no monumental finds and very little architecture in general. Although a larger
exposure of these phases is undoubtedly needed before reaching definitive
conclusions, we may at least consider the possibility that the capital of Palastin
was not at Taynat/Kunulua since the very beginning, but instead moved there
only at a later stage, presumably in context with the foundation of Building
Period 1. In this case, the power base of Taita I should be sought elsewhere,
and the best candidate would be Aleppo, where building activities and inscrip-
tions attributed to this ruler are actually attested. In this scenario, Palastin
would share with Karkemis similar roots in former Hittite political landscapes,
as Aleppo during the Late Bronze Age was the seat of a viceregal kingdom
that was governed, on par with Karkemis, by a branch of the Hittite royal fam-
ily.

Throughout the Bronze Age, the Amugq valley and the northern Levant have
been deeply connected with Cilicia, reachable from the east by crossing the
Amanus mountains. Interactions along this trajectory also continued during
the Iron Age. The aforementioned twin inscriptions of ARSUZ 1 and 2, dated to
the 10th century BCE, document a conflict between the king of Palastin and the
lands of Hiyawa and Adana, seemingly presented as two separate city-states.!+#
As we shall see, in epichoric inscriptions from the 8th century BCE, the place
names Hiyawa and Adanawa will converge in a quasi-synonymic pair to indi-
cate a kingdom occupying Plain Cilicia, in turn corresponding to Assyrian Que,
documented from the gth century on. These circumstances would thus lead to
the conclusion that during the Early Iron Age and initial Middle Iron Age, Plain
Cilicia experienced a trend toward gradual political integration of the former
territories of Kizzuwatna, which had evidently segregated from one another
after the demise of Hittite imperial rule. Unfortunately, the historical develop-
ments that accompanied this process are immersed in a deep Dark Age due to
the lack of relevant textual records.

The only data for the Late Bronze Age/Iron Age transition and the Early
Iron Age in Cilicia up to the 10th century exclusively derive from archaeolog-
ical research, chiefly the excavations at Kilise Tepe, Tarsus and Kinet Hoyiik,
whereas the recently published results from Sirkeli Hoyiik provide some addi-
tional information.!*> At Tarsus, the last Late Bronze Age stratum (LB I1a),

144 Dingol et al. 2015.
145 For the oft-assumed Greek influences on the socio-cultural make-up of Hiyawa/Adanawa,
see Chapters 4 and 10.
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featuring public architecture and residential quarters of the Hittite imperial
age, ended with a violent conflagration, dated on historical criteria to the end of
the 13th century and connected to the well-known events marking the collapse
of the Hittite Empire. The subsequent stratum LB 11b was characterized by flim-
sier architecture that has been interpreted as a decline in the socio-economic
conditions of the settlement. Recent re-evaluations of the stratigraphy of stra-
tum LB I1b have identified a sequence of seven different architectonic phases,
the first three of which can be dated to the 12th century based on the occur-
rence of LH 111 C wares.*6 A similar development toward simpler habitation
patterns following the demise of monumental public architecture is recorded
in the Early Iron Age levels of Kinet Hoyiik and Kilise Tepe after the destruction
of the last Late Bronze Age structures. Kilise Tepe bears evidence of two sub-
sequent violent conflagrations intervaled by a partial restoration, at the end of
the 13th century (Level 11¢) and around the mid-12th century (Level 11d), respec-
tively. Flimsy domestic buildings occupy the earliest Iron Age phases, followed
in later strata through the pre-Classical age by large open spaces and workshop
installations and no architecture.'#” At Kinet Hoyiik, on the other hand, archi-
tecture on a larger scale recovered in the Middle Iron Age.'#8 Recent results
show quite different developments at Sirkeli Hoyiik. Here, in fact, following
a transition whose contours remain unclear, substantial architecture (Build-
ing D1) appears to have resumed in the 11th century and, around the same time
or perhaps somewhat later, a fortification wall was built to enclose the inner
citadel. 149

As in the northern Levant, plain wares of Hittite derivation continued to cir-
culate and were produced through the 12th century in most excavated sites,
albeit at lower quality standards and on a more domestic scale. Weakened Hit-
tite centralized control over ceramic production also led to the appearance,
alongside standard wares, of a new type of coarse handmade painted pot-
tery, the so-called Cilician Red Painted, first at Kilise Tepe (14th century BCE),
and then across the western Cilician plain, where it lasted through the Early
Iron Age phases.!5? Ceramic evidence also signals a contraction of interre-
gional trade in Cilicia after the Late Bronze Age: Cypriot imports popular in the
region during the Hittite imperial period ceased to circulate by the early 12th
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century, although their production at home apparently continued for some-
what longer.’5 However, this fact does not mean complete cessation of contacts
with Cyprus, whose influence is indeed perceivable in the LH 111C wares from
Tarsus, not only in the form of stylistic parallels but also in proper imports
identified by chemical analysis.!>2 Cypro-Cilician connections began to inten-
sify once more in the late u1th and 10th centuries and developed into a koiné
that remained a hallmark of Cilician material culture over the Middle Iron
Age.153

Due to the sudden appearance at Tarsus and elsewhere of LH 111C Aegeaniz-
ing features, including cooking pots and other pieces of utilitarian ware, as
well as the Greek influences deemed to transpire in Cilicia from later epichoric
inscriptions (Chapter 10), the region lies at the core of migratory models pro-
posed in relation to the Late Bronze Age/Iron Age transition.!5* It must be
stressed, however, that the LH 111C influence is now understood to be much
more limited than previously thought.!5 A re-evaluation of early survey finds
has circumscribed the area with LH 111C ceramics to the western coastal strip
between Tarsus and Soli, with the more recent addition of Kilise Tepe further
inland to the west.1>¢ Corroborating this western focus, relatively few LH 111C
materials have been excavated at Kinet Hoyiik and virtually none at Sirkeli
Hoytik.'57 In any case, the proportion of LH 111C ceramics and other Aegeaniz-
ing features appears to have been minimal wherever these are found, com-
pared with local material frameworks.!5® At Kinet Hoyiik, possible shifts in the
population make-up after the end of the Late Bronze Age are inferred from
swift changes in the functional pottery repertoire and bioarchaeological assem-
blages, which may, in turn, reflect a radical transition of dietary habits toward
pastoralists’ behavioral patterns.!>® Even if correctly interpreted, these data can
hardly provide conclusive evidence for assessing the origin of suggested popu-
lation movements.
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5 The Linguistic Map of the Ancient Near East after the End of the
Bronze Age

The change in the political geography reflects changes in the cultural one,
which, in turn, has an impact on the geographical distribution of languages
and epigraphic cultures both in Anatolia as well as in Syro-Mesopotamia and
the Levant.

The fall of the Hittite Empire coincides with the end of the use of Hittite
as a political, administrative and cultural written language, although a few
observations are in order. First, we do not know how widespread Hittite was
outside of Hattusa in the final century of the Bronze Age. It was certainly
a living written language, and there are hints that a variety strongly influ-
enced by Luwian was used (cf. Pisaniello and Giusfredi 2021; Pisaniello and
Giusfredi 2023). Second, although it is obvious that Hittite died out at some
point—for no indication of its use exists after the last quarter of the 13th
century—we have no way to establish when it ceased to be used. The abandon-
ment of Hattusa (Seeher 2001) implies that the court moved elsewhere; most
likely it was relocated to a different city for a period of time we are unable
to measure. It appears impossible to say whether, and for how long, Hittite
as a language survived the final transfer of the court. Historical onomastics
is particularly unhelpful: although a few personal names that are clearly Hit-
tite emerge from the Hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions of the Iron Age, the
clear conservativity of anthroponomastic materials uncouples the survival of
personal names from the final destiny of the language in which they origi-
nated.

At the same time, the diffusion of the imperial variety of Luwian as the most
widespread language of central Anatolia had probably already begun during
the 13th century, but we have only scant documentary traces of it during the
Dark Ages, and most of the Luwian inscriptions from central Anatolia (the
region called Tabal by the Assyrians, cf. Giusfredi et al. 2021) date to the full
Iron Age.160

The relationship between the collapse of the Mittanian kingdom and the
death of Hurrian is very much parallel to that of the Hittite Empire and its lan-
guage. Mittani, as a political entity, was obliterated more than a century before
the end of Hatti, but languages do not disappear as soon as the polities that
use them collapse. However, because the survival of Hurrian onomastics in
Hieroglyphic Luwian until the Iron Age (Giusfredi and Pisaniello 2022) was

160 See CHLII:429—531 and CHLI 111:336—348.
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due to the crystalized use of Hurrian names by Luwian peoples, we cannot
safely assume that Hurrian survived as a truly spoken language after the Bronze
Age collapse. Its only known relative, Urartian, which is actually closer to Old
Hurrian than to Mittani Hurrian, would emerge in areas similar to those in
which Hurrian was spoken. But although it appeared in documents only much
later, starting from the gth century BCE, it certainly did not appear ‘out of the
blue’ and was probably alive, as a non-written language, during the second mil-
lennium, so there is no reason to connect its diffusion to the disappearance
of Hurrian in some sort of outdated model of language replacement by local
migration.

The area where Hittite was spoken appears to have been divided in two sep-
arate linguistic regions at the end of the Dark Age. The southern part of the
Kizilirmak River corresponded to what the Assyrians will call Tabal (on the
identification of the core area this designation referred to, and for an etymology
of the name, see Giusfredi et al. 2021). Here, Luwian appears to be the official
language of the inscriptions and, because no evidence exists for the penetra-
tion of any of the other surrounding languages, it was probably spoken, too. To
the north of the river, there are no real data to determine how large the Luwian-
speaking area was, but neither is there a reason to assume that the river was a
linguistic frontier (Simon 2017a).

The western portions of central Anatolia, however, were linguistically sepa-
rated from the future Tabal region. Recent developments in the archaeology of
the post-Hittite phase indicate that the Phrygian migration (or, to be more cau-
tious, emergence), occurred much earlier than the age of the first inscriptions.
More precisely, the Early Phrygian levels of Gordion should now be dated to
the late 10th—gth centuries BCE (Kealhofer et al. 2019; D’Alfonso 2019), which
may lead to assume that the Phrygian language was, in all likelihood, already
endemic in west-central Anatolia—if not during the Dark Age, then at least
immediately after it. However, this is as far back as we dare to go. The problem
of when, how and from where Phrygian entered Anatolia is completely differ-
ent. The migrationist model that is still employed in some very recent works
(e.g., Kloekhorst 2017) probably has some merit, but the idea that the Phrygians
migrated from the Balkans during the Dark Age—as soon as the fall of Hatti
left a political vacuum—appears rather simplistic, historically, for at least two
reasons. The first is that, in general, the “large migration” model has been suc-
cessfully criticized in recent decades (cf. Anthony 2007, Giusfredi and Matessi
2021; see also Volume 1, Chapter 3), and likely ought to be replaced by a more
fluid model in which large movements happen like slow waves by the combina-
tion and summation of smaller movements. The second reason is that although
the influence of the Hittite Empire in western Anatolia is historically certain,
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its intensity remains a matter of debate, so one cannot simply assume that its
collapse had immediately catastrophic implications for the political geography
of the area.

Farther to the west, the transitional phase must have coincided with polit-
ical changes, which would, in the longue durée, lead to the emergence of the
Lydian, Carian and Lycian cultures. Unfortunately, a significant time gap exists
between the Dark Age and the earliest written documents from the area, which
renders the identification of the Lydians, Lycians and Carians with specific
groups or polities of the Late Bronze Age conjectural. Discussing the spe-
cific problems of each of the possible—or even likely—matches (Lukka/Lycia,
Karkisa/Caria, but also the problem of the alleged Lydian homeland) is well
beyond the scope of the present chapter, so we limit ourselves to the discus-
sion we provided elsewhere (Giusfredi and Matessi 2021:16-17, with references
to further literature).

If the situation in western and west-central Anatolia (if not its genesis) is
generally known, that of eastern Anatolia and of the extreme northern por-
tions of Upper Mesopotamia—up to the sources of the Euphrates and to the
region of the Armenian lakes—cannot be easily reconstructed before the gth—
8th centuries BCE. This is because the Late Bronze Age linguistic geography of
this area is unknown, with the exception of the presence of Hurrian (possibly
among other languages) in the surroundings of Malatya that can be assumed
based on sparse onomastic data (Giusfredi and Matessi 2021:22). By the full Iron
Age, with the formation and expansion of the Urartian kingdom, Urartian will
become the written language employed, but—as usual—the date at which a
language starts being written should not be confused with that at which said
language became endemic, or even prevalent, in a given territory.

After discussing the center, the west and the east, it is time to move on to the
north and the south. As for the former, very few areas in the Ancient Near East
are as elusive and as nondescript as the Black Sea coasts of Anatolia during the
Final Bronze Age and the Dark and Early Iron Ages, especially—but not only—
from a linguistic point of view. If the collocation of the Palaic-speaking area
somewhere between Paphlagonia and Bythinia, probably close to the bound-
aries of the Hattian-speaking world, is safely established, even for the Bronze
Age we have very little information about the eastern parts of Paphlagonia and
the Pontus. Arguably, the unknown languages of the Kaska and that of the peo-
ples of Hayasa were endemic, but if, how and when they disappeared at the end
of the Bronze Age, and what replaced them, is impossible to establish.

The southern regions of Anatolia, including the abovementioned Lycia, as
well as the northern parts of Syria, are generally characterized by the presence
of Luwic languages. This is easily explained as a case of continuity with respect
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to the situation of the Late Bronze Age; nevertheless, the eastern portions of
the area—Cilicia and the Amuq and Middle Euphrates valleys—present clear
multilingual features that likely originated during the Dark Age. Cilicia, which
will receive a separate discussion in a dedicated chapter of this volume, was
already a bilingual area during the second millennium BCE, when it was inhab-
ited by Hurrians and Luwians for centuries. During the Iron Age, it would
remain a multilingual area, but the languages involved (with the exception of
Luwian) would have changed. Phoenician (more precisely, the Tyro-Sydonian
dialect) was certainly used, or at least known, in the region, as quite famously
testified by the presence of Luwo-Phoenician bilingual documents, and some
scholars believe that a Greek presence must also be assumed (see Chapter 10
for further discussion). Yet again, however, any attempt to establish at which
stage toward or after the end of the second millennium the penetration of new
groups occurred would be speculative at best.

To complete the picture of the areas in which Anatolian languages were
used, the northern Syrian region begins southeast of Cilicia. Although most of
the data come, in this case as well, from the full Iron Age, there is no reason to
doubt that from the Amanus to the Middle Euphrates, and to the future king-
dom of Hama to the south, the survival of Luwian as an official monumental
language was a result of the expansion of the Hittite polities during the 14th
and 13th centuries BCE. Sociolinguistically, however, it is important to empha-
size a few facts. First of all, it isimpossible to discern the extent to which Luwian
was used outside of the royal inscriptions of a number of Syro-Anatolian rulers.
Still, the presence of contact phenomena (such as loanwords from Semitic and
a few—albeit quite clear—traces of grammatical interference) appear to indi-
cate that the language was not merely a written one. Second, Luwian coexisted
with Aramaic all over the Syrian area: this is evident in cases such as Hama
or Sam’al, but it is very likely that multilingualism was a general feature of the
Syro-Anatolian cultural world. Furthermore, the origin of Aramaic from a lin-
guistic perspective is as elusive as that of the Arameans in cultural and political
terms. As observed by Golinets (2021), the first areas in which Aramaic appears
to be attested, or can be reasonably assumed to have been spoken, roughly coin-
cides with regions in which the presence of Amorrite can be reconstructed at
least for the Late Bronze Age. The relationship between Aramaic and Amor-
rite is impossible to establish, with Amorrite seemingly close to the Canaanite
languages. This means that we cannot possibly establish which languages of
the West Semitic group Hittite and Luwian came into contact with during the
final centuries of the second millennium. The safer assumption is that contact
involved a spectrum of different languages that were all related and all spo-
ken in northern Syria. From this perspective, the historically attested contact
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between Aramaic and Iron Age Luwian in specific portions of the area that left
us epigraphic materials is likely a part of a wider phenomenon, which must
have existed for a longer period and happens to be visible only for the full Iron
Age.

In a similar but geographically different fashion, a special case contact of
Semitic and Luwian represented by Phoenician does not seem to play a sig-
nificant role outside of Cilicia. It will be used sporadically in Sam’al, and it is
probably mentioned in an 8th century inscription from Karkemis, but there is
noreason to assume that it actually spread on the coasts of the Levant much far-
ther than the Phoenician core area. This fact has important implications for the
way it entered Cilicia: because the diffusion did not happen on the mainland,
the best possible explanation is that it entered southern Anatolia via Cyprus.

Allin all, the Dark Age resulted in a radical redefinition of the linguistic map
of the Ancient Near East, producing several new multilingual and interface
areas. The details of each of them will, of course, be discussed in the dedicated
chapters of the present volume.



CHAPTER 3
The Iron Age

Alvise Matessi and Federico Giusfredi

1 Introduction

The distinction between what we call the Dark Age and the full Iron Age, is
conventional. Nonetheless, deciding whether a conventional divide is worth
preserving depends on the validity of the criteria deemed relevant to the peri-
odization. As made clear already in the previous chapter, it is no longer very
accurate to state that the Dark Age is defined by a lack of sources. No catas-
trophic historical event makes a separation between Dark Age and Iron Age
necessary for historical description. Moreover, from the perspective of the lin-
guistic and cultural geography of the area (which is of the utmost interest for
this overview), because significant changes occurred during the Dark Age—
not at its end—they do not constitute viable criteria of demarcation for the
beginning of the full Iron Age, either.

Nonetheless, the choice to preserve the label Dark Age and the distinction
between the 11th and the full 10th century should be understood as a means to
indicate an extension of the setting within a general pattern of continuity. If for
the 12th and 11th centuries the available sources come from a limited number of
regions, the 10th century is the stage during which the changes in the cultural
and linguistic map of the Ancient Near East that originated in the previous cen-
turies appear to be fully completed and begin to emerge, archaeologically and
textually, in a wider area that corresponds to what Osborne (2021) has described
as the area of the Syro-Anatolian Cultural Complex (sacc; see Chapter 2, Sec-
tion 1). As a consequence, the regions mentioned in the present chapter are
larger and more numerous than those discussed in the previous one, and the
relationships between polities and cities also change, resulting in a geograph-
ical periodization that will be slightly different and more articulate than the
one employed above.

When referring to the area to be discussed in the present chapter, however,
it is first necessary to clarify how and why we select the regions of interest in
terms of linguistic geography, but without mistakenly assuming that the lin-
guistic criterion can be equated to the cultural, ethnic or political one. Not only
is this equation a fallacy, as shown by Osborne: even the relationship between
the political identity of a kingdom and the official linguistic and graphemic
code it selects for communicating power is looser than one would expect.

© ALVISE MATESSI AND FEDERICO GIUSFREDI, 2025 | DOI:10.1163/9789004729704_004
This is an open access chapter distributed under the terms of the cc BY-NC-ND 4.0 license.


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

THE IRON AGE 55

Nonetheless, although it is clearly impossible to disentangle the Anato-
lian components of the Syro-Anatolian mixed culture, measuring the exten-
sion of the Luwian epigraphic culture is clearly important for the purpose
of the present volume. The area that produced Luwian materials during the
Iron Age is quite large, and, more importantly, it is interregional. Proceeding
from the south, we find testimonies of the Luwian scribal culture in central
Syria, northern Syria (Middle Euphrates region and Orontes Valley), Plain Cili-
cia, and central and eastern Anatolia. Farther to the west, we do not possess
clear data, but a relatively late! Phoenician document from Cebelireis Dag1
(Mosca and Russell 1987; Rollig 2008; Giusfredi 2024) contains proper names
that are clearly Luwian.? Farther to the north, past the lower bend of the
Kizilirmak, the situation is equally uncertain, but Simon (2017a) convincingly
argued for a Luwian presence also in the central portions of Cappadocia (up
to Aligar), which makes the Anatolian Luwians direct neighbors of the Phry-
gians.

11 Continuity and Discontinuity, Internal and External Boundaries

A stunning peculiarity of the rather large area where Luwian was used dur-
ing the Iron Age is that (Fig. 3.1), from quite a few different perspectives, the
language used appears to exhibit very little dialectological variation. The geo-
graphical labels that were employed in the previous paragraph of this chapter
(Euphrates region, Orontes valley, central Syria, Cilicia, Anatolia) are histori-
cally meaningful, and, although they all belong to the sacc cultural continuum
(Chapter 2, Section 1), they also exhibit cultural differences (to mention the
most obvious one, the Semitic linguistic element in Anatolia is weaker than
it is in Syria). Diachronically, too, evenemential criteria apply, in the context
of the increasing frictions with the expanding influence of the Neo-Assyrian
polity.3 Of course, some distinctions may emerge, also regarding material cul-
ture. Even the type of epigraphic supports on which Luwian hieroglyphs were
inscribed are somewhat different: orthostats are prevalent in northern Syria,

1 The date is uncertain, but for paleographic reasons a late 7th or early 6th century seems a
plausible guess.

2 E.g, MSNzZMm$ = Massanazammi ‘beloved by the gods’; wiwy = Walwi or Walwiya, connected
to walway/i-, ‘lion’; possibly also ’SLPRN (which appears to be a relic of Hittite onomastics, if
to be read, indeed, Asulaparna-). See now the new discussion and commentary by Giusfredi
2024.

3 For a general historical overview, see Giusfredi 2010, chapter 2; Bryce 2012. Both works,
although somewhat outdated with respect to new epigraphic discoveries, do offer a useful
general picture of the historical parable of the Syro-Anatolian states in the context of the
Assyrian imperial expansion. For a more recent discussion, see Osborne 2021:126-164.
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FIG. 3.1 Distribution of Hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions by date

whereas Anatolia makes intensive use of stele and rock-cut monuments, and
Cilicia appears to be, again, a stand-alone area.

Iron Age Luwian, on the other hand, appears to be very consistent, from both
a graphemic and a linguistic point of view.* Graphemically, there are no clear
examples of signs that develop functional differences in different areas of the
Luwian-writing macro-region. Of course, the fact that the northern Syrian and
Anatolian scribal productions culminate in different phases may create some
false impressions. The disappearance of the scribal habit of writing the initial
/a/ at the end of the prosodic segment (the so-called initial-a-final) is mostly
evident from 8th century Anatolian materials and, because we have few north-
ern Syrian specimina after the early years of the House of Astiruwa in Karkemis
(at the turning point between gth and 8th centuries), it is methodologically
impossible to exclude the possibility that an areal tendency was at work in the
regions that instead left a larger number of sources. We also have evidence of
one insular graphemic tradition, such as the Suvasa-Topada area, in which a set
of alternative syllabic signs are used; unfortunately, however, serious problems

4 Some attempts at identifying dialectal variation have however been made, e.g. Palmér (2021)
observed a geographical distribution of the types of genitives employed.
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FIG. 3.2 Distribution of Iron Age inscriptions by languages

exist concerning the date of the texts, and the limited extension of the region
in which the local syllabary appears to emerge makes it a rather localized phe-
nomenon at best.5

If we consider the external boundaries of the area in which Luwian is em-
ployed, the internal consistency in the kind of code (combination of language
and graphemics) is surprising: from west to east, from Tiirkmen-Karahoyiik to
Sekerli (about halfway between Adiyaman and Diyarbakar); and from north to
south, from Calapverdi (Yozgat province) to Hama in Syria (the RESTAN inscrip-
tion, found outside of any recognizable archaeological context, certainly comes
from the site of Hama). Such a large area entailed a number of interfaces that
prompted interactions with other cultures and languages (Fig. 3.2). The mixing
with the Aramaic element was typical of all the Syrian portion of the Luwian-
writing regions, and phenomena of language-mixing emerge, for instance in
the case of Yadiya/Sam’al (Giusfredi and Pisaniello 2021b). Phoenician is also
present in some areas, most notably Cilicia; outside of the Semitic world, the
Urartian world borders with the eastern regions of Anatolia, and the Phrygian
world borders with the central regions. Nonetheless, although some language

5 CHLI 1:460—461, D’Alfonso 2019:134-136. Cf. also CHLI 111:298.
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contact phenomena emerge in the sources, when Luwian is the target language
these are generally limited to localized and sporadic borrowings of lexical items
and grammatical structures. In other words, they do not significantly alter the
considerable uniformity of Iron Age Luwian as a linguistic code.

This fact may be attributable to the strong interconnections among the dif-
ferent subregions of the Iron Age Luwian-writing areas of Anatolia and Syria,
but this explanation appears overconfident at best. Even though both Central
Anatolia and Northern Syria belonged to a cultural continuum, there appears
to have been considerable geographical and cultural distance (e.g., between 8th
century Hama and 8th century Kululu). More likely, Luwian was so consistent
in this stage and area because we are dealing with a rather artificial diamesic
variety of the language. This variety was based on epigraphic traditions cod-
ified in the Bronze and Dark Age that were mostly maintained because the
epigraphic production was not a direct function of an evolving, living language.
Of course, Luwian was probably spoken and alive in some of the areas (most
likely in central Anatolia), but it would be a methodological mistake to posit
that the spoken variety or varieties were the same as that employed for the
monumental inscriptions.

The traces of language contact in Iron Age epigraphic Luwian will be dis-
cussed in Chapter 5. Before proceeding, however, the cultural and historical
features of the areas involved must be illustrated in order to characterize the
geo-historical context of the linguistic phenomena.

2 The Syro-Anatolian Area from the 10th Century until the Assyrian
conquest

2.1 The Luwian Area Proper

2.11 Tabal and Malatya

In Cappadocia and the southern Anatolian plateau, the full Iron Age saw the
emergence of a loose constellation of cantonal polities generally known as
Tabal after the Assyrians (Fig. 2.3), in a process of political reorganization
whose timing and modalities remain largely unclear. As emphasized in the
previous chapter, fortified settlements and administrative structures sugges-
tive of a complex socio-economic organization were already present in the
Tabal area in the 11th century. The large grain silos discovered at Nigde-Kinik
Hoyiik remained in use until the late 10th century, while the site itself con-
tinued to be inhabited and encircled by fortifications throughout the Middle
Iron Age. This urban reorganization went hand in hand with developments in

6 Lanaro et al. 2020:216—217.
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post-Hittite monumental art, whose earliest expression we may find by the
early gth century, if not earlier.” The 10th and gth centuries also saw the areal
expansion and intensification of interactions in central Anatolia chiefly sug-
gested by the regional diffusion of prestigious figurative vessels of the Alisar 1v
type, seemingly circulated and used among elite groups on communal ritual
occasions.8

The term Tabal, first attested in the gth century BCE, is primarily an Assyrian
designation with no precise geopolitical reference; in most cases it reflected
a constellation of multiple polities extending to the west of the Antitaurus.”
In scholarly usage, Tabal is generally understood to mean the region of cen-
tral Anatolia featuring aspects of Syro-Anatolian culture, chiefly the use of
Hieroglyphic Luwian and Syro-Anatolian monumental art. Based on these cri-
teria, the eastern limits of Tabal are quite confidently set along the Antitaurus-
Bolkardag continuum, between the districts of Pinarbagi (Kayseri) and Eregli
(Konya). It was likely on the northern stretches of this range that Shalma-
neser 111 confronted the Tabalian king Tuatti in 836 BCE around the city of
Artulu, perhaps identified with modern Kululu. This site was the findspot of
several hieroglyphic inscriptions and Syro-Anatolian monuments. To the south,
the kingdom of Tuwana, Tuhana in Assyrian, is firmly enclosed by local inscrip-
tions and monuments within the Bor-Eregli plain, giving access to the Cili-
cian Gates that led across the Taurus to Hiyawa/Que. The best-known king
of Tuwana is attested in local inscriptions as Warpalawa, Urpalla in Assyrian,
who ruled in the late 8th century BCE. To the west of Tuwana, the unnamed
kingdom of Hartapu/Kartapu was the westernmost Tabalian polity known so
far. Between the lake Tuz Goli and Mount Erciyes, we find a cluster of hiero-
glyphic inscriptions dedicated by Wasusarma, son of Tuwati, a contemporary of
Tiglathpileser 111 (745—727 BCE) who knew him as Uas$urme. It is unclear how
far north the Tabal cultural area spread. Most scholars would set a boundary
on the upper and middle course of the Kizilirmak, but the finding of sporadic
hieroglyphic inscriptions to the north of it (e.g.,, CALAPVERDI 1-2) may sug-
gest an extension up to the modern province of Yozgat.!® Moreover, the late
reappraisal of Syro-Anatolian monumental characters in the otherwise Phry-
gianizing site of Kerkenes Dag, namely the use of figurative reliefs, statues in
the round and the winged sun, may have been inspired by Tabalian models

7 Lanaro 2015; d’Alfonso 2020a.

8 D’Alfonso et al. 2022.
9 On the possible etymologies of Tabal and its relationship with the political landscapes of

Iron Age central Anatolia, see d’Alfonso 2012 and Giusfredi et al. 2021.
10  Simon 2017a.
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available in the neighboring area. Besides Syro-Anatolian art and Hieroglyphic
Luwian, the Tabal area was also characterized by a broadly homogeneous mate-
rial culture chiefly represented by dark monochrome geometric painted wares
and, up to the gth century, Alisar 1v figurative wares. The spread of these fea-
tures, however, was not limited to Tabal; it also involved other areas of central
Anatolia, including Phrygian Gordion, and therefore should not be taken as
proxies of Tabalian political control.

Rather than a top-down imposition from one political milieu over the other,
the regional convergence reflected in cultural and social practices of the Tabal
area was more likely the result of continuous competition and shifting alle-
giances within a fragmented political scenario, more directly documented by
the textual records of the gth—8th centuries. In this light, the term Tabal may
reflect the Assyrian perception of a common areal background in central Ana-
tolia in a way not dissimilar from how the term is intended by scholars today.
When this term first occurred in the late gth century inscriptions of Shal-
maneser 111, it was associated with a coalition of twenty-four kings faced by the
Assyrians on their way across the Antitaurus. Similar leagues gathering mul-
tiple principalities are also documented in indigenous Hieroglyphic Luwian
inscriptions from Tabal itself. The rock-cut inscription of TOPADA in north-
ern Cappadocia tells of an alliance of three kings led by Wasusarma against
the enigmatic polity of Parzuta (spelled pa+ra/i-zu-ta,) and its own retinue of
eight supporters.! Significantly, Wasusarma claims for himself and his father
Tuwati the title of Great King, embedding it in the royal aedicula evocative of
the Hittite imperial past. This evidence may actually reflect some form of hege-
mony of Wasusarma over neighboring regions. If so, the political influence of
northern Tabal may have extended as far south as the Taurus, as Wasusarma
lists among his allies Warpalawa, the ruler of Tuwana.l? In turn, Tuwana may
have been the head of alocal hierarchy in its own region, as Warpalawa acted as
the overlord of the tar(ra)wanis (‘ruler’) Tarhunaza according to the BULGAR-

11 The traditional interpretation (see Weeden 2023, now also CHLI 111:298), identifies Wasu-
sarma with the king UasSurme attested in the inscriptions of Tiglathpileser 111 (mid-8th
century BCE). Contrarily, dAlfonso 2019 argues for dating TOPADA to the 10th century
together with other related inscriptions (SUvVAsA, GOSTESIN), based on paleographic
and stylistic observations. The same article (144-145, with references to previous liter-
ature) also revisits the possible meaning of the toponym Parzuta, proposing a reading
Prizu(wa)nda to be connected with Phrygia. For other interpretations, see Weeden 2010
and 2017; Simon 2020a.

12 See on this Simon 2013, whose hypothesis, however, is based strongly on hotly debated
issues of historical geography (cf. Weeden 2017:726-731).
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MADEN inscription, on the northern Taurus.!® Another self-defined Great King
is the Hartapu/Kartapu author of the inscription TURKMEN-KARAHOYUK 1,
who claims to have fought the country of Mus(a)ka and the combined force
of thirteen kings.1* A growing consensus would now identify this ruler with the
Hartapu who dedicated the inscription of BURUNKAYA commemorating a mil-
itary victory in the area.l Interestingly, this inscription lies just about 35km
southwest of Topada, and may thus connect the exploits of Hartapu with the
events recounted by Wasusarma.!6

During the gth and 8th centuries, Anatolia became the focus of a tripar-
tite competition between the three major regional powers of the time: Assyria,
Urartu and Phrygia.!” In 836 BCE, the Assyrian army entered Tabal for the first
time under the leadership of Shalmaneser 111. This venture resulted in the una
tantum imposition of a tribute to Tabalian rulers and probably had an impact
on the local power balance, but it did not lead to durable forms of Assyr-
ian hegemony in the area. On this occasion, as in the successive campaign of
835, Shalmaneser 111 reached Tabal from the east after obtaining tribute from
Malatya, at this time ruled by a certain Lalli, not attested elsewhere outside the
Assyrian corpus.® In the decades straddling the turn of the 8th century, Urartu
took advantage of the political crisis that befell Assyria after the death of Shal-
maneser 111, seeking to consolidate its peripheries and gaining a foothold in
central and southeastern Anatolia. The Urartian kings Menua (ca. 810-780 BCE)
and his son ArgistiI (ca. 780—756) claim the conquest of the Hattilands, indicat-
ing the general region west of the Euphrates, and Malatya. Argisti I likely refers
explicitly to Tabal when mentioning tributes from the ‘land of (the ruler) Tuate’
(i.e., Tuwati), perhaps identical with the father of Wasusarma or a predecessor
thereof.!?

In the Hattilands, Argisti I encountered a ruler named Hilaruada, likely iden-
tical with the namesake son of Sahu, king of Malatya submitted years later by
Argisti’s son Sarduri 11 (756—730 BCE). This time external information may be
connected with the hieroglyphic evidence from Malatya itself, if we can iden-
tify Sahu with Sahwi, attested in $1Rz1 as the father of the Malatyan Country

13 CHLI L:521-525.

14  Goedegebuure et al. 2020. On the dating of TURKMEN-KARAHOYUK 1 in relation to the
remaining Hartapu's corpus, see Chapter 2.

15  CHLII:429—442. On the issue of dating, see Goodegebuure et al. 2020; Hawkins and Wee-
den 2021; and Massa and Osborne 2022.

16  Massa and Osborne 2022:100-101; Weeden 2023:996—998.

17 Melville 2010; Adal1 2018.

18 Yamada 2000:210—217; Bryce 2012:107.

19 CTU A8-3 11, 15-16. Cf. Bryce 2012:142; Weeden 2023:995.
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Lord Runtiya. Sahwi/Sahu may be the unnamed Malatyan king participating
in the coalition led in the early 8th century by Bar-Hadad 11 of Damascus
against Zakkur of Hama, during a conflict recorded in the so-called Zakkur
stele (kA1202).2° Runtiya would have been a brother of Hilaruada, as suggested
by Hawkins (CHLI 1:323), or perhaps Hilaruada himself, as proposed by others
on the basis of the shared theonym Runtiya = -ruada (e.g., Bryce 2012:108). At
Arslantepe-Malatya, this period saw the arrangement of the famous Lion Gate,
re-utilizing sculpted reliefs stripped from previous Early Iron Age monumental
programs, possibly in a conscious attempt to reassert a local political identity.2!
The western, southern, and northern connections of this site attested in the
historical record may find material manifestations in the Syrian, Anatolian and
Urartian ceramic imports found in Middle Iron Age levels.?2

The advent of Tiglathpileser 111 inaugurated a new phase of Assyrian expan-
sion in the west. In 743, this king defeated a Urartian-led coalition involv-
ing Malatya, at this time ruled by Sulumal.?® Malatya was thus submitted
together with other Urartian allies, and became an Assyrian client. As of 738,
Wasusarma/Uas$urme also starts to appear together with other Tabalian rulers
among the regular Assyrian tributaries, thus suggesting that at this time Assyria
had managed to reassert and maintain a hegemony in central Anatolia as well.
Some years later, in 730, Wasusarma fell out of favor with Tiglathpileser 111,
who accused him of not paying the regular tribute and of ‘behaving like an
Assyrian. Scholars believe that Tiglathpileser’s irritation may have been caused
by Wasusarma’s hegemonic ambitions in central Anatolia, symbolized by his
appropriation of the Great King title in TOPADA. As a result, Tiglathpileser 111
deposed Wasusarma and replaced him with Hullj, a ‘son of nobody.2*

Assyrian direct interventions in the Tabalian political landscape intensi-
fied under Sargon 11, when central Anatolia became a contested periphery
between Assyria and the domain of Midas (Mita in the Assyrian sources), the
king of Muski/ Phrygia.?5 In 718, Sargon 11 campaigned in Tabal to punish local
defections toward Midas, and reinstated Hulli on the throne after he had been
deposed and taken hostage in Assyria by Sargon’s brother and predecessor Shal-
maneser V. In doing so, Sargon 11 carved for Hulli a new domain called Bit
Burutas, later inherited by Hulli's son Ambearis. As a further strategy to consol-

20  Bryce 2012:107. On Zakkur, see Younger 2016:476—486.

21 Manuelli and Mori 2016; Manuelli 2020; Weeden 2023:991.

22 Manuelli 2013:379, 381.

23 Weeden 2023:991, with references to the primary sources.

24  Weeden 2010 and 2017. But see Matessi (forthcoming) for a different view.
25  On this subject, see Weeden 2017.
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idate the Assyrian foothold in central Anatolia, Sargon married Ambaris to his
daughter, bringing as a dowry the domain of Hilakku in Rough Cilicia. In this
way, a direct dependency of Assyria was wedged in between Tabal and Phrygia,
a move that Sargon must have hoped would check Midas’ interference with
Assyrian affairs in Anatolia. This strategy, however, did not work: Ambaris plot-
ted with Rusa I of Urartu and Midas to form an anti-Assyrian coalition, forcing
Sargon to intervene again with his army in 713 to reassert Assyrian hegemony.
Notwithstanding these political and military efforts, neither Tabal nor Bit Buru-
tas$ were ever completely annexed to the Assyrian Empire. A different fate befell
Malatya, which was made a province in 711 after the subsequent defections
to the Phrygian side attempted by the local kings Gunzinanu and Tarhunazi.
The capital Arslantepe-Malatya became the seat of an Assyrian administration,
archaeologically testified by the Assyrian palace of Period 11B.

2.1.2 Maras

The principality of Gurgum (Luw. Kurkuma-), centered in Maras, Assyrian Mar-
qasu, and the surrounding plain (Fig. 2.3), is first recorded in the Banquet Stele
of Ashurnasirpal 11 among the polities sending representatives at the celebra-
tions for the construction of the new Assyrian royal palace at Kalhu (RIMA 2
A.0.101.30). The dynastic succession of Gurgum is one of the best known among
Syro-Anatolian polities. In fact, thanks to detailed genealogies opening sev-
eral epichoric Luwian inscriptions, we can reconstruct an almost complete
sequence of 11 Gurgumean rulers.?6 On account of recently published MARAS
16 (Peker 2022), this sequence now includes Hunita and his son Larama 111, that
would fill—at least in part—a gap of about 60 years between Halparuntiya 111
and Tarhulara, known only from Assyrian sources. Correspondences between
native and Assyrian records offer fixed chronological points for anchoring indi-
vidual rulers and relating their activity with the general historical context. The
earliest king of Gurgum to be attested in Assyrian sources is Mutallu, appear-
ing as a tributary of Shalmaneser 111 in 858. Five years later, Shalmaneser 111
found another person on the Gurgumean throne, named Qalparunda. Due to
the short time elapsed between the two encounters, there is little doubt that
Qalparunda, corresponding to Halparuntiya in Luwian, was a direct succes-
sor of Mutallu (i.e., Muwattalli). A secure correspondence is thus established
with the only matching succession known from the Marag corpus (i.e., between

26  To the dynasts considered by Bryce 2012:122-128, we must now add Hunita and his son
Larama 111 after the finding and publication of MARAS 16: Peker 2022. These two rulers
would fill—at least partially—the gap between Halparuntiya 111 and Tarhulara.
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Muwattalli II and Halparuntiya 11), allowing us to date the beginning of Hal-
paruntiya’s reign between 858 and 853 BCE. From this fixed point, we can move
upward in the genealogical sequence provided by indigenous sources and, by
counting generations, assign an approximate chronological range to each reign.
With this rationale, the reign of Astuwalamanza, forefather of the Gurgumean
dynastic line, can be dated to around the late 11th century BCE.?”

The last attested Gurgumean rulers are Tarhulara and his son Mutallu (i.e.,
Muwattalli), known only from the Assyrian records as contemporaries of Ti-
glathpileser 111 and Sargon 11. Unfortunately, no Bronze Age or Iron Age site in
the Maras area has been archaeologically investigated, and all known inscrip-
tions have been found by chance during construction works or as a result of
illicit digs.2® Thus, apart from patchy information drawn from native textual
records, next to nothing is known about socio-economic and cultural interac-
tions involving Gurgum and their development from previous periods.

The earliest known Luwian inscription from Gurgum, dating to the mid-10th
century BCE, was dedicated by Larama 1, son of Muwattalli 1 and grandson of
Astuwalamanza, to praise improvements in the local state economy granted by
the colonization of new agricultural land (MARAS 8).29 Interestingly, in this case
neither Larama I nor his ancestors bear any title. However, in later inscriptions
Larama I, as well as other successors, is referred to as a tapariyalli ‘governor. It
is possible that over time, this title became fixed as a royal title de facto similar
to Country Lord at Malatya, but, just like the latter, it may have originated as an
honorific designation for rulers dependent on a superior authority.3° The fact
that most later genealogies mention Larama I as the first ancestor may indi-
cate that Astuwalamanza and Muwattalli did not act as sovereign rulers, but
rather as royal dignitaries of sorts on behalf of an unknown king.3! In this case,
Larama I may have attained power after a dynastic shift comparable to that
documented at Karkemi$ with the advent of the House of Suhi in the early 10th
century.

Halparuntiya 11 in the mid-gth century was the first Gurgumean ruler to
claim the title of king (MARAS 4). This change could be due to the influence

27  CHLI I:250-252.

28  For surveys in the area and their results, see Carter et al. 1999; Swartz Dodd 2007; Konyar
2010.

29  CHLII:i252—255. The same genealogy for Larama I would also appear in the newly discov-
ered inscription of Muwizi (MARAS 17), preliminarily reported by Denizhanogullari et al.
2018.

30  Giusfredi 2010:194-107; d’Alfonso 2023.

31  Butsee now the summary report on Muwizi’s inscription MARAS 17 (Denizhanogullari et
al. 2018), preserving a genealogy up to Astuwalamanza.
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of kingship ideologies entertained in Assyria, of which Gurgum had become
a tributary state by 858 BCE,32 but can also be a means of exalting particular
achievements considered worthy of royal status. In fact, MARAS 4 is among
the few inscriptions of Gurgum celebrating the military deeds of the author,
as Halparuntiya 11 praises his capture of various locales in the land of Hirika.
The latter may point to an undefined region between Marag and Elbistan, for
a quasi-homophonous Hiliki is mentioned in 1ZGIN as a frontier of military
expansion reached by Tara, Country Lord of Malatya.33 However, suggested
comparisons of both toponyms with Hilakku, the Assyrian name of Rough
Cilicia, may be more persuasive depending on the reading of Muwizi’s inscrip-
tion (MARAS 17), where Hiliki reportedly appears coupled with Adana.3* An
offensive reaching as far as Rough Cilicia would not have been impossible for
Halparuntiya 11, as he could have been one of the kings of Hatti’ who followed
Shalmaneser 111 in his campaign to Que in 839 BCE (see below).3% For the next
decades, Gurgum continued to be a loyal vassal of Assyria, much like its east-
ern neighbor, Kummuh. In 805, in the course of a campaign against Arpad,
Adad-nirari 111 settled a territorial dispute between the two client states with a
boundary stele near the modern village of Pazarcik, on the southeastern fringes
of the Maras province. However, in 743, both Kummuh and Gurgum eventually
tried to shake off the Assyrian yoke by joining the anti-Assyrian alliance led
by Urartu and Arpad (743-740 BCE). Tiglathpileser 111 managed to crush the
revolt, but kept the rebel Gurgumean—known as Tarhulara—on the throne,
albeit forcing him to cede part of his territory to more trustworthy Assyrian
allies.36 Decades later, Tarhulara was again caught conspiring with the enemy,
this time Midas of Muski (Phrygia), and was eventually assassinated by his own
son, Mutallu. Sargon 11 removed the usurper and made Gurgum an Assyrian
province in 711BCE.

2.1.3 Cilicia

Due to the position of Cilicia at the crossroads between Anatolia and the Lev-
ant, and to its manifold interactions somehow involving all the linguistic areas
addressed in this volume (Luwian, Semitic, and Aegean), this region has a
special significance in the Iron Age cultural landscape of the eastern Mediter-

32  D’Alfonso 2023.

33  CHLIIL25L

34  Forthe association Hilika/ Hirika-Hilakku, see CHLI I:127, fn. 9. The passage on Hilika and
Adana of MARAS 17 is described only briefly by Denizhanogullari et al. 2018.

35 Weeden 2023:968—969.

36  Especially Que, as documented by the iNCIRL stele.
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ranean. This is why the historical and cultural frameworks of Iron Age Cili-
cia are addressed in this volume from many different angles. In the previous
chapter, we considered social processes occurring in the region in the early
post-Hittite period, before the formation of the polity known from indigenous
Luwian sources as Hiyawa or Adana(wa), and in Assyrian as the country of Que.
This paragraph presents a synthetic overview on the full Iron Age evidence,
aiming to provide a bridge between the previous treatment and the frameworks
examined in further detail in Chapter 4 and section 6 of Chapter 10, chiefly
devoted to the cultural and historical geography of Iron Age Cilicia and its pos-
sible Aegean connections, respectively.

The earliest known Iron Age attestation of Hiyawa and Adana(wa) occurs
in the twin steles of Arsuz, dedicated in the 10th century by the Palastinean
king Suppiluliuma (1), son of Manana, to commemorate his military victories
in the Arsuz area (cf. § 7: ‘this city’), that is, the southern tip of the Iskenderun
Bay.3” In this context, Hiyawa (hi-ya-wa/i) and Adana(wa) (*429(TANA)) figure
as the other opponents of Suppiluliuma (§§11-14).38 Interestingly, Adana(wa),
corresponding to the modern city with this name (cf. Hitt. Adaniya) is desig-
nated as a ‘city’ (URBS) in ARSUZ 1 but as a ‘land’ (REG10) in ARSUZ 2, whereas
the only determinative preserved for Hiyawa—in ARSUZ 1—is the one for the
‘land. In all other Luwian attestations, dating to the 8th century BCE, Adanawa
and Hiyawa are treated as quasi-synonyms and appear only as cities, likely to
indicate the main urban components of a single regional unit. The alternated
use of land determinatives for both toponyms in the Arsuz steles may suggest
that in the 10th century, the two cities were still independent from each other as
the capitals of two separate polities. Moreover, as noted by Melchert in this vol-
ume (Chapter 4) the phrasing of the passage in question suggests that Hiyawa
and Adana were two different targets of Suppiluliuma’s actions, which would
also argue for splitting the two toponyms as two distinct territorial entities.

The recent discovery of another 10th century inscription (MARAS 17), so far
only briefly summarized in a preliminary discussion, may add another piece to
the geography of Cilicia in this period, as it reportedly mentions activities of the
dedicator Muwizi of Gurgum around Adana and Hilika.3° The latter toponym,
and its possible variant Hirika, also appear as targets of expansionist ventures
led by Malatya in the uth century (1ZGIN) and again by Gurgum around the

37  Dingol et al. 2015.

38  An alternative reading of *429 as a variant writing of Ahhiyawa, suggested by Oreshko
(2018a:27-28), gained little credence among specialists (see also Chapter 4, section 1.1, in
this volume).

39  Denizhanogullari et al. 2018. Cf. also CHLI 1112131
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mid-gth century (MARAS 4). Moreover, Hilika/ Hirika is often compared with
Assyrian Hilakku, generally identified with Rough Cilicia. In 858 BCE, Hilakku
appears as an ally of Que and some Syrian polities in a coalition confronted by
Shalmaneser 111. Two decades later (839 BCE), this same Assyrian king claims
to have traversed the Amanus and descended into the land of Que, where
he defeated a local ruler named Kate and conquered several cities attributed
to his realm, including Kisuatni (cf. Hitt. Kizzuwatna) and Lusanda (cf. Hitt.
Lawazantiya). On this occasion, Shalmaneser 111 also claims to have mustered
against Que ‘all the kings of Hatti’ (RIMA 3 A.0.102.101V 23), clearly referring to
the polities previously subjugated east of the Amanus range. This information
is usually connected with the Phoenician inscription of Kulamuwa (KAI 24),
where the author reports that he called for Assyrian support against the aggres-
sion of the king of the bNNYM. This term, in fact, would routinely recur in later
Phoenician inscriptions from Cilicia as the designation for the people of the
country referred to in Luwian as Hiyawa/Adanawa. Moreover, as suggested by
Weeden (2023:969), Halparuntiya 11 of Gurgum may also have been among the
kings of Hatti joining forces with Assyria, and his actions against Hilika/Hirika
claimed in MARAS 4 may simply refer to this campaign.

When Shalmaneser 111 returned to Cilicia in the successive campaigns of
the years 833-831BCE, he again submitted Kate of Que and another ruler,
Tulli, associated with the city of Tanakun. This latter may well have been an
independent ruler active in Cilicia, as suggested by Weeden (2023:972), but
the adjective Quean, referring to Kate, is preceded by the determinative KUR,
whereas Tanakun is referred to only as a city. This situation would rather suggest
that Tulli was the lord of an individual settlement serving as a vassal of Kate,
in a relationship possibly similar to that attested one century later between
Awariku and Azatiwada. Eventually, in 831 BCE Shalmaneser 111 reached Tarzu
(i.e., Tarsus), where he appointed Kirri, the brother of Kate, as alocal petty ruler.

In the 8th century, we begin to see inscriptions left by native Cilician rulers,
written in Phoenician and Luwian both as bilingual or monolingual texts—
or even trilingual, including Assyrian, in the case of iNCIRLI. The longest and
most famous text in this corpus is the Luwo-Phoenician bilingual inscrip-
tion of KARATEPE, dedicated by Azatiwada on the monumental gate of the
eponymous fortress that he had founded with the name of Azatiwadaya after
himself.4% In this inscription, Azatiwada, who bears no titles, claims to have
acted with the favor of Awariku (Luw. d-wa/i-ra/i-ku-sa; Phoen. 'wRK), king of
Adanawa, corresponding in Phoenician to DN (the city/country) and DNNYM

40  CHLIIIL; CHLI I:38—71.
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(the people). The date of this inscription and its associated monumental com-
plex has been long debated, but recent assessments combining iconographic,
archaeological, historical and philological evaluations seem to agree on an ear-
lier date than previously assumed, that is, to around the early/mid-8th cen-
tury BCE instead of the early 7th century.#!

According to this reassessment, the Awariku of KARATEPE would be the
same as the one mentioned in the fragmentary Phoenician inscription of
Hasanbeyli, considered slightly earlier than KARATEPE on paleographic
grounds.#? In any case, both inscriptions would precede the subordination of
Que to Assyria, dated to 743 BCE based on Tiglathpileser 111's tributaries lists,
and would thus pre-date the Luwo-Phoenician bilingual of ¢iNEKOY, featuring
on a colossal statue of the Storm God found in the eponymous village south of
Adana. The author of this latter inscription is Warika, king of Hiyawa/DNNYM
(Luw. wa/i+ra/i-ka-sa; Phoen. w [...]), who praises himself for having extended
his dominion across the whole plain with the blessing of the Assyrian king,
defined as a ‘father and mother’ to Warika. The bond between Hiyawa and
Assyria is further stressed by declaring that the two polities were made ‘a single
house. It has been observed that, unlike the reliefs of Karatepe, the Cinekdy
statue displays clear Assyrian artistic influences, suggesting a stylistic sub-
servience parallel to the political one reflected in the text.*3 On this account,
this inscription should be dated to after 743 BCE, but before the full annexation
of Que as a province of the Assyrian Empire, which likely occurred in the last
quarter of the 8th century BCE.

A king named Warika (WRrYks), affiliated to the land of Que (Qw) and the
DNNYM, also appears as the author of the iNcCiRLI trilingual, issued to celebrate
the donation by the Assyrian king Tiglathpileser 111 of a border territory with
the nearby country of Gurgum.** ¢INEKOY and INCiRLI would thus chrono-
logically fit together in the period of Quean subservience to Assyria, and there
is indeed a general agreement that the author of both inscriptions is the self-
same Warika.*> However, it is less clear how this chronological picture may
be made to accommodate another reference to a king Warika, contained in
the Phoenician inscription of Cebelireis Dagi, in Rough Cilicia.*6 If we accept

41 Novék 2021. For the later date, see CHLI 1:44—45 and Simon 2014a.

42 Lemaire 1983. If so, the alliance between Hiyawa and Assyria seemingly referred to in this
text should be connected with a campaign of As§ur-dan 111 in Syria around 760 BCE: see
Simon 2014a:99 (based on Lipinski 2004:118) and Novéak 2021:408.

43  Novak 2021:419.

44  Only the Phoenician version has been published: Kaufmann 2007.

45 Simon 2014a:101; Novék 2021:409, with references to previous literature.

46  Mosca and Russel 1987; Giusfredi 2024.
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the paleographic date to the late 7th century BCE proposed by the editors, we
should account for a later Warika ruling in Cilicia, under circumstances that
remain poorly understood. The issue is further complicated by strong disagree-
ment that persists about whether Warika and Awariku ought to be equated as
two different spellings of the same name, or separated as different names/per-
sons.*’

As arguable from the above references, the native inscriptions of Cilicia pro-
vide an array of names for the country attributed to the king(s) attested, not
only depending on the language. Looking at the Luwian versions, KARATEPE
has Adana(wa), whereas GINEKOY maintains Hiyawa. In Phoenician, the situa-
tion is even more complex, as there are references to Adana (KARATEPE, Hasan-
beyli: 'DN), the DNNYM (KARATEPE, CINEKOY, INCIRLI) and Que (INCIRLI).
In Cebelireis Dag1 there is mention of a toponym kw, although this is dis-
connected from the king’s name and thus does not necessarily designate the
country. This place is perhaps identical with the Kawa of KARKAMIS Autb+c § 7,
but should likely be kept distinct from Que.*® On the background of this appar-
ent geographic diversity, the ruler(s) dedicating these inscriptions consistently
claim a common dynastic descent from Muksa, a name that through its Phoeni-
cian rendering MP$ has generally been connected with Mopsus, the seer of the
Greek legends (Chapter 10).

As mentioned above, Que became a client of Assyria around the mid-8th
century, and by 743 BCE it is regularly attested among the tributaries of Tiglath-
pileser 111. As we know from the INCIRLI inscription,*® the king of Que re-
mained loyal to Tiglathpileser 111 during the conflict with Mati-El of Arpad
(743—-740 BCE), being rewarded with new territories on the Amanus region. This
new arrangement was likely made at the expense of the neighboring kingdom
of Gurgum, as punishment for having sided with the enemy under the rebel-
lious ruler Tarhulara (see above). Throughout the 8th century, the only king
consistently associated with Que in Assyrian sources is Urik(ki), which presents
phonetic resemblance with both Awariku and Warika. Irrespective of the views
regarding the number of individuals behind these names, we cannot discount
the possibility they were perceived as one by the Assyrians and thus conflated
in the form Urik(ki). After Tiglathpileser 111, the next Assyrian references to
Que date to the reign of Sargon 11, when the region figures already as an Assyr-
ian province entrusted to the Assyrian governor As$ur-Sarru-usur. We do not
know exactly when the annexation occurred, but it was most probably during

47  Simon 2014a; Payne 2015:189-190; Novak 2021:410—412. See also Chapter 5 in this volume.
48 See discussion in Chapter 4.
49  Only the Phoenician version of this inscription is published: Kaufmann 2007.
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the poorly documented (and short-lived) reign of Sargon’s predecessor, Shal-
maneser V (727-722BCE).% In 715 BCE, Sargon 11 led a successful campaign to
Que to repulse the attack of Midas of Phrygia/Muski, who had invaded the
region; about five years later, the governor of Que As$ur-$arru-usur apparently
managed to push the enemy back beyond the Taurus. Phrygia convened with
Assyria on a peace agreement and in a retrospective account contained in
a royal letter to As$ur-Sarru-usur, Sargon praises Midas for the capture of 14
Quean envoys whom Urik(ki) was sending to Urartu, archenemy of Assyria. In
the course of these events, Assyrian control had reached to the west of Plain
Cilicia, and Sargon 11 donated Hilakku to Ambaris of Bit-Burutas (713 BCE).

2.2 The Luwo-Semitic Interface Area
2.2.1 The Euphrates Area
During the Iron Age proper, which begins roughly at the second half of the
10th century BCE, the Syro-Anatolian area of the Middle Euphrates would
eventually be divided into three different kingdoms: Karkemis, Kummuh, and
Masuwari/Bit Adini (Fig. 2.3). Moving north to the Upper Euphrates, the king-
dom of Malatya, whose status has been unclear (to say the least) during the
Dark Age, would be independent, although during the 8th century the king of
Karkemis, Kamani, regained control over it for a time, or at least claimed to
have done so in a pair of hieroglyphic inscriptions (CEKKE §6, possibly also
KARKAMIS A31+ §1).5

Moving south, data regarding the kingdom of Kummuh are limited to the gth
and 8th centuries, and little has changed after Hawkins’s historical synthesis
(cHLI 1:331-332). A king Hattusili I paid tribute to Ashurnasirpal 11 and Shal-
maneser I1I in the 860s and 850s, but no hieroglyphic sources can be dated
to this early stage. Between the end of the gth century and the first quarter of
the 8th, another king, Uspilulme, is mentioned in the Assyrian sources. He is
probably to be identified with the PURUS.FONS-Mm1 (Suppiluliuma) mentioned
in the Luwian inscriptions of BOYBEYPINARI 1 and 2, and appears already to
have been under the protection of the Assyrian kings at the time of Adad-nirari
111. The same hieroglyphic inscriptions also mention Suppiluliuma’s wife, Pana-
muwatti, and their son Hattusili, who (obviously) is not the same person as the
Qatazilu who must have lived a century earlier.

As for Masuwari/Bit Adini, its history as an independent kingdom was un-
usually short, being destroyed by the Assyrians as early as the 850s under Shal-

50  Lanfranchi 2005:486-494; Bagg 2011:231-232; Gabrieli 2021:336.
51 CHLI I:140-151; Peker 2016:47.
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maneser 111.52 Accordingly, the surviving hieroglyphic sources all go back to
the late 10th and early gth centuries, and belong to what have been described
as two distinct competing dynasties (CHLI I:224—226), both predating the ruler
Ahuni who would unsuccessfully face the Assyrians a few decades later. The
members of the first dynastic series appear to bear culturally (if not strictly
linguistically®®) Luwian names (Ariyahina and Hapatila), whereas the name
Hamiyata, recurring in the second series, may be a Semitic one.>* Of course,
because the kingdom is deep within the heart of the area occupied by the mixed
Syro-Anatolian culture, one should refrain from assuming that the difference in
the onomastics of two dynasties—of which we know only a few generations—
have ethnolinguistic implications. Nonetheless, it would be equally inadequate
to refrain from observing that this superficial evidence for multilingualism
for the Euphrates region emerges here alone, whereas the other kingdoms of
Karkemis, Kummuh, and Malatya appear to have maintained Luwian and the
Anatolian hieroglyphs, respectively, as the language and script of power.

Apart from the short-lived kingdom of Masuwari/Bit Adini, data from the
Euphrates region continue to emerge for the two kingdoms of Malatya and
Kummuh. These may—and should, at this stage—be compared with those
regarding Karkemis, for which new epigraphic material has enabled some
advancement in the past few years. These documents convey the impression
that the former Hittite vice-kingdom still maintained some sort of preemi-
nence and dominance in the region.

Here it would be unproductive to dwell on Peker’s (2016) hypotheses of
identification—which vary in strength—of new Karkemisean rulers: new
names have emerged that were unknown at the time the CHLI 1 was published,
and we may or may not have identified all rulers of the Iron Age dynasties.
More interesting is the problem of the relationships between the kingdom of
Karkemi$ and surrounding polities before the final Assyrian conquest of the
region. Apparently, Kummuh, Malatya and Karkemis all survived the military
crises of the mid-gth century—which resulted, on the contrary, in the final
defeat of Masuwari/Til Barsip by the troops of Shalmaneser 111. At this stage,
Kummul’s king Hattusili (Qatazilu) paid tribute to the powerful enemy,5% and
so did the king of Malatya, Lalli, as well as—at least initially—king Sangara of
Karkemis (the Sakara of the KH.15.0.690 inscription; see Peker 2016:47). The sit-

52 RIMA 3 A.0.102.2 i 30—40, ii 14—20; A.0.102.10 ii 30—40.

53  See Giusfredi and Pisaniello 2022 for a discussion of these names as well as of the problem
of relic of the Hurrian language in Iron Age Luwian onomastics.

54  Further discussion in Giusfredi and Pisaniello 2022:195.

55 RIMA 3 A.0.102.2 i 37; A.0.102.10 ii 39.
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uation remained largely unchanged after the 850s: the three kingdoms appear
to have continued facing Assyrian campaigns, and the houses of Sangara in
Karkemis and Hattusili in Kummuh survived into the next century.

The middle decades of the 8th century brought a new military crisis to the
northern regions of the Syro-Anatolian world, with the Assyrians facing an
alliance led by the kings of Urartu and Arpad, which included a number of
smaller kingdoms, such as Malatya and Kummubh, and probably Karkemis as
well, even though the name of the latter is not preserved in the damaged text
that describes Tiglathpileser 111’s victorious campaign of 743 BCE. Interestingly,
however, the Assyrian sources do confirm that the Assyrian invaders perceived
Malatya5 as an autonomous kingdom, which would quite evidently contradict
the claim made by king Kamani of Karkemis, whose texts (especially in CEKKE)
suggest that he ruled over both countries. Kamani probably ruled during the
first half of the 8th century, so it is theoretically possible that he had conquered
Malatya during his life and that his successor lost it by the time Tiglathpileser
fought in the region during the 740s. However, a Karkemisean conquest of
Malatya even during the early 8th century would appear problematic in light of
the apparent independence of Kummuh, whose territory separates Karkemis
and Malatya and whose kings Suppiluliuma (11, mentioned in BOYBEYPINARI1
and 2) and Kusta$pi (mentioned only by the Assyrian sources)5? form a seem-
ingly uninterrupted sequence between the early 770s and the late 740s.

The apparent contradiction is quite typical of a phase of history for which
we possess only the superficial accounts of high-level, official documentations.
The Aramaean and Luwian rulers’ texts naturally convey a great deal of propa-
ganda and frequently boast about exaggerated accomplishments. Despite the
ultimate success of the Assyrians, who will indeed complete a virtually total
conquest of the Middle and Upper Euphrates region by the end of the 8th
century under Sargon 11, it is not unlikely that the Mesopotamian sources exag-
gerated the successes of the kings of Assyria, as well.

Although the impossibility of reconstructing a full, detailed history for this
region is not particularly problematic for the purpose of the present chapter,
it is important to stress that we rely almost exclusively on royal and official
inscriptions on all sides of the events, relaying conflicts and alliances that char-
acterize the full Iron Age in the area under discussion. This situation may have
some consequences for the way we represent the linguistic scenario. First of all,
one should certainly refrain from assuming that, for instance, the population of

56 RINAP 1 9:4’; 14:12; 27:5; 32:5; 35 1 24, iii 9; 36:3'; 47 obv. 45, rev. 8; 54:10.
57 RINAP 111:7'; 14:10; 27:2; 31:9; 32:1; 35 iii 3; 47 obv. 46, rev. 7'.
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Masuwari/Til Barsip was composed of Aramaeans as opposed to Luwian peo-
ples who inhabited Karkemis, Malatya and Kummuh. The population of the
area was probably a mix of Anatolian and Semitic components, and unless evi-
dence emerges that points to a different scenario, we should limit ourselves
to assuming that both languages were spoken in all kingdoms.>8 On the other
hand, that the rulers of Karkemi$ apparently chose to maintain Hieroglyphic
Luwian as the exclusive tool to communicate power is likely a consequence of
the center’s great importance during the Final Bronze Age as a southern cap-
ital of the Hittite Empire. The same happened in Malatya and Kummuh as a
likely consequence of the fact that these territories were under Karkemisean
influence during at least part of the Dark Age. As for the rulers of Masuwari/Til
Barsip, they probably made the same choice as early as the 10th and early gth
centuries, but if a transition to a different representation of the local identity
produced an Aramaization of the official sources, this must have depended on
local political factors or micro-historical events that are not visible in the pre-
served sources.

2.2.2 Zincirli

The kingdom of Yadiya (Sam’al for the Assyrians), with its capital city corre-
sponding to the modern site of Zincirli, lies approximately 7okm to the west
of modern Gaziantep (Fig. 2.3). Because of its unique position, this small king-
dom was located slightly too far to the north to be described as part of the Amuq
region, slightly too far to the west to belong to the Euphrates region, and was
separated from Plain Cilicia by the mountains.

Yadiya’s documentary history possibly goes back to the late 1oth century,
if the fragmentary Hieroglyphic Luwian inscription of PANCARLI is indeed as
early as that. The PANCARLI text has been described as possibly dating back
to the reign of king 6BR, mentioned in later sources, but there is in fact no
real reason to believe this attribution. The text is assumed to be earlier than
the other inscriptions from the area, and ¢BRr is the only name of a king we
know who may have ruled during the 10th century. However, 6BR’s fourth suc-
cessor, KLMW, was the first ruler who certainly dictated a text that is available
to us. His famous inscription contains a memorial text that refers to a social
reform that he would have imposed during his reign, apparently vindicating
a part of the population that used to be mistreated under his predecessors. It

58  An oft-quoted piece of indirect evidence showing that the notion of multilingualism
existed in Karkemis is regent Yariri’s claim to have mastered 12 languages and several writ-
ing systems (including cuneiform, Phoenician, and possibly Aramaic), in KARKAMIS A15b
§§19—20 (CHLI I:131).
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is quite possible that the two components of the kingdom’s demographic—
referred to as M§kBM and BRRM, respectively—are to be identified with two
different cultural groups, as proposed by Giusfredi and Pisaniello (2021). What
is certain, however, is that the cultural and linguistic environment in Yadiya was
quite complex. KLMW’s name is Luwian, but it is unlikely to be his birth name,
because the sources give us the name of a number of his relatives (and even
a sibling), all of whom bear Semitic names. Two of the later members of his
dynasty, PNnMw I and PNMW 11, also bear Luwian names, but others—including
the last king, Bar-Rakib—still bear Semitic ones. Beside onomastics, the Yadiya
inscriptions themselves are recorded into four different languages and with
three different scripts. We have already mentioned the Hieroglyphic Luwian
stele from Pancarli, which is the only linguistically Anatolian document (if one
does not count a few small inscribed objects that date to the reign of Bar-Rakib,
during the 8th century BCE). KLMW’s text, on the other hand, is composed in
Phoenician, a choice that appears more likely to have hinged on the prestige of
the language, and less so on the relationships between Yadiya and Cilicia—for
the king of the DNNYM is mentioned as an enemy in the inscription, while the
king of Assyria is mentioned as an ally (even though kLMw’s claim to having
hired the Assyrians is clearly not reliable).59 As for the texts composed in Ara-
maic, those dictated by the kings PNMW 1 and PNMW 11 are written in a local
dialect, the so-called Samalian, which may have undergone grammatical inter-
ference from Luwian, whereas those by the last king, Bar-Rakib, are written in
standard Aramaic.6°

From a political perspective, we know little of the origins of the kingdom;
most of the hypotheses regarding the PANCARLI fragment are speculative, and
we are not even entirely certain that it was, indeed, a royal inscription in the
first place. What we do know is that as early as the gth century, when Shal-
maneser 111 raided Til Barsip and submitted several kings of the Euphrates
region, KLMW's father (the Hayyanu in cuneiform Assyrian) also submitted to
the Assyrian king and paid tribute, a bond that was strengthened during the
reign of PNMw 11, who fought alongside Tiglathpileser 111 at the siege of Dam-
ascus in the 730s, and under PNMW’s son Bar-Rakib.6! After Bar-Rakib’s death
in the 710s, Yadiya ceased to exist as an autonomous kingdom and was made
an Assyrian province by Sargon.

59 KAI 24:7-8.

60  See Giusfredi and Pisaniello 2021b for further discussion and extensive references to pre-
vious scholarship.

61 RIMA 3 A.0.102.2i 53; KAI 215:16—18; RINAP 114:12; 27:4; 35: iii 17; 47 rev. 8.
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2.2.3 Amugq

The history of the Amuq after the end of the Late Bronze Age coincides with
that of the recently discovered kingdom of Palastin, which was presented in the
previous chapter (Chapter 2, Section 4.2). Because most of the current scholarly
discussion regards the earlier stages of Taita’s dynasty and how the different
members of the royal family should be distributed in the different centuries,
we preferred to also include the few pieces of information we possess about
the later kingdom of Pa(t)tina/Unqi in the same chapter, instead of splitting
the topic into two different sections.

2.2.4 Hama

The Iron Age history of Hama until the 10th century remains largely unknown.
The possibility that it was temporarily under the control of the kings of Palastin,
as well as the mytho-historical reference to a king To'i in the Bible, have been
discussed in the previous chapter (Chapter 2, Section 4.2).

Moving on to the direct historical sources, however, the first evidence we
have of a local dynasty dates back to the gth century BCE, when Urahilana—
mentioned in a number of local Hieroglyphic Luwian sources—can be easily
identified with the Irhuleni who features among the kings who opposed Shal-
maneser I1I's army in the mid-850s. Urahilana’s father, Parata, must have ruled
during the first decades of the same century and no earlier than that. Because
he is mentioned only in his son’s texts, we have no further information regard-
ing his genealogy, and the 10th century history of the kingdom remains mostly
obscure. Urahilana’s son, Uratammi,®? clearly ruled in the final decades of the
gth century, a period for which the Assyrian sources are not as generous as they
will be during the early 8th century, when King Zakkur and his successors will
be mentioned as trusted allies of Assyria, at least until the rebellion of the last
local ruler, Yaubi'di, against Sargon 11.63

Hawkins's assumption (CHLI I:400), that Zakkur and his successors be-
longed to a dynasty different from the one that had composed Luwian texts in
the previous century is not necessarily correct. Although it is true that there was
a change in the official onomastics of the rulers and in the language and script
of power, the better-known history of Yadiya testifies to the fact that rulers with
ethnolinguistically different names could belong to the very same family and
choose different languages to dictate their inscriptions.

The comparison between Hama and Yadiya is quite fitting, because these
are the two kingdoms that exhibit the most visible cases of mixing of what

62  Mentioned in HAMA 4 and HAMA 1-3, respectively.
63 RINAP 2 7:33.
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once would have been described as a Semitic linguistic culture with a Luwian
one. Although the balance of the sources is somewhat asymmetrical, with a
prevalence of Semitic inscriptions in Yadiya and a prevalence of Luwian ones
in Hama, similarities are numerous. In both kingdoms we find alternating royal
anthroponyms, mixed relationships with Assyria and with the surrounding
polities, and, as we will illustrate in the next chapter, evidence for language
contact not limited to lexical loans, but that appears to involve some degree of
grammatical interference between Semitic and Anatolian.

2.3 After the Syro-Anatolian Era: A Note on Anatolians in Assyria and
Babylonia in the 7th and 6th Centuries BCE

Although the exact date cannot be established—and likely does not even
exist per se—one can place the end of the era of the Syro-Anatolian poli-
ties somewhere between the end of the 8th and the beginning of the 7th
century BCE, with the expansion of the Assyrian empire and the growth of
the Phrygian kingdom (see below, Section 3). Some polities may have sur-
vived longer, as was proposed by Simon in the case of the kingdom of Hiyawa
(Simon 2021a), and occasional episodes of rebellions against Assyria involv-
ing former Syro-Anatolian areas, cities, or people bearing Anatolian names
(such as Mugallu, a lord from Malatya who rebelled against Esarhaddon and
had apparently become the king of a larger kingdom in Tabal during Ashur-
banipal’s reign). Nonetheless, these late developments are easily explained by
the fact that the end of a political situation does not imply the immediate
erasure of cultural or linguistic traits among the population of the affected
area: elements of Syro-Anatolian culture certainly survived the Assyrian con-
quest and the rise of the Phrygians—although, of course, due to the impact
of Assyria, it was destined to gradually change and eventually disappear over
time.

At any rate, and with all possible caveats, the consequences of Assyria’s
full-fledged expansionist policy in the final century of its history (roughly
between the reign of Tiglathpileser 111 and the fall of Nineveh) are well-known.
Former independent kingdoms became provinces of an empire whose struc-
tural engine and main mean of production of wealth was the very army itself.
Although it would be unproductive to dwell here on the socio-political and
socio-economic features of this grand renovation of the Near East, for the pur-
pose of the present work it is relevant to describe the consequences of the
Assyrian expansion. These have been frequently emphasized by historians,
who focused on the new geopolitics, culture—and, consequently, linguistic
geography—of the areas where Anatolian languages were used, at least as a
written medium.



THE IRON AGE 77

As always, assessing the available sources alone would paint a misleading
picture. Culturally speaking, the Neo-Assyrian Empire is but another expres-
sion of an Akkadian-speaking and cuneiform-writing culture. A closer exami-
nation will, of course, highlight the increasing relevance of Aramaic as a spo-
ken language throughout the territories of the Empire, or, at the very least,
throughout the core areas of Syria and Mesopotamia. Now, the visible part of
the process is the Aramaization of the imperial elite. In all likelihood, this pro-
cess reflected the Aramaization of Syro-Mesopotamia as a general trend, which
is a much less visible phenomenon because Akkadian remained, quite explic-
itly, the official written language of the kingdom. As mentioned in Chapter 2,
the emergence of West Semitic elements such as Aramaeans and Chaldeans
in Assyria and Babylonia was gradual and occurred in the longue durée, and
its effects become apparent only when a change in the polities that produced
documentation make it possible for it to be represented (albeit opaquely) in
the sources.

Aramaeans, however, were but one of the main cultural and linguistic com-
ponents shaping the human geography of the Ancient Near East in the first
millennium BCE. In particular, northern Syria had long been part of what has
been characterized by Osborne (2021), as well as by the present work (albeit
in slightly different terms), as a Syro-Anatolian cultural continuum that cov-
ered a large area. The Anatolian component of this continuum, represented by
Luwian-speaking (or, at least, Luwian-writing) polities, although destined to
gradually die out over the centuries, certainly did not vanish as soon as the last
Syro-Anatolian kingdom was conquered by Assyria.

Indeed, Assyrian as well as Babylonian administrative records mention sev-
eral individuals with Anatolian names (Zadok 2005 and 2010; Waerzeggers
2006). Starting with the names attested in the Assyrian records, some obser-
vations are in order regarding the methodology employed to identify them.
Zadok (2010) considers “certainly Anatolian” both the bearers of names that
are formally Luwian, such as Sandapiya (Sa-an-da-pi-i) or Tarhuntapiya (Tar-
hu-un-da-pi-i), and those who bear a supposed name that is in fact an Assyrian
geographical adjective referring to a Luwian area, such as Quayyu (Qu-u-a-
a), Gargamisayyu (Gar-ga-mis-a-a), or Tabalayyu (Ta-bal-a-a; Tab-URrU-a-a).54
Now, it would be superfluous to insist again on the difference between the
language of origin of the name a person bears and the their ethnolinguistic
identity, as we introduced this issue already in Chapter 4 of Volume 1. In this
case, however, formal issues also apply, which, in turn, have sociolinguistic and

64  Zadokigg7 and 2010.
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historical implications. The formal part of the problem is that, from a linguistic
perspective, a name like Sandapiya is a Luwian linguistic sign, whereas a name
Quayyu is an Assyrian one. This, in turn, prompts the following questions: Are
names like Quayyu, Gargamisayyu, or Tabalayyu truly personal names? Or are
they general designations used to identify people by provenance for adminis-
trative purposes? If they are personal names, they are clearly Assyrian ones. If,
on the other hand, they are geographical designations, then they simply indi-
cate that a certain individual was originally from Que, Karkemis, or the Tabal
region (or, even less compellingly, that said individual entertained some sort
of relationship with the relevant region). Of course, this does not imply that
these people were Anatolians; by the 7th century BCE, we have every reasons
to believe that the population of the former Syro-Anatolian and Anatolian king-
doms was a combination of Anatolian and Semitic elements, even more so than
before. Anatolians are also mentioned in the archives of the Neo-Babylonian
kingdom, as well as in the Mesopotamian administrative documents of the
Achaemenid age, although most of the evidence for these stages involves Car-
ians (or, rather, people from Caria), whereas evidence for eastern Luwian ono-
mastics is not prevalent in the corpora that were discussed in the literature.5
Furthermore, in most cases, reference is made to people by using a geographical
designation, whereas the number of etymologically Anatolian (Carian) names
is extremely limited.6®

Unsurprisingly, Anatolians who are mentioned in Mesopotamian texts after
the end of the Syro-Anatolian age, and until the Neo-Babylonian and Achae-
menid ages, appear to be members of the societies of the late Iron Age empires.
The survival of onomastic material does not imply the survival of a Luwian lan-
guage and culture after the end of the age of the kingdoms that were formerly
called Neo-Hittite, while the presence of individuals and groups from western
Anatolia is merely an indication of the multicultural composition of the demo-
graphics of the late Mesopotamian empires.

3 The Phrygian Area

Through the gth and 8th centuries BCE, Phrygia emerged as the main regional
political entity in Anatolia (Fig. 2.3), arriving at competing on equal terms with
Assyria and Urartu for supremacy in the area.6” The designations Phrygia and

65  Joanneés1991; Zadok 2005; Waerzeggers 2006.
66  Cf.Zadok 2005:80-83.
67  Forarecent overview on the subject, see Payne 2023a.
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Phrygians, as they are known today, derive from Greek sources (®puyia, -ag;
PpOE, -Byog) and referred to the land and people living in northwestern cen-
tral Anatolia, between the lower Kizilirmak, the Sakarya river basin (Classical
Sangarios) and the Troad. According to the Iliad (2.816-877), the Phrygians
were the eastern allies of the Trojans, and Hecuba, the wife of Priam, was a
Phrygian. Herodotus (7.73) and his quasi-contemporary Xanthos of Lydia (cited
by Strabo, 12.8.3) agree that the Phrygians came from southeastern Europe.
Herodotus also adds that, according to the Macedonians, the Phrygians were
called Bpiyeg in their homeland, but then changed their name to ®piyes after
settling in Anatolia. By contrast, other Greek traditions saw the Phrygians as
autochthonous in Anatolia.®® The Phrygian king Midas is certainly the most
famous Phrygian figure, immortalized by Greek legends about his golden touch
or the ass’s ears received as a punishment by Apollo for not adequately appre-
ciating the deity’s musical skills.

As these few examples show, most Greek accounts of the Phrygians are
shrouded in myth, and thus offer very few clues for a reliable historical recon-
struction. We would know nearly nothing about Midas as a historical per-
sonage without the Assyrian inscriptions of Sargon 11, who mentions him as
Mita, Assyria’s main political competitor in Anatolia. This identification would
thus provide a chronological placement for Midas'’s reign in the late 8th cen-
tury BCE. Moreover, we also learn that the Assyrian name of the country
of Phrygia was Mus/ski, which in turn may correspond to Urartian Muskini,
Mus(a)ka in Luwian, and Mesek in the Bible.6°

These external sources provide vital historical information that we could
hardly obtain from native Phrygian records alone, which are known to exist
from the late gth century. The most ancient corpus of Phrygian inscriptions,
known as Old Phrygian (late gth—4th centuries BCE), was written in a local
alphabet, readapted with the introduction of vocalization from West Semitic
abjads. From this epigraphic material we learn that Phrygian was an Indo-
European language, as most other coeval languages attested in Anatolia, but did
not belong to the Anatolian branch of the Indo-European family, instead show-
ing closest relations with Greek. This finding would thus support Herodotean
claims about the intrusiveness of the Phrygians in Anatolia, out of migrations
from the Balkans. Besides their invaluable linguistic contribution, however, Old
Phrygian inscriptions offer very little historical information on the people who
left them. To begin with, nothing is known from these texts about ethnic or

68 Drews 1993:15—18.
69  Wittke 2004.
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political self-definitions used by the Phrygians themselves. Also, few names of
Phrygian rulers are preserved beyond that of Midas, famously appearing on
top of the so-called Midas Monument at Yazilikaya/Midas City.” Monumental
inscriptions on stone are indeed some of the best-preserved and most informa-
tive texts about Phrygian society, but they consist mostly of short dedications
with few formulaic expressions, personal names and often obscure titles. Oth-
erwise, the rest of the Old Phrygian corpus is represented mainly by graffiti on
pottery or other supports, meant to mark the ownership of related objects.

3.1 The Phrygians according to Phrygian Data
Given the documentary situation summarized above, the Phrygian language
should be considered first when identifying elements of Phrygian culture in
the Anatolian landscape. In turn, the archaeological context of locales with a
particular concentration of Phrygian inscriptions allows us to identify the most
salient non-scribal features somehow associable to a Phrygian socio-cultural
complex. The label Parygian, in this case, must be intended in a broad discur-
sive sense, with no necessary implication referring to ethnic, linguistic or polit-
ical affiliations. By far the largest corpus of Old Phrygian inscriptions is found
in the area of Gordion, the most important Phrygian city of the Iron Age known
so far.”! The site, corresponding to the mound of Yassthoyiik, was identified in
the late 19th century CE as the seat of the Phrygian capital known by the Greeks
as Gordion.” As we have seen in the previous chapter (Section 3), this site was
already occupied during the Bronze Age, and its transition to the Early Iron
Age is marked by a stark discontinuity affecting both architecture and material
assemblages (12th-10th centuries BCE: YHSS 7B—A). The observation of these
sudden cultural changes, coupled with the geographic range of suggested stylis-
tic parallels, led scholars to suppose that during this phase Gordion was settled
by immigrants coming from the Balkans and Thrace, thus lending further sup-
port to ancient accounts of the Phrygian migration. Whereas the layout of level
YHSS 7B is indicative of a village community, the later phases of the Early Iron
Age (YHSS 7A), covering the second half of the 10th century, saw the emergence
of more complex forms of social organization, including the construction of
fortification systems and large-scale production of wheel-made pottery.

These developments would continue in later phases and in fact anticipate
the so-called Early Phrygian period (YHSs 6), when social life at Gordion took

70 Obrador-Cursach 2020a:427, no. M-o1a, with references to previous literature.

71 For an updated and detailed overview on the site, see Kealhofer et al. 2022.

72 Korte 1897. For the attestation of the place name Gordion in a late Old Phrygian inscrip-
tion, see Oreshko and Alag6z 2023.
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on completely new forms and the settlement developed into a major urban
complex. During this period, beginning in the early gth century, the settlement
extended more than 13 ha in two separate mounds, encircled by a single for-
tification system accessed through imposing monumental gates. The eastern
mound was occupied by an elite quarter constituted by rows of megaron-style
buildings: large rectangular structures composed of a main hall and an ante-
room covered by double-pitched roofs.”® Around the mid-gth century, the east-
ern citadel gate and/or its associated buildings were decorated with sculpted
orthostats with clear iconographic parallels in the Syro-Anatolian imagery.”
The Syro-Anatolian repertoire was thus vested with great symbolic value by
the Early Phrygian elites of Gordion seeking legitimation of their power. Sig-
nificantly, however, these artistic influences did not persist in later phases of
the settlement, suggesting a shift toward other ideological models. Also dated
to the mid-gth century are the earliest burial mounds (tumuli), peppering the
hills to the east of the citadel within a radius of about 2km. The largest—and
earliest—tumulus within the Early Phrygian group, Tumulus W, had a special
connection with the main settlement in that it aligned perfectly with the mon-
umental citadel gate. Due to this disposition and its dimension, it is generally
assumed that this tumulus served as a royal burial.” The Early Phrygian build-
ing program was terminated by a great fire, probably ignited by accident, that
produced a thick deposit of burned debris termed the Destruction Level by
archaeologists. Initially, this event was connected with the Cimmerian inva-
sion reported by historical sources as having occurred at the end of the 8th
century BCE. The new chronology, established through a scrupulous program
of absolute radiocarbon and dendrochronological determinations, now firmly
dates the Destruction Level to around 800 BCE, that is one century earlier than
previously assumed.” The Destruction Level yielded the earliest known Phry-
gian inscriptions, which would date to the late gth century according to the
new chronology.

Immediately after the fire, the excavated Early Phrygian quarters were lev-
eled with a massive 3—5m fill layer deliberately brought on top of the settlement
mounds. This operation, which surely required the mobilization of a substan-
tial workforce indicative of a well-organized polity,”” prepared the terrain for
the re-building of the urban core, thus marking the beginning of the Middle

73 Rose 20171143, Fig. 6.

74  Sams1989.

75  On the Gordion tumuli, see Liebhardt et al. 2016.
76 Rose and Darbyshire 2011; Kealhofer et al. 2019.
77  Voigt and Henrickson 2000.
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Phrygian settlement (YHSS 5: ca. 800—540BCE). During this period, Gordion
reached its floruit, extending beyond the mounds to occupy part of the lower
plain and the western plateau for a total area of about 100 ha. The Middle Phry-
gian settlement is also deemed to have been the seat of king Midas, whose
reign is attributed to the late 8th century BCE by available sources (see below).
The official quarter of the eastern mound was rebuilt according to a plan that
broadly replicated the Early Phrygian layout, thus signaling cultural continu-
ity within approximately the same group of peoples. Burial mound traditions
also continued and in fact reached an apex with the construction of Tumu-
lus MM, the largest tumulus built at Gordion and one of the largest in Anatolia.
Long thought to host the burial of Midas because of its size and riches (hence
the label Midas Mound), this tumulus is now dated by dendrochronology to
ca. 740BCE, some decades before the supposed death of the famed Phrygian
king. Therefore, it is now assumed that this mound was built 4y Midas as a
burial for his father.”

The Middle Phrygian period saw the ultimate development of the typical
material cultural package usually associated with the Phrygians, including fine
metal-working and a class of prestigious vessels painted with animal motifs
disposed in panels. The common ware used for daily household consumption
was represented by monochrome gray wares, which saw a continuous develop-
ment from the Early Iron Age in a broadly standardized shape repertoire. By the
early 6th century, the power of the Phrygian polity centered at Gordion seems
to have declined, and the site came under strong Lydian influence, perhaps due
to the expansion of the kingdom of Alyattes and Croesus. The largest portion of
Old Phrygian inscribed artifacts from Gordion belong to the Middle Phrygian
period.

After Gordion, the second most conspicuous group of Old Phrygian inscrip-
tions occurs in what appears to have been a sacred area to the Phrygians in the
ridges and valleys of the so-called Pharygian Highlands south of Eskisehir, cen-
tered on the site nowadays popularized as Midas City (Turkish: Midas Sehri).”
The most impressive feature in this location is the so-called Midas Monument,
consisting of an imposing facade carved into the surface of a natural cliff. Six
Old Phrygian inscriptions are engraved around the monument, one of which
would identify it as a dedication to Midas, offered by Ates, son of Archias.8°
The most salient characteristic of this short epigraph are the titles lavagtaei and

78 Rose 2015:16.
79  Haspels1971. On Phrygian rock-carving, see Berndt-Ers6z 2006.
80  Obrador-Cursach 2020a:427-429.
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vanaktei, attributed to Midas as borrowings from the Mycenaean titles lawage-
tas, leader of the people, and wanaks, ‘lord, ruler’ (cf. Greek (F)dva, (r)dvonctog)
(see Chapter 8, Section 2.2.1). Suggested dates for the carving of the monument,
and thus the Midas dedication, range from the 8th to 6th centuries BCE, but
recent treatments tend to support an upper chronology grounded in stylistic
and stratigraphic considerations on comparable Gordion data.8! If those esti-
mates are accurate, the Midas receiving the dedication would be none other
than the famous king of Phrygia/Muski faced by Sargon 11. The area surround-
ing Midas City to the north and west is crowded with other rock-cut monu-
ments. Alongside other carved fagades similar to the Midas Monument and
rock-cut tombs, the most representative artifacts in this context are stepped
altars, likely serving as cultic installations in honor of Matar, the main Phrygian
deity. These monuments consisted of a series of steps carved into the natu-
ral rock, topped by stylized idols and often accompanied by short Phrygian
dedications bearing the name of the donors.82 Most known stepped altars are
clustered in the Sakarya and Porsuk basins, between the modern provinces of
Eskigehir, Kiitahya and Sivrihisar, but some more isolated examples also occur
elsewhere in central Anatolia. In most cases, these monuments lack internal
elements that would allow for their absolute chronological contextualization
beyond a general time span between the gth and 6th centuries BCE, broadly
corresponding to the Early and Middle Phrygian periods at Gordion.83

The two poles of Gordion and the Phrygian Highlands clearly defined a Phry-
gtan core area during the Iron Age. Outside this area, another important cluster
of Old Phrygian inscriptions features in the Kizilirmak bend, especially in the
sites of Alaca Hoyiik, Bogazkoy and Kerkenes Dag. The latter is an immense
site of more than 250 ha occupied during a single phase between the late 7th
and mid-6th centuries BCE, probably founded anew for unknown reasons on
previously barren land. Alongside a fragmentary monumental inscription (K-
o1) found at the entrance gate of a large institutional building,3* several other
Phrygian-style features occur at Kerkenes, most importantly megaron build-
ings, a semi-iconic cult-stele representing an idol, and tumulus burials. On this
basis the site has generally been understood as a Phrygian settlement.8> Schol-
ars debate the reasons why such an extensive settlement, with strong Phrygian

81  Rose 2021, with references to previous literature.

82  Berndt-Ers6z 2006:40—49.

83  For different hypotheses, Berndt-Erséz 2006:134-137; Summers 2018b; d’Alfonso 2020b:
179-181.

84 Obrador-Cursach 2020a:508, with references to previous literature.

85 Summers 2018a; 2021.
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affiliations, would be founded anew so distant from the Phrygian core area. The
question is particularly pressing also because the lifespan of Kerkenes corre-
sponded to a time when the Phrygian polity of Gordion was already declining
or, in any case, transiting under Lydian influence. Geoffrey Summers (2018b),
director of the Kerkenes excavations until 2014, argues that the settlement was
founded by Phrygian refugees from the west displaced by the Lydian conquest.
An obstacle to this hypothesis is that several artifacts at Kerkenes show forms
of hybridization with a Syro-Anatolian visual repertoire, such as the winged
sun framed by the Phrygian inscription or the style of some statues and reliefs.
These motifs had ceased to circulate in the Phrygian core region after the
Early Phrygian period, that is, two centuries before the foundation of Kerkenes.
Admittedly, typical Syro-Anatolian artistic expressions were already gone at
Tabal as well by the 7th century BCE, but could still be visible in the area—as
they are today in the case of rock-cut monuments—and could thus circulate as
cultural memories for some generations. One should also consider that three
of the four names attested on the K-o1 inscription are Luwian (Masa, Urgi, and
Tatta) and thus more at home around the Kizilirmak basin than in the Phrygian
core area.

In other locations, Old Phrygian inscriptions occur as more isolated finds,
but are nonetheless important to gauge the extent of Phrygian contacts. Frag-
ments of stone inscriptions dating to the late 8th century, one of them reporting
the name Midas, was found at Kemerhisar (Cl. Tyana), the likely capital of the
Syro-Anatolian kingdom of Tuwana, while the name of a Phrygian individual
was incised on an orthostat at Karkemis. Lydia and the tumulus of Bayindir,
in Lycia, are also findspots of Old Phrygian-inscribed materials dating at least
from the mid-8th century, while a single inscribed vase was dedicated in the
Treasury of the Corinthians at Delphi in the late 7th century.

3.2 The Phrygians and Their Neighbors

It is unclear to what extent the sparse Phrygian cultural expressions analyzed
above, including language, could be an index of actual political control by a
single Phrygian kingdom based at Gordion, more Phrygian polities with mul-
tiple power bases, or merely the result of Phrygian cultural influence.86 The
wealth and scale of public constructions and monuments found at Gordion
certainly account for a well-organized centralized polity that controlled vast
economic resources and was able to mobilize a substantial population. At the
present stage, however, it is hard to define the geographic limits of such polity,

86 Summers 2023a; Santini, forthcoming.
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if not through an association with Midas. In any case, such an association
must remain conjectural, as this king is never attested in chronologically rel-
evant phases at Gordion. As cogently argued by Santini (forthcoming), Midas
himself—who is the only Phrygian king historically attested for the Iron Age—
may have been little more than a particularly charismatic leader, not dissim-
ilar from other coeval colleagues (e.g., Wasusarma), who was able to assem-
bly a multiethnic coalition to expand his hegemony in Anatolia. In this sense,
the Phrygian kingdom, no matter how extensive, was a short-lived experiment
that—for better or worse—may have enshrouded Midas and Phrygia in the
legendary aura echoed in later Greek traditions.

An idea of how far Phrygian political impact reached in Anatolia may derive
from a brief evaluation of its attested political interactions with neighbors.
The most important historical sources about Phrygia are found in the Assyr-
ian records, namely the inscriptions of Sargon 11, where Midas (spelled Mita)
is consistently associated with the country of Muski. In earlier documents, dat-
ing from the 12th century on, Muski is attested in connection with geographical
realities located in eastern Anatolia, around the region of the Tur Abdin, and it
remains unclear how this term might have migrated all the way up to Phrygia.
According to a hypothesis advanced by Wittke (2004:177), the Phrygian com-
plex of the Iron Age resulted from the convergence of two migration streams
arrived in northwest-central Anatolia by the beginning of the first millennium,
one from the west (the Phrygians proper) and one from the east (the Muski).
Another, more attractive, possibility is that Muski and other corresponding
terms derived from a vague, perhaps derogatory, designation for semimobile
populations located at the margins of literate societies, akin to the Kaska of
the Hittite Empire period.8” Be this as it may, the Muski attested in Assyrian
sources before the 8th century were certainly something different from Midas’
Muski and the Phrygians.

The formation of a major regional power in Anatolia posed a serious threat
to Assyrian control on the western peripheries, and the activities of Sargon 11
against Midas were mainly oriented at avoiding the formation of coalitions
between Phrygia and Syro-Anatolian states, which could be potentially fatal
with Urartu on the horizon. In an initial phase, at the beginning of Sargon’s
reign, Muski/Phrygia and Assyria mostly vied indirectly for hegemony in Tabal.
Between 718 and 711, Midas is reported as conspiring with Sinuhtu, Bit-Burutag
and other Tabalian polities, and his long arm even reached Malatya, Gurgum
and Karkemis in an attempt to draw them into anti-Assyrian coalitions. Inter-

87  Hawkins and Weeden 2021:395.
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estingly, these historically documented connections between Phrygia and Syro-
Anatolia are also in part reflected in the material record. As mentioned above,
the region of Tuwana was the findspot of Phrygian inscriptions, and Warpalawa
is famously depicted at Ivriz wearing a Phrygian fibula.88 Phrygian-style tumuli
are also numerous in the region; some of them overlook Kemerhisar, the likely
site of Tuwana itself.39 Karkemi$ was also the findspot of a Phrygian inscrip-
tion, while Middle Iron Age levels at Malatya yielded ceramics typical of the
Phrygian area.

Possible interactions (however sporadic) with Phrygia are also documented
in indigenous Syro-Anatolian sources. It has been suggested that the country
of pa+ra/i-zu-ta, figuring in TOoPADA would reflect a reading Prizuwanda to be
connected with ®puyia via the ethnonym Bpiyeg attributed to the Phrygians by
the Herodotean tradition (see above).°® More straightforward Luwian hiero-
glyphic references to Phrygia may be found in the toponym Mus(a)ka (cf. mu-
sa-ka), comparable with Muski. In Yariri’s inscription KARKAMIS A6 (early 8th
century), Mus(a)ka is mentioned among the countries to which the author’s
fame extended. More importantly, the newly found inscription of Tiirkmen-
Karahoyiik (TURKMEN-KARAHOYUK1), to the west of the Karadag in the Konya
plain, reveals of a conflict between the local ruler, Hartapu, and the coun-
try of Muski.”! Significantly, the inscription of KIZILDAG 4 also evokes similar
events and is carved just beside a stepped monument closely resembling a
Phrygian stepped altar.%? Recent archaeological investigations based on sur-
vey collections suggest that the Konya plain was indeed subject to important
cultural influences from the Phrygian area, especially revealed by ceramic con-
tacts.93 In 2021, the PALaC project supported a collaboration with the Konya
Regional Archaeological Survey Project (P.I. Michele Massa),** aimed at more
extensive investigation of these patterns through the integration of a histor-
ical, archaeological and archaeometric approach. The results of this collabo-
ration are now being processed for publication, but a preliminary evaluation
reveals, for example, the sizable presence in the Konya plain of elite figura-

88  On Phrygian-style fibulae in south-central Anatolia, see also Patrier 2015.

89  Akkayaiggu

go  D’Alfonso 2019:144-145.

91 See, from different perspectives, Goedegebuure et al. 2020; Oreshko 2020b; Hawkins and
Weeden 2021; Santini forthcoming. Perhaps the same event is also recorded in K1ZILDAG
4, if we date this inscription to the Iron Age.

92  For different interpretations on dating and context: d’Alfonso 2020b:185-186; Massa and
Osborne 2022:94—96.

93  Kealhofer et al. 2015.

94  For the KRASP project, see Massa et al. 2020.
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tive wares typical of the late Early and Middle Phrygian period at Gordion.%5
These wares are otherwise rare elsewhere in sites ranging within Tabal, such
as Kaman Kalehoyiik or Kinik Héyiik and Porsuk. One may even tentatively
suggest that the k-variant of the ruler’s name H/Kartapu, unique to the excised
part of TURKMEN-KARAHOYUK 1, is the result of an interference with Phry-
gian that lacked the laryngeal in its phonetic system. This would imply that
the scribe of the excised part of the inscription, stylistically very different from
its incised continuation, was indeed a Phrygian not well accustomed to Hiero-
glyphic Luwian writing, as possibly suggested by the clumsy appearance of
related signs.% Between 715 and 709 BCE, Sargon I1 and his lieutenants came to
terms with Midas, confronting him in Cilicia before eventually signing a peace.
We may wonder whether at this time the Konya plain already functioned as a
Phrygian power base for further advance toward the south.

4 Western Anatolia from the 10th Century to the Achaemenids

Regardless of the exact date one wishes to pick for the end of the Syro-Anatolian
polities, one can easily agree that, with the possible exception of Cilicia (about
which we know too little after the end of the 8th century) and notwithstand-
ing the obvious survival of Luwian anthroponyms in the Neo-Assyrian sources,
starting from no later than the 6th century, no significant traces remain of the
polities that had used Luwian as a written language.

As is well known, however, Anatolian languages would survive at least for
a few more centuries, and they were used as official languages in a few areas
of in western Anatolia (Fig. 3.3). The polities associated with the production of
Anatolian corpora in that geographical region are quite elusive in general, even
though the sources are rich thanks to the coexistence of local and Greek ones.
Nonetheless, the most comprehensive history of Lydia, by Hogemann and Oet-
tinger (2018), is more than 500 pages long, whereas Keen'’s (1998) book on the
history of Lycia exceeds 250. It would be fruitless to try to hastily summarize all
the events that characterized the histories of the western Anatolian kingdoms.
In this section, therefore, we will offer a general description of the main peri-
ods and corpora, aiming to contextualize the chapters that will deal with the
Anatolian languages attested from the 6th century BCE to the first and second
centuries CE.

95 Osborne and Massa, forthcoming; Matessi, forthcoming. For some syntheses on Gordion
figurative ceramics, see Sams 1974 and 2012.
96 Matessi, forthcoming.
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FIG. 3.3 Languages of Asia Minor during the late first millennium BCE

41 Lydia
Proceeding in chronological order by attestation of historical records, the king-
dom of Lydia, with its capital city Sardis, is the first Anatolian polity of Asia
Minor for which we possess information. The proto-historical stages of a
Bronze Age Lydian civilization remain unknown, although some pieces of indi-
rect evidence exist. Based on later Greek sources that associate them to the
Mysians (see Hogemann and Oettinger 2018:107-115, but cf. also Giusfredi and
Matessi 2021), Lydians would come from a northern inland region roughly cor-
responding to what the Hittites called Ma$a.%” On the other hand, Yakubovich
(2010a:75-157) proposed, based on less-than-conclusive sociolinguistic consid-
erations (mostly concerning proper names), that Lydians were already settled
in Asia Minor during the Bronze Age.%8

Moving on to the Iron Age, it is Herodotus who provides us with a (probably
fictional) account of how the first true historical dynasty, that of the Mermnads,
took over the kingdom at the expense of the last ruler of the mythological

97  See Giusfredi and Matessi 2021:17-19 for further discussion.
98  However, see also the review by Hawkins (2013) and the updated proposal by Yakubovich
(2013).
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house of the Heraclides.®® The first member of the Mermnad house is the Gyges
of Herodotus’s Histories, whose name has long been recognized to represent
an otherwise unattested Lydian cognate to Luwic and Hittite huhha- ‘grand-
father, or possibly the Carian qug- (Payne 2023b:206). Unlike the members of
the previous dynasty, Gyges is occasionally mentioned in the Assyrian annals
of Ashurbanipal’s reign, which guarantees his historicity.1° He spent a signif-
icant part of his reign fighting the Cimmerians, and the same is likely true
of his successors, who are (unfortunately) mentioned in Greek sources that,
although providing important historical information (e.g., regarding the wars
between Sardis and Miletus and other Ionian centers in the second half of the
7th century), do not allow a safe reconstruction of the dynastic sequence.!0!
The dynasty ends by the mid-6th century with the defeat of king Croesus by
the army of Cyrus and the Achaemenid conquest of Sardis.!0?

As was the case with other Iron Age polities, however, conquest by and
annexation into the Achaemenid Empire did not mark the end of Lydian cul-
ture. Under Persian rule, Lydia remained a distinctive cultural region, which is
reflected in the continuation of the local epigraphic culture. The oldest Lydian
texts have been dated (based on rather shaky stratigraphic and/or contextual
considerations) to the 8th or 7th century (Gusmani 1964:17; 1980:15; cf. now
Payne 2023:192). The latest specimina can be dated to the second century BCE,
well into the Hellenistic age. If the hypothesized date of the earliest texts is cor-
rect, this makes Lydian one of the three most longeval corpus languages of the
Anatolian branch, together with Luwian and Hittite. The languages that came
into contact with Lydian were Greek, Phrygian, the Luwic languages of south-
western Anatolia, and, starting from the mid-6th century BCE, Achaemenid
Persian and Imperial Aramaic. In order to better characterize the linguistic and
historical significance of the different types of contact, the interference phe-
nomena occurring with the eastern languages of the Achaemenid Empire and
those involving Greek will be treated in separate chapters (Chapter 7 and 15,
respectively).

99  On the mytho-historical dynasties of the Atydes and of the Heraclides, see Payne (2023b:
197-204).

100 RINAP 52 Vvi14; 3ii 86b, 92; 4 ii 61, 67; 6 iv 1'; 7 iii 17/, 24'; 9 ii 10, 16; 11 ii 95, 103, 119; 23:86b;
92 ii 2; 125 A 1'; 207 obv. 19, 26.

101 Forasummary of the Greek sources, see Payne and Wintjes 2016:31-37; Payne 2023b:206—
215.

102 Eventhe very famous King Croesus is, unfortunately, known only indirectly through Greek
sources. The only possible exception would be represented by the name QAddns attested
on coins, which, according to Euler and Sasseville (2019), would represent the very name
of Croesus. This hypothesis is, however, extremely speculative.
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4.2 Lycia and Caria

If we can only speculate as to the Bronze Age origins of Lydia and the Lydi-
ans, the case is different for the two other main regions of Asia Minor in
which Anatolian languages were used. Although the origins of the kingdom
of Lycia are unknown, %3 the first dynasty of which we possess actual historical
data (excluding, of course, the colorful characterizations of the origins of the
Lycians that are conveyed by Greek sources)!%4 is that commonly referred to
as the Harpagid dynasty, from the name of the Persian general Harpagus, who
conquered Lycia in the name of Emperor Cyrus in 546 BCE. The details of this
dynasty are speculative, and one may refer to Keen (1998) and Klinkott (2023)
for further discussion. The Lycian cities appear to have repeatedly switched
alliances during the long series of Persian—Greek wars that started in the late
6th century BCE with the Ionian rebellions and continued through the 5th and
4th centuries until the end of the Achaemenid Empire. By the late 5th century,
Lycia was securely on the Achaemenid side, and, following the reorganization
of the Empire, by the mid-4th century it had fallen under the control of the
satraps of the Hekatomnid dynasty of Caria (Klinkott 2023:610-614).

Caria, in turn, may or may not be equated with the region that Hittite
cuneiform sources refer to as Karkisa/Karkiya (see Simon 2o15a for discus-
sion). In contrast to Lycia, for which no such stage is known from any available
sources, Caria was perhaps part of the Lydian Empire during the early 6th cen-
tury.195 Eventually, it became part of the Achaemenid Empire, with the rulers
of Halicarnassus, the Lygdamid dynasty, playing a major role in the local gov-
ernment (at least, judging from Herodotus’s accounts). During the prolonged
conflicts pitting the Greek cities against Persia, Caria too changed its alliance
following the end of the early Persian Wars, only to return to the fold of the
Achaemenid Empire by the last decades of the 5th century, under the local rule
of the powerful Hekatomnid dynasts.

The two regions of Lycia and Caria, being close to each other, shared paral-
lel historical fates, and the languages used there—Lycian, the sparsely attested
Milyan dialect (or Lycian B) and Carian—were exposed to more or less the
same areal context, which was incidentally similar to that of Lydian. Just as
in the case of Lydian, hereinafter we will keep separate the discussion of inter-
ference with the eastern languages in the context of the Achaemenid Empire
(Chapter 6) and that of the areal relationship with Greek (Chapter 15).

103 For a discussion on the connection to the cuneiform Hittite toponym Lukka, see Gander
2010, also 2014 for the history of Lukka in the Late Bronze Age.

104 For an overview, cf. Keen 1998:34—60.

105 Payne and Wintjes 2016:34.
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4.3 Side, Pamphylia and the Very Late Case of Pisidia

After the Hellenization of Asia Minor in the centuries after the Macedonian
conquest of large portions of the Ancient Near East and the dissolution of the
Achaemenid Empire, it becomes harder to detect traces of regions and polities
in which the use of Anatolian languages survived. However, the level of diffi-
culty depends on the nature of the available sources, and on their number. As in
the case of the extinction of Luwian in the Syro-Anatolian regions, one should
always remember that the apparent lack of polities that used a given language
as their official medium of monumental communication or administration
does not imply that the language was indeed dead: some official languages do
not coincide with the language spoken by the population.

That said, there are indeed a few regions where Anatolian languages would
emerge after the Hellenization of Asia Minor. All data seem to come from a
rather small portion of southern Asia Minor, roughly coinciding with the north-
western portions of former Lycia (or, more precisely, Milya). In the region of
Pamphylia, on the coast, traces of contamination of a Luwic language emerge
in the local variety of Greek, which is attested in a number of inscriptions dat-
ing to a period between the 5th and second centuries BCE.1?¢ Furthermore,
in the Pamphylian city of Side, a local Luwic language is also attested in epi-
graphic materials from the third and second centuries BCE.1%7 Finally, in the
second century CE, epigraphs from Pisidia (inland to the northwest of Pam-
phylia), record a distinct Luwic language, Pisidian,'°® which is, to date, the latest
surviving member of the Anatolian branch of Indo-European. Given their late
geo-historical context and relative isolation when compared to other Luwic
materials of the Iron Age, a full chapter of this book will be dedicated to dis-
cussing these languages.

5 Concluding Remarks

The dissolution of the Late Bronze Age power system and the subsequent reori-
entation of interregional contacts across the Mediterranean Sea brought about
new cultural frontiers, nesting upon novel political networks. On one hand,
we have seen that the consequences of the collapse of the Hittite Empire did
not homogeneously affect its former territories. Regions straddling the eastern

106 See Chapter 16 for further details on the corpus and its features.
107 See Chapter 16 for further details.
108 See Chapter 16 for further details.
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Taurus, from Malatya to Aleppo, saw the continuation of Hittite-style mon-
umental traditions and the use of Hieroglyphic Luwian script and language
in display inscriptions in the frame of a general resilience in social organiza-
tion. Also central Anatolia, the former core of the Hittite Empire, saw isolated
instances of social resilience or rapid re-organization in the early post-Hittite
period, but local Hittite-style traditions reappeared only much later, by the 8th
century BCE—with the dubious early exception of Hartapu (1)’s inscriptions.

At least in part, we can perhaps ascribe to these differential developments
the processes of cultural frontier formation that would become apparent in
the full Iron Age, on the foreground of the general continuum represented
by the Syro-Anatolian complex. As we have seen in the first volume of this
project, throughout the Bronze Age the Taurus mountains formed a perme-
able barrier that channeled contacts affecting various spheres of social inter-
action, with a strong impact on linguistic scenarios. By contrast, during the
Iron Age cross-Tauric exchange decreased and trajectories reoriented in other
directions. Cilicia, Syria and the northern Levant so became more attracted in
a Mediterranean network, while central Anatolia formed a network of its own
having its poles in Tabal and Phrygia with the episodic participation of Urartu.
The only arguable link between Anatolia and the Syro-Mesopotamian area, if
any, is represented by Malatya, that throughout the post-Hittite period down
to the Assyrian conquest entertained political and cultural relationships with
regions both north and south of the Taurus. A clear linguistic proxy of this Tau-
rus frontier is offered by the distribution of West Semitic languages, that did
not find their way in central Anatolia until the Achaemenid period, with the
sole exception of the Phoenician inscription of ivriz 2.10°

From a linguistic perspective, a second frontier may be identified on the
Amanus mountains, that formed an interface between Luwo-Phoenician (Cili-
cia) and Luwo-Aramaic (Sam’al and the northern Levant) milieus. This frontier,
however, had less bearings on political or other types of interaction, as shown
for example by the strong involvement of Hiyawa/Que into wars and coalitions
with Syro-Levantine polities.

109 Dingol1994.



CHAPTER 4
Cilicia in the Iron Age

H. Craig Melchert

1 Defining the Topic!

11 The Location
Classical Cilicia consisted of two discrete parts: Cilicia Trachea and Cilicia
Pedia. Both were known to the Assyrians, whose name for Cilicia Trachea,
Hilakku, is the source of Greek Kihwcia. However, the core of Cilicia Trachea
comprised the mountainous terrain of the western Taurus Mountains, and our
Early Iron Age sources for it are very limited. Our focus will thus be primarily
on Cilicia Pedia, which is mostly well defined by the Amanus Mountains to the
east, the Taurus to the north and west, and the Bay of skenderun to the south.2
Only in the southwest is there no major barrier along the coastal plain. In the
Treaty of Tuthaliya I with Sunasgura, the boundary is at the Lamiya River, and
the city Lamiya belongs to the Hittite king. As emphasized by several scholars,
this provision clearly reflects the Hittite preoccupation with maintaining con-
trol of and access to the crucial port of Ura (Silitke).3 It is unknown whether

1 Iam deeply indebted to Mirko Novak and Mark Weeden for promptly and generously furnish-
ing me with PDFs of their publications, which were crucial to my being able to complete this
essay. | extend my thanks also Dennis Pardee for important leads on articles that would other-
wise have escaped my notice, to Alvise Matessi for sharing a portion of his chapter regarding
Greeks in Cilicia, and to Mirko Novak for helpful comments on a draft of this chapter. The
standard disclaimer applies, and I am responsible for all views not explicitly attributed.

2 Thus with Novak and Rutishauser (2017:134) with references to Trémouille 2001 and Forlanini
2013. See also Trameri (2020:42—62) for a review of the matter, including extensive and persua-
sive arguments with references for distinguishing Lawazantiya in Kizzuwatna (Cilicia Pedia)
from a northern Lu/ahuzantiya. However, in the extant Suna$gura Treaty, we do not have
the northern and eastern borders of Kizzuwatna (see the map in Novék and Rutishauser
2012:269). That the Amanus formed the eastern border seems clear, but the northern lim-
its are less certain. I doubt that any Hittite king would have yielded control of the area of
the iIMAMKULU, TA§CI, and FIRAKTIN inscriptions, but the Hittites may well have included
this area in Kizzuwatna (cf. Hawkins and Weeden 2017:293—294). There is also a growing con-
sensus that Kummanni was a city of eastern Cilicia Pedia (Trameri 2020:62—65; Novak and
Rutishauser 2017138, et al.). Its precise identification remains debated, a point to which we
will return below.

3 See in detail Novék and Rutishauser 2012:265. Later, Tuthaliya 1v, in his treaty with Kuruntiya,
likewise made sure that the Hittites maintained control of a coastal strip from the southern
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any polity of Cilicia Pedia extended into Cilicia Trachea in pre- or post-Hittite
times (cf. below on the Cebelireis Dag1 inscription).

1.2 The Name
The land of Cilicia Pedia has been known by many names.* The most seri-
ous candidate for an autonym is ‘the land of (the city) Adana, reflected in
Hittite KUR "*VAdaniya, attested already in the Old Hittite Edict of Telipinu
(KUB 11.5 obv. 14’, Hoffmann 1984:26) and also in HLuw. Adanawa- (URBS)
in KARATEPE 1 §2 et passim.5 Noteworthy is the wording of the Treaty of
Tuthaliya 1v with Sunas$ura (KBo 1.5 iv 52-54) whereby the latter is to keep
whatever has belonged to Adaniya “since ancient times” (thus with Goetze
1940:51 and also, cautiously, Schwemer 2005:106). Also significant is that the
Hittite and Luwian designations contain the respective suffixes -iya- and -wa-,
which are properly adjectives referring to city-states (NB: the KUR in the Hittite
version). The self-evident word for ‘land’ is regularly omitted, resulting in the
adjectives also being used for the city name.%

I must stress this point, since it is clear that two exonyms for Cilicia Pedia
also are based on the names of city-states, despite attempts to obfuscate or deny

end of the Pusatli subrange of the Taurus to Saranduwa (Kelenderis, or a town even farther
west on the coast), keeping Kuruntiya well away from Ura; thus, already in essence Dingol
et al. 2000114, 19. See in detail Melchert 2007:509—511. Against de Martino (2022:50), the lan-
guage of the Bronze Tablet is unequivocal that Saranduwa is the southeastern terminus of the
boundary on the seacoast. The western boundary on the coast is at Parha (Perge). There is no
basis or need for a “corridor” through Tarhuntassa for the Hittites to reach Ura.

4 However, one oft-cited alleged name, Qode (Qd[ j/w]) appearing in Egyptian sources, can be
discarded. Simon (2011) has provided compelling arguments that this toponym cannot refer
to Kizzuwatna. See further the discussion by Trameri (2020:36—38).

5 There can also be no doubt that DNNYM in KARATEPE1refers to the inhabitants of Adana(wa)
and is based on a Luwian adjective *atanawann(i)- (pace Trameri 2020:34—36, et al.). The
absence of the initial aleph that appears in the city name ‘D~ = Adana is hardly surprising.
The length of the adjective and its likely accent on the suffix could easily have led to aphaere-
sis of the initial a- in the Phoenician. Whether this adjective for ‘Adanean’ has anything to
do with the Tanaya and/or the Danuna/Denyen of the Late Bronze Age is an entirely sepa-
rate question, but the connection must be regarded as at best unproven. That d-*429-wa/i- in
KARATEPE 1 is to be read as anything other than d-rANA-wa/i- has been refuted by Hawkins
(2015b:55), citing the clear equivalence of §§ 5 and 37, where the Luwian has respectively d-
TANA-wa/i-za(URBS) (TERRA+LA+LA)wa/i-ra/-za and d-ta-na-wa/i-za-(ha)(URBS) TERRA+LA
+LA-za ‘Adanean plain’ for Phoenician MqQ DN ‘plain of Adana’ The sophistic attempt by
Yakubovich (2015b:57) to explain away this equivalence fails to convince.

6 Leading to doublets such as Zalpa/Zalpuwa, as first recognized by Carruba (1979:95). For the
other, cf. Hurna/Hurniya (del Monte and Tischler 1978:126 with references), likely Tkuna (SUD-
BURG §1)/Ikkuwaniya, and similar pairs.



CILICIA IN THE IRON AGE 95

the evidence. One should hardly need to insist on the prevalence in the ANE of
the names of lands based on city-states, even if fortune led a few to become
empires (Assur, Babylon, Hattusa) or at least regional polities (Karkamis, Gur-
gum, Malatya). Nothing alters the fact that the name of the land is always
derived from that of the city.

Therefore, when Hattusili 111 reports (KBo 6.28 obv. 13—14) that edez-ma
LUKUR "RVArmatanas [uet] nu apas$-a KURKURM[ES Y|’VHatti harganut
nu=za "*UKizzuwatnan URU-an [ZAG-an {ya|t “While from that direction the
enemy of Armatana [came], and he too destroyed the lands of Hattusa, and he
made Kizzuwatna the city the [border],” we must conclude that the use of the
name (by outsiders!) for the land of Cilicia Pedia was also based on the name of
one of its city-states.” The predominant use by the Hittites and the reference to
Armatana in the passage quoted suggest that the city was likely in the eastern
part of Cilicia Pedia, but one must be cautious about such inferences. In any
case, the use of the name in the Sunag$ura Treaty does indicate that, at certain
times, Kizzuwatna did (at least for the Hittites!) refer effectively to the entire
plain. It was thus at least roughly equivalent to KUR V*VAdaniya, but we should
avoid inferring that the exonym and likely autonym were coterminous (cf. fn. 2
above).

Of the line of cities running west to east in central Cilicia Pedia, the loca-
tions of Tarsus and Adana are secure, and the presence of seven springs argues
that Tatarlt Hoyiik farther east is Lawazantiya (Novak and Rutishauser 2017:138;
Hawkins and Weeden 2017:285). However, there is not yet any consensus on
the location of Kizzuwatna/Kummanni. There is some attraction in adopting
the identification by Casabonne (2002:188 et alibi) with Kastabala, designated
as Hierapolis in Greco-Roman sources (Kummanni in Luwian is ‘holy place’)
and taking Sirkeli Hoytik farther west as Arusna (tentatively, Hawkins and Wee-
den 2017:285-286 and map 294). However, compare the different viewpoint of
Novak and Rutishauser (2017:138, 144). Pending further discoveries, the ques-
tion must remain open.

My claim that Kizzuwatna as a term for Cilicia Pedia is an exonym requires
an excursus on proposed etymologies of the name. That of Neumann (1958),
by which the name consists of Hittite kéz ‘on this side’ and a Hittite or Luwian

7 It is quite true that because city-states were the norm, Hittite scribes also referred to KUR
URUMizri ‘Egypt’ and by shorthand rarely even just "*UMizra- (see the use of VXVHatti in the
citation clearly for the kingdom of Hattusa), but they knew enough never to refer to a non-
existent TVXUMizran URU-an. It is totally unjustified to imply (Trameri 2020:30-31) that use
with reference to the city is somehow secondary. It is purely coincidental that the Hittite
sources had more and earlier occasions to refer to the land than to the city itself.
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form of ‘water’ (and thus would mean ‘on this side of the water’) is not viable
on multiple grounds. The Hittites referred to the Mediterranean as aruna- ‘sea,
as shown by the use of arunaz ‘toward the sea’ in the Treaty of Tuthaliya IV
with Kuruntiya.® Nor would the Hittites have used kéz ‘on this side’ to refer to a
place so remote from Hattusa. In the treaty with Ulmi-Tes$ub, the southern and
western boundaries of Tarhuntassa are referred to as arahzenaza ‘on/toward
the outside’ (KBo 4.10 obv. 29), that is, from the perspective of Hattusa (see
Melchert 2007:509-510).

The alternate account of Yakubovich (2010a:237, 274 with fn. 80) resolves
these problems by suggesting that the term is an autonym created by Hittite
and Luwian settlers of the region meaning ‘country on this side (of the moun-
tains). However, it faces equally insurmountable problems. We may leave aside
that the name was originally that of a city, not a country. A more serious matter
is that in the FIRAKTIN hieroglyphic inscription, one of the earliest attested,
the spelling is kd-zuwa-na(REG10), a fact egregiously ignored in all discussions
of the name Kizzuwatna. Yakubovich (2010a:291) argues compellingly that the
syllabic value kd can reflect only Hittite katta ‘down, not Luwian zanta. It is
hard to imagine that a scribe of the Empire period in the employ of a Hittite
king would spell a name containing Hittite kéz (or arguably pretonic kiz in a
compound) with a sign based on Hittite katta. What the alternative spellings
of cuneiform Kizzuwatna and hieroglyphic Kaz(z)uwa(t)na recall is the unex-
pected Anatolian hieroglyphic spelling I-ma-t(u)- (REGIO) for the land that
appears consistently in Assyrian as Amat-/Hamat-. It further reminds us of
the discrepancy between Greek Ephesus and Lesbos and Apasa and Lazpa in
Hittite cuneiform. The likely identification of Hama with é-ma-du/at*' in Ebla
sources (see Hawkins 2000:400 with fn. 29) suggests the answer: we are, as in
the other cases, facing a quite ancient name with a vowel that speakers of both
Semitic and Indo-European had difficulty assigning consistently to one in their
own languages.

What is truly fatal, however, for the analysis of Kizzuwatna as containing
Hittite kéz or kiz is that it first appears already in the Treaty of Telipinu with
I$putahsu (KUB 31.81 obv. 6/, rev. 10'), a clearly Old Hittite text in Old Script.
Furthermore, by Yakubovich’s scenario, the term is surely a pre-Old Hittite cre-
ation by Hittite and Luwian settlers. However, in Old Hittite, the only form of
‘on/to this side’ is the instrumental ket (note also kit-pantalaz ‘from this time

8 Also in the votive prayer of Queen Puduhepa (KUB 56.15 ii 15’ ff.) when she goes to Izziya to
entreat the Sea God to deliver the troublemaker Piyamaradu to the Hittites (see the edition
by Beckman in Beckman et al. 2o11:250—251).
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on’). Hittite created ablatival kéz only in Middle Hittite (Early New Kingdom).
Thus, Kizzuwatna cannot contain Hittite kéz/kiz ‘on this side.

The alternative of a Hurrian name (Goetze 1940:5, fn. 20) cannot strictly be
disproven, but renderings of Hurrian /i/ and /e/ in Hittite contexts are quite
consistent, so the hieroglyphic spelling kd-zuwa-na is equally problematic for
a Hurrian word.® Place names are notoriously persistent through changes of
population groups, and the Hurrians, like the Luwians, are surely intrusive to
Cilicia Pedia. At present, an indigenous name for the city seems most plausible.

The second well-established exonym for Cilicia Pedia is also based on the
name of a city-state. It is entirely illicit to dismiss the clear evidence for Assyr-
ian use of Q(a)we for a city as well as a land (pace Hawkins 2000:40) and to
reject the connection of the city Kawa with Q(a)we on the grounds that the
latter is the equivalent of Hiyawa (Simon 2011:260, followed by Gander 2012:291—
292). An eventual basic equivalence as a term for Cilicia Pedia is likely (see
below), but to derive Assyrian Qawe from Hiyawa is linguistically impossible,
despite the widespread belief to the contrary. The discrepancy between the ini-
tial emphatic stop and the fricative is not a serious obstacle (as shown by the
Neo-Babylonian version, Hume, and other examples), though a Luwian dor-
sal stop is just as plausible a source. Syncope of the medial syllable of Hiyawa
would also not be surprising. What is simply not credible is that in no version
of the Assyrian rendering or any other is there any trace whatsoever of the high
front vowel [i]. Contrast its presence in Urikki from Warika and in Hilakku. Fur-
thermore, Simon himself (2011:261) cites the settlement kw in the Phoenician
inscription of Cebelireis Dag1, where the presence of wryk (= Warika = Urikki)
makes a location in Cilicia Pedia likely.

The context of the occurrence of Kawa in KARKAMIS Aub+c §7 also sup-
ports identification as a city of Cilicia Pedia: a-wa/i |kwi/a-a-ti-i |( ANNUS)u-si-i
ka-wa/i-za-na(URBS) |(CURRUS)wa/i+ra/i-za-ni-nd |PES,-za-ha “In which year I
drove the Kawean carriage.”'° Based on the following lines, the reference is to a
triumphal procession (text in Hawkins 2000:103). In view of other evidence for
the fame of Qawe’s equine culture (see Section 2 below), the boast of Katuwa
the Country Lord is surely that he could afford to ride in a luxury horse-drawn

9 There definitely is no connection with *VKi-zi-ii-wa,-ar [sic] in KUB 57.82:3 and 57.84 iii
19, a text referring to cities of northern Anatolia.

10 I must insist on this interpretation, based on the fact that the determinative of wa/i+ra/i-
za-ni-nd is manifestly a wheeled vehicle. Direct reference to a military campaign (tenta-
tively Hawkins 2000:105; unjustifiably without qualification Novak 2021:404) is implausi-
ble on multiple grounds. Moreover, its four wheels preclude that it is a war chariot and
suggest an elaborate carriage.
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vehicle from Kawa. I must insist that the Assyrian evidence confirms that Qawe,
like Kizzuwatna, reflects the name of a city-state that for the Assyrians was also
the primary name in the Iron Age for Cilicia Pedia. As in the case of the use of
Kizzuwatna by the Hittites, one is tempted to suspect a place that the Assyri-
ans would first encounter. However, the likely reference to kw in the Cebelireis
Dag inscription in the context of wryk (Warika) bids caution, and we should
likely refrain from any conclusions beyond that Kawa is the source of the prin-
cipal exonym of Cilicia Pedia for the Assyrians. The accounts of Shalmaneser 111
(see Hawkins 2000:41), with his report of having marched to the sea and of hav-
ing eventually deposed Kate, the king of Que, again suggest effective reference
to the whole of Cilicia Pedia, but once again we must be cautious about sup-
posing that the Assyrian conception of Qawe/Que entirely matched that of the
autonym Adaniya/Adanawa.

A further reason for caution is that, as conceded above, there is no doubt
thatin the CINEKOYinscription of Warika the Luwian equivalent of Phoenician
DNNYM is hi-ya-wa/i- (URBS), not ka-wa/i- (URBS). We must now confront the
popular, but by no means consensus, view that Hiyawa is derived by aphaere-
sis from Ahhiyawa and refers to Greek immigrants into Cilicia Pedia in the
early Iron Age (see for an extensive presentation of this hypothesis Yakubovich
20152, with copious references to other works, as well as those cited in Gan-
der 2012:283, fn.19, 23). A full reconsideration of the various arguments made
in support of this quite dramatic claim is necessary.!

Since the first publication of the KARATEPE 1 bilingual the figure of Mop-
sus has played a key role in the question of a Greek migration into Cilicia
by at least the 8th century, since he is referred to as a dynastic founder not
only in the KARATEPE 1 text, but also now in those of CINEKOY and iNCiRLI.
Yakubovich (2015a:36) characterizes it as the “strongest philological argument
for the Greek migration hypothesis,” while Gander (2012:297-302) expends
considerable effort in seeking to undermine the status of Mopsus as genuinely
Greek. The latter’s strongest point is that the name cannot be Greek in the sense
of the Indo-European speakers who migrated into Greece. It not only has no
Indo-European etymology; realistically, it cannot have one. The -s- of a pre-
form *mok™so- may be a suffix or a so-called “root enlargement,” but there is
nowhere in Indo-European any trace of a PIE root of the shape *meK"-, where

11 I'wish to make clear that, for my own purposes, I would very much like to believe in a sig-
nificant Greek presence in Cilicia in the Early Iron Age or even at the turn from the Bronze
to the Iron Age, and I will be quite happy if subsequent new evidence refutes what follows
here. However, I can base my current conclusions only on evidence now available, and
reconsideration has led me to find no compelling support for the alternative hypothesis.
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*Kv stands for any labiovelar stop. However, this does not preclude that the
name originated solely in a Greek context, and Gander’s assumption of a sec-
ondary confusion with an Anatolian name with a dorsal stop and a “sound
substitution” in Phoenician MP$ is very weak.

Nor does Gander refute Yakubovich’s arguments (2015a:37), adopted from
Oettinger 2008, that the Anatolian—in particular, the Luwian—reflexes must
represent an adaptation of the older Greek form *mok*so- and not an indepen-
dent reflex of the same preform, which could have produced only *Mukkussa-
or *Mukkussu- in Luwian and Hittite (Oettinger 2008:64).12 This argument is
by no means ironclad. A Greek word with a very clear PIE etymology is v0§
‘night, which can hardly represent anything except PIE “nék™t-s. By a devel-
opment known as Cowgill’s Law, first promulgated by Cowgill (1965:156), the *o
was raised to *u between a nasal and alabiovelar, and the latter was then delabi-
alized by dissimilation to the preceding *u (a conditioned change seen else-
where in Greek). Vine (1999), after a very thorough review, concludes that many
instances of u in Greek attributed by Cowgill or others to this change should be
accounted for otherwise. However, vO§ remains one of the most secure exam-
ples (Vine 1999:582). A preform *mok™so- of whatever origin with an initial m-
would be even more subject to such a combinatory change: in the Anatolian
languages, *o would have raised to *u between a labial nasal and labiovelar
stop, and the latter would have been unrounded by dissimilation to the preced-
ing *u. That it did not occur in the Greek variant, as in v0&, would indicate that
*mok¥so- entered Greek after the Greek change in inherited words had run its
course. Of course, an Anatolian version of Cowgill’s Law is entirely hypothetical,
but it is not an unnatural change.!3 At a minimum, this possibility suggests that
the claim of Mopsus as the founder of a dynasty in Cilicia cannot alone bear
the weight attributed to it by Yakubovich for the Greek migration hypothesis
(see also Simon 2018b:319 for a Pre-Greek-Aegean source of the name).

Asasecond piece of support for the Greek migration hypothesis, Yakubovich
(2015a:37) cites the significant presence of Late Helladic 111c pottery in Cilicia.
However, there is also considerable evidence for Cypriot pottery in Iron Age

12 Ishould acknowledge that I am thanked for offering helpful advice on this point (2008:65,
fn. 6). I can say only that the possible relevance of the Greek parallel cited here had not
occurred to me in 2008.

13 Itshould also be noted that spellings in Hittite and Luwian with u-signs may stand for a
vowel lower than /u/ that is likely close to [0]: see, among others, for Hittite Kloekhorst
EDHIL:35-60 and for Luwian Melchert 2019a:571-573. That a foreign [o] might be pre-
served in a robust rounding environment is quite credible. An Anatolian Cowgill’s Law is
thus not strictly necessary, and unrounding of a labiovelar adjacent to a rounded vowel is
commonplace.
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Cilicia (see Novak 2021:426—435 with references regarding both Karatepe and
Sirkeli Hoyiik). More generally, one must assume very lively trade in wares of
various kinds that encompassed the Levant, Cyprus, Cilicia, Lycia, and Myce-
naean Greece. The degree of cultural interaction in this region makes pottery
styles a dubious basis for positing the movement of people (similar conclusion
by Simon 2018b:318).

Greek etymologies have been proposed (along with others) for both A-
wa/i+ra/i-ku- = 'WRK, name of the King of Adanawa appearing in KARATEPE 1
and also attested in Phoenician in the Hasanbeyli inscription likewise as 'WRK,
and for Wa/i+ra/i-i-ka- = wrYK(S), King of Hiyawa in ¢INEKOY, INCIiRLI and
Cebelireis Dag (see for a summary and evaluation of proposals Simon 2014:93—
95). In evaluating the multiple competing proposals, I must insist on one point:
the two names cannot possibly be the same: see Simon 2014:91-93 and Novak
2021:411, both with a tabular summary of the extant evidence. The first name
is a u-stem in Luwian, has an initial aleph but no internal y in either occur-
rence of the Phoenician. The second is an a-stem in Luwian, always lacks an
initial aleph in Phoenician but in all complete occurrences has an internal y.
One must take the scribes’ spellings seriously: the first name is Awarku (less
likely Awaraku), while the second may be read as Wrayka, Wrika or Warika.
Yakubovich (2015a:39), in assessing possible Greek readings of the two names
likewise treats them as distinct, preferring "Evapyog ‘fit for ruling’ for the first
and Poixog ‘lame’ for the second. These are in principle quite reasonable, but it
is incoherent to suppose that the Luwian author of KARATEPE 1 adapted one
Greek o-stem as a u-stem and the other as an a-stem—especially in view of the
rarity of u-stems in Luwian, including in personal names. Simon (2014:95) rec-
ognizes this problem, but still advocates taking Wrayka (sic) as reflecting Greek
‘Poixog. But if the first name cannot be Greek, why should we believe that the
second is either? While a reduction of the diphthong to merely an /i/ (as sug-
gested by Urikki) is quite possible, the multiple ambiguities of the Anatolian
hieroglyphic script leave the matter anything but assured.

One can, with some effort, analyze several Iron Age Cilician rulers’ names as
Luwian (Kate, Kirri, Pihirim as attested in Assyrian sources, and also Warika, if
read thus), but the operative phrase is with some effort, and I will spare readers
such attempts. Etymologies of personal names are useful as evidence only if
they are transparent, such as Luwian Aza-tiwada- ‘the Sun God favored/favors’
(see on this analysis Melchert 2021:370), *Sanda-warri- ‘the help of Sanda’, the
correct Luwian source of Sanduarri attested in Assyrian sources (with Simon
2014:97-98),1* Massana-azammi- ‘favored by the gods’ attested in MSN(")zMm$

14  Pace Hawkins (CHLI 1:45), the equation with Azatiwada- is quite impossible and must be
emphatically rejected, along with the historical inferences based on it (see further below).
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in Cebelireis Dag1.'5 Furthermore, as is widely acknowledged, in the cultural
melange of Iron Age Cilicia and surrounding areas it is dangerous to draw any
inferences from personal names about the heritage or self-identity of the bear-
ers. Nothing requires that Awarku or W(a)rika have any identifiable linguistic
affinity (Indo-European, Hurrian, or Semitic), any more than their putative
forebear Mopsus.

A final putative trace of Greek in KARATEPE 1 is the Phoenician epithet of
Ba‘al kRNTRYS, analyzed by Schmitz (2009) as reflecting Greek *xopuvytptog
‘mace-bearing, comparing Phoenician BZ sMD ‘Ba‘al of the mace’ One may
ask, with Younger (2009:16), why a Phoenician text would use a Greek term
instead of the Phoenician. Matessi (in this volume) has suggested rather that
KRNTRYS reflects a toponym, namely Kelenderis, referring to one of many local
hypostases of Ba‘al. This is formally impeccable, but the distance from Karatepe
to Kelenderis is considerable, and the role of Ba‘al KkRNTRYS in KARATEPE 1 is
surprisingly prominent for an imported deity: he is not only established by Aza-
tiwada in his new eponymous city, but is also to be worshipped by all the river
lands, to bless Azatiwada with life and health and preeminence over every king,
and is (somewhat redundantly), along with all the gods of the city, to give Aza-
tiwada long days, many years, and old age.

The Luwian text in the first mention (§ 47) is, unhappily, lost, and in the third
mention, (§ 51) has only the decorative epithet ARHA u-sa-nii-wa-mi-sa ‘highly
blessing, beneficent.’® However, the reference in the latter to (“CASTRUM”)
hd+ra/i-ni-sa-si |DEUS-SA,-zi ‘the fortress’s gods’ is highly suggestive!” because
in § 40, Azatiwada claims that Ba‘al (= Luwian Tarhunza) at least supported

There is no evidence that Azatiwada- ever contained a nasal. One should also avoid trans-
lating Luwian aza- as ‘to love. It is used exclusively with deities as the subject (Gérard
2004) and takes as a determinative (LITUUS) and (0CcULUS), making it a verb of vision
(NB: 'DEUS-na-(0CULUS)d-za-mi-sd KARATEPE 4 § 2). Its primary sense is thus ‘to regard,
hence ‘to have high regard for, favor. It has nothing to do with emotional or physical pas-
sion.

15  This is not the place to discuss in detail the personal names of that inscription, but if
one is to treat SLPRN quite plausibly as an a-stem *Assulaparna- and take the final -§ in
MSN(’)zm$ as the reanalyzed Luwian nominative ending /-is/, as seems necessary, then
consistency demands that one analyze MT$, kLS, and PHL(’)$ also as reflecting Luwian
i-stems, not a-stems. The alternative suggestion of Mosca and Russell (1987:11), that kL§
matches KA attested in Greek sources, is far superior to that of Kulla in Hittite.

16 Given all that he is asked to do for Azatiwada, this active reading of the participle is far
more likely than ‘highly blessed.’ As in Hittite, Luwian past participles without expressed
object can be active in sense. Cf. “EDERE"-ta-mi-i-sa |u-wa/i-mi-i-sd ‘having eaten (and)
drunk’ KULULU 2 § 3.

17 I retain the standard rendering of Luwian /xarnis(a)-/, but it is clear that here and else-
where it does not refer to a purely military installation, but rather to a fortified city,
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him in building the fortified city, if he did not instigate it. This suggests that
the subsequent epithet KRN-TRYS is a rendering of a Luwian one naming the
Ba‘al of the /xarnis-/ (omission of the suffix /-is-/ in a compound would not
be surprising). Analysis of the second part is less certain, but Luwian has a
verb [tarrawa-/ with the sense ‘to establish, institute’ (see Melchert 2020a:547),
and Hittite attests also a participle tarrawimmius (KBo 64.15 ii 1in broken con-
text), suggesting that there was a competing stem “tarrawi-. A derived noun
*tarrawiya- ‘act of establishing, instituting’ would be expected (for the process,
see Sasseville 2020:129). I therefore suggest, with due reserve, that KRN-TRYS
reflects a Luwian epithet *harna-tarrawiyassis ‘of establishing the fortified city,
a hypostasis of Ba‘al as the founder and patron of the city Azatiwadaya.!®

We inevitably return to the matter of whether Hiyawa, in reference to a
region of Cilicia Pedia, is derived from Ahhiyawa, now almost universally rec-
ognized as referring to Mycenaean Greece or some part thereof. As already
indicated above (fn. 5), there is no merit to the proposal of Oreshko (2013) that
A-*429-wa/i- in KARATEPE 1 is to be read as A-HIYA-wa/i- instead of A-TANA-
wa/i- (see also the criticism by Simon 2018b:316—317). Furthermore, against the
implication of Yakubovich (2015b) the evidence of the ARSUZ inscriptions (text
in Dingol et al. 2015) also argues decisively against Oreshko’s reinterpretation.
As already argued by Hawkins (2015b:54) (see further Melchert 2019b:362, fn. 18,
also on the readings) the ARSUZ text §§11-14 (cited here from the more com-
plete A.1) precludes that *429-sa and hi-ya-wa/i(REG10) have the same refer-
ent: *429-sa-pa-wa/i-mu(URBS) (LIGNUM )tara/i-wa/i |PONERE-wa/i-ta a-wa/i
SUPER+ra/i CRUS-ha wa/i-td-*a |hi-ya-wa/i-ha(REGI10) |(PES,)tara/i-zi-i-ha a-
wa/i |PRAE-i CAPERE+CAPERE-"417-na(URBS) mi-na-*a |*273-i-na |hi-nu-wa/i-
ha “Adana put the stick to me, and I prevailed. I also turned to Hiyawa and
caused my weapon to reach forth (to) (the city) X" The action against the
city in Hiyawa cannot possibly refer to the response to the aggressive act by
Adana.?0

one with walls and likely a citadel (Hittite URU.BAD or URU witant- ‘built’ cities), usually
implying a city of some importance. Cf. Trameri 2020:283—287 on the treaty of Zidanza
with Pilliya of Kizzuwatna and the remarks of Casabonne (2002:188). In KARATEPE 1, the
Phoenician consistently has Qrr ‘city’ for Luwian /xarnis(a)-/ when it refers to Azatiwa-
daya.

18 One does miss any trace of the -w-, but the same is true of DNNYM < *Adanawanni-.

19  While /taru-/ in Luwian can mean ‘wood’ or ‘tree, it is not clear that it can mean ‘stick’
I therefore take the spelling “LIGNUM"-ru-wa/i-i in A.2 §11 as nom.-acc.sg. of a derived
[tar(u)wit-/ ‘thing of wood, stick, allowing the more natural expression ‘put the stick to
me’ for the surely hostile act of Adana. Since the last sentence surely reflects a military
action, I also assume with Yakubovich (2019:549) that *273-i-na is /warpin/ ‘weapon.

20  The attempt of Yakubovich (2015b:58) to circumvent this by referring to the action taken
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However, Yakubovich (2015b:57) is quite right to reject the false contrast of
Hawkins (2015b:54) between Adana the city and Hiyawa the land, in an effort
to equate them. The variation between *429-sa ... (URBS) in ARSUZ 1 and *429-
sa ... (REGIO) in ARSUZ 2 merely reconfirms that Adana was both a city and
a city-state with territory. Moreover, in the 10th century, the latter and Hiyawa
may easily have been separate territories. The phrasing of the passage suggests
that Suppiluliuma first repulsed an attempt by Adana to interfere with his cap-
ture of Arsuz and then forestalled any interference from Hiyawa with a show of
force against one of the latter’s cities.?! A century later, Shalmaneser 111 treats
Que as a unified kingdom in his narratives. Whether it included Hiyawa is hard
to determine; by the 8th century, it did, at least according to the account of
Warika (see below).

As to Hiyawa, the characterization by Trameri (2020:41, with fn. 10) of what
I wrote in Melchert 2019b:361—362 is highly misleading. I said merely that
aphaeresis in Luwian of a foreign name was possible—not that it was true in
this case—and I explicitly cited as cause for doubt what was (and is, in my
opinion) the convincing identification by Gander (2012:287—-289, following oth-
ers) of Y*VHi-ya-[] in the Annals of Arnuwanda I (KUB 23.21ii 6') in the context
of Adaniya and [S]inuwana as Hiyawa.?? There is no chance that Greeks were
present in significant numbers in Cilicia in the late 15th/early 14th century.

Furthermore, this occurrence also tells us that, once again, Hiyawa began as
yet another city-state, as already shown by Ai-ya-wa/i-sa-ha(URBS) in CINEKOY
§§1and 6. The narrative in ARSUZ suggests that it was distinct from, but not far
from, Adana or Arsuz. That the city Hiyawa appears only once in Hittite sources
argues for its being in the south of Cilicia, and in the Bronze Age it was likely
a minor center without political or religious importance. That in no way pre-
cludes its having gained prominence centuries later due to actions of Warika.
It is worth underscoring, however, that the Phoenician version of CINEKOY
employs DNNYM in §6 for hi-ya-wa/i-sa(URBS). It would appear that Warika

against ‘this city’ (i.e., Arsuz or a place very near it) in §§ 910 is futile. The ‘also’ makes
absolutely clear that the action against Hiyawa in §§13-14 is in addition to and thus sepa-
rate from that against Adana in §12.

21 The Luwian verb hi-nu- ‘cause to reach’ (or similar) may be construed with an accusative
plus dat.-loc. of goal or with a double accusative (cf. KARKAMIS A6 §§ 2—3; text Hawkins
2000:124). The city name may thus be either. Against Dillo 2016:45 et al., PRAE-i is Luwian
[pri:/ ‘forth, out, not /parran/ ‘before, in front” Non-use of ‘prevailed’ or ‘took down’ still
suggests a display of force rather than an attack.

22 Nothing has changed, to my knowledge: the only complete city name in Hittite sources
with a comparable shape is "V Hiyas$na, whose location near Tawiniya and Hattusa totally
precludes its restoration in KUB 23.21.
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had, for whatever motivation, made Hiyawa his capital and thus an autonym
for his kingdom. The overall attestation of Hiyawa makes it hard to date the
interpretatio graeca of "Yroyaiot much earlier than Warika.

As argued by Novak (2021:403), the archaeological record shows a continu-
ity that does not support dramatic changes in culture and identity in Early
Iron Age Plain Cilicia. Furthermore, available evidence (Novak 2021:436—437)
suggests Cypro-Phoenician influence, not Cypro-Greek (cf. Chapter 10 in this
volume). One must stress that influence does not mean significant immigra-
tion of Phoenicians, either. In sum, I find none of the argumentation for the
Greek migration hypothesis compelling. Use of Phoenician in public inscrip-
tions is a cultural matter (pace Simon 2018b:326—327).23 That Phoenician was
held to be the prestige language is clear from the respective disposition of the
Phoenician and Luwian inscriptions at both Karatepe and Cinekdy. Yakubovich
(forthcoming) has now presented compelling arguments (against Melchert
2021: 359-375) that the primary text of the Karatepe bilingual is Phoenician,
which Azatiwada then had translated into Luwian. Whatever redactional rela-
tionship one assumes for the two versions, it reflects the dual goals of the local
ruler who commissioned it: to display to all viewers that he knew the criteria
that such a public inscription had to meet in the cultural milieu (in both lan-
guage use and diction), but also to assert his own self-identity in the Luwian
version. This is not the creation of a newcomer.

2 The Land

Cilicia Pedia is a rich alluvial plain dominated by several major rivers: the
Goksu (Gr. KeAdxadvog), Berdan (Gr. Kodvog), Seyhan (Hitt. Samri/Sapara, Luw.
Sabri, Gr. dpog), and Ceyhan (Gr. ITopapog).2* Throughout its history, these
rivers have brought alternating periods of both great agricultural-based pros-
perity and of widespread malarial swamps, right up to the 20th century CE.
Achievement of the former has required intensive efforts at controlling water
resources, while failure to do so has led to the latter (cf. Novak et al. 2019b:10;
Rutishauser 2020:158-159, 164). It is thus no accident that both Azatiwada and
Warika include land reclamation projects among their accomplishments (in

23 Itissignificant that ivRiz 2 in Tabal (Tuwana) is a Luwian—Phoenician bilingual. It is hard
to see how Greek immigrants would be responsible for this usage.

24  See Novak and Rutishauser 2017135, but Hittite Purana is likely not the ITopauos. See
Hawkins and Weeden 2017:292—-293. For a thorough treatment of the landscape, geomor-
phology, climate, and settlement patterns of Cilicia Pedia, see Rutishauser 2020.
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the context of the Ceyhan and Seyhan, respectively). Oreshko (2019[2021]:230—
231) has offered a compelling new interpretation of the difficult Luwian text
of §11 of KARATEPE 1: kwi/a-pa-wd/i |(*255)ma+ra/i-ya-ni-zi |ARHA |ma-ki-sa-
hd. Already van den Hout (2010) had disproven previous interpretations by
pointing out that the determinative *255 was elsewhere associated with grain
(and may represent a grain pit) and compared *3mariyani- occurring in Hit-
tite contexts and clearly referring to a type of field. He also argued correctly
(2010:240—241) that use of the adverb /k¥ippa/ shows that § 11 must be the con-
cluding clause of a series of ameliorative acts (against Oreshko 2019[2021]:231)
and does not go with the following reference to removing evils from the land,
as previously assumed.

However, as Oreshko correctly asserts, van den Hout's interpretation of the
clause as “I thus accumulated the mariyana-field crops in great numbers” is not
entirely satisfactory. First, in context it seems redundant following §7 “I filled
the Paharean granaries” (Hawkins 2000:49). Second, and more seriously, it does
not work at all for the ritual context of ~$*mariyani-, which serves as a dump-
ing place for contaminated ritual materials. For the latter, a marsh or swamp is
appropriate, and Oreshko makes a strong case for reinterpreting KARATEPE 1
§ 11 as “I drained the swamps/marshlands.”?>

Oreshko (2019[2021]:225—229) and Hawkins (2017) differ significantly in
their reading and interpretation of §8 in CiNEKOY, but regardless of whether
one thinks the reference is to marshes or barrages, § 9 makes clear that Warika
reclaimed fields (one may think of polders) and settled towns in them.26

Iron Age Cilicia Pedia was also famous for its horses. The matter of the
Kawaean carriage in KARKAMIS Auib+c § 7 has already been discussed above.
The more famous episode is King Solomon’s purchase of horses from Que
(Kawa), reported in 1Kings 10:28 and 2 Chronicles 1:16.

3 Languages and Speakers

It is easy to agree with Trameri (2020:102) that one should eschew references
to ethnicity or identity and limit oneself to populations of speakers (cf. similar
remarks in Melchert 2003a:2—3). However, the severe limitations of our sources

25  Since reclaiming the swampy ground for agricultural use would likely require use of dikes
(see below on CINEKOY), use of the determinative *255/256 is also entirely in order.

26  Hawkins's readings of the signs are far more convincing, but the resulting syntax is prob-
lematic. Oreshko’s attempt to interpret za-ya as an adverb ‘here’ has no support anywhere
in Luwian. Fortunately for our purposes, the basic sense of the passage is clear.
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problematize even reference to speakers. Due to the importation and adapta-
tion of Hurro-Luwian rituals and cults from Kizzuwatna by the Kingdom of
Hattusa, we may reasonably infer significant numbers of Hurrian and Luwian
speakers in Kizzuwatna in the Late Bronze Age (Trameri 2020:100-117). How-
ever, the indirect nature of this evidence prevents us from reaching any firm
conclusions regarding relative proportions of speakers, the degree of bi- or mul-
tilingualism, and the presence (or absence) of other spoken languages among
the general population.

We have even less to go on when it comes to Iron Age Cilicia Pedia. I
have already discussed the status of Phoenician as a cultural language, and
there is broad agreement that evidence for Phoenicians as a significant com-
ponent of the inhabitants is lacking. The nature of the Luwian version of
KARATEPE 1 gives some basis for inferring that Azatiwada identified himself
culturally as Luwian, but we may question the extent to which such an atti-
tude was shared by contemporary citizens. The degree of continuity in the
archaeological record for Cilicia Pedia in the transition from the Bronze to
the Iron Age following the end of the Hittite Empire (Novak 2021:403) leaves
room for doubt that there were large-scale shifts in population. We thus have
no strong reasons to think that the Luwian and Hurrian speakers all van-
ished, replaced by others. The honest answer, however, is that we just do not
know which language(s) most inhabitants of the region used in their daily
lives. The lack (to this point!) of any Aramaic inscriptions is striking, but
what (if any) inferences we may draw from this is quite unclear. One would
expect that increasing (if at times intermittent) control by Assyria would have
had sociolinguistic consequences, but again we have no way to prove this. In
sum, the fact that our few indigenous sources stem from elites renders any
statements about language use in the general population little better than
guesses.

4 History

I have already expressed my strong disbelief that the reference to Kawa in
KARKAMIS Auib+c § 7 refers to a hostile encounter of Katuwa of Karkami$ and
forces of Que/Cilicia (contra Novak 2021:404, who reads too much into the quite
tentative remarks of Hawkins 2000:105, 2005:153). The episode described in
ARSUZ 1 and 2 §§11-14 certainly does refer to a confrontation of a King Sup-
piluliuma of Palastin with both Adana and Hiyawa, which in the late 10th cen-
tury are treated as distinct entities. It is important not to read too much into the
expression of §12 a-wa/i SUPER+ra/i CRUS-ha “I prevailed” (lit. “stood above”).



CILICIA IN THE IRON AGE 107

This implies only that Suppiluliuma defeated an attack or incursion by Adana,
not that he himself invaded the latter, much less conquered it (correct on this
point, Dillo 2016:41—42). The further action against Hiyawa was also limited to
a single city, whose name (as often) unfortunately is hidden behind a logogram
combination.2” We thus learn little about the location of Hiyawa other than
further reason to locate it in the southern part of Cilicia Pedia.

For the history of Q(a)we in the gth century, as reflected in Assyrian sources,
I refer readers to the treatments of Hawkins (CHLI I:41 and 2006—2008:191-192)
and of Novak (2021:405-406). I may also be brief regarding the history of Que in
the 8th century, as I find entirely convincing the account of Novak (2021:444—
446), specifically his Solution 1. I need only highlight the points that lead me
to this conclusion, some of which have been cited earlier in this chapter. In
addition to his archaeological arguments for redating Karatepe to the early to
mid-8th century (2021:417—435), there is the total lack of mention of Assyri-
ans by Azatiwada in KARATEPE 1. This is in stark contrast to the statement
of Warika in ¢iNEKOY §6, that Hiyawa and Assyria had become ‘one house!
KARATEPE must be older than ¢INEKOY, and Azatiwada must be older than
Warika (2021:442). As we have already seen, this is not problematic, because
the previous identification of Sanduwarri in Assyrian sources with Azatiwada
is quite impossible. The latter represents a Luwian name *Sanda-warri (with
Simon 2014a:97—98).

As summarized by Novak (2021:442—444), Azatiwada played for the ruling
house of Mopsus in Adana(wa) the role played by Yariri for the ruling house of
Astiruwa in Karkamis. By the authority of his lord, King Awarku, Azatiwada not
only preserved, but by his account even expanded the power, wealth, and pros-
perity of Adana(wa). He further saw to it that Awarku’s rightful heir assumed
the throne. The lack of any damnatio memoriae at Karatepe suggests that Azati-
wada, having passed on the power in Adana(wa), successfully withdrew to live
in peace in Azatiwadaya.

Of the two alternatives suggested by Novak (2021:444—448), I strongly prefer
the first. One reason has already been given: Awarku and W(a)rika cannot be
the same name. Furthermore, I do not find it at all credible that Azatiwada, if he

27  The attempt of Dillo (2016:48—49) to read CAPERE+CAPERE (*42, a pair of downward
grasping hands) as a variant of MAGNUS ‘great’ is quite impossible. The latter (*363) is
attested in its standard shape already on Empire seals. In any case, Luwian ura- is always
in cuneiform spelled u-ra- (pointing to /ora-/, as per note 13 above), whereas the city name
is consistently spelled U*Vii-ru-us-sa. As per Novak (2021:405, fn. 31), the latter may be more
plausibly identified with Rhosos = Arsuz. The attestations of V*Vii-ru-us-sa speak neither
for nor against this (cf. Goetze 1940:41-47).
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played the role of guardian for an underage prince, would say that he received
his authority to rule Adana(wa) from the prince (KARATEPE1 § 2).

I have only one reservation about the Solution 1 presented (2021:444—446).
The paleographic arguments presented by Lemaire (1983:16) for dating the
Hasanbeyli inscription as contemporary with that of Karatepe remove any
problem of identifying the Awarku of both as the same person. However, the
dating of Cebelireis Dag1 by the authors of the editio princeps to the late 7th cen-
tury (Mosca and Russell 1987:4) must be addressed. If their dating is upheld, the
wRYK = W(a)rika of that inscription cannot be the King of Adana/Hiyawa of the
mid-8th century, but rather a later heir. A reassessment of the paleography is
sorely needed.



CHAPTER 5

Iron Age Luwian in its Anatolian and
Syro-Mesopotamian Contexts

Federico Giusfredi and Valerio Pisaniello

1 Introduction

The topic of the present chapter is represented by the areal relationships of Iron
Age Luwian with the languages of Asia Minor, Syria and Mesopotamia. Sources
on Iron Age Luwian can be first divided into two main groups: on the one hand,
we have many direct sources (i.e., Hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions from Ana-
tolia and Syria); on the other hand, Luwian is also indirectly attested in loan-
words and proper names contained in inscriptions in other languages. We also
know of hieroglyphic inscriptions recording a language different from Luwian,
namely inscriptions on jar fragments from ALTINTEPE probably dating to the
8th century (which record only liquid measures in the Urartian language) and
two short Urartian inscriptions on two bronze objects from the same site.!
Iron Age Hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions, furthermore, can be classified
according to different parameters, such as the languages involved, their geo-
graphical distribution, their material supports, and their content. Although
most Iron Age Luwian inscriptions are monolingual (that is, they include only
a Luwian text in hieroglyphic script), a small group of multilingual (usually
bilingual) inscriptions can be found (Fig. 3.2). Two Luwian—Phoenician bilin-
gual inscriptions are found in Cilicia. One is the long inscription of KARATEPE,
dated to the reign of the ruler Azatiwada, whose Luwian and Phoenician texts
are inscribed twice on two city gates—the Upper Gate and the Lower Gate—in
the fortifications of the site (with a third, slightly different Phoenician text on
a divine statue inside the Upper Gate).2 The other is the bilingual inscription
of CINEKOY, issued by the ruler Warika, written on a monument representing
the Storm God on a chariot driven by oxen.3 From Cilicia also comes the trilin-
gual stele of iNCIRLI, by the same ruler Warika, with two short Luwian and
Assyrian texts on the front face and a longer Phoenician inscription running on

1 Cf Klein 1974. On the jar fragments, see also CHLI 1:588-589.
2 Cf. CHLIII; CHLI I:45-68; CHLI 111:178-186.
3 Cf. Tekoglu et al. 2000; CHLI 111:108-113.
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all four sides of the stele.* Two monolingual Phoenician inscriptions have also
been found in Cilicia, at Hasanbeyli and Cebelireis Dagi, both featuring Luwian
personal names (see below). Another Luwian—Phoenician bilingual inscrip-
tion, IVRiz 2, still unpublished, comes from Tabal and is dated to the reign of
Warpalawa (late 8th century BCE).® Finally, from Tell Ahmar comes the trilin-
gual Luwian-Assyrian—Aramaic building inscription of ARSLANTAS, written on
a portal lion, but the Luwian inscription is quite fragmentary and unclear, while
the other two texts are still unpublished.® Duplicates of the three inscriptions
have been also identified on a second portal lion from the same site.”

From a geographical point of view, Iron Age Hieroglyphic Luwian inscrip-
tions have been found in a large area covering central, southern, and south-
eastern Anatolia, as well as northern Syria, whose boundaries can be roughly
identified as the river Kizihrmak to the north (although some inscriptions have
been found north of the Kizilirmak),® the Tiirkmen-Karahdyiitk mound in the
Konya plain to the west, the site of Tell Halaf/ Guzana in northern Mesopotamia
to the east, and the Hama region to the south (Fig. 3.1). This large area has been
divided by Hawkins into ten regions, which, following the order of his Corpus of
Hieroglyphic Luwian Inscriptions, include Cilicia, Karkemi$, Tell Ahmar, Maras,
Malatya, Commagene/Kummuh, Amugq, Aleppo, Hama, and Tabal. Outside of
this area, Hieroglyphic Luwian documents have been found at Assur, namely
seven letters written on lead strips, for which a connection with Karkemis has
been suggested, perhaps when it was an Assyrian province.?

As to the material support of inscriptions, most Hieroglyphic Luwian texts
are written on stone: steles, statues, altars, monuments, column bases
(NIGDE 1), but also stone bowls (BEIRUT, BABYLON 2 and 3), door jambs
(HAMA 4), and the like. A limited number of texts are written on clay (e.g,
the KARKAMIS sherd, the ALISAR ostracon, the PERSEPOLIS bowl sherd, the
HAMA fragment 6, and the ALTINTEPE pithoi with Urartian liquid measures in
hieroglyphicscript). Other inscriptions on clay include some bullae (e.g., HAMA
fragments 7-10, and the bullae of LiDAR) and one clay tablet (NINEVEH 1). Texts
written on metal support include, for example, the KuLULU lead strips and frag-
ments, the ASSUR letters and the KIRSEHIR letter, the TRAGANA bronze bowl

4 Luwian and Assyrian texts are badly preserved and thus still unpublished, whereas the
Phoenician text has been published by Kaufman (2007). In fact, there is a fourth text on the
stele, written in Greek in Byzantine times and unrelated to the others.

Cf. CHLI I:526; CHLI 111:158-159.

Cf. CHLI 1:246-248.

Cf. CHL1 1:226.

For a more detailed discussion on the northern border, see Simon 2017a.

Cf. cHLI 1:533—-534 and Dillo 2017, with references.
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and the NIMRUD silver bowl, and a horse frontlet from Miletus.!? Finally, some
short inscriptions from Hama are written on shell fragments (HAMA 9, HAMA
fragment 5).

11 The Corpus of Iron Age Luwian Inscriptions

The classification of Hieroglyphic Luwian texts according to their content is

more problematic and far less trivial, because the type of categorization is nec-

essarily influenced by the perspective from which the text is observed.

As agood starting point, we may consider the typology provided by Giusfredi
(2010:23—-24), who divided hieroglyphic inscriptions into the following cate-
gories:

1) Royal inscriptions, issued by kings of the different states, with celebra-
tive and propagandistic purpose. A sub-categorization is possible in: (a)
war inscriptions, mostly concerned with military campaigns and internal
power struggles; (b) religious inscriptions, concerning the institution or
restoration of cults; (c) building inscriptions, which is the major group,
with emphasis on building activities of rulers and dedication to gods;

2)  Vassal inscriptions, made by rulers who do not bear royal titles, whose
content may be analogous to the one of royal inscriptions;

3)  Funerary inscriptions of commemorative nature (e.g., TILSEVET, KARKA-
MIS A5b);

4) Economic texts (e.g., KULULU lead strips).
Some considerations are in order. First of all, the distinction between royal
and non-royal inscriptions, although undoubtedly important, can be set aside
here because vassal texts may show content similar to the royal texts. Instead,
differences may concern certain elements in their structure. Furthermore, of
course, such a typology cannot be clear-cut, especially with regard to royal and
vassal inscriptions and their possible sub-categorizations. Indeed, different ele-
ments may co-occur in the same inscription, such as KARKAMIS A11a, a building
inscription in which the ruler Katuwa celebrates the construction of temples
for the local Storm God, which also contains brief historical paragraphs con-
cerning a revolt against Katuwa.!!

Even more challenging are those cases where the type we would be inclined
to assign to a given inscription, based on structural elements, seems not to
reflect its likely primary purpose. For example, KARKAMIS Anb+c is a build-
ing inscription with instruction for sacrifices to deities (cf. the deictic ref-

10  See Simon 2019a:128 fn. 3; CHLI I11:171-172.
11 See CHLI 1:94-100.
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erence in §15: |za-zi-ha-wa/i-mi-i (DOMUS.SUPER)ha+ra/i-sa-td-ni-zi pa-ti-i-a
(“ANNUS")u-si |AEDIFICARE.MI-ha, “These balconies I built myself in that
year”), but the historical account of Katuwa’s military exploits is far more exten-
sive than the section actually concerning the ruler’s building activity, such that
it may be regarded as a war inscription, as it is in Giusfredi (2010:23). Simi-
larly, KULULU 4 is a funerary stele erected for Ruwa by his brother Hul(l)i, but
it contains a posthumous royal inscription narrated in the first person (quite
unusually, in the past tense: EGO-wa/i-mi ru-wa/i-sa, 1TUDEX-ni-sa d-sd-ha, “1
was the righteous Ruwa”).

Therefore, one should probably distinguish between (1) a functional clas-
sification, based on the primary aim of the inscription, which also may not
always be straightforward, given that inscriptions may sometimes have mul-
tiple purposes, and (2) a structural analysis, for which a modular approach is
perhaps more appropriate, instead of assigning the text as a whole to a given
category.

Indeed, Hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions include a number of different the-
matic sections, each of which may or may not be present and be given more
or less space in the architecture of the text. These blocks, occurring in a rela-
tively fixed order, include: (a) an introduction with the name of the “author”
of the inscription or the person for whom the monument was built, option-
ally followed by (b) titles and genealogy; (c) a statement of divine favor, often
connected with (d) military exploits of the ruler and other successful actions,
generally presented as evidence of divine blessing; (e) foundation and building
activities; (f) institution of cults; (g) instructions for offerings and sacrifices to
deities (and possibly to the deceased, in case of funerary inscriptions); and (h)
blessing and curse formulae.

Because (as mentioned) each of these structural elements may be given
more or less space, regardless of the main motivation of the inscription, a func-
tional classification should not consider them, but should instead focus on
identifying the primary goal of the inscription. Therefore, we may provision-
ally assume the following functional typology:

1)  Warinscriptions, where the narrative of the ruler’s exploits represents the
main purpose;

2)  Building inscriptions, which commemorate the building activity of the
rulers;

3)  Cultic inscriptions, primarily concerned with the institution of cults;

4) Votive inscriptions, concerning the dedication of objects to the deity;

5) Funerary inscriptions, whose main purpose is the commemoration of a
deceased person;

6) Economic texts, concerning economic matters.



IRON AGE LUWIAN, ANATOLIAN AND SYRO-MESOPOTAMIAN CONTEXTS 113

In addition to the more or less elaborate inscriptions belonging to the above-

mentioned types, seals should of course be mentioned, although they are far

fewer in the Iron Age than in the Bronze Age, in which they represent the pre-
dominant category of hieroglyphic texts.1?

As for indirect sources on Iron Age Luwian, most consist of Luwian proper
names included in inscriptions written in different Semitic languages from var-
ious areas, namely:

1) Inscriptions from the reign of Yadiya/Sam'al (Zincirli), where kings and
officials bore both Luwian and Semitic names and wrote inscriptions in
Phoenician, Sam’alian (a local Aramaic dialect, possibly influenced by
Luwian), Old Aramaic, and Hieroglyphic Luwian;!3

2)  Phoenician inscriptions: besides Phoenician versions of Hieroglyphic
Luwian inscriptions from KARATEPE, GINEKOY, INCIRLI, iVRiZ 2, and
the monolingual Phoenician inscription of xzmMw (= Kilamuwa/Kula-
muwa) at Zincirli, two other monolingual Phoenician inscriptions attest-
ing Luwian names have been found at Cebelireis Dag1'* and Hasanbeyli'®
in Cilicia;

3) Assyrian annalistic texts and steles dealing with Neo-Hittite states;

4) Imperial Aramaic inscriptions from Cilicia during the Achaemenid period
(e.g., Saraidin, 6th—5th c.; Hemite, 4th c.; Kesecek Koy, 4th c.; and Yukar
Bozkuyu, 4th c.).

2 Lexical Interference

In the following sections, we will offer an overview on lexical borrowings, from
and into Hieroglyphic Luwian, with specific reference to the contacts occur-
ring at the Syro-Anatolian and Syro-Mesopotamian interfaces. The material is
not particularly rich, probably as a consequence of the conservative and rather
idiosyncratic character of the Hieroglyphic Luwian scribal tradition in the con-
text of the Early Iron Age, and the quite standardized character of the inscrip-
tions.

2.1 Luwian as the Model Language
Identifying Luwian loanwords in languages with which Luwian was presum-
ably in contact in the first millennium BCE (Assyrian, northwest Semitic lan-

12 Cf cHLIL:572-587.

13 Cf. Giusfredi and Pisaniello 2021b.

14  Cf Mosca and Russell 1987; Lemaire 1989; Rollig 2008; Bordreuil 2019; Giusfredi 2024.
15  Cf. Lemaire 1983.
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guages, possibly Greek and Phrygian) is not an easy task, also because of the
limited documentation. Leaving aside the complex issue of Luwian loanwords
in Greek (cf. Chapter 14), assured Luwian words in texts in other languages
are represented almost exclusively by proper names—either personal names,
theonyms, or toponyms (see below).

An assured Luwian loanword in Akkadian (Neo-Assyrian), perhaps through
Amorite intermediation, is hilanu, probably from the Hieroglyphic Luwian
hilan(a)- ‘gate, palace’ (cf. Hittite Aila- ‘courtyard’),'® occurring in the expres-
sion bit hilani ‘portico’ (vel sim.), sometimes associated with the Hittites (i.e.,
the Neo-Hittite states) in the texts,'” cf,, e.g., bit appate tamsil ekal Hatti sa ina
lisani Amurri bit hilani isasstisu, “a room with windows like (that) of a Hittite
palace, which, in the language of Amurru, is called bit hilani” (Annals of Sen-
nacherib, RINAP 31:82).18

It has been suggested that the Urartian verb su-, probably ‘ill,»® only occur-
ring with ®ari- ‘silo’ as object, may be a borrowing from the Luwian verb
suwe/a- ‘fill; also occurring in very similar contexts. Given that Urartian $u-
appears not to have inner-Hurro-Urartian comparanda and its domain of use
is limited to a formulaic context, the likelihood that it was in fact a loanword
increases.?0

A likely loanword—which is, however, a divine epithet—can be found,
unsurprisingly, in the kTMw stele from Zincirli, written in a diastratic variant of
Sam’alian (Giusfredi and Pisaniello 2021b). In the list of deities receiving offer-
ings, the first place is occupied by an elsewhere unattested hypostasis of the
Storm God, the quite obscure Hadad Qr/DPD/RL, which has been tentatively
explained by Yakubovich (2011:175) as reflecting Luw. *harpatalli- ‘ally, which
is, however, so far unattested in Luwian inscriptions.

In the kTMW stele, some calques may also be identified. Besides divine
names, which will be dealt with below, we should first discuss here the case
of NBS ‘soul’ At the end of the offering list, the last offer is due to KTMW’s NBS.
This word has different meanings in Aramaic, the basic ones being ‘life, breath,
soul’ Therefore, according to Pardee (2009), the text would say: “a ram for my

16  See eDiAna s.v. Hieroglyphic Luwian /hilan-/, PORTA-la-na- ‘gate, palace’ (https://[www
.ediana.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary.php?lemma=3683).

17 Cf. Bossert 1933-1934; Meissner 1942; Singer 1975.

18  Other passages can be found in cAD H:184-185. The alleged occurrence in an 0B letter from
Mari (ARM 1 3 rev. 10') is probably to be read £.[D]aM-ni.

19 See Christiansen 2019a:137.

20  SeeKossian 1997:29—30; Christiansen 2019a:138; and Bonfanti 2022:134-135. On the Luwian
stem, see eDiAna s.v. Hieroglyphic Luwian /suwa-(97%/, su-wa/i- ‘to fill’ (https://www.ediana
.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary.php?lemma=802).
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soul that (will be) in this stele,” suggesting that the soul of the deceased actually
lives in the stele after death. The same explanation is offered by Masson (2010)
and Melchert (2010a), the latter stressing that the idea of a living soul indepen-
dent from the body has a clear Anatolian background, occurring in a Hittite text
that describes the journey of the soul after its departure from the body. How-
ever, such a text proves only that an idea of soul existed; there is no indication
that the soul lived in the stele after death. Therefore, this idea could be an Iron
Age innovation, supported by the twofold value of NBS in Aramaic, indicating
both the ‘soul/life’ and the ‘funerary monument, as is clear from later Aramaic
inscriptions.

More recently, Hawkins (2015a) suggested a different solution. According to
him, ¥BS would be a calque on Luwian atr(i)-, appearing to mean both ‘self’
and ‘image, so that the offerings would not be due to the ‘soul’ of kTMW liv-
ing in the stele, but to the ‘image’ of KTMW represented on the stele. No idea
of an immortal soul would thus be involved. Hawkins’s suggestion is notewor-
thy, and would find corroboration in some Luwian texts where offerings are
prescribed for the statue of the owner of the inscription (cf. KARKAMIS A1a,
MALPINAR). However, the word for statue occurring in these contexts is tarud-,
whereas offerings to the atr(i)- are never mentioned. Thus, even though the
hypothesis of a calque is tempting, it does not seem very likely.

Because neither the Hittite—Luwian nor the Semitic tradition appear to sup-
port the idea of the soul living in the stele, the interpretation of ¥BS in the
KTMW inscription remains quite problematic. It may be the image of kTMWw on
the stele, as per Hawkins, although we should likely abandon the hypothesis of
a calque on Luwian atr(i)-, which is unsupported by the Luwian sources. Other-
wise, we could consider that NBS generically meant ‘funerary monument, as in
later Aramaic inscriptions—and, in this case, its collocation would obviously
be by the stele rather than in or on the stele.

Also note that at the end of the offering section in the Ordekburnu stele,
offerings appear to be prescribed for the owner of the monument, as well as at
the end of the kTMw stele (Lemaire and Sass 2013):

(6) ... LY (7) SL’ MNH- BRKB'L . §’(8)YN . LYM . WBKBB . §'YN . LYM (9)
WBMQM . MLKY . §'YN. LY

“... Let him present an offering: for Rakib-El two sheep for the day, and
for Kubaba two sheep for the day, and in the place of the kings (= royal
necropolis) two sheep for me.” (Ordekburnu 6-9)

The text appears to be asymmetric, because this last sentence shows a different
structure compared to the preceding ones:
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1. BRKBL.S$YN.LYM = “for Rakib-El two sheep for the day”

2.  WBKBB.S'YN.LYM = “for Kubaba two sheep for the day”

3. WBMQM.MLKY.§'YN. LY = “in the place of the kings two sheep for me”
However, a symmetry can be recovered through a slight addition that modifies
the meaning of the clause, giving: wBMQM . MLKY. §'YN. LY{M ), “to the place of
the kings two sheep for the day,” where the place of the kings may be a periphra-
sis for the tomb or the funerary monument. Otherwise, the beneficiary of the
offerings may be the MQM, literally the ‘standing object’ of the kings, which
may indicate the statues or the stelae. In any case, it may represent a possi-
ble equivalent to NBS in the KTMW stele, whether it means ‘image’ or ‘funerary
monument.

A further calque on Luwian found in the k7MW stele may be w‘r ‘and now’
(w-+ T) inline 6, which is not attested elsewhere in Sam'alian. Masson (2010:55)
suggested that it may correspond to Luw. zila and ziladuwa/zilatiya ‘then, sub-
sequently, although Pardee (2009:63) notes that the similar form wk‘T occurs
in Sfire Old Aramaic (KATI 224:24), and the use of the conjunction w- plus the
word ‘now’ is well attested in northwest Semitic to mark the transition between
topic and comment.

Finally, some potential Luwian loanwords may be found in Phrygian, namely
imroy ‘field(?), from Luwian im(ma)r(i)- ‘open country’,?! (a)teapa(s), from
Luwian tiyamm(i)- ‘earth’; and perhaps ovtav ‘punishment, spell, from Luwian
utar[utn- ‘word, spell,’ although it may instead be a cognate (for a discussion
and references, see Chapter 8).

2.2 Luwian as the Target Language

Although Iron Age Luwian inscriptions have been found in areas where other
languages were present, and the Neo-Hittite states had contacts with other
populations, the number of foreign lexical items currently identified in Luwian
hieroglyphic inscriptions is surprisingly limited, if we exclude proper names.
Indeed, only some Semitic (mostly, if not exclusively Akkadian) loanwords can
be found, some of them not entirely assured, which generally belong to two cat-
egories: (1) titles and professional names, and (2) goods subject to commercial
exchange. Thus, in a sense they are technical terms that appear only occasion-
ally in Luwian texts, and this does not necessarily imply a full integration into
the vocabulary of the language. It is perhaps not surprising that they are mostly

21 See also eDiAna s.v. im(ma)ra(/i)- (https://www.ediana.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary
.php?lemma=2062), in which the meaning ‘estate, demesne’ is suggested for the Phrygian
imro-.
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hapax legomena, although this may also depend on the quality of the available
documentation.

The title (LIGNUM)ha-za-ni- occurring in CEKKE §14 (8th century BCE) has
been convincingly related to the Akkadian title hazan(n)u ‘mayor, burgomas-
ter;?2 also attested as an Akkadogram, ""HAZANNU, in Hittite texts, and as a
loanword in Hurrian, ha-zi-ya-na in KBo 32.14 iii 25 (CTH 789, MS), matching
YWytniyashan in the Hittite translation.?3 A variant of the same title may occur
in BULGARMADEN §10, ha-'zi-ia-ni-, although the reading of the second sign is
very uncertain. Although the loanword status of this title in Luwian and its ulti-
mate Akkadian origin are quite assured, the exact path of transmission cannot
be determined: the form hazani- in CEKKE clearly depends on the most com-
mon variant hazan(n)u, but it may have entered Luwian through Hittite inter-
mediation, rather than via direct contact with Akkadian, while haziyani-, if it
actually exists, appears to reflect either the MAss. variant hazianu or the variant
haziannu rarely attested at Nuzi (besides hazannu) and also reflected in Hur-
rian, as mentioned (also note the unique—as far as we know—Akkadographic
spelling "YHA-AZ-ZI-YA-AN-NT in the ritual of Allaiturahhi, KUB 24.3 iii 21/,
belonging to the Hurrian milieu). Thus, a uniform borrowing scenario cannot
be established.?*

Another title with a convincing Akkadian explanation is the hapax (“*474”")
sa-ri+i-ia-si- occurring in the inscription ANCOZ 4, although unfortunately in
fragmentary context. Because the hieroglyphic sign *474 determines only the
title wassinass(()-/ussinass(i)- ‘attendant, servant,?> lit. ‘(he) of the body’ (a
genitival adjective built on the noun wassina(/i)- ‘body’), Hawkins (CHLI 1:349)
suggested the derivation of (“*474")sa-ri+i-ia-si- from Akkadian Sa rési ‘(he) of
the head > servant, eunuch,’ also suggesting an explanation of Luwian wassi-
nass(i)-/ussinass(i)- as a calque on the same Akkadian title.26 As for the unex-

22 Cf. cHLI :149-150; Giusfredi 2012:155-155.

23 Cf. Neu1996:182. Despite this connection, it is problematic to regard “Sutniyasha- (= Sum.
EN KUR™) as the Hittite reading concealed behind Akkadographic "YHAZANNU (see the
discussion in Weeden 2011:215—218). Instead, it is possible that the title underwent seman-
tic shift in Hurrian.

24  The specific meaning of the title cannot be assessed, which would also be helpful in order
to evaluate the possibility of a borrowing intermediated by Hurrian for alleged haziyani-
in BULGARMADEN, given the likely semantic shift of this title in Hurrian.

25  Seethe AcLT2 for the occurrences.

26  Conversely, the alleged calque DOMINUS-nin zalalasin from Akkadian bél narkabti ‘chario-
teer’ (AssuRletter D § 9) quoted by Dardano (2018:367) most likely does not exist, because
DOMINUS-ni-wa/i is best explained as a dat.sg. and thus cannot agree with the following
genitival adjective.
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pected change /e:/ > /ija/, one may imagine either a sporadic breaking?’ or a
re-analysis as a Luwian genitival adjective in -assa/i-.28

The title (“LIGNUM”)su-ka-la- (occurring only in EGRIKOY §3) probably
reflects Akkadian §/sukkallu ‘minister’ (vel sim.), which in turn is a loanword
from Sumerian sugal,. The title is attested as a Sumerogram in Hittite and
was also borrowed in Hurrian and regularly adapted as an i-stem, Sukkalli- (cf.
Richter 2012:408). Thus, Luwian thematization in -a appears to preclude a Hur-
rian path, although the precise borrowing scenario remains unclear.2?

The noun (PUGNUS+PUGNUS)i-ka+ra/i- occurring in the inscription KAR-
KAMIS A24a (9th—8th century BCE) has been recently traced back to Akkadian
ikkaru ‘farmer’, also a loanword from Sumerian engar ‘id.3°

Far more uncertain is the origin of the title la-hi-na-la- occurring in KUL-
ULU lead strip 2 §§1, 3, which has been tentatively explained as a borrowing
from Akkadian (a)lahhinu (an administrative official) by Hawkins (CHLI 1:513),
adapted in Luwian by adding the native suffix -alla- that builds agent nouns.3!
The loss of initial /a-/ would not be problematic, because the variant lah-
hinu actually exists in NAss. and aphaeresis is often found in the adaptation
of foreign material in Iron Age Luwian.32 However, perhaps a full Anatolian
explanation cannot be excluded, because an element lahina-° is also attested
in Anatolian (seemingly Luwian) onomastics, cf. ™La-hi-na-LU (= Lahinazidi)
in KUB 13.35+ iii 22 (NS, CTH 293) and Y*VLa-hi-na-as-$i-i§ in KUB 17.35 iv 18
(NS, CTH 526.18),32 whose etymology is, however, unclear. Were the base Ana-
tolian, it might be somehow related to the noun l@hhA- ‘military campaign’ (cf.
Hittite “Ylahhiyala- ‘campaigner’),3* although the existence of a stem *lahhin-
clearly connected with this noun cannot be independently proven.3> We would

27  Cf perhaps the personal name Yia-hi-la-ti-sa-pa- in KARKAMIS A7 §13, if it reflects the Hur-
rian name Ehli-Tessub.

28  See also Giusfredi 2012:157.

29  Cf Giusfrediz2o12:158. Earlier claims on a sporadic value li for the sign (la) (cf,, e.g., Marazzi
1990:157 with previous references) seem to be no longer acceptable.

30  See Bauer and Yakubovich 2023:21-23. See also eDiAna s.v. Hieroglyphic Luwian /ikkara-
(/i)-/, (PUGNUS+PUGNUS)i-ka+ra/i- ‘peasant (?), farmer (?)’ (http://www.dwaks.gwi.uni
-muenchen.de/dev/dictionary.php?lemma=952).

31 On this suffix, see Sasseville 2014—2015.

32 Cf. Melchert 2019b:359—360.

33  Cf. Laroche 1966a:104, 272.

34  See perhaps also the PN Ya-hi-ia-sd in KULULU lead frag. 2.

35  One may possibly imagine an original adjective derived from the oblique stem of the
noun lahhiyatar ‘campaign, *lahhiyannalli- (cf. Hittite kattawannalli-, Luwian kattawat-
nalli-,both adj. < kattawatar ‘enmity’), but this is a very unlikely solution because, although
a sporadic change /-ija-/> /-i-/ is attested in Luwian (cf. Melchert 2003b:183), Luwian
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instead exclude a connection with the Hittite noun lahni- (a water-soluble sub-
stance), because the Hieroglyphic Luwian spelling la-hi-na-la- and the onomas-
tic occurrences of la-hi-na-° mentioned above (if related) make it unlikely that
the medial -i- is a merely graphic element.36

It has been suggested that the Luwian noun (*265)mi-zi-na-la- occurring
in KARKAMIS A2 +3 should be explained as an agent noun in -alla/i- mean-
ing ‘brewer’, derived from a base that ultimately trace back to Akkadian miz’u,
denoting a type of beer and wine. However, its derivational pattern remains
partly unclear, and a full Indo-European etymology also remains possible.37

Turning to commercial goods, some terms occurring in the ASSUR letters
have been traced back to Akkadian, but they are generally more uncertain than
the titles dealt with above. The noun ku-ru-pi (Assur letter B § 5; F+G § 37) has
been explained as a borrowing from Akkadian (Babylonian) kuruppu by Gius-
fredi (2010:214 fn. 427; 2012:155), denoting a basket. The previous connection
with “Ov1s”-ru-pi in BULGARMADEN §11, with a consequent explanation as a
kind of sacrificial sheep (CHLI I:544, with references), has no grounds other
than a partial formal similarity.

More unclear is the origin of the noun (*472)ma‘9-sas+ra/i- (or perhaps
*472(-)mat9-sas+ra/i-?) found in AssuUR letter A §10, D § 7, which has been ten-
tatively connected with Akkadian masru ‘teaseled (cloth)’ < masaru ‘to teasel
cloth’ by Giusfredi (2010:212 fn. 420) and explained as a textile.3® Less likely is
a connection with masri ‘wealth’ (cf. Giusfredi 2012:157).

Following a brief comment by Yakubovich (2016a:87), Giusfredi (2020a) sug-
gested that the noun ka-mara/i*7¥%, found in AssUR letter F+G §§ 28, 31, may
reflect the Assyrian noun gammalu ‘camel’ (only in Nass) borrowed in Luwian,
showing rhotacism of original /1/ between vowels. Assyrian gammalu is gener-
ally regarded as a West Semitic loanword; therefore, Luwian ka-mara/i*"#* may
also directly depend on a West Semitic source, provided that the identification
with ‘camel’ is correct.

does not show assimilation in the cluster /tn/. An Indo-European etymology is defended
in the eDiAna s.v. [lahhinalla-/, la-hi-na-la- (https://www.ediana.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/
dictionary.php?lemma=742), translated as ‘soldier’ and explained as a derivative of an
unattested verb */lahhina-/ < /lahhi-/ ‘to campaign.

36  Onthese possibilities, see also the discussion in Giusfredi 2012:155-157.

37  See the discussion in Bauer and Yakubovich 2023:23-27 and eDiAna s.v. Hieroglyphic
Luwian /mizzinalla-/, (*265)mi-zi-na-la- ‘brewer, wine maker (?)’ (http://www.dwaks.gwi
.uni-muenchen.de/dev/dictionary.php?lemma=3173).

38  See also eDiAna s.v. Hieroglyphic Luwian /masr(i)-%/, (*472)ma-sas+ra/i- ‘(a commodity)’
(https://www.ediana.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary.php?lemma=1163).
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Beyond titles and commercial goods, another possible Akkadian loanword
is the noun ki-tara/i-sa ‘share, bequest’ or the like,3® allegedly */kitrid-/ +
the neuter particle =sa, found in CEKKE §§13, 16, perhaps from Akkadian
kitru, kiterru ‘preferential share (of an estate), occurring only at Nuzi and
thus regarded as a Hurrian loanword, although currently not attested in Hur-
rian texts.*? Furthermore, the Iron Age Luwian irwi- ‘gazelle’ most likely has a
Semitic origin (cf. Akkadian arwium, armii ‘id.’), although Hurrian intermedia-
tion is likely.#!

Recently, Giusfredi (2020b:273—274) suggested that the Luwian verb (LocUSs)
pi-ta-ha-lizya-, explained as pithaliya-, found in KARKAMIS Aub+c §4, is a
Luwian derivative from an unattested noun *pithala/i- borrowed from Akkad.
péthallu ‘cavalry’4? Thus, the meaning of the Luwian verb would be ‘supply
troops’ (vel sim.).

As for possible loanwords from languages different from Akkadian, it has
been tentatively suggested that Luw. (“sCALPRUM”)ka-ti-na-, denoting an un-
identified dedicatory object, reflected Hurr. kadinni (a weapon), but other solu-
tions are possible.*3

3 Grammatical Interference

Whereas lexical borrowing represents a rather superficial interference phe-
nomenon that does not require a situation of close linguistic contact between
different communities of speakers, structural interference—which concerns
grammatical structures—is something much deeper that occurs only when
two or more language communities are in a situation of intense language con-
tact (see Volume 1, Chapter 15).

As far as Iron Age Luwian and its neighboring languages are concerned, the
different potential situations of language contact are often difficult to analyze
because of the scant quantity and poor quality of the documentation (cf,, e.g.,
the situation of Old Aramaic, mostly attested by isolated inscriptions scattered

39  See CHLI I:149 for the meaning.

40 Cf. CAD K:468; CHLI I:149; Giusfredi 2012:155, eDiAna s.v. Hieroglyphic Luwian /kitrid-/,
ki-tara/i- ‘share, bequest (?)’ (https://www.ediana.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary.php
?lemma=1491).

41 See Simon 2023a:229.

42  Akkadian origin is granted by the phrase halla peti, lit. ‘open the hallu (i.e., the region
between the tights),” denoting the act of sitting on a horse (cf. cAD H:45).

43  See eDiAna s.v. Hieroglyphic Luwian /kaTin-?/, (“sCALPRUM”)ka-ti-na- ‘(a dedicatory ob-
ject), bowl?’ (http://www.dwaks.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dev/dictionary.php?lemma=585).
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across the Syro-Mesopotamian area and very different from one another from
a dialectal point of view), because of our imperfect knowledge of the languages
involved, and because grammatical interference is sometimes difficult to pos-
itively detect. Indeed, except for very rare phenomena such as the morpheme
induction, grammatical interference does not necessarily introduce something
strikingly new or create obvious agrammatical structures in the target lan-
guage that would be easy to identify (provided, of course, that one had an
adequate knowledge of the grammar of that language), but instead may simply
determine the selection of a given morpheme or structure over another, per-
haps more rare or marginal, but nonetheless grammatical. Therefore, clearly, in
order to suggest the existence of a language contact scenario, the simple pres-
ence of the two (or more) languages in the same territory is, although necessary,
not a sufficient condition. With this premise in hand, we will now proceed to
review some of the possible evidence for phenomena of grammatical interfer-
ence in the available corpus.

3.1 The Special Case of the Cilician Area

The previous Chapter (Chapter 4) contained a thorough historical discussion
about Cilicia, with important considerations about the problem of the peo-
ples that inhabited during the Iron Age. In this section, instead, we will briefly
summarize the related (and still ongoing) discussion about its sociolinguistic
situation.

As already pointed out by Yakubovich (2015a, with reference to previous lit-
erature), Iron Age Cilicia represents a special case with respect to interference,
because the data emerging from the analysis of the complex bilingual mate-
rials, such as the KARATEPE and GINEKOY inscriptions, testify to a problem-
atic sociolinguistic interaction between Phoenician and Luwian, with possible
(but frequently overestimated) hints of the presence of a Greek demographic
component in the region, even though this emerges only indirectly from the
contents of the texts and from some local onomastic data.

The main sources that may be used to examine the sociolinguistic situation
of Iron Age Cilicia can be divided into multilingual and monolingual texts.
The multilingual texts are the Luwo-Phoenician inscriptions from Karatepe
(KARATEPE 1, or simply KARATEPE) and ¢iNEKOY (the iNCIRLI trilingual is in
such condition that it is impossible to safely compare the different texts).** The

44  KARATEPE 1 is published in CHLI 1:45-68, while ¢iNEKOY is published by Tekoglu et al.
2000 and included now in CHLI 111:108-113. On the iNCiRLi stele, see Kaufman 2007 and
Na’aman 2019.
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monolinguals, on the other hand, are the minor Luwian and Phoenician frag-
ments from Karatepe (KARATEPE 2—4; KARATEPE Pho/S.1.),#5 the also fragmen-
tary Phoenician Hasanbeyli boundary stone,*6 and the Phoenician inscription
from Cebelireis Dag1.4”

The monolingual texts contain no clear evidence of linguistic interference
on the grammatical level. Those written in Luwian are all very short and con-
tain isolated clauses or parts of clauses. The structure of the available phrases
appears to be fully compatible with the grammar of Luwian, and no obvious
calque of a Semitic grammatical structure is apparent. As for the Phoenician
texts, Hasanbeyli is quite short, and its only significant feature is the pres-
ence of the name of King 'wrk (on which cf. Chapters 3 and 4). Also in this
case, no peculiarities of the grammar of the text indicate influence from a non-
Semitic language. Similar is the case of the historically understudied text from
Cebelireis Dagi, which was probably also a boundary stone: here, most of the
personal names (if not all of them) appear to be Anatolian, but the grammati-
cal structure of the Phoenician language appears to be respected, and even the
most problematic passages do not admit an explanation based on interference.
An attractive—but far from proved—exception may be represented by the use
of the sentence connector P in 3—4:

W'P- WL|WY -YTN - LMTS - BWRYKLY - WP (4) MTS - YTN - LKLS - §D - Z|BL
“He then gave wLwY near WRYKLY to M TS and to KLS. And, again MT$ gave
to kLS the field zBL” (Cebelireis Dag1 3—448)

It is not inconceivable that this serial use of the connector may have calqued
the sequences of clauses introduced by the semantically similar and formally
almost-matching Luwian adverbial api.*® Yet nothing precludes the construc-
tion in Cebelireis Dag1 from being simply a perfectly regular Phoenician con-
struction.

Bilinguals are, on the contrary, more generous in terms of unusual patterns
that may or may not be explained by language interference. In an inspired
article published in 2015, Yakubovich successfully demonstrated that some of
the structures in the Luwian versions of KARATEPE and GINEKOY are calqued

45  Editions in CHLI 1:68-71; CHLI 11:50-81.

46  Edition in Lemaire 1983.

47  Edition Mosca and Russell 1987; see now also Giusfredi 2024, with references.

48  The translation generally follows the edition by Giusfredi 2024. See also the first edition
in Mosca and Russell 1987.

49  On the function of api in Luwian, see Giusfredi 2020c:55; Waal 2021.
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from Phoenician, thereby obliterating the former general idea that Luwian
represented the original language of the bilingual. The calqued constructions
include clauses with non-final predicates as well as replacement of a Phoeni-
cian list of gapped noun phrases by a full clause in Luwian.

An example of the former phenomenon is the following, in which, as noted
by Melchert (2021), the verbal fronting of the verb itiwi “I (shall) delete,” in
Luwian is not accompanied by the grammatically obligatory presence of an
additive or contrastive marker (-ha or -pa):5°

ARHA-wa/i-ta (“*69")i-ti-wa/i
(L1TUUS)a-za-ti-wa/i-ta-sa a-la/i-ma-za PORTA-la-na-ri+i zi-na
“I shall delete Azatiwada’s name from this gate.” (KARATEPE 1 Hu. § 63)

In spite of some differences in the organization of the text discourse-wise
which reflect in the mismatch of verbal persons, the position of the verbal head
is obviously the same as in the Phoenician version, which follows an unprob-
lematic West Semitic clause architecture (cf. the translation in Krahmalkov
2000:41):

YMH SM ’ZTWD BSR Z
“he shall delete Azatiwada’s name from this gate.”5! (KARATEPE 1 Pho § 63)

As regards gapping vs. full clause repetition, as Melchert showed, these do not
truly represent interference or translationese, because Luwian simply had no
other way to express the required semantics. We may add that what would
have represented interference would have been the very opposite case: if the
Luwian text contained listed noun phrases in a barely grammatical fashion, this
would have demonstrated Phoenician interference, just like the agrammatical
fronting in the example above implied calquing a Semitic syntax. Nonetheless,
for sake of completeness, we include an example of this phenomenon, too:

wa/i-ta (EQUUS.ANIMAL)zu-na (EQUUS)zu-wa/i |SUPER+ra/i-ta |i-zi-ia-
ha

EXER|[CITUS.LA/I/U-za-pa-wa-/i-ta] EXERCITUS[.LA/I/U-ni| [SUPER+ra/i-
ta |i-z[({]-ia-h[a]

“I'made horse upon horse, I made army upon army.” (CINEKOY § 3—4)

50  Melchert 2021:362.
51  CHLIL57.



124 GIUSFREDI AND PISANIELLO
vs. Phoenician:

WP'L’NK SS L. SS WMHNT L MHNT
“I made horse upon horse and army upon army.” (CiNEKOY Pho 6-752)

The other traces of a translation process that Yakubovich proposes are lexical
and do not involve proper interference, especially at the grammatical level,
so any discussion of them would be outside the scope of the present dis-
cussion. Melchert (2021), however, added some other examples that indicate
Phoenician-like features in the Luwian text, as well as a number of examples of
the opposite process, with Phoenician apparently depending on Luwian.

An important addition to the instances of Semitic structures borrowed in
Luwian is the use of kwadi as a final subordinator, as pointed out by Melchert
(2021:364). Final clauses in Anatolian are not subordinates; they are built using
the infinitive or with simple coordination. Therefore, the use of a causal subor-
dinator in KARATEPE:

d-*429-wa/i-sa-wa/i(URBS) || | kwa/i-ti | (BONUS)wa/i+ra/i-ia-ma-la | sO-
LIUM.MI-(
“... s0 that Adanawa might dwell in peace.”53 (KARATEPE 1 Hu. § 24)

must be a grammatical calque of the Phoenician version:

LS§BTNM DNNYM LNHT LBNM
“so that the bNNM might dwell in peace of their heart.”5* (KARATEPE 1
Phu/A i17-18)

Melchert (2021), however, did not limit himself to further investigating the
cases in which the Phoenician text appears to be primary. Rather, he high-
lighted cases in which the Semitic structures do not match the Luwian ones,
which, in turn, cannot be considered to be translations. Although most of the
cases in question are in fact simple mismatches, a couple of them feature struc-
tures that appear to be calques of Luwian. One of them is the use of [ as a
reflexive pronoun, likely calquing a Luwian reflexive construction (Melchert
2021:366—367; Pardee 1987). This use is attested in KARATEPE 1:

52 Tekoglu et al. 2000:968.
53  CHLII5L
54  CHLII:51; Melchert 2021:364.
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WYPLLSRZR
“and he will build for himself another gate.” (KARATEPE 1 Phu/A iii 16)

The Luwian version, quite interestingly, does not contain a reflexive personal
pronoun, but rather a construction with the adjective waralla/i- ‘own’ (Mel-
chert 2021:367):

wa/i+ra/i-la-ia-wa/i “PORTA”-la-na i-zi-i-wa/i
“and I will make my own gate.”> (KARATEPE 1 Hu. § 69)

This implies that, if the Phoenician scribes employed a construction calqued
from Luwian, they did so not because of a mechanical translation process, but
rather because the form was truly part of the grammar of Cilician Phoeni-
cian. It would, therefore, be a rare case of true contact-induced grammatical
change.

The other case of Luwian influence on a Phoenician form is less com-
pelling. It deals of the use of the prepositional phrase BRBM with the mean-
ing ‘plentifully; to translate the Luwian adverbial man, ‘much, in KARATEPE
§§56—58 // Phu/A g—11. Although it is true that the Phoenician phrase is rare,
whereas the use of the Luwian adverbial is very common and perfectly gram-
matical, another occurrence of BRBM exists in late Punic, with the meaning
‘many times, often’ (KA1 68:5; Krahmalkov 2000:125). Assuming that semantic
calquing is at work implies considering the meaning ‘many times’ to be pri-
mary with respect to ‘much, plentifully, but there are no compelling reasons to
do so. Therefore, in this case we can support Melchert’s claim that the Luwian
version is not derived from Phoenician, and can even entertain the possibil-
ity that Phoenician struggled to render a Luwian expression, but there is no
compelling evidence that the use of BRBM attested in KARATEPE is an ad hoc
formation influenced by a Luwian adverbial.

In general, it is very difficult to say a final word about the problem of the
original version of the Cilician bilinguals. Certainly, Yakubovich (2015a) made
a worthy contribution by identifying several instances that disprove the out-
dated idea that the Luwian text was primary and that the Phoenician text
was derived from it. Melchert’s analyses (2021), on the other hand, showed
that the Luwian text is, in several cases, underived or even primary, and that
the Phoenician one occasionally appears to follow it. A yet to be published
reply to Melchert’s observations is contained in Yakubovich (forthcoming),

55 CHLI L:57.
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which, along with offering a new discussion of some lexical borrowings and
calques, also challenges the two cases of grammatical interference mentioned
above.

In general, regarding the sociolinguistic situation of Iron Age Cilicia, some
conclusions can be drawn based on the evidence presented above. First of all,
based on the available documents, the languages of the region appear to be
Luwian and Phoenician (even though some features of their status and mutual
relationships are still open to debate). Whether a Greek elite were already
present in the area during the 7th century, on the other hand, remains an open
question, as no conclusive pieces of evidence exist to support the claim (see
Chapters 3 and 4 of the present volume for historical discussion).

3.2 Luwian as the Model Language

Outside the problematic area of Cilicia, the one case in which Luwian appears
to have influenced a Semitic language in northern Syria is represented by the
Sam’alian dialect of Aramaic. In Giusfredi and Pisaniello (2021), we argued that
some peculiarities of the Sam’alian dialect were, indeed, attributable to the
preservation of archaic features due to the feedback and influence of Ana-
tolian. The first would be the lack of development of the so-called “Aramaic
article,” another name for the peculiar emphatic state of the noun, which is
employed to mark definiteness. The suffix -, present in Old Aramaic with a func-
tion similar to the Canaanite and Phoenician article #, was never used in the
inscriptions from Yadiya/Sam’al until the late King Bar-Rakib abandoned the
local dialect to use a standard version of Aramaic. Because both Old Aramaic
and Phoenician, the two Semitic languages of the area, had a strategy to mark
the definiteness of a noun (phrase), Luwian is the only language in the area
that patterns with Sam’alian in lacking a morphologically overt way to do the
same.

The other peculiarity of Sam’alian is the retention of the nominal inflection,
lost in all other Northwest Semitic languages. This too, being absent in Phoeni-
cian and in Old Aramaic, is a feature that Sam'alian areally shares only with
Luwian.

Due to the limits of the available corpus, this is destined to remain a hy-
pothesis—albeit one that is linguistically sound and well-founded from the
chronological and areal perspectives. The use of Luwian personal names by the
rulers of Yadiya xkzmMw (Kulamuwa) and PnMwW (Panamuwa or Punamuwa) I
and 11, as well as the presence of Luwian lexical and cultural elements in the
inscription of the official kTMWw (see above), who also bears a Luwian name,
combined with the historical presence of Luwians in the northern areas of
transeuphratic Syria ever since the Final Bronze Age, testify to the language
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having been endemic to the region for a time long enough to have triggered
an interaction with the earliest phases of development of the local variety of
Aramaic.5%

3.3 Luwian as the Target Language

Because Iron Age Luwian was a very compact and geographically consistent
code employed mostly for official purposes and royal inscriptions, there are
very few cases in which unusual patterns emerge that might be explainable
in terms of grammatical interference.

3.3.1 Masuwari: The elusive Arslan Tag trilingual(s)
In general, in spite of the high likelihood of a mixed population and culture,
the Luwian inscriptions®” from the Luwian-Aramaean kingdom of Masuwari/
Til Barsip show no significant traces of interference. Information regarding the
mixed culture and population of the city and region are historical and contex-
tual (see Chapter 4), while the Luwian of the hieroglyphic texts contains no
unusual patterns that would hint at grammatical interference from Aramaic.

A single case that may warrant attention is the last preserved sentence of
the Luwian version of the Arslan Tas trilingual inscription on one of the gate
lions, published by Hawkins (CHLI 1:246—248). The Arslan Tag texts appear to
be generally dictated by the Assyrian local governor Ninurta-bélu-usur, so the
terminus post quem is the mid-8th century BCE.?8 If, as Hawkins persuasively
suggests, the reference to the foundation of the city of Hadattu in the Luwian
text (§2) is parallel to a similar passage in the cuneiform Akkadian version, the
Arslan Tas Luwian text would be the only known case of Luwian inscription
certain to have been dictated by an Assyrian official. In any case, because the
terminus post quem is certain (because the toponym Hadattu is unquestion-
ably present in the Luwian text as well), the context of production of the text
was most likely that of a former Luwian-Aramaic polity to which an Assyrian
political and linguistic superstrate was added.

Bearing this in mind, one may now turn to the Luwian inscription. Although
it is only fragmentarily preserved, it contains few unclear passages, with the
exception of the last readable line:

56  On Luwo-Aramaic presence in Yadiya, see Giusfredi and Pisaniello 2021b; Osborne 2021:
44-47, both with references to previous scholarship. Although the views on the reasons
for the choice of specific languages and scripts in the monumental texts may diverge
in different scholarly works, the coexistence of Aramaic and Luwian elements appears
unquestionable in the area under discussion.

57  CHLI I:224—248; Hawkins apud Bunnens 2006:11-32.

58  There are no absolute dates for the activity of Ninurta-beélu-usur as a governor, but he cer-
tainly acted during the reign of Tiglathpileser 111.
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’

wa/i-’ a-wd /i “4"-wa/i-zi (“BOS"\wa/i-wa/i-ti-i-ha “X"(-)sa-mi-zi *286-na

First of all, the meaning is obscure, and no parallel passages from the other Ara-
maic or Akkadian texts can help shed any light. If the second word, a-wd/i, is
indeed a first person singular of the verb ‘to make, its position would be clause-
initial instead of clause-final. Furthermore, the numeral ‘4’ is, as expected in
the morphosyntax of Luwian,> inflected in plural, but the case is mistaken, as
wawa/i-, ‘oxen, undoubtably its head noun, is inflected in ablative/instrumen-

”

tal, whereas “4”-wa/i-zi is either a nominative or an accusative.

Although the context and meaning remain elusive, the verb a-, ‘to make,
does occur with instrumental in sacrificial contexts (HISARCIK §2), with the
beneficiary of the sacrifice in accusative (a role that could be assigned to either
of the final two unknown words “I will honor the X with four oxen.” How-
ever, if this interpretation is correct, three problems remain. Two of them have
already been mentioned: the position of the verb (which is clause-initial) and
the mistake in the agreement of the numeral. The third is the absence of the
dative-reflexive pronoun -mu, which is expected to occur in this idiomatic con-
struction with the verb a- (reminiscent of Hittite -za iya-).

Can these agrammatical patterns be explained in terms of contact? As a mat-
ter of fact, it is possible. A clause-initial verb and the agreement mistake may be
due to Aramaic interference, as Old Aramaic is mostly verb-initial and has lost
nominal inflection (neither condition applies to Akkadian). The missing pro-
noun, on the other hand, may merely reflect imperfect competence of Luwian
by a non-native or bilingual scribe.

3.3.2 The building inscriptions HAMA 1-3, 6 and 7

A case of unusual clause structure appears to emerge in the Hama inscriptions
by King Uratammi, in which a rather formulaic sentence occurs in the texts
HAMA 1 (restored), 2, 3, 6 and 7.6° The formula is as follows:

a-wa/i || d-mu AEDIFICARE+MI-ha za-’ (“CASTRUM”)ha+ra/i-ni-sa-za
“and I built this fortress.” (HAMA 3 § 2)

The clause features an svo order of the sentence constituents, with AEDIFICA-
RE+MI- being the clause-medial predcate, as opposed to the expected order for
Luwian, which would be sov. Even if one wanted to consider this construction

59 Bauer 2015:71-83.
60  Textin CHLI 1:413.
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an emphatic one, with the subject amu in topical or focal position, the position
of the verb would be highly unusual.®!

The pattern is unparalleled in the other texts from the area. The last blocks
of sentences in the longer text HAMA 4, by Uratammis’s father Urahilana, are
admittedly obscure and do feature some non-final verbs; however, these verbs
are not followed by direct objects but rather by adverbial elements, so the struc-
ture may be more genuinely seen as grammatical in Luwian.

The unusual clauses in Uratammis’s building formulae are, thus, quite iso-
lated, and one may wish to investigate whether they in fact reflect a specific
sociolinguistic scenario. Even at a glance, the idea of contact-induced patterns
is certainly alluring. The central Syrian area would appear, indeed, as an obvi-
ous candidate for interference between the Luwian and Northwest Semitic
components. A situation of alleged coexistence of Luwian and Semitic, how-
ever, cannot be conclusively invoked to immediately explain the unusual struc-
tures in the Hama building texts as induced by contact. Indeed, their unusual
pattern may be derived by interference with Old Aramaic, but only if one con-
siders the presence, in this language, of the order svo, which is a minority order
compared to the prevalent and unmarked vs0.62 On the other hand, assuming
that Luwian was not the native language of the scribe or scribes who composed
the short texts may explain the production of unusual structures merely as a
consequence of non-native competence in the language, especially if one con-
siders that the context of the quoted clauses is that of a relative clause:

a-wa/i || d-mu AEDIFICARE+MI-ha za-’ (“CASTRUM”)ha+ra/i-ni-sa-za
(“*218")ku-su-na-la-zi(REG10) kwa/i-za i-zi-ia-ta

“and I built this fortress, which the inhabitants of Kusunalla (physically)
made.” (HAMA 3 §§2-3)

For a speaker of a non-Anatolian language, the almost correlative structure
of the Luwian relative clauses would have appeared artificial and difficult to
process, and the irregular svo order of the main clause could be driven by
an attempt to dislocate the direct object closer to the relative clause it refers
to.

To defend this hypothesis, it is necessary to check whether the data we pos-
sess about the linguistic demography of Hama is potentially consistent with

61  Cf forinstance ¢iINEKOY § g for a subject pronoun amu in topical position, with no alter-
ation of the position of the verb. On marked informational structures, see in general
Giusfredi 2020c.

62  Fales and Grassi 2016:59.
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the idea that Luwian was an official language used for display texts in a pre-
dominantly Semitic environment. The Hieroglyphic Luwian material provides
few additional pieces of information apart from the presence of the Phoenician
divine name Ba‘at, (DEUS)pa-ha-la-ti-, which maintains the Semitic feminine
but is treated as an i-themed substantive (a very plain path of morphological
integration).

As for the Old Aramaic documents, the short ones from Hama, already dis-
covered during excavations in the first half of the 20th century ck,%3 do not
contain clear indications of a multilingual environment, and because they deal
with bullae or weights, they are more likely to reflect the real-life situation com-
pared to a royal inscription by a ruler who bears a Luwian name. The personal
names in these texts are generally Aramaic or else problematic, with only one
that might be Anatolian. Indeed, the Hieroglyphic Luwian bulla HAMA 7 con-
tains the name of a scribe that is probably spelled a-la-ni (although the signs
are quite ruined). This name may be the same as in the Aramaic bulla HAMA 8,
’L’N, and, contrary to Hawkins’s claim (CHLI I:422), nothing indicates that the
name was necessarily Aramaic.

Thus, the situation in Hama can be described as follows: apart from the
names of the two kings, Urahilana and Uratammi (and possibly the name of a
scribe), the absolute majority of the evidence would point to a predominantly
Semitic population, which is also consistent with the geographical collocation
of the site and with the divine names that appear even in the official Luwian
inscriptions (the West Semitic Ba‘at and the Anatolian Storm God). Cases are
known in which dynasts bearing Luwian names ruled in cities that were mostly
Aramaean. The case of Sam’al immediately comes to mind, but the Luwian
minority was, in that instance, probably large enough to compete with the Ara-
maic one, as attested by the contents of the Kulamuwa inscription (cf. Giusfredi
and Pisaniello 2021b). So too does the case of Masuwari, if the names of the
rulers of the Hamiyata dynasty are indeed to be interpreted as Semitic. How-
ever, the combination of different cultural elements appears to yield different
results in each of these areas: in Sam’al, Aramaean rulers bear Luwian names
and write in (Sam’alian) Aramaic (and, in one case, Phoenician); in Masuwari,
Semitic rulers with likely Semitic names write in Luwian; and in Hama, rulers
with Luwian names write their display inscriptions in Luwian, while many
shorter inscriptions in Aramaic are attested.

Politically, Hama in the gth century appears to orbitate in the Damascus
area, to which several connections are attested in the narrative sources. Data

63 Otzen 1990.
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regarding the previous phases of the Hamatean history are not available: as
argued by Giusfredi (2018), the hypothesis that the ith-10th century kingdom
of Palastin included the Hama region are based on two inscriptions, MEHARDE
and SHEIZAR, which were found out of context and are unlikely to have been
composed there.

Allin all, apart from the choice of Luwian as an official language, no evidence
indicates that the penetration of the Luwian cultural, linguistic and political
element in Hama was a stable one in the longue durée, and whatever the role of
the northern Orontes valley, the dynasty of Urahilana and Uratammi should in
all likelihood be interpreted as a relic of a Luwian cultural and linguistic pene-
tration dating back to the Final Bronze Age and to the Dark Age. This scenario
appears consistent with a situation in which scribes with imperfect compe-
tence in Luwian produced the unusual patterns attested in the Hama building
inscriptions—which do not, however, properly qualify as cases of grammatical
interference.

4 Onomastics

4.1 Luwian names in Foreign Sources
As mentioned, most Luwian lexical items occurring in non-Luwian sources are
proper names, whether personal names, theonyms, or toponyms. Some of them
can be found in texts dating to the time when Iron Age Luwian was directly
attested by inscriptions (up to the 7th century BCE), while some other are found
in later sources when contemporary Luwian inscriptions were, as far as we
know, absent. Of course, as far as names attested later are concerned, the label
Luwian need not be understood in the strict sense of the term: such names
could actually be Luwian, possibly surviving as relics, which does not imply
that Luwian was still alive at that time—but they could also reflect different
linguistic varieties, not attested by direct sources, derived from, or parallel and
strictly connected to, the Luwian language directly attested (if not actually spo-
ken) in former times in the areas involved. This clearly changes the linguistic
analysis of these names, because any divergences from their attested or recon-
structed Luwian models can be simply explained, in the former case, in terms
of adaptation in different linguistic and writing systems, with the possibility of
alteration in transmission over time, whereas, in the latter, one should perhaps
primarily take into account change and variation, besides adaptation strate-
gies.

Some Luwian personal names are attested in the inscriptions from Zincirli,
referring both to the kings of the reign of Sam'al/Yadiya (kLMw, PNMW, and
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perhaps also QRrL) and to officials (kTmMw). Although kLMW should be proba-
bly explained as Kulamuwa, based on a plausible connection with the Luwian
noun kwalan- ‘army’ and on the Greek rendering KoAapoa in an inscription
from Delphi, the vocalization of the other names is quite problematic because
Luwian data are missing or inconsistent. PNMW may reflect either Panamuwa
or Punamuwa because, on the one hand, Assyrian sources provide us with ™pa-
na-am-mu(-u/i) and the Luwian personal name Panamuwatti is attested in the
inscription BOYBEYPINARI1and 2; on the other hand, Punamuwe is attested in
Lycian, also adapted as ITovapoa in a Greek inscription from Limyra, punm[-]$
is found in Carian, and Luwian punad(a/i)- ‘all’ may be a good Luwian base.
QRL may perhaps reflect the Luwian personal name ha+ra/i-li-sa attested in
CEKKE (Har(r)alli or Harli), while kTMw has been explained as Kuttamuwa,
Kat(t)umuwa, or Katimuwa, albeit without compelling arguments.%4

Many Luwian personal names in non-Luwian sources come from Cilicia
and can be found in Phoenician, Aramaic, and Greek inscriptions. Besides a
few names occurring in multilingual documents including a Luwian text (e.g.,
’ZTwD = Azatiwada in the Phoenician version of KARATEPE inscription), which
also provides us with the right vocalization, most of them are attested in mono-
lingual inscriptions, and their analysis is not always straightforward.

The Phoenician inscription of Cebelireis Dag1, presumably dated to the sec-
ond half of the 7th century BCE,%? includes Anatolian (sometimes specifically
Luwian) names such as 'SLPRN, (perhaps Assulaparna),56 Msn(’)zm$ (= Mas-
sanazammi, cf. IDEUS-na-(0CULUS)d-za-mi-sd- in KARATEPE 4 §2), MT§ (cf.
perhaps Mita or Mutta; see Laroche 1966a:119, 122), NNMT$ (cf. perhaps 'na-ni-
mu-ta- in KULULU lead strip 1), Zw$$ (containing the aza- element), PHL(')S (=
Pihali?), and kx§ (cf. perhaps Kidig in Greek sources, cf. Chapter 4).57

Some Imperial Aramaic inscriptions from Cilicia dated to the Achaemenid
period also feature Luwian personal names. The Saraidin inscription, dated to
the 6th—5th centuries BCE, includes the names w§wn§ (= Wasuwani), PwSy
(cf. the Cilician prince Appuasu in the Babylonian Chronicles,®® perhaps

64  On Luwian names of Sam’alian kings, cf. Giusfredi and Pisaniello 2021b with references.
On the name KTMW, see Younger 2009a.

65 Cf. Lipinski 2004:128-130; Rollig 2008; Giusfredi 2024.

66  Onemaycompare the PN Asula in Old Assyrian tablets from Kiiltepe (cf. Laroche 1966a:47)
and the PN ’$WLKRTY in Saraidin Aramaic inscription (although '§w and LkRTY should
perhaps be divided). According to Lipinski (2004:129-130), it may be a compound name
including Phoen. '§ ‘man’ and Anat. LPRN ‘Labarna’ (= ‘King’s man’).

67  On the possibility that names ending in -§ should be interpreted as Luwian nominative
singular names in /-is/, see Chapter 4.

68  Wiseman 1956.
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matching the second-millennium personal name Happuwassu),®® and possi-
bly SwWLKRTY (cf. SLPRN in Cebelireis Dag1 inscription). SRMPY (= Sarmapiya)
is attested in the 4th century Hemite and Yukar1 Bozkuyu inscriptions, the lat-
ter also including the personal name TvyLwbD/RMW, seemingly a Luwian name
ending in -muwa, while the 4th century Kesecek Koyii inscription features the
unclear personal names NN$T and 'D/RM/RSW/PK/N/R (perhaps Arma ...?).

A number of Luwian personal names are also found in Greek inscriptions
from Cilicia, which stretch chronologically far beyond the period during which
Luwian texts are attested. Some of them are clearly recognizable as theophoric
names, including Luwian theonyms such as Tarhunta or Sanda (cf. Zovdd-
105, Bavdadapug, TpoxouBiypepts/TaprvpBiypepus, TooxovBiag, Tpoxovalas, etc.),
or Hurrian theonyms like Sarruma, well integrated in the Luwian world (cf.
Taldppas, Pwldpua, Tpoxoldppas, etc.), unless the element -Zdppa in these
names should be explained as reflecting Luwian za/ma- ‘protection.”® Others
include well-known Luwian nouns frequently occurring in onomastics, such as
poa- = muwa- ‘strength’ (Kovapipéag,™ Ovagapéag, Iopdapoas, etc.).

Luwian personal names also occur in Akkadian sources, for example, the
name of the Sam’alian king ™pa-na-am-mu(-u/ii) in Assyrian annals or the
name of the Cilician prince Appuasu found in the Babylonian Chronicles.”?
Furthermore, it has been suggested that the Urartian king name Rusa (unex-
pected in Urartian because of the phonologically impossible initial /r-/) may
be the adaptation of the Luwian name Runza.”

Luwian divine names are generally not found in non-Luwian sources out-
side theophoric personal names (except for Kubaba—which is not originally
Luwian—and Sanda?), but calques are attested instead. Thus, in the Phoeni-
cian version of the KARATEPE inscription, the Storm God Tarhunta is con-
sistently matched by Ba‘al (sometimes with the epithet KRNTRYS, for which
different explanations have been suggested)?> and the Stag God Runtiya by rSP

69  Cf. Laroche 1966a:60.

70 See Adiego 2019. However, Simon (2020a) is skeptical about both Sarruma and zalma-.

71 Cf. Ykwa/i+ra/i-mu-wa/i- in KULULU lead strip 1.

72 For a list of Luwian names in Assyrian sources, see Simon 2018c:127-129.

73 See Bonfanti 2022:135-136, with references.

74  See Rutherford 2017.

75 Phu/A ii 19, iii 2-3, 4; Pho/B ii 6; PhSt/C iii 16, 17, 19, iv 20 (see the edition in CHLI I1).
Against the often accepted hypothesis by Schmitz (2009), who suggested that it reflected
a Greek epithet to be reconstructed as *xopuvntptog ‘mace-bearing, see, among others,
the alternative suggestions by Matessi (Chapter 10), who, based on previous references,
explained it as reflecting the toponym Kelenderis, and Melchert (Chapter 4), who instead
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sPRM ‘Resep of the goats.”6 Similarly, in the kTMWw stele from Zincirli, the list of
deities receiving offerings clearly reflects a Luwian local pantheon (rather than
the official one of the Sam'alian kings), but Luwian deities occur in their Semitic
guises: HDD QR/DPD/RL ‘Hadad/Tarhunta the ally’ (if Qr/DPD/RL reflects Luw.
*harpatalli-, see above), $M$ Sama$/Tiwad HpD k&RMN ‘Hadad/Tarhunta of
the vineyards’ (a calque on Luw. tuwarsassi- Tarhunta-, occurring in SULTAN-
HAN and BOR inscriptions), kBBw ‘Kubaba’ (seemingly Kubabu, with Assyr-
ian vocalization), and the puzzling N6D/rR $SWD/RN, which could be explained
either as NGr swDN ‘Nikaruhas/Nikarawas of the hunters’ (Masson 2010:53) or
as N6D $SWDN ‘official of the hunts, i.e., Runtiya (Fales and Grassi 2016:208).77

As for place names, their linguistic belonging is often difficult to grasp, so the
identification of toponyms of Luwian origin in non-Luwian sources is a compli-
cated task. Assured cases are ZTwDY = Azatiwadaya, occurring in the Phoeni-
cian version of the KARATEPE bilingual (§§ 39, 46), and wryky = Warikiya,”®
found in the Phoenician inscription of Cebelireis Dagi (1. 3). Both are Luwian
adjectival formations in -ya- derived from personal names, but while Azati-
wada is an assured Luwian personal name, the ultimate origin of Awariku /
Warika is unclear (see § 4.2).

Some other place names are attested in the inscription of Cebelireis Dagy,
but their origin is unknown: yZB$ (1. 1; perhaps matching Gr. BoABégog on the
Pamphylian border, as suggested by Lipinski 2004:129); TMRS (1. 1);7° kR (1. 2;
Kurra?);80 ‘DrRwz (1. 2; perhaps Adrassos).8! Conversely, kw (1. 3) may corre-
spond to the Assyrian Qawe/Que (Babylonian Hume), from Luwian Hiyawa,
which is generally regarded as derived from Akhiyawa through aphaeresis (usu-
ally assumed to match the Greek *Ayatpoi).82 However, the same toponym
occurs as QWH in the Aramaic inscription of Zakkur (A:6),83 showing a different

suggested that it was the Phoenician rendering of a Luwian epithet, *harna-tarrawiyassis
‘of establishing the fortified city.

76 See also Frithwirt 2021:221—222.

77 On the divine list of the kTMWw stele, see Giusfredi and Pisaniello 2021b.

78  Previously read wRYkLY = Warikliya, but see Bordreuil 2010:227 fn. 3.

79  On this (alleged) toponym, see the discussion in Giusfredi 2024:34.

80  See Bordreuil 2019:76.

81  But see Kottsieper 2001:185. Because of the presence of {w), Giusfredi (2024:34) suggests
identifying this toponym with *Aturassa (with metathesis in the Phoenician rendering), a
locality whose existence might be assumed based on the occurrence of a mountain named
Aturassaliya in MARAS 4 (§5).

82  See Oreshko 2018a:23—25, with references. Against the derivation of Hiyawa from Ahhiya-
wa, see Gander 2010:48-56. On the possibility that Ahhiyawa corresponded to the island
of Chios rather than the Greek Ayatof, see Egetmeyer 2022.

83  See Fales and Grassi 2016:127.
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phonological adaptation. Therefore, it has been suggested by Simon (2011:260—
261) that the toponym kw occurring in Cebelireis Dag1 rather reflected a dif-
ferent Luwian place name, Kawa, possibly denoting a city in the region of
Hiyawa.84

Similarly, the Phoenician city name PR, found in KARATEPE 1 § 7, match-
ing pa-hd+ra/i-° in the Luwian version (and probably corresponding to NAss.
Pahri),85 is of unclear origin.

A rather complex issue concerns the toponym Adana and allegedly related
forms. KUR V"V Adaniya is found in Hittite sources of the 15th—14th centuries
BCE related to Kizzuwatna, which, however, cannot grant the linguistically
Anatolian origin of the city name.86 In the bilingual inscription of KARATEPE,
one finds d-ta-na- and d-*429-wa/i-, the latter traditionally read as d-TANA-
wa/i- = Adanawa; this has been challenged by Oreshko (2013; 2015; 2018a),
who suggested the reading d-H1va-wa/i- = Ahhiyawa, thereby eliminating the
problematic form Adanawa. However, his hypothesis has not been unani-
mously accepted.8” In the Phoenician version of KARATEPE, Adana is regu-
larly matched by ‘pn, but the ethnic bNNY(M) also occurs (as well as in the
Phoenician inscription of Kulamuwa), which is often related to the Danuna
mentioned in the Amarna letter EA 151 and in KBo 28.25, the Egyptian d3-
Jnjw(-n3), the Greek Aavaot, and others, although there is no consensus among
scholars as to which terms should be included in or excluded from the series.88
Whether Adan(iy)a and Danuna had the same base is also debated: some schol-
ars believe that the two names cannot be traced back to the same root,8°
whereas others defend an etymological connection.®

4.2 Foreign names in Luwian sources
In Luwian inscriptions of the Iron Age, several proper names can be found
whose origin is likely foreign, although their exact linguistic belonging cannot
always be positively identified.9!

As far as foreign personal names are concerned, they are represented mainly
by Semitic and Hurrian names. Semitic names should mostly reflect contacts

84  See also Giusfredi 2024:34—35.

85 See Hawkins 2006-2008:191.

86  The name is also found in Ugaritic ('DNY) and Greek ("Adava).

87  The hypothesis was rejected by Hawkins (2015b:54, 2016) among others, but positively
received by Yakubovich (2015b). See also Chapter 4.

88  See Oreshko 2018a for an overview on the issue.

89  See, e.g, Jasink 1988:94—97 and Oreshko 2018a.

90  See, e.g, Laroche 1958:263—275 and Hawkins 2015b:55.

91  For a broader discussion on foreign names in Hieroglyphic Luwian, see Giusfredi and
Pisaniello 2022, with references.
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with Semitic populations in the different areas where Luwian was widespread,
whereas Hurrian names are probably better explained as inheritance from the
traditional “Hittite” onomastics that can be traced back to the second millen-
nium BCE, where the Hurrian element was strongly represented.

Possible Semitic names include: a-mu- (CEKKE §17), perhaps reflecting the
kinship term H/‘ammu- ‘uncle, frequently occurring in the Amorite onomas-
tics;92 ara/i-pa- (ALEPPO 2 §§1, 25), possibly matching Araba’u (cf. ABL 273
rev. 2, ABL 1244 rev. 7, etc.), although a Luwian explanation cannot be entirely
excluded;®® ha-mi-ya-ta (TELL AHMAR 1, 2, 5, etc.), either from ‘ammi-Addu,
‘Adad is the paternal uncle’ (Giusfredi 2012:162, with references), or ‘ammi-yata’,
‘the paternal uncle saved’ (Younger 2016:142);%* ha-pi+ra/i- (KULULU lead strip
1, § 3), if reflecting habiru, a term referring to nomadic people, mostly in the Syr-
ian area;% ka-mara/i- (CEKKE §17), to be probably explained as kamari( ya)- ‘of
the camels > camel rider’ (Giusfredi 20204; see also above for the name of the
‘camel’ as a loanword in Iron Age Luwian), which may be further supported by
the occurrence of the personal name ™Kammaliya in the Hittite inventory texts
KB016.83+ii 8' (CTH 242.8,Ns) and KUB 42.11 Vi 4 (CTH 241.7.A, NS); ni,-nu-wa/i-
ya- (KARKAMIS Aub+c §2), plausibly corresponding to the Assyrian Ninuayu
(cf. Giusfredi 2020b); pa+ra/i-ki-pa-, the name of the Sam’alian king Bar-Rakib,
attested only on a gold signet ring from Zincirli.

Assured Hurrian personal names are not numerous. Four theophoric names
containing the Hurrian name of the Storm God Tes$$ub (written as -ti-sa-pa-,
probably reflecting /tispa/ or /-tis(s)apa/; see below) are attested in the inscrip-
tion KARKAMIS A7 (9th—8th centuries BCE), identifying the figures sculpted on
the orthostats: ma-li--TONITRUS-pa- (§ 7), tara/i-ni-ti-sa-pa- (§ 9), i-si-ka+ra/i-
ti-sa-pa- (§10), and ia-hi-la-ti-sa-pa- (§13). The first members of these com-
pound names are not fully clear, but Hurrian origin is plausible: although
ma-li-i- remains unparalleled, the element i-si-ka+ra/i- in i-si-ka+ra/i-ti-sa-pa-
may be perhaps compared with the Hurrian es-kar-ri (KUB 27.38 iv 9), is-ga-
ri (KUB 32.52 iii 14'), meaning unknown; for tara/i-ni-ti-sa-pa- we may recall
either the Hurrian tari ‘fire’ (cf. tarinni, meaning unknown) or the alleged root
tarn-, although its existence is quite uncertain; finally, ia-hi-la-ti-sa-pa- could be
a variant of the common Hurrian name Ehli-Tessub/Ehel-Tes$Sub, if we admit

92 A Luwian explanation, which would imply a connection with the first singular personal
pronoun, seems unlikely.

93  Cf perhaps Luw. arpa- ‘unlucky (vel sim.)’ and the personal names Appyoaig, and ApBactg
in Greek inscriptions from Asia Minor; see KPN 88.

94  Thename ha-mi-yain KULULU lead fragment 1 may be a hypocoristic variant of this name.

95  See also the name Hapiri occurring in HKM 48 obv. 3, 5.
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a secondary breaking /e/ > /ja/.96 A fifth name on the same inscription, si-ka-
ra+a- (§11), may perhaps be connected to the Hurrian root eg=ar- (meaning
unknown), occurring in the personal name Segar-Te$gub.

Also possibly Hurrian are the names ara/i-ya-hi-na- and ha-pa-ti-la, both
occurring in TELL AHMAR 1.97 The latter may be related to the Hurrian divine
name Hebat and can be explained as a Luwian derivative name Habadili or
a purely Hurrian name Hebat-tilla, although one cannot exclude the possibil-
ity that it instead represented a Semitic name Abd-Ila ‘servant of El/god.?8
Ariyahina may contain the well-attested Hurrian element ari-, although the
general analysis of the name remains obscure, and a Semitic interpretation is
also available.9?

Other likely non-Anatolian names are attested in the Iron Age hieroglyphic
corpus, but their origin and analysis are unclear. Consider, e.g., d-wa/i+ra/i-ku-
and wa/i+ra/i-i-ka-, attested in Cilicia, for which either Greek (= "Evapyog and
‘Potndg/ Pdnctog), Hurrian, and Luwian origins have been invoked;'°° mu-ka-sa,
again from Cilicia, corresponding to Mopsus in Greek sources (cf. Phoen. MpP§
in the bilingual inscription from KARATEPE),!%! which is connected to the Phry-
gian world; ku+ra/i-ti-, possibly Phrygian and connected to Gordion;'°2 si-pi-sa,
perhaps also Phrygian;'93 ¢ta-i-ta-, a king of Palastin, unconvincingly explained
either as Hurrian (tahhe=ta < tahhe ‘man’) or Indo-European and related to
David.104

Some foreign divine names—Mesopotamian, West Semitic, and Hurrian—
are also attested in Iron Age Luwian inscriptions. The Hurrian Sun Goddess
Hebat occurs as hi-pu-ta- (ANCOZ 1, ANCOZ 9, GIFTLIK, KULULU 5, TELL
AHMAR 6), with metathesis of vowels in the two final syllables, vs. ha-pa-tu at
YAZILIKAYA and °-ha-pa in personal names from the second millennium (see
also PN ha-pa-ti-la mentioned above). However, the variant with <hi), hi-pa-
ti-, is already attested in the late second millennium inscriptions of GURUN
(probably late 12th century) and DARENDE (perhaps 11th—10th century). The

96  See the discussion on (“*474”")sa-ri+i-ia-si- above.

97  See Giusfredi and Pisaniello 2022:196-197 with references.

98  See Hawkins apud Bunnens 2006:87.

99  Hawkins apud Bunnens 2006:87.

100  See, e.g,, Goetze 1962:53; Forlanini 1996; Jasink and Marino 2007:407—409; Simon 2014a;
Simon 2017b.

101 This identification has been rejected by Simon (2021b:185-186).

102 Cf. Simon 2017c.

103 Cf. Simon 20224, also including a critical discussion of other alleged Phrygian names in
Luwian.

104 On these and other uncertain names, cf. Giusfredi and Pisaniello 2022 with references.
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Hurrian Storm God Tes$$ub occurs only in syllabic writing in some personal
names attested in KARKAMIS A7 (see above),105 where °-ti-sa-pa may reflect
either /-tispa/ or /-tis(s)apa/ (cf. the Urartian TeiSeba), vs. ti-su-pi at YAZI-
LIKAYA and FORTIS-su-pa- in TELL AHMAR 1 (10th—gth century), with vowel
/u/ as in cuneiform occurrences.

Mesopotamian deities in Luwian inscriptions include the god Ea (i-ia- in
GIFTLIK and LITUUS- in TUNP 1), Damki(an)na (¢ta-mu-ki-na- in GIFTLIK),
and perhaps Marduk (ma-ru-ti-ka- in ERKILET 1),196 although the interpreta-
tion of ma-ru-ti-ka- has been recently challenged by Simon (2023b:337—340),
who suggests that it represented a Palaic form corresponding to the Luwian
Marwainzi-deities. Such a hypothesis, however, appears less likely from a his-
torical point of view. Furthermore, the form i-tda- in TUNP 1 § 4 may represent
the hieroglyphic adaptation of the god El, where the sign {(ta) (/da/) may point
to the flapping of original /1/ (cf. Yakubovich 2010b). Finally, the Semitic god-
dess Ba‘lat occurs in Hieroglyphic Luwian as pa-ha-la-ti-(i)- (HAMA 4).

Place names, as mentioned, are generally more difficult to assign to a spe-
cific language, and their etymology quite often remains unexplained. However,
in Iron Age Luwian texts, some place names can be identified that almost surely
cannot be explained as Luwian.!%7 Excluding logographically written place
names, Semitic toponyms include (A)suriya ‘Assyria’ (nom.sg. su+ra/i-ia-sa-
ha(URBS) in CINEKOY §6, acc.sg. a-sti+ra/i(REGIO)-ia-na-"(URBS) in KARKA-
MIS A24a2+3 §7), *Il(a)pa ‘Aleppo’ (cf. the derivative adjective i-la-pa-za- ‘of
Aleppo’ in KARKAMIS A24a2+3 §§6, 11),1°8 *Imatu ‘Hama’ (cf. adj. i-ma-tu/ti-
wa/i-ni- ‘of Hama' in several inscriptions from Hama),!°% and perhaps also Mizri
‘Egypt’ ((“MI.REG10")mi-za+ra/i(URBS) in KARKAMIS A6 § 4)110 and *Zura ‘Tyre’
(cf. adj. zu+ra/i-wa/i-ni- in KARKAMIS A15b). Among foreign names of uncer-
tain origin, it is possible to mention W/Pal(a)stin(a/i)-, attested in inscriptions
from Hama, Aleppo, and especially Amuq, Gurgum (ku+ra/i-ku-ma-) in MARAS
8 § 3, and Mukis (mu-ki-sa-) in SAMSAT 2. Among the ethnonyms, one should
certainly mention Muski ‘Phrygian’ (mu-sa-ka-) in KARKAMIS A6 § 6, of unclear
origin.

105 Less certain is the alleged compound LITUUS+ta-sa-pa-CERVUS-wa/i-ti-i-sa (KARKAMIS
A6), perhaps /tasparuntiya-/ ‘of Tessub and Runtiya’ (cf. CHLI I:125).

106  Cf. Giusfredi 2012:164.

107 Cf. Giusfredi 2012:164-165.

108 This city name is otherwise written logographically.

109 On the unexpected initial (i) instead of {a) in *I/(a)pa and *Imatu, see Simon 2023a.

110 Ifrelated to Akkadian misru ‘border, frontier, but the etymology remains unclear (cf. Rollig
1993:265).
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Recently, d’Alfonso (2019:144-145) suggested that the toponym pa+ra/i-zu-
ta, occurring in the inscription of TOPADA may be read as Prizunda, explained
as an Anatolian formation in -wanda from a base priz- < prik- with a problem-
atic palatalization of the velar stop. This base is compared by d’Alfonso to the
stem Bpty- found in Bpiyeg, the name that the Phrygian had in their Macedonian
homeland according to Herodotus (7.73), which, however, has been equated by
Anfosso (2020) to the Phrygian form vrekes occurring in the Phrygian tablet
found in the Persepolis Fortification Archive.l!! Bpiyeg and vrekes can be traced
back to a preform *wreg/k-, the former being the regular Macedonian outcome
and the latter, the regular Phrygian one.l’? Were this the case, if we assume that
the Hieroglyphic Luwian pa+ra/i-zu-ta, was somehow related to the Phrygians,
it could hardly reflect the original Phrygian form, but should be derived from
the Macedonian outcome of the root, which appears less likely. Furthermore,
d’Alfonso’s hypothesis has also been critically discussed and rejected by Simon
(2022:155-157) on phonological grounds.

5 Concluding Remarks

Despite the strong impermeability of the Hieroglyphic Luwian epigraphic
culture—virtually no use of cuneiform is attested before the conquest by As-
syria in the single kingdoms—the mosaic of languages and cultures of Syria
and southern Anatolia resulted in a limited number of cases of interference
that emerge at both the lexical and grammatical levels.

The deeper interactions appear to occur with the local Semitic languages—
and even among those, leaving aside the case of Cilicia, the examples of gram-
matical interference are very few—while loanwords occasionally come from
Akkadian, thereby indicating a distinction in the type of sociolinguistic rela-
tionship with the local languages and with the language of Assyria. It should
be emphasized, however, that all these observations pertain only to the official
language used in inscriptions: to what extent Luwian was actually spoken and
to what extent it was influenced by other languages remains, and likely will
remain, an unanswered question.

If lexical and grammatical borrowings are present but not numerous, and
sometimes opaque, foreign onomastics emerges quite clearly in the sources,

111 Anfosso’s suggestion has been rejected by Simon (2022a:156-157 fn. 3). For different expla-
nations, see Obrador-Cursach 2020a:243-244.
112 Conversely, the other name of the Phrygians, ®piyes, is traced back to the root *b6%rug-.
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with a number of interesting adaptation strategies. This may indicate the pres-
ence of different peoples but, once again, it is necessary to emphasize that the
language from which a personal name derives does not necessarily correlate
with the linguistic profile of a person who bears that name.



CHAPTER 6
Lycian and the Achaemenid Empire

Valerio Pisaniello

1 Lycia under Persian Domination

As reported by Herodotus (1.176), Lycia fell under Persian domination after
the military campaigns of the Persian general Harpagus (ca. 540BCE), who
defeated a small Lycian army on the plain of Xanthos and conquered the
city. Herodotus’s account reports the destruction of the acropolis and the
almost complete extermination of the local population: only 8o families, which
were not in the city at that time, survived. The city was then resettled and
repopulated under the Persians, who also probably established a ruling dynas-
ty!

In 516/515 BCE, the Persian king Darius I included the Lycians and the Mil-
yans in the first nomos of his Empire—together with Ionians, Magnesians of
Asia, Aeolians, Carians, and Pamphylians—charged with a joint tribute of 400
talents of silver (Herodotus 3.90), and in 480 BCE the Lycians provided Xerxes’s
navy with 50 ships (Herodotus 7.92).

However, before 468 BCE, Lycia allied with Athens and became a member
of the Athenian League, won by persuasion (meioag) by the Athenian general
Cimon (Diodorus 11.60.4), that is, probably without any military action and
seemingly without changes in the internal political organization of Lycia.?
Thus, Lycians and Telmessians—probably a separate political entity in this
period—appear in the Athenian tribute lists of 452/451, 451/450, and 446/
445BCE, but shortly afterwards, before or during the Peloponnesian War, the
alliance with Athens broke down.? According to Thucydides (2.69), when the
Athenian general Melesander was sent to Caria and Lycia to collect the tributes,
he encountered resistance in Lycia and was killed (430/429 BCE). This episode
appears also to be mentioned in the following passage of the Xanthos trilingual
(TL 44a:44—46), included in a section that describes the military exploits of the

1 Cf Bryce 1986:101.

2 Cf. the discussion in Bryce 1986:103-104, with further references. On the relationship between
Lycia and Athens, see also Keen 1998 and Thonemann 2009.

3 The Lycians are not listed among the Athenian allies by Thucydides (2.9).
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inscription’s author,# although the text is unfortunately poorly understood, and
no translation could be provided upon which scholars might agree.5

xbane: ese: trbbénimi: tebete: terri se milasdfitrd: pddéneke: xbdnije: izredi
ehbijedi: hdtahe: (TL 442:44—46)

It is generally assumed that the same inscription also provides evidence for a
Lycian—Persian alliance at the end of the 5th century BCE, because its author
appears to be indicated as an ally of the satrap Tissaphernes against Amorges,
the satrap who led a revolt in Caria against the king Darius 11 (413—412 BCE):

mubkale: tewéte: sima=ti: trbbeté: turaxssi: zxxdna terfi: ese: humrxxa: te-
bana terfi: hidtahe (TL 44a:53-55)

The interpretation of the infinitive tebdna as “to overwhelm, conquer, defeat”
or the like, following the accusative Humrxxd (i.e., Amorges) led scholars to
assume that this passage contained the account of the conclusion of Amorges’s
rebellion as reported by Thucydides (8.28). However, the recent analysis of the
inscription by Oreshko (2021) challenges this interpretation: his explanation
of the verb ese ... tebe- as “join with, make alliance with” radically changes the
meaning of the passage: “(the writing) of the victory when he fought at Thorax
(against) the enemy which is from Samos—(an island) facing Mykale—and
when he joined forces with Amorges.” The obvious implication is that the pas-
sage cannot refer to the rebellion of Amorges, but rather describes something

4 The name of the author of the inscription, indicated as “son of Harpagus,” originally con-
tained in line 1 of TL 44a and in the Greek epigram (TL 44c:24: [ ...]15), is unfortunately broken.
The most favored hypotheses involve Xeréi (cf,, e.g., Imbert 1894:459—461; Childs 1979; Bryce
1986:97 fn. 126) and Xeriga (cf,, e.g.,, Laroche 1974:145-146; Bousquet 1975; Schiirr 2007:32).

5 Different interpretations were provided by, e.g., Schiirr 2010:152 (“Bei Kyaneai nieder Trbben-
imi warf das Heer und den Melesandros, vor den eki, den kyaneischen, eigenhindig hdtahe”)
and Oreshko 2021138 (“[the writing] of the victory with his [own] hand over Milesander in the
neighborhood/on the plain of Kyaneiai, when he joined forces with Trbbénimi at Kyaneiai”).
For a recent explanation of Adtahe as ‘in the communal tomb, see Martinez-Rodriguez
(2023). It is not completely assured that the passage refers to the defeat of Melesander in
430/429BCE. Because other personal names in the inscription seem to point to the Deke-
lean War (413-404BCE), Thompson (1967) suggested that the Melesander mentioned here
cannot be identified with the Athenian general in Thucydides’s account. See, however, Bryce
1986:107-108.

6 Cf, e.g, Melchert 2004a:61-62 and Neumann 2007:342, with references.

7 See already Imbert 1889-1890:160.



LYCIAN AND THE ACHAEMENID EMPIRE 143

that happened before. However, Oreshko’s arguments are not conclusive,® and
we do not know of any other episode involving Amorges apart from his rebel-
lion against the Persian king.

At the beginning of the 4th century BCE, there was a conflictual situation in
western Lycia, seemingly resolved by the son of Xeriga, the dynast Arbinas/Erb-
bina, who may have moved the administrative center to Telmessos, in the west.?
Western Lycia remained firmly under Persian domination: one the inscriptions
on the sarcophagus of Pajawa at Xanthos, dating between 370 and 360BCE
based on stylistic grounds,'® mentions the Lydian satrap Autophradates,! who
is also represented in an audience scene in one of the reliefs on the monument
(west side). It is not known why the satrap Autophradates is represented on
this monument; it is possible that Pajawa contributed to the suppression of
Datames’s rebellion in Cappadocia (the so-called Revolt of the Satraps, 372—
362 BCE) by the Lycian satrap Artembares/Artturhpara.!? Conversely, in eastern
Lycia, Perikle of Limyra probably joined the rebellion against the great king
Artaxerxes 11, and apparently also succeeded in defeating Artembares in the
west and possibly conquering Telmessos.13

However, after the Revolt of the Satraps, the Persians restored their author-
ity over the country, and Lycia became part of the Carian satrapy, ruled by
Mausolus until 353 BCE, and later by Pixodarus, as is known from the trilingual
Lycian—Greek—-Aramaic inscription of the Letoon at Xanthos (N 320),!4 before
it was conquered by Alexander the Great in 334/333 BCE.

8 The comitative function of the preverb ese is not enough to exclude a hostile meaning for
the verb, and the objection that there are “enough terms which render aggressive military
actions [...] so that there is no real necessity to look for further terms with comparable
meaning” simply has no point.

9 Cf. Bryce 1986:110-111.

10  Cf. Childs 1981:76.

11 TL4od: ebeija: [xr]uwata: m=e=ije pijeté wat[aprdd]ata: xssadrapa: pa[rz]a, “These votive
offerings, Wataprddata, the Persian satrap, gave them.”

12 Cf. Childs 1981:76—77.

13 Cf TL104b:2—3: éke: ese: perikle: tebete: artturipard, “When Perikle defeated Artturhpara.”
Note, however, that Oreshko’s explanation of ese ... tebe- as “join with” (see above) would
totally change the meaning of this passage and the historical reconstruction of the events.
On the conquest of Telmessos, cf. Theopompus FGrHist 115 F 103, 17.

14  On the problems involving the date of this inscription, cf. Childs 1981:77—78 with refer-
ences.
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2 The Lycian Language

From a genealogical point of view, Lycian is an Anatolian language of the
Luwic group, of which two different varieties (or dialects) are attested: so-called
Lycian A, employed for the majority of Lycian inscriptions, and Lycian B or
Milyan,!® attested by only a few inscriptions and still partly unknown, although
it is clear that it preserves some archaic features compared to Lycian A.16

Lycian is currently attested by approximately 200 inscriptions, including
inscriptions on stone (the most numerous and the most relevant ones for the
study of the Lycian language), pottery, and metal vessels, to which one should
add several coin legends.!” Most of the inscriptions date to the 5th and 4th cen-
turies BCE. Earlier inscriptions may exist, such as N 300a (ca. 580-550BCE) and
N 300b (7th century BCE), two graffiti on pottery from Rhodes, but the Lycian
status of the texts is far from assured.!® Thus, so far, the earliest assured Lycian
inscriptions are found on two ceramic sherds dated to ca. 500 BCE, one from
Xanthos (N 313a) and one from the vicinity of Patara (see Diindar and Réveil-
hac 2021).

As for the content of Lycian inscriptions, the great majority are funerary
inscriptions, but some votive inscriptions, decrees, and a long propagandis-
tic text are attested. Furthermore, although most of the Lycian inscriptions
are monolingual, a limited number of multilingual texts are found. In most of
them, the Lycian text is sided by a Greek inscription (see Chapter 15), but in
some cases an Aramaic text is (also) found.

3 Sources for the Study of Lycian-Iranian Language Contact

Although Iranian personal names and sporadic loanwords can be found in
several Lycian inscriptions, there are few plurilingual documents containing

15  On the conventional glottonym Milyan, see Quadrio 2012.

16  For the position of Lycian within the Anatolian branch of the Indo-European family, see,
e.g., Melchert 2003¢, with references. On Milyan, see now Martinez-Rodriguez 2021a. For
the dialectology of the Luwic subgroup of the Anatolian branch, see Rieken 2017 and
Kloekhorst 2022a.

17 Lycian inscriptions have been first published by Kalinka 1901 (siglum: TL) and Neumann
1979 (siglum: N = nova). Melchert (2001b) and Réveilhac (2018) re-published the whole cor-
pus (the latter with some addenda), to which one should also add the inscriptions edited
by Christiansen (2019b). An online edition of the Lycian corpus is available on the eDiAna
project website (https://www.ediana.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/index.php). For coin legends,
see Morkholm and Neumann 1978; Vismara 1989a, 1989b, 1996; and Miiseler 2016.

18 See Neumann 1979:10—-11, with references.
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inscriptions in Aramaic, one of the administrative languages of the Achaeme-
nid Empire. Of these plurilingual inscriptions, only two also include a Lycian
text, namely a very fragmentary bilingual inscription from the Letoon at Xan-
thos (N 319, inv. no. 5743), where the Lycian text is almost completely lost (it
is uncertain whether a Greek version was also present),!® and the well-known
trilingual inscription of the Letoon (N 320),2° where the Lycian and Greek texts
are combined with an Aramaic inscription that is the shortest—but also the
most official—of the three, because it adds important administrative informa-
tion missing from the other texts, particularly the date of the decree and the
title of Pixodarus as “satrap of Caria and Lycia” (vs. “satrap of Lycia” in the other
versions). Conversely, the Lycian and Greek texts, which match each other quite
closely, added some information concerning the local administration that was
not included in the Aramaic version (e.g., the names of the local rulers), prob-
ably because it was less relevant for the Achaemenid government.

The other plurilingual inscriptions include a short Greek—Aramaic bilingual
from Limyra (TL152), in which, however, the Greek text appears to be later than
the Aramaic one,?! and a small Greek—Aramaic fragment from Xanthos.?2 It is
uncertain whether these fragments also included a Lycian version beside the
Greek and Aramaic ones. Furthermore, another Aramaic fragment was found
in the Letoon of Xanthos (inv. no. 5627), which was possibly part of a bilingual
or trilingual inscription.23

Finally, it has been suggested that the Lycian-Greek bilingual inscription
TL 45 from Xanthos, containing a fees decree of Pixodarus, was a trilingual also
including an Aramaic version, currently lost.24

As for external sources, besides two short inscriptions coming from Egypt—
N 301, engraved on a statuette of the god Min (but probably a modern
forgery),?> and N 307, on a silver head-vase belonging to the Tell el-Maskhuta
hoard, but probably manufactured in Lycia?6—and some coins with leg-

19  Cf. Neumann 1979:43 and FdX between VI 172—175.

20  Cf.FdXvL

21 Cf. Vernet and Vernet 2015, with further references.

22 Cf. Lemaire 1992.

23  Cf. FdX between v1170-172.

24  Cf. Bousquet 1986:105. It is possible that one of the two Aramaic fragments found at Xan-
thos belonged to this inscription, although the preserved text does not allow any conclu-
sion (but note that both the Aramaic fragments mention the citizens of Pinara, who also
occur in TL 45).

25 See the discussion in Neumann 1979:11-13.

26  Cf. Strong 1964. The inscription consists of three names in Lycian characters (pedrita,
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ends,?? no Lycian inscriptions are found outside Lycia. However, Lycians are
sometimes mentioned in the Achaemenid administrative sources from Perse-
polis and Babylonia, although these occurrences are not particularly helpful for
the investigation of language contact (see section 6 below).

4 Iranian Influence on Lycian

Despite Persian domination, Lycia remained relatively independent, and local
dynasts ruled the country in place of Persian satraps, at least until the end
of the 5th century BCE.28 Although Achaemenid influence appears in mon-
umental and figurative art from at least 480/470BCE (and shortly afterwards
in coinage),? likely testifying to the will of the local elites to mimic the Per-
sian style, the linguistic influence of the Old Persian and the other languages
of the Achaemenid Empire on Lycian is restricted to sporadic lexical items
mostly referring to the Persian administrative apparatus. No clear evidence of
grammatical interference has been identified so far. Besides these few loan-
words, Iranian linguistic material in Lycian inscriptions includes some personal
names and a couple of ethnonyms.

41 Onomastics and Ethnica

Lycian sources, both inscriptions and coin legends, attest 17 names of Iranian
origin (most of which are currently unattested in Iranian sources), summarized
in the following table,3° which are often invoked in the debate about Persian
influence on Lycia and have sometimes been used to suggest a significant Per-
sian settlement in Lycia after Harpagus’s conquest.

Lycian form Iranian model Greek form
Arppaxu *Arbaka "Apmoryos, ApPdxng
Arssdma *R$ama Apadung
Art(t)urhpara, Artufipara/i ~ *Rtambara Apteppapng

alixssd[(ri)tra], and mal[ija]) identifying the figures in a relief representing the Judgement
of Paris (i.e., Aphrodite, Paris, and Athena).

27  Cf. Zahle 1989:175.

28  Cf. Childs 1981:79.

29  Cf. Zahle 1989 and 1991.

30  See Schmitt 1982b for occurrences and analysis.
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Lycian form

Iranian model

Greek form

Erbbina *Arbina ApBivag, ApPrwvog
Erijaména *Ariyamana Aptapévng, Tepauévng
Ertaxssiraza *Rtaxsaca Aptaképbng, Aptakéoong
Humrxxa (Mil. Umrgga) *Humarga Apdpyns

Kizzapriina; Zisapriina *Cigafarna Tiooagépwg

Magabata *Bagapata Meyafdtyg, Bayamdatyg
Mede Mada (ethnicon) Mij8og

Mifrapata, Mizrppata *Mifrapata Mutpofdtyg
Ntarijeuse/i *Darayaus3! Aapeiog

Uténa Utana "OTdvng

Wataprddata *Vatafradata Adtogpadatng
Wexssere, Waxssere *Hvax8ara Kva&dpns

Widriina Vidrna “Y3dpwg

Wizttasppa (Mil.) Vistaspa “Yotaonyg

Besides these names with assured Iranian origin, others are also possibly Ira-
nian, but their etymology is highly uncertain: Aruwatijese/i, Ddenewele, Spp-
fitaza, Wedewié, Zagaba/Zaxaba.32

It should however be noted that some of the Iranian names attested in
Lycian sources refer to people who did not reside in Lycia (Erijaména, Ertaxssir-
aza, Humrxxa/Umrgga, Kizzapriina/Zisapriina, Ntarijeuse/i, Utédna, Wataprd-
data, Widrfina). Therefore, if we exclude the names with doubtful Iranian ori-
gin, we are left with only nine personal names—some of them possibly borne
by more than one person—referring to people who probably lived in Lycia for a
more or less extended period. However, it is difficult to evaluate both the native-
ness of these people and their relations with the local communities. Even the
occurrence of two Iranian names, Arppaxu and Erbbina, in the genealogy of
the Xanthian dynasty cannot be taken as evidence for Persian descendance; it
may simply have been a political choice to emphasize the connection with the
Persians. Furthermore, the few Iranian names attested in the inscriptions of
Roman imperial period cannot prove the existence of Persian families settled

31 Haplological form from the Old Persian Darayavaus.
32 See Schmitt 1982b:385-387 for their analysis.
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in Lycia in the Achaemenid period. All in all, these few names cannot tell us
much about the Persian presence in Lycia, and archaeological evidence sup-
porting a significant Iranian settlement is also scarce.33

Two Iranian ethnica are attested in Lycian sources: Parz(z)a- ‘Persian’
(TL 44c:2, 14; TL 40d:1—2) from Old Persian Parsa and Mede- (TL 29:7, possibly
also TL 37:3—4, as a personal name) from Old Persian Mada ‘Median.34

4.2 Loanwords

Beside personal names and ethnica, a small number of Iranian loanwords
can be detected in Lycian, mostly titles referring to the Persian administra-
tive apparatus. First of all, the name of the satrap is found: Lycian xssadrapa-
(TL 40d:1, with genitival adjective xssadrapahi in TL 44b:26) reflects the Median
outcome of Old Iranian *xsadra-pa- (vs. Old Persian x$acapavan-, cf. Schmitt
2014:284-285), as in other languages (cf. the Greek oatpdmnyg, Eatpdmyg, Ara-
maic HSTRPN’, 'HSDRPN, Akkadian ahsadrapannu, etc.). Lycian also attests the
derivative verb xssadrapaza- ‘rule as satrap’ (N 320:1), based on an unattested
noun *xssadrapaza-, adapted from the same Iranian model through the addi-
tion of the agentive suffix -aza- (cf. Melchert 2004a:85).

Less clear is the origin of the title gasabala (TL 104b:2), which, according to
the most likely hypothesis, would be aloanword from an unattested Old Persian
title "ganzabara- ‘treasurer’ (cf. Imbert 1916:341). Two difficulties make such
an explanation problematic: (1) Lycian gasa- as the rendering of Old Persian
*ganza- and (2) the irregular correspondence between [ and .3 The first prob-
lem has been resolved by Mancini (1987:41—43), who showed that an Aramaic
intermediation can account for Lycian gasa-: some Aramaic forms reflecting
Old Persian “ganza- testify that an assimilation /nz/ > /zz/ occurred in Aramaic,
thereby providing us with the model on which the Lycian gasa- depended (cf.
also Gr. yala). As to the second point, there is a likely morphological expla-
nation: Lycian has a class of agent nouns in -ala- (< *-é-leh,), also including
professional nouns (cf. the Luwian nouns built with the cognate suffix -alla-),
which makes it plausible that the Old Persian title could have been reinter-
preted as an agent noun in -ala- (cf. Sasseville 2014—2015:112 fn. 18).36

33 Cf. Bryce 1986:158-163 and Keen 1998:61-66, 76—79, with further references.

34  Cf. Schmitt 1982b:375—376 and Keen 1998:149-150. However, see a different interpretation
by Melchert (2004a:38), who suggests a stem Medes-.

35 See Benveniste 1966:103: “la forme est unique en lycien et n'autorise aucune conclu-
sion, notamment sur le rapport phonétique de r et de [ dans la langue.” Cf. also Schmitt
1982b:386.

36  See also Merlin and Pisaniello 2020:186.
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Another problematic title is haxlaza- (TL 44a:51), denoting a representa-
tive of the Persian king, clearly a compound professional noun in -aza- with
the verbal stem xla(i)- ‘take control of’ as the second member. It is unani-
mously agreed that this title is identical to asaxlaza- (N 320:5), but the cor-
respondence between the respective first elements 4a- and asa- is difficult to
explain. Because the fluctuation between /s/ and /h/ cannot be accounted for,37
Melchert (2004a:22) tentatively suggested that ~axlaza- may represent a hybrid
form with Iran. ha- matching Lyc. asa-. However, a different explanation is pro-
vided by Oreshko (2021), who reads the sequence se haxlaza in TL 44a as a single
word sehaxlaza. In this way, both the elements seha- and asa- could be traced
back to a preform *eseha/*asaha: *asaha-xla-za would have been contracted to
asa-xla-za, while *eseha-xla-za would have given seha-xla-za through aphere-
sis. However, such an explanation seems quite complicated, and the etymology
of the reconstructed element *esehia/*asaha is also problematic.38 Thus, a sat-
isfactory solution for Lyc. haxlaza- is still lacking.

Ithas been suggested that Lycian 7itipa- derives from OPers. dipi- ‘inscription’
(for the Lycian adaptation of the Old Persian /d/ cf. the personal name Ntari-

Jjeuse/i from OPers. *Darayaus), which is, in turn, a loanword (cf. Elam. tuppi <
Akkad. tuppu < Sum. dub ‘clay tablet’). The Lycian term is currently found in
only two inscriptions: the occurrence in TL 124 from Limyra appears compat-
ible with the meaning ‘inscription’ (ebéfiné xupu se=i hri=ti fitipa m=e=ti adé
uhetéi ..., “This tomb and the 7itipa that (is) on it, Uhetéi made it ..."”); however,
the occurrence in TL 88, where the word occurs with the unknown term tezi,
appears to suggest a different meaning, such as ‘sarcophagus’ or the like (se éke
lati ddaqasa m=ene fitepi tati fitipa tezi se ladd ehbi, “and when Ddaqasa is dead,
they shall put him in the 7itipa tezi, as well as his wife”).39

Finally, another loanword that is not properly Iranian, but that was intro-
duced to Lycian through the intermediation of the Achaemenid Empire, is
sixla- ‘shekel’ (TL 57:5-6; N 320:22),40 which has Semitic origin (root $g/ ‘weigh’).
However, the direct model cannot be the Persian aiyAog. The trilingual inscrip-

37  Cf however Carruba’s (1977:284) explanation: asaxlaza- < *asa-(h)axlaza.

38  According to Oreshko, it would be comparable to Luw. *azasa-, the base of *azasal(l)a/i-,
allegedly represented by the writing L1s-za-sa-li-sa in the inscription of MEHARDE (§6).
See, however, the different interpretation by Yakubovich (AcLT2), who reads L1s-za (dat.
pl.) sa-li-sa (nom.sg.).

39  Cf. Schmitt 1982b:386 with references. Recently, Seyer and Vernet (2023) have suggested
that 7itipa could mean ‘additional’ or ‘inserted.’ Thus, the passage in TL 124 would mean
something like “This tomb and that which is above in addition,” while in TL 88 one should
understand 7itipa tezi as ‘added burial place’

40  Cf. Zahle 1989:177.
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tion of the Letoon provides the equivalence between Gr. d0o dpaypds and Lyc.
sixlas, an accusative plural surprisingly not preceded by a numeral. The Lycian
text runs as follows:

se=smimati: xddazas: epi=de arawa: hdti kiiimétis: me=i=pibiti: sixlas:
“And they shall oblige the slaves, as many as they release into freedom,
(that) they shall give shekels.”*! (N 320:20-22)

Based on the evidence of TL 57, where six/a- occurs twice (first in the singu-
lar and without any numeral; second in the plural and preceded by tuprime
‘two’), Frei (1977:70—71) suggested that the plural in the Letoon trilingual should
be understood as a distributive, so that the sentence “they shall give shekels”
would mean “each one shall give (one) shekel.” Were this correct, the trilingual
would provide evidence for the equivalence between one shekel and two drach-
mas (i.e., 8.4g), which corresponds to the standard Lycian stater, ranging from
8.3 to 8.6 g. Such a weight perfectly corresponds to the Babylonian shekel stan-
dard after Darius’s reform, established at 8.4g,*? which, however, is different
from the Persian coin-shekel called aiyAog, weighing approximately 5.6 g and
matching the Lycian ada.

5 Lycian Influence on Aramaic

As mentioned, Achaemenid official sources found in Lycia only include Ara-
maic inscriptions, which are usually—and possibly always—combined with a
Lycian and a Greek version of the same text.

Anatolian lexical items occurring in the Aramaic texts found so far in Lycia
are limited to personal names, theonyms, and local toponyms. However, some
Lycian influences on Aramaic morphology and syntax can be possibly identi-
fied at the level of the single document.

5.1 Onomastics
The issue of Anatolian personal names, divine names, and toponyms in the Ara-
maic inscriptions from Lycia is somewhat problematic because, in some cases,

41 Translation by Melchert 2018.

42  Cf Bivar1985. As a further confirmation of the equivalence between one shekel and two
drachmas established by the Letoon trilingual, note that the half-shekel corresponded to
one drachma, and the Aramaic term for ‘half-shekel, zwz, was used in Pahlavi texts as a
heterogram for drahm ‘drachm’
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the Aramaic adaptation of such words appears to diverge from the alleged
model found in the Lycian version of the text. The following table provides a list
of all the Aramaic adaptations of Anatolian names occurring so far in inscrip-
tions from Lycia, together with the corresponding Lycian and Greek forms
(nouns between brackets occur outside the plurilingual documents attesting
the corresponding Aramaic forms):

Aramaic Lycian Greek

Personal names RTYM - Aptipag (2)43
'RZPY - *Apoamig (?)
KDWRS qiiturahi Kovdopaatg
KTMNW katamla, (ekatamla) ‘Exatéuvog
PGSWDI[R] pigesere, (pixesere) iEb3apog, Tikwtapog
SYMYN eseimija, seimija Twia

Theonyms 'RTMWS (ertémi, ertemi) "ApTENIS
KNDWS/S 'LH KBYDSY xfitawat(i) xbidéfine/i ~ Baotieig Kauvviog
L'TW (*leto)*4 Ay

Toponyms 'WRN arfina Edvlog, ("Apvar)*
KRK - (Kapior)
PNR (pinale) (TTivapar)
TRMYL*6 trrhmili (Tpepels, Tepuitan)
zyM[wR7|*7 (zémure) (Alppa)

As canbe seen, besides TRMYL and possibly zvym|[wr?], the other Aramaic adap-
tations do not perfectly match the corresponding Lycian forms (when attested).
Because Pixodarus was a Carian satrap, it has been suggested by Molina Valero
(2004) that Carian may have played a role in the transmission of some of these
names in Aramaic. In other words, the Aramaic adaptations would often reflect
a Carian model rather than a Lycian one. This seems to be plausible for the
name of the satrap and his father: Pixodarus may originally be a Carian name

43 On this name, see also Chapter 7, section 2.1.

44  Indirectly attested in the relational adjective le9 ‘of Leto’ (< *letehi) found in TL 44b:61.
45  Attested in Stephanus of Byzantium.

46 Seemingly used as a toponym, although the Lycian model is an ethnicon.

47  Cf. Vernet and Vernet 2015.
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composed by the stem pik- ‘splendor’ (= Luw. piha-)*® and the possible Carian
outcome of PA *sowedor ‘horn,*? and the name of the satrap Hekatomnos is
attested in Carian as ktmiio-.50

The origin of the Lycian name griturahi is not clear.’! However, in any case,
the preservation of /s/ in the Aramaic adaptation kDwWRs makes it difficult
to take the Lycian form as the model,>2 although the same phenomenon can
be observed in some Greek adaptations of Lycian names, e.g., [lopaotpatis <
purihimete- (vs. Iuptpatis and Topwatig). For (e)seimija, Carruba (1977:295)
suggested a Semitic origin, quoting Xeiutog < Esmun at Hierapolis, which could
explain the final nasal in the Aramaic form, possibly restored by a scribe
who recognized the name. However, it may instead be an Anatolian name,>3
which would leave the final -n in symyn unexplained, and the possibility of an
accusative case ending transferred to the Aramaic text is very unlikely (note the
Lycian accusative eseimiju).

The theonym kNpws/s ‘LH’ kBYDSY matches Lyc. xritawat(()- xbidérine/i
“King of Kaunos,” but the correspondence is not perfect, because both the
ending -s/s in the first name and -sy in the toponym cannot depend on the
Lycian form. Therefore, Adiego (1995:19—21) suggested a Carian origin, although
the exact Carian form to be reconstructed is quite debated.>* After a care-
ful reconsideration of previous hypotheses, Simon (2024:334—341) suggested
that kNDws—the correct form, according to Vernet (2021a:85 fn. g)—perfectly
reflects *k(V)o(V)w(V)r, the reconstructed nom.sg. of the Carian noun for king’
(matching Luw. hantawatt(i)-), whereas kBYDSY could be analyzed, following
Vernet (2021a:89—90), as the gen.sg. of the Carian name of the city Kaunos
(kbid-) with the addition of an Aramaic nisba.

The curse formulae in the three versions of the Letoon trilingual involve
different deities: the Lycian text mentions the piitréiini mother of the local

48  See Adiego 2007a:337 for this stem.

49  The Lycian form pig/xesere is an odd adaptation. As suggested by Schiirr (2001:104), the
element -sere may be a translation of Car. */so:dar/, if it can be traced back to the root *ker-
‘horn. See also eDiAna s.v. Cuneiform Luwian §awatar ‘horn’ (https://www.ediana.gwi.uni
-muenchen.de/dictionary.php?lemma=798).

50  Cf. Adiego 2007a:378 and Adiego 2023:12—14. The Lycian form (e)katamla shows dissimila-
tion (note that the cluster /mn/ is currently not attested in Lycian; cf. Melchert 1994:297—
299).

51 Cf. Neumann 2007:306.

52 The correspondence between d and 7it is not problematic (cf. Gr. AepoxAeidng > Lyc. ite-
muxlida; OPers. *Darayaus > Lyc. fitarijeuse/i).

53 Cf. Neumann 1996:147.

54  See,e.g, Schiirr 1998:145-147, Molina Valero 2004:1015-1016, Vernet 2021a.
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sanctuary, her children, and Eliyana; the Greek text has Leto, the descendants,
and the nymphs; and the Aramaic version mentions Leto, Artemis, and Satra-
pati. Although Leto and Satrapati are not problematic,5® the name of Artemis,
‘RTMWS, shows a {(w) that may point to the Lydian form artimu-, rather than
Lyc. erté/emi and Gr. "Aptepig, perhaps with Old Persian intermediation.56

The Aramaic name of the city of Xanthos, 'WrnN, cannot depend on the
Lycian toponym arina, but it looks more similar to the form attested in Hittite
and Luwian sources, awarna.5” The Carian form of this toponym is not attested
so far, such that we cannot determine whether the Aramaic form may be based
on it. Furthermore, the name of Pinara, PNR, found in two Aramaic fragments
from Xanthos, shows an (r) that is also found in the Greek name of this city,
ivapa, but it is not original: the Lycian form is pinale,>® and the city is attested
in Hittite and Luwian sources as pinali.5°

Finally, one last case of mismatch between the three versions of the Letoon
trilingual should be addressed here. The Lycian and the Greek texts appear to
concern the establishment of a cult for two gods, the King of Kaunos and a
deity called arKKazuma/Apxeapa, whose identity is not clear. Conversely, the
Aramaic version is different, involving a dedication for kxNDWS 'LH’ KBYDSY
WKNwTH, “the King, god of Kaunos, and his colleagues.” Dupont-Sommer
(FdX v1:146) wondered whether the scribe of the Aramaic version could have
replaced an original theonym with a generic designation in the form of a
“pluriel d’intensité désignant un personnage supérieur, éminent, divin.” A dif-
ferent solution has been proposed by Carruba (1999), who suggested that the
Aramaic version may instead be the most reliable one. In his view, the Ara-
maic term may be the translation of a Carian noun referring to the divine circle
of the King of Kaunos, derived from the same base of the Hittite verb irhai-
[arhai- ‘make the round, enumerate, conclude, which designated the serial
offerings to the gods in the Hittite rituals (although the common Hittite term
for the divine circle is kaluti-). Such a hypothesis involves some formal prob-
lems, so Vernet (2023) suggested that the theonym might rather reflect a Carian
compound consisting of ar- ‘companion’ (cf,, e.g,, Hitt. ara- ‘id’) and a form
perhaps comparable to Hieroglyphic Luwian has(s)ammi- ‘mighty’. Conversely,

55  See Vernet 2021b, with references.

56  See Simon 2024:341-342, with references.

57  Cf.KUB19.55 + KBo18.117 l.e. 1-6 (LNS, CTH 182), YALBURT 13 § 3, EMiRGAZi block B1. 3.

58  See Melchert 2004a:50 for the occurrences. On the problems related to the correspon-
dences between Lycian, Greek, and Aramaic as far as the name of this city is concerned,
see also Merlin and Pisaniello 2020.

59  Cf KUB 19.55 + KBo 18.117 L.e. 1-6 (LNS, CTH 182), YALBURT 12 §§2-3, YALBURT 13 §2,
EMIiRGAZi block B1. 3.
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the Lycian and the Greek versions would have reproduced the Carian term as
a loanword.5? However, one should also note that dpxéatpog exists in Greek as
a derived adjective from dpxeais ‘help, attested as a personal name in Attica,
Euboea, and Rhodes. Therefore, it is possible that Apxeaipua should be regarded
as the adaptation of an original Carian name intended to match a Greek native
word not too distant in meaning from the model, which could also explain the
formal mismatch with the Lycian arKKazuma.

5.2 Grammatical Interference

The word order with a topicalized object in initial position found in the Ara-
maic texts of the bilingual inscription from Limyra (TL 152) and the Greek—
Aramaic fragment from Xanthos is consistent with the marked word order
common to most Lycian funerary inscriptions. This is, however, quite common
in Aramaic votive inscriptions, as shown by other examples from Asia Minor
and Egypt.6!

More complex is the issue of word order in the Letoon trilingual inscription.
The Lycian, Greek, and Aramaic texts all include a number of sentences having
the verb in first position with respect to the subject and the object. Such a coin-
cidence might be explained as a document-level influence of one language on
the other two (although we should keep in mind that Pixodarus belonged to
a Carian dynasty, and phenomena of language contact in this inscription may
involve languages other than those found on the monument).62 Were this the
case, which language would be regarded as the model? Aramaic may seem like a
good candidate, having a common vso order. However, Folmer’s (1995:521-587)
analysis has shown that, unlike Old Aramaic (with few exceptions), the word
order of Achaemenid Aramaic does not require the verb to be at the begin-
ning of the sentence, although it is sometimes found there, and one should
also consider the different status of the Aramaic text compared to the Lycian
and Greek versions. On the other hand, several Lycian inscriptions include sen-
tences with the verb in first position, such that Garrett (1994:30—31) suggested
that the basic Lycian word order was in fact vso. This is potentially untrue,
because some examples appear to indicate an unmarked svo word order,%3 but

60  According to Carruba, based on the Lycian form, the origin of this term should be traced
back to a Hittite or Luwian ablative of the noun arha- + the suffix -uma (= ancient -umna):
*arhaz-uma vs. “arhati-uma.

61 Cf. Folmer 1995:563-564.

62  Also note the initial verb at the beginning of the Lycian and Greek text of TL 45 ([ pijet]e
=fin=¢€ pixe[s]ere = &3wnev I1iEGSapos), which was perhaps a trilingual inscription (see
above).

63  Cf. Kloekhorst 2011:17-18.
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sentences beginning with a verb are nevertheless quite common and may rep-
resent a stylistically preferable choice in Lycian. Also note that some Lycian
sentences without a direct match in the Greek and Aramaic versions of the
Xanthos trilingual still show a verb in initial position. Therefore, it is likely that
Lycian should be regarded as the model language, at least as far as word order
in the Greek version is concerned.54

On the morpho-syntactic level, one may observe occasional lack of agree-
ment in gender in the Aramaic texts from Asia Minor. In Lycia, there is only
one example: SNT HD “first year” in N 320:1. Such a phenomenon is usually
explained by invoking the absence of a feminine grammatical gender in the
Anatolian languages, which distinguish between only a common and a neuter
gender. However, as noted by Folmer (1995:743), the same phenomenon can
be also found elsewhere in Aramaic. Also note that the case mentioned above
occurs in the dating formula at the beginning of the Aramaic text, which has
no counterpart in the Lycian and the Greek versions. Even if this example were
due to the influence of an Anatolian language, it might not have been Lycian.

6 Lycians in the Achaemenid Sources

Although Lycians are not attested in Old Persian royal inscriptions, the tur-
miriyap (an ethnicon attested in several variants adapted from Lyc. triimile/i-
‘Lycian, derived from triimis- ‘Lycia), with Elamite plural ending p) frequently
occur in several Elamite administrative tablets from the Persepolis Fortification
Archive.®5 In these texts, Lycians are attested as workers (kurta$) and are never
mentioned with their personal names.

Conversely, in Babylonian sources of Achaemenid period, Lycians are cur-
rently attested in only one tablet from the Muras archive at Nippur (second
half of the 5th century BCE).56 This text mentions five possibly Anatolian per-
sonal names, three of which refer to people explicitly indicated as Lycians (*“ta-
ar-mi-la-a-a = [tarmilaya/): Tilapa (™ti-la-pa-’), perhaps to be compared with
TAnmag (attested in Pisidia), his father Minna (™mi-in-na-’), also occurring in
other texts of the archive, possibly corresponding to the names Muwvag, Mwvig,

64  See also Melchert 2021: 357-358.

65  See Schmitt 2003 and especially Tavernier 2015 (with an explanation of the attested vari-
ants and a broad discussion on the different sources); cf. also Hallock 1969:764—765 for
the occurrences. Conversely, Lycians are never attested so far in the administrative tablets
found in the Persepolis Treasury Archive.

66  PBSII/1, 53 (Darius II, 422 BCE).
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Muwviwv, etc., attested in several regions of Anatolia.6” Three other names are
quite uncertain: ™ar’-[...]-ga- (but other readings are possible), ™ad-ra-BAR-
UD-Ai, and ™na-bi/ga-la-an-ga.%® Note, however, that none of these names has
a clear Lycian etymology—not even an assured Anatolian one.%9

7 Concluding Remarks

This chapter has addressed the issue of language contact between Lycian and
the languages in use in the Achaemenid Empire (particularly, Aramaic and Ira-
nian languages). Despite the inclusion of Lycia in the Carian satrapy, language
contact phenomena appear rather superficial, involving only the adaptation of
proper names and sporadic borrowings, mostly titles (e.g., xssadrapa- and gasa-
bala-) and other technical terms (sixla-), which—at most—show the degree
of impact that the Achaemenid administration may have had on local poli-
tics. This can be further confirmed by the trilingual inscription of the Letoon, a
decree most likely issued by the Carian satrap Pixodarus (despite it being pre-
sented as the initiative of the Xanthians), whose Aramaic version was a rather
different document—and probably the official one, from the perspective of
the Achaemenid administration—compared to the Lycian and Greek versions,
because, on the one hand, it included important administrative information
lacking in the other versions; on the other hand, it did not include as many
details concerning local matters.

No example of relevant grammatical interference can be observed, which
further shows that these languages had a different status compared to Greek,
whose interplay with the epichoric language was more extensive, as will be dis-
cussed in Chapter 15.

67  Cf. Zgusta KPN 317—-318 and Curbera 2013:133.

68  On these names, cf. Eilers 1940:206—215 and Tavernier 2015170-173, with further refer-
ences.

69  One may note that the element pa in Tilapa could somehow match the element -piya
frequently occurring in Anatolian personal names, but Lycian names usually have the par-
ticiple -pijemi as second member. As for Minna, there are some Lycian personal names that
might possibly be compared (Mfinétahi, Miineteide, Miinuhe), but a perfect match is not
currently found.



CHAPTER 7

Lydian and the Languages of the Achaemenid
Empire

Elena Martinez-Rodriguez

1 Introduction!

The so-called Lydian Empire met its end in 546 BCE when Harpagus, the Medi-
an general of Cyrus the Great, sacked and destroyed Sardis during his military
campaign in Anatolia. Under the reign of its last king, Croesus, the Lydian
power—which had already incorporated the former Phrygian power into its
territory—had expanded its borders beyond the regions of the Halys River.
Prior to that, interactions between the Lydians and their Iranian neighbors in
the east are indirectly referred to by later Greek historiographical sources.?

Most of the Lydian inscriptions date from the Achaemenid period, which
appears to have been a prosperous and wealthy moment for the Lydians that
lasted until Alexander’s conquest of Anatolia in 333 BCE. Although Sardis was
established as one of the main administrative centers of the Achaemenid
power in the west, the Iranian names and titles related to the Persian domina-
tion in Lydian are, paradoxically, fewer than in Lycian, which remained mostly
under the control of local rulers. However, this reduced number may be illu-
sory, for the compilation of Lydian loanwords is conditioned by our incomplete
understanding of this language. Neither can we rule out the possibility that
this contradictory situation reflects Lycian efforts to show a favorable inclina-
tion toward the Achaemenid power by adopting, especially, personal names,
thereby producing the external effect of a marked Iranization.

The treatment of the Iranian material is subject to some methodological
considerations that concern both the sources and the terminology employed.

1 IthankIgnasi Adiego for his valuable comments and discussion on the manuscript. Needless
to say, I remain solely responsible for any errors contained herein.

2 For instance, and according to Herodotus (1.74), the conflict between the Mermnad Alyattes
and the Median Cyaxares, which ended around 585 BCE by means of a dynastic intermarriage.
On a contemporaneous level, Assyrian sources indirectly report glimpses of Lydian history,
such as Gug(g)u of Luddi asking for assistance against the Cimmerian attacks, who is to be
identified with the Heraclid king Gyges in Greek historiography (The Rassam Cylinder, 644—
636 BCE, Pedley 1972:82). For a recent state of the art on Lydian history, see Payne 2023b.
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First, due to the reduced number of Achaemenid inscriptions, the bulk of Per-
sian personal names must be, in many cases, reconstructed in an Old Persian
form that is based on indirect attestations. These indirect forms, also called
collateral tradition, are constituted principally by the languages spoken in the
sphere of the Achaemenid power, mainly Elamite and Babylonian—but also
Aramaic, the administrative language of the Achaemenid Empire through-
out its territory—which conforms a linguistic variant itself (Imperial Aramaic)
defined by its high level of standardization. Consequently, linguistic contact
from Persian to Lydian comprises at least two levels of traceability: the com-
parison of direct textual material found in Lydia, particularly Aramaic, and the
thorough examination of individual elements that may respond to an Iranian-
speaking component in the Lydian territory, although highly difficult to deter-
mine. According to this situation, the above material is classified, following
Tavernier (2007), as direct, semi-direct, and indirect attestations of Persian.

A second problematic approach involves the use of the term Median, both
politically and linguistically, which has direct implications in explaining the
presence in Lydian (and other languages) of one or another variant of the
commonly known Iranian Median/Persian doublets. One of the most firmly
established beliefs around the early steps of the Achaemenid power is that
its political rule was adopted from the so-called Median Empire, which the
Persians succeeded. As a consequence, non-Persian Iranian technicisms and
administrative terms have traditionally been assumed to be Median loanwords
under the argument of political prestige (e.g., Med. x§a@yadiya- ‘king’), which is
known as the Théorie de 'emprunt (see literature review in Rossi 2010:197).

However, a lineal inheritance of political powers has been challenged, from
an historiographic perspective, to be only sustained in the Greek Herodotean
view, whose use of the term Persian is mainly political, and which may neglect
the Iranian ethnical diversity that might have constituted the Achaemenid
sphere of power. This statement was accompanied by a dialectological debate,
opposed to the theory of borrowing, that proposed three different explanations
(an inner Persian early dialectal variation, a situation of diglossia, or the spe-
cific use of Achaemenid Persian in the royal inscriptions as an administrative
language) as possible alternatives to the traditional Persian-Median pairing
(see Rossi 2021:54-55).

The debate remains open, and, for the present chapter, it shall suffice to bear
in mind that the label Median, linguistically speaking, is applied to non-Persian
Iranian variants found in Old Persian/Achaemenid sources, and that an ethno-
historical attribution to these forms may be subject to revision in the coming
years within the field of Iranology.?

3 Even if the Neo-Assyrian sources mention the toponym Mada and refer to their location in
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This chapter will review, in relation to Lydian, two general conceptions
found in early literature around Achaemenid language contact to the west:
1) that Anatolian languages operated as an intermediary between Iranian and
Greek, and 2) that a strong Iranization of Anatolia can be perceived from ono-
mastics in the Greek local tradition. Both statements have onomastics as a
pivotal source of study, mainly because our understanding of Lydian remains
a work in progress, but also because the bilingual material can shed light on
some questions of linguistic contact between Lydian and the languages of the
Achaemenid Empire.

2 Onomastics and Phonetic Interference
2.1 Iranian Names in Lydian, Aramaic from Lydia, and Greek Sources
Old Persian Lydian Aramaic Greek

A-r-t-x-$-¢- [RtaxSaca-| ArtaksasSa (|Artaksaersa) RTHSSS Aptaépys (/Aptakéoons, Tralleis)

*Rtima- Artima- | Artyma- ‘RTYM  ApTipog
*Rta-pana- Artapana- --- ApTamdvng
Mi$ra- (DN) Mitrata- - Mibpdtyg (?)
id. Mitridasta- -- Several
*Raucdaka-|*Rocaka-|  Rasaka- RZK ‘Pwadnns/ Poradnyg
*Raucaka-
? Partara- === [Maptapag
2.1.1 Directly Transmitted (i.e., Iranian Names Written in Old Persian
cuneiform)

i. Artaksassa-. Only one of the Achaemenid kings’ throne names, Artaxerxes,
has endured in Lydian sources (Lw 2:1, 41:1—-2%, 71:3%, LW/N 115:1). Lydian Artak-
sassa- (Lw 2:1) faithfully reflects the phonetics of Old Persian /Rtaxsaca-/ (A-r-

a northern region, no evidence of an organized palatial system is deduced from written or
archaeological data. The so-called Median question is featured, as Rossi (2010:296) states, by
standing “between linguistic history and ethno-historical reconstruction.” Mohammadpour
and Soleimani (2022) address the effects of present-day nationalist politics on the historical
narrative and its consequences for shaping the disciplines dealing with the ancient history of
Iranian territory.
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t-x-$-¢-, Schmitt 2011:105), also represented under the Aramaic form 'rRTHSSS in
the Lydo-Aramaic bilingual (kA1 260:1), and which parallelly survives in a Greek
inscription from Caria, Apta&éooyg (Tralleis 139, Gusmani 1980:33). This Greek
form from Tralleis differs from the canonical naming of the Hellenic tradition,
Aptaképkyg, which is generally explained as an assimilation of the second ele-
ment to the (also throne) name, E¢p&yg (cf. OPers. /XSayar$a-/, X-§-y-a-r-$-a).*

In turn, the Greek form Eép&ng, whose origin is still debated (cf. OPers.
[X8ayar$a-/, X-s-y-a-r-$-a), bears a striking resemblance to Elamite /Ksersa-/
(Ik-$e-ir-(is)-sa), which, according to Schmitt (2011:270—271), is adapted from
a two-syllable Olran. *Xsairsa or *Xsérsa. It is not impossible, then, that an
unattested Anatolian form might have operated between Elamite /Ksersa-/ and
Greek E¢p&y. Parallelly, the canonical Greek Aptakép&ns finds correlated forms
in Lyd. Artaksaersa (Lw/N 115:1) and Lyc. Ertaxssiraza (TL 44b:59-60).

Therefore, epichoric names from Anatolia show two traditions. Besides the
official Iranian form with a straight transmission in Lydian, Aramaic, and Greek
from Caria (OPers. Rtaxsaga- > Lyd. Artaksassa-, Aram. 'RTHSSS, Gr. [Tralleis]
Aptakéooms), we are left with some variants that resemble the Greek canonical
form Apraképtng (cf. Lyd. Artaksaersa, Lyc. Ertaxssiraza).?

The notion of an Anatolian language acting as an intermediate source be-
tween Persian and Greek is commonly assumed (Mancini 1991). Neverthe-
less, the recently discovered Lydian inscription Lw/N 115 may challenge this
view. Lydian Artaksaersa- (LW/N 11511, noted by the editors as a scribal error:
Artaks{a}ersa, Gusmani and Akkan 2004:147) is likely to have been reintro-
duced from Gr. Aptakép&ng, rather than being a genuine adaptation of an Ira-
nian variant. This idea is, in turn, supported by the Lydian form satrapa- present
in the same inscription and indicated by the editors of the inscription as an
adaptation from Greek (see Lyd. satrapa- below in Section 3.1.).

That the hesitance in the pronunciation of Old Persian Rtaxsaga- may have
produced different spellings appears to be substantiated by similar variants
attested in other languages, such as the Persian form Ardaxca$¢a in the Venice
Vase (AVsa, of unknown provenance, Kent 1950:157), or the shortened Aram.
‘RTHS in Egypt (TAD B 3.31, cf. regular 'RTHSSS).

4 However, it is impossible to determine whether the forms with a broken ending in Lw 41:1—
2* (Arta [...]) and Lw 71:3" (Artaksa [ ...]) belong to the form Artaksassa- or to the alternative
Artaksaersa- (LW/N 115:1) that appears in one of the most recently found Lydian inscriptions
(Gusmani and Akkan 2004), and which certainly recalls the Greek form Aptaép&ng.

5 Tavernier (2007:305) reconstructs an Iranian *Rtaxsayarsa- as the source of Lyd. Artaksaersa
and Gr. Aptaképbyc and separates it from Lyc. Ertaxssiraza-. For the latter, the author proposes
a form *Rtaxsiraga-, which may be connected to Bab. Ar-tak-a-hi-si through a hypocoristic for-
mation *Rtaxsi- < *Rta-x$-iya- (Tavernier 2007:306).
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Ergo, not all single names attested in secondary tradition may be recon-
structed from an Old Persian form (e.g., Lyd. Artaksaersa- from Gr. Apta&épgy,
rather than from **Rtaxsayarsa, Tavernier 2007:305), and, at the same time,
not every variant can be attributed to a process of contaminatio: that is to say,
variants might have been parallelly originated in different languages through
processes of shortening or dissimilation due to similar difficulties in pronounc-
ing the two sibilant consonantal groups in a row (cf. OPers. Ardaxcas¢a, AVsa;
Aram. 'RTHS, TAD B 3.3:1).

2.1.2 Semi-directly Transmitted (i.e., Iranian Names Written in Imperial
Aramaic Sources from Anatolia)

ii. Artima- (li-poss. adj., Lw 42:3, but Artyma- in seal Lw 104). It appears as Apti-
nog in Greek sources from Lycia, Pamphylia (LGPN v.B 69), Kybiratis, Milya,
and Pisidia (LGPN V.C 64), and as 'RTYM in Aramaic of Lycia (TAM II 3, 1025) as
well as in a cylinder seal of unknown provenance (mid-late 5th century, Bivar
1961:119). The name goes back to Olran. *Rtima- (cf. Bab. Ar-ti-im and Elam. Ir-
ti-ma), hypocoristic from the widespread Rta-names (Schmitt 1982a:30).

The similar set of Greek names Aptends and Apteipog (LGPN V.B 62, LGPN
v.C 58-59) are rather to be connected to the theophoric names of DN Artemis
(cf. Lyc. Erttemi, Vernet 2016). Note that Gérard (2005:36—37) attributes a more
opened phonetic value to (i) in Lyd. Artima-, for which reason it could either
fall into the theophorics Aptepdg/Apteiuag or be influenced by them (cf. (i/y/e)
alternation in gid, qyd, ged and {i/y) sirma/syrma, as stated by the author).

2.1.3 Indirectly Transmitted (i.e., Attested in Collateral Traditions from
Neighboring Languages, or Greek Literary Sources)

iii. Artapdna- (li-poss. adj., Lw 8:5). From OPers. *Rta-pana- ‘under Arta’s pro-
tection’ (Elam. Ir-da-ba-na Tavernier 2007:299, Gr. Aptamdwyg, Schmitt 1982a:
29), already identified by Gusmani (1980:33), who abandoned his early asso-
ciation with the very widespread Persian name AptdBavog (1964:62), carried
by Darius’s brother Artabanus, from *Rta-banu- ‘having the splendor of Arta’
(Schmitt 1982a:29), cf. Aram. 'RTBNW (Tavernier 2007:293).

iv. Theophorics related to the god Mithra are notably widespread through-
outthe Achaemenid Empire. In the case of Lydian, two variants coexist, “Midra-
and *Midri-, both stemming from a Median form (cf. OPers. *Mica-, Tavernier
2007:43). On the one hand, Lyd. Mitrata- (Lw 23:4, 241°) is analyzed as an
ata-hypocoristic (*Mi%ra-ata-, Tavernier 2007:252).6 On the other hand, Lydian

6 The association with Mibpdtg (Schmitt 1982a:32) appears isolated (x2: Media first cen-
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presents the form Mitridasta- (Lw 23:5, 2318, 2411, 24:22, 24:23, 24:27), whose
i-vocalic stem would correspond to an adjectival derivation *Midri-s ‘the Mith-
raic one.”” The subsequent steps in the Lydian derivation are unclear. Schmitt
(1982a:32) refers to three different Iranian analyses of the second element
-dasta-: ‘given by Mitra, ‘granted by Mitra,” and ‘Mitra’s hand’ (Tavernier 2007:
485 with references). However, as Oreshko points out (2019:217), -dasta- re-
mains quite isolated as an onomastic element in the Iranian milieu. For this
reason, considering his reformulation of the phonetic value of Lyd. {d) as an
approximant /j/, the author proposes the pronunciation of Lyd. Mitridasta- as
/Mitri-jasta-/, allowing the identification of the second element of the anthro-
ponym with the Iranian root yaz- ‘to worship’; hence ‘Mitra-Worship’ (see the
details of this derivation in Oreshko 2019:21-219).

The fricative of *MiSra-/Midri- is adapted in most of the languages of the
Achaemenid Empire, as in Lydian, by means of a voiceless alveodental stop
(cf. Elam., Bab., Lyd. Mitr-, Aram. MTR®), with the exception of Lycian (Midr-,
Mizr-). The fricatives in the case of Lycian may be the product of a secondary
development caused by contact with the dental trill, as well as by the direct
adaptation of the fricative in Iranian *Mi%ra-. In the case of Lydian, however, it
is difficult to assert whether the /t/ rendering (Mitr-) reflects a secondary trans-
mission from the languages that have already adapted the name with a voice-
less alveodental stop (i.e., Elamite, Babylonian, or Aramaic), or is the proper
Lydian adaptation from the Iranian pronunciation of the fricative /8/.

In Greek, the preservation of the aspirated dental stop /t?/ (MBpa-/Mipt-
/MiBpo-) coexists with the voiceless alveodental stop variant (Mitpa-/ Mitpt-/
Muitpo-). Interestingly, the distribution of the Greek forms between /Mitr-/ and
/Mifr-/ in literary sources appears consistent within the chronological frame-
work. The variants transmitted with {t) appear attested in Aeschylus (6th—5th
centuries BCE, Mitpoyabvg, Pers. 43) and Herodotus (5th century BCE, Mitpa
1131, Mitpaddtyg 1.110, 121, Mitpodty)g 3.120, 126, 127), whereas the variants with
(8> have alate distribution (e.g., Plutarch, first century ck, Mifpdata Artax. 15).
The spread of the (8} variants throughout the Hellenic world appears to have
a direct correlation with the increase of the Greco-Iranian direct contacts from
the Hellenistic period onward, and, in particular, after the conflicts involving
the Pontic king Mithridates vi Eupator with Rome, also referenced in Plutarch’s

tury BCE, CIG 3.4674, and partially restored Attica 4th—3rd centuries BCE, SEG 13:140) com-
pared to the wide diffusion of the name in Anatolia itself.

7 According to Tavernier, who reconstructs *Midri-s ‘the Mithraic one’ in relation, however, to
Aram. MTRS (2007:253).
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works. In addition, the fricativization of Greek aspirated stops (in this case {8)
[th/ > [6/) during the koiné further supports the distribution of the attestations.®

This is not to say that all Greek (t) variants trace back to a late source, for a
secondary development of the fricative in contact with the trill could account
for Greek Mibp° (¢ > ¢ /_r). In this sense, note that the Greek military and
historian Xenophon, who arrived at Babylon in the 401BCE after joining the
expedition of Cyrus the Younger against Artaxerxes II—and who can therefore
be regarded as first-hand testimony—accounts for both variants, Mifp1ddtyg
(Anab. 2.5.35) and Mrtpofdtys (Hell. 1.3.12).° Thus, for what the presence of
[t/ concerns, Greek /Mitr-/ variants may have Lydian as one of their potential
sources of transmission.

V. Partara- (LW 40:2). The connection with Iranian *Fratara- (Gusmani
1980:40) from Old Persian fratara- ‘erster, vorderer’ was rejected by Schmitt
(1982a:31). Tavernier (2007:487) also proposes the interpretations *partara-
‘warrior’ (Av. parat-) or the ethnonym *Par$a-ra- ‘Parthian’ (Elam. Bar-sa-ra).
This presents a straightforward phonetic adaptation in the Greek counterpart
of the Greco-Lydian bilingual (Gr. Iaptapag).

vi. Historiographical accounts in Greek secondary sources provide the
names of a handful of Iranian satraps and generals who allegedly operated
in Anatolia. Some of these names recall—with varying degrees of accuracy—
those anthroponyms attested by Lydian; however, in the absence of an Aramaic
attestation from Anatolia or a direct Old Persian form, any associations must
be approached with caution. This is the case of the historiographical reference
by Diodorus Siculus to the Persian satrap Pwaduns (first century BCE, 16.47.2,
17.20.6,7), alternatively as ‘Poigdxyg by Plutarch (first c. CE Cim. 10.8, Alex. 16),
which appears in the Lydian inscription Lw/N 115 as Ra$aka- (Gusmani and
Akkan 2004:147). The name was classified as Iranian and put in connection
with Aram. Rzk from Egypt (Schmitt, apud Gusmani and Akkan 2004:148 fn.
20). Parallelly, Tavernier (2007:284) linked the Greek forms ‘Poigdxy and "Pwod-
xng to *Raucaka- | *Rocaka- | *Raucaka-, a -ka-extension variant of *Raucah-

8 Itisimportant to bear in mind that the endurance of a given form in the literary tradition is
conditioned by the effects of both posterior copying and modern edition processes; for this
reason, a revision of the stemma codicum and the apparatus criticus of the works containing
these forms is a desideratum. I thank Ignasi Adiego for this observation.

9 In the epigraphic material from Anatolia, attestations with fricative variant /Miér°/ are par-
ticularly productive from the second century BCE (sec. compilation by LGPN, s.v.). The oldest
attestation, MiBpaddtng (LGPN V.A 316-7), dates between 340—266 BCE in the Pontos region,
where the Mithridatic Dynasty originated. Conversely, /Mitr°/ variants are scarcely found,
not even compiled by LGPN, and of difficult dating, according to the collection available at
https://epigraphy.packhum.org/.
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‘light’ Lydian Rasaka- is hardly the source of Greek ‘Pwgdxvg nor Poiadurg,
which appears to reflect the diphthong of the initial syllable in Iranian. It has
been argued that the inscription (Lw/N 115) containing Rasaka- shows a notable
Greek influence, which points to an apparent Greek to Lydian direction of the
contact, as other elements of the inscription seem to indicate (see Artaksassa-
above, 2.1.a.i, and satrapa- below, 3.1.). Nevertheless, the vocalic timbre in the
equations (Gr. ‘Powgduys / Pwaduys vs. Lyd. Rasaka-) likely responds to indepen-
dent receptions of the Iranian name.1°

vii. Lydian theonym Pakilli- and anthroponym Pakiwa- have been largely dis-
cussed in relation to the name of the Greek god Bacchus, on the basis of both
epigraphical (Lw 20 Greco-bilingual Lyd. Pakiwa- = Gr. Aiévvo-) and literary
sources (Euripides in The Bacchants, referring to the Lydian origin of Bacchus).
The long-standing debate revolves around the direction of the adoption, and
even in the latest literature on the topic, opposing ideas are sustained (e.g.,
Oettinger 2021:117 in favor of a Lydian origin, but Garnier and Sagot 2020:171
fn. 6 postulating a Greek Ionian source). Regardless of the direction of the
borrowing, the association between the two gods must be post-Mycenaean, as
Oettinger (2021:117) emphasizes in relation to the dating of Dionysus (Myc. DN
di-wo-nu-so).

Lydian presents two separate formations, PN Pakiwa- and DN Pakilli-. The
first is inflected only in -li-derivatives (Pakiwali-, on li-suffix see Gérard 2005:
86), marking either a patronymic (Lw 20, Lw 21) or possession (Lw 51 and
Lw10:22). The identification of the second, DN Pakilli, as a god name, is inferred
from the pairing with the theonym Armta in Lw 22 (lin. 9, kawe=k Pakillis
Armta=k “and the priest of Pakilli and Armta”), and its use as a name of the
calendar month in the Lydo-Aramaic bilingual ([o]rad isIA PakillA “in the iSA
month of Pakilli,” Lw 1:2/KA1 260:1).

Interestingly, Gusmani (1964:74—75) connected Lyd. Paki° with the epichoric
Greek names Bayytog (Pergamon, Hell.) and Bdxig (x3, North Black Sea, 3rd—
2nd c. BCE), of which several variants are attested in Anatolia.!! However, it

10  Lydian diphthongs /aw, ow, ew/ are preserved in Lydian (Gérard 2005:47), such that we
must assume “Rocaka- as the potential source, followed by a change /o/ > /a/. Note that,
diachronically, accented *6 is preserved only if preceded by a labiovelar (*Cwd- > *Co,
Gérard 2005:41); otherwise > a. Whether this constraint is to be applied to the phonetic
adaptation of foreign personal names depends on further future examples of names con-
taining /o/. A second possibility accounting for Lyd. /a/ is to explain an opening process
of /o/ > a, caused by the previous trill /r/ (**Rosaka- > Rasaka-), analogous to the opening
caused in *u > 0 (Gérard 2005:40).

11 For a compilation of the attestations with phonetic discussion, see Martinez-Rodriguez
forthcoming.
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is important to note that Greek sources of Asia Minor attest a series of epi-
choric Baya-names (Bdyag, Bayatedg, Bayyg, Baywag, LGPN V.A 95), long known
in the field of Iranology to derive directly from Iranian theophorics containing
OPers. Baga- ‘god’ (Zwanzinger 1973:40), perhaps transmitted in Greek through
other languages of the Achaemenid Empire (cf. Gr. Bayamndtyg ~ Aram. BGPT,
Bab. Bag-"-a-pa-a-tuy, from *Baga-pata- ‘protected by god’ (Tavernier 2007:137),
and also found in place names (e.g., Lydian toponym Bdyg, modern Giire, KON
§123-1). The phonetic coincidence between Lyd. Paki® and Iranian Baya- in the
point of articulation (the labial stop p/b, and the velar stop k/g) might respond
to an association between the Lydian and the Persian divinities. In turn, this
connection may be supported on calendar grounds.

In the Lydo-Aramaic bilingual, Lydian Pakilli- is part of a dating formula
(Lw1 2 [o]rad iSIA pakillA “in the i$[* month of Pakilli") and corresponds to the
Aramean month of MREHSWN (KAI 260:1),12 for which reason we can place the
Lydian month of Pakilli- around October and November (Donner and Rollig
1964:306). Revealingly, in Old Persian, the month name Bagayadi- (lit. “(month
of) worship of the god”) corresponds to the eighth month of the calendar,
September or October, according to Schmitt (1988), thus roughly matching
the time of the year attributed to the Aramean month calendar in the Lydo-
Aramaic bilingual, and thereby offering a possible explanation for the associa-
tion between Iranian Baga-names and Lyd. Pakilli-13

2.1.4 Doubtful

viii. The anthroponym Lyd. Siluka- (Lw 1:4) / Aram. SRWK- (KAI 260:4) in the
Lydo-Aramaic bilingual has traditionally been classified as an ethnonym in
view of its close resemblance to Aram. SLwk- (cf. Bab. Si-lu-ku | Xéhevxog, Lipin-
ski1o75:159 fn. 2 with references), but Tavernier classifies it as a Lydian toponym
(2007:535). Neither the direction of the adaptation nor the source language of
the form are evident. At first sight, Aramaic presents no problems in adapting
Lyd. /1] (cf. Lyd. kulumsis = Aram. KLw, LW 1:8/KAI 260:6); as such, it is reason-
able to assume that the Aramaic form was the original source (Aram. SRWk- >
Lyd. Sfiluka-). However, the circumstances of the notation of these names, both
added a posteriori in the inscription, as Lipinski observes (1975:158-159), also
permits the explanation of a scribal error in the rendering of the Aramaic form.

12 Aram. MRHSWN has long been known to equate to the month arahsamnu of the Babylo-
nian calendar (Donner and Rollig 1964:306, but see discussion in Cohen 2015:431), and, as
noted by Yakubovich, to correspond with the wine harvesting season (2019a:301).

13 On further calendar associations with the month of Dionysus, see Martinez-Rodriguez
forthcoming.
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2.2 Lydian Names in the Achaemenid Empire Sources
Lydian onomastics have a limited diffusion in Achaemenid written sources,
documented only in local bilingual documents and, very restrictedly, in the
royal monumental inscriptions of the Achaemenid Empire.

2.2.1 Lydian Local Sources
Lydian onomastic elements in the Lydo-Aramaic bilingual (Lw 1/KAI 260) are
directly adapted in Aramaic without remarkable phonetic problems (the top-
onym for Sardis being the only exception). Other Aramean documents that
appear located outside Sardis, but still within the sphere of Lydian influence,
are monolingual (e.g., Daskyleion, headquarters of the Hellespontic Phrygia
satrapy).

i.  Anthroponyms: (1) Lyd. Kumli- (LW 1:4) ~ Aram. KML (KAI 260:4), (2)
Lyd. Mane- (Lw 1:3) ~ Aram. MN (KAI 260:4); (3) Aram. NNST (KAI 258:1)
reflects Lyd. *Nanasta-, sec. Tavernier (2007:531, erroneously connected
with Lycian after Donner and Réllig 1964:304). The assumption lies in the
identification of Lyd. Nannas (Lw 20) as a common Anatolian name, and
in the classification of -§¢- as Lydian derivation. However, a suffix -$t- in
Lydian would be only circularly sustained by the connection between
*Nanasta- and Mitridasta-, whose derivation process remains unclear
(see Mithra-names, 2.1.c.iv. above). The distance between the location of
the Aramaic inscription KAl 258 in Cilicia (Kesecek Koyii, near Tarsus)
and the center of Lydian influence further undermines the association.

ii. ~ Theonyms: (4) Lyd. Artimu- ~ Aram. RTMW- (KAI 260:7, Lw 1:8). Note that
the adaptation of the Lydian -u-stem is maintained in the Aramaic ver-
sion of the Letoon trilingual of Lycian N 320 (cf. Lyc. Erteme/i-).

iii. ~Ethnonyms: (5) Lyd. kulumsi- (Lw 1:8) ~ Aram. zy KLw (KAI 260:7) ‘of
Coloe/the Coloeans) (6) Lyd. ipsimsi- (Lw 1:8) ~ Aram. 'P§Sy ‘of Eph-
esus’/the Ephesians (see grammatical interference below, Section 4).

iv. ' Toponyms: (7) Aram. SPRD (KAI 260:2) likely reflects the Iranian pronun-
ciation OPers. Spard- (see analysis below) rather than an adaptation from
Lyd. /f/ > Aram. /p/b/ (*Lyd. Sfard- > Aram. sprD). However, Lipinski
(1975157) claims, in view of Aram. SPRB ~ Lyd. sfarwa- ‘monument’ (see
lexical interference below, Section 3), that Aramaic p might have a frica-
tive realization also in not-postvocalic position.

2.2.2 Peripheral Sources

Lydia (Lyd. Sfar(d)-) is referred to in the royal Achaemenid inscriptions from
its capital Sardis, the seat of the satrapy of homonymous designation. The
form is represented in the different languages of the Achaemenid Empire:
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OPers. Sparda- (S-p-r-d), Bab. Sa-par-du, Elam. I$-bar-da, and Aram. SPRD-.
As Tavernier (2007:91) states, it is difficult to know whether the Babylonian
and Elamite spellings reflect a direct adaptation of the Lydian form—that is,
whether they are representing the Lydian labiodental fricative /f/ or, instead,
the Persian occlusive /p/.

Because a phonetic inventory containing a labiodental fricative /f/, like that
of Old Persian, is less likely to have adapted /f/ as /p/ (Lyd. Sfard-, OPers.
Sparda-), the model language of the Persian adaptation cannot be Lydian.
The presence of /p/ in the Old Persian Sparda- of the Achaemenid sources is
compared by Garnier and Sagot (2020:172) to the development of the labiove-
lar in Median (e.g,, *ekuo- ‘horse’ > OPers. asa vs. Med. aspa). Nevertheless,
the Median mediation appears to more accurately represent the change Ind.-
Iran. *sy > Med. sp (Gershevitch 1965:28), which allows reconstructing a pre-
Lydian form *Swar(()- (Gusmani 1975). The reconstruction of a labial glide has
the advantage of conciliating the diachronic developments of the too-distant
equivalences Median/Old Persian /p/ (Sparda) ~ Greek @ (2dapdis) (for those
details, as well as the phonetic value of Lyd. (w/f), see Chapter 15).

The Lydians are referred to by the ethnicon *Spardiya- ‘Sardian, as reg-
istered in Elamite in workers lists from the Persepolis Fortification Tablets,
dating between 509—493BCE (Elam. PF 0873 4%$-pdr-ti-ia-ip, Henkelman and
Stolper 2009:306). This reflects an inner Iranian derivation process (cf. Lyd.
sfardént- ‘Sardian, Yakubovich 2017, but sfardéti-, Gusmani 1964:203 and Gér-
ard 2005:129).14

3 Lexical Interference

3.1 From Achaemenid Languages into Lydian

As previously noted, Lydian exhibits a remarkable lack of loanwords related to
the administrative lexicon, or to any terms of the Achaemenid sphere. Only
one such term has emerged: Lyd. satrapa- ‘satrap, occurring in one of the
most recently discovered Lydian inscriptions (Lw/N 115:3, Gusmani and Akkan
2004:148). The expected outcome of the Lydian adaptation would, according
to the equation Lyd. Artaksassa-: OPers. [Rtaxsaga-/, be **ksatrapa-, reflecting
the initial cluster of Med. *x$a$rapa- (on attestations, Tavernier 2007:436) as
does Lycian as well (xssadrapa-/xssaSrapa-, DLL 85). In this inscription, how-

14  Babylonian Is-pa-ar-da is unlikely to be the adaptation of a non-existent Lyd. Spardaya-
(?) (indirectly referred to by Tavernier 2007:515 with references).
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ever, the original source appears to derive from one of the Greek variants of the
loanword catpdmg (besides é5atpdmys, Extpdmng). This is in agreement with
the hesitation in writing the name of Artaxerxes seen in this inscription (see
2.1.a.i above), and which appears closer to the Greek adaptation. It is not coin-
cidental that these two Hellenized forms appear precisely in the same inscrip-
tion, and one should suspect that the author of the inscription was notably
influenced by the Greek pronunciation, if they were not a Greek speaker them-
selves.

3.2 From Lydian to Achaemenid Languages

Aramaic and Lydian are reciprocally employed by scholars in the bilingual
LW 1/KAI 260 for glimpsing elusive words. Our limitations in interpreting a full
Lydian text, however, imposed a further difficulty in terms of matching linguis-
tic elements and structures of a bilingual composition. Thus, Lipinski (1975:157)
considers Aram. SPRB (KAI 260:3) to be a Lydian loanword from sfarwa- ‘mon-
ument’ (Lw 10:19, 11:1), assuming that {p) may present a fricative articulation.
The argument is based mainly on the phonetic similarity of both elements, as
well as the likelihood of relating a term of the funerary semantic field with
the funerary typology of this inscription, for Lyd. sfarwa- is not present in the
Lydian counterpart of the bilingual. The context of the line does not allow for
interpreting SPRB as ‘monument,’ but rather as the space of the tomb proper, as
the author admits (“the dromos which (leads) toward the monument”, Lipinski

1975:157).

4 Grammatical Interference

Among the languages of the Achaemenid Empire, only Aramaic provides an
opportunity to ascertain possible cases of grammatical interference with
Lydian; the bilingual Lw 1/KA1 260 offers the best perspective at the moment. It
is first necessary to specify that the direction of the adaptation of this composi-
tion is not self-evident, even though the inscription owner’s name is thoroughly
Lydian. The distribution in the monument displays Lydian in the upper part
and Aramaic below. With respect to the content, Lipinski notes some liter-
ary topos belonging to the Ancient Near East and Biblical milieu occurring in
this text (1975157),!® although literary formulae are, however, an easily trans-

15  See Pisaniello 2021:128 (with literature) on the formula ‘earth and water’ (Lyd. kAidad
kofud=k = Aram. TYN w=MYN).
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ferrable aspect of language that does not necessarily involve direct contact
among speakers of different languages. Instead, identifying aberrant grammat-
ical constructions—which could indicate difficulties in adapting the target
language—becomes one of the possible focuses of study. In this sense, the lin-
guistic strategies adopted by each language to represent possessive structures
do not appear completely equivalent in the bilingual and, although successful
in terms of transmitting the general sense, their analysis may shed some light
on interference aspects.

ZNH PRBRH 'HR ZY MNY BR KMLY SRWKY’
“This tomb here of Manes, son of Kumli, the Sirukean(s)?” (KAI 260:3-4)

ak=ad Manelid Kumlilid Silukalid
“This tomb of Manes, son of Kumli, (son?) of Siluka” (Lw 1:4)

Lydian employs the relational suffix -/i- to build adjectival patronymics and
to mark noun possession, as exemplified by =ad Manelid Kumlilid Silukalid
(Lw 1:3, “this tomb (lin. 1 mrud) of Mane, son of Kumli, (son?) of Siluka”).
In Aramaic, the patronymic is built through the adposition of br and a per-
sonal name, as in BR KMLY (KAI 260:4, “son of Kumli"), whereas possession
appears here marked by means of a zy- construction, which expresses the
relation between two nouns; hence ZNH PRBRH 'HR ZY MNY (KAI 260:3—4,
“this tomb here of Manes”). The final -y in the author’s name and filiation
(Aram. MNY, KMLY) is apparently functioning as a mater lectionis, marking
the vowel of the stem (Lyd. Mane-, Kumli-).16 The inflection of the third ono-
mastic element (Sir/luka-) responds in Aramaic to a masc. sg./pl. ethnonym
(Aram. SRWKY “the Sirukean(s)”), whereas in Lydian it is inflected under the
appearance of a patronymic or a possessive adjective, in agreement with the
precedent names (Manelid Kumlilid Silukalid). The unambiguous grammatical
character of Aram. -y’ in this context would indicate the genuine will to express
the gentilic in the two languages, whereas the Lydian -li- derivation may indi-
cate hesitation on the part of the scribe to reflect this sense in Lydian, which is
expressed through the suff. -ms- (*-my-si-) in the same inscription (see below).
The fact that Sir/luka- was added later to the inscription, perhaps by a second
scribe’s hand, may be the cause of this incongruity (on the phonetic adaptation,
see above 2.1.4).

16  Final -y may mark long vowels /é/ and /i/ (Folmer 2012:131).
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‘RTMW ZY KLW 'P§SY
“Artemis of Coloe/the Coloeans (and) Ephesus/the Ephesians” (KAl
260:6—7)

Artimus ipsim$is Artimu=k kulumsis
“Artemis Ephesian/of the Ephesians and Artemis Coloean/of the Colo-
eans” (Lw 1:7-8)

The syntagm containing the punitive agent of the curse formula (KA1 260:6-7/
Lw 1:7-8) differs slightly in the two languages. Whereas Lydian twice presents
Artemis and her gentilics (Artimus ipsimsi§ Artimu=k kulumsis), Aramaic
shows a simplified version that mentions Artemis only once and that changes
the order of the toponyms/gentilics "(RTMW zy kLW 'P§SY). The possessive con-
struction of the Aramaic version is built on a zy- analytic expression marking
a relation of origin (Folmer 1995:320), in which the absence of a coordina-
tive conjunction between the toponyms/gentilics Coloe and Ephesus (zy kLw
'P§SY) is difficult to justify but may be caused by a lack of understanding of the
Lydian enclitic copulative conjunction.”

The problematic question lies in the grammatical analysis of "P§Sy, which,
according to Donner and Rollig (1964:308), would be a masc. pl. gentilic (“of the
Ephesians”), an idea reformulated by Lipinski (1975:170), who analyzed it as the
-é- ending of masc. pl. emphatic state.!® Later, Dupont and Sommer (1979:145)
compared the endings of ’P§§y and kBYDSY (Letoon trilingual, Lycia), where
-$y would be due to an influence of the autochthonous Anatolian languages
(Lydian, and Lycian or Carian). Recently, Vernet (2021a:89 fn. 23) has proposed
segmenting the endings as kBYD-§-y and P$$-v, being -y the Aramaic gentilic.
However, in the absence of the regular genitilic form -y’, we could also assume
that -y is here a mater lectionis indicating the vowel of the stem (Lyd. *Ipsi- ‘Eph-
esus’; cf. Lyd./Aram. Mane-/MNY and Kumli/[kMLY), and thus a toponym (with
Lemaire 2000), which is in agreement with the precedent mention of Coloe
with a zy- analytic expression.

Lydian is not particularly illuminating in ascertaining the expression due to
the difficulties in analyzing the morphology of the nouns. Both ipsimsis and
kulumsis present a derivation without parallels at the moment, which is com-

17  Donner and Rollig (ka1260) as well as Folmer (1995:446) erroneously reconstruct the pas-
sage with a coordinative conjunction between kxLw and w”P§sy.

18  Theidea of interpreting a gentilic seems to derive from a denomination found in the New
Testament that is generally quoted (Donner and R61lig 1964:308; Gusmani1964:130), where
the expression appears as “Artemis of the Ephesians” (Gr. Aptepis 'Egeciwv, Act. Ap.19.28).
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posed by an ethnic -mv- suffix and a -$i- possessive adjectival suffix (Gérard
2005:128).19 This means that Aramaic may have faced difficulties in reconciling
its strategy of marking together a relation of origin and the gentilic with the
synthetic double suffix formation of Lydian. Furthermore, the adposition of the
two names in the Aramaic version could respond to a hesitation in including
the same goddess under two different place apostasies, while Lydian empha-
sizes the representation of two different divinities.

Some tentative aspects of grammatical interference can be inferred from
these passages. First, the unequivocal grammatical character of Aram. -y’ as a
masc. gentilic in SRWKY’ (KAI 260:4,) may indicate an interference from Ara-
maic to Lydian in attempting to adapt a toponym into a gentilic by using a
Lydian derivation in -/i- (Lyd. Silukalid) that corresponds primarily to patro-
nymics and possession, instead of resorting to an -mv-§i-suffix. However, a sec-
ond scribe’s hand may have been behind the later addition of Sir/luka-. Second,
our problems in interpreting what is a genuine gentilic construction in Lydian,
as can be drawn from the attestations, becomes the main impediment to under-
standing the direction of the interference in the passage mentioning Artemis.
At first glance, Aramaic appears to have adapted the Lydian synthetic gentilic
possessive derivation (-mv-$i-) into an analytic construction by means of a plain
2y- possessive construction, followed by a toponym to indicate origin ('RTMW
ZY KLW), to which the toponym 'P§§y would be juxtaposed. However, the pos-
sibility of interpreting them as gentilics cannot be discarded.

5 Concluding Remarks

Lydian is often compared with Lycian as an indicator of Iranization during
Achaemenid times. In spite of the almost inexistent borrowings related to the
rulership and administration of the Achaemenid power, or the limited pres-
ence of Iranian names among the local population, one must agree with Hajnal
(2021:163) that an Iranian component had to be involved in the everyday life of
Sardis (cf. Mitridasta, son of Mitrata operating as a Lydian priest, Lw 23).

To address the initial questions of this chapter: (1) the alleged strong Iraniza-
tion of the population, as perceived through the Greek onomastics of Anatolia,

19  Only one other gentilic is attested, presenting the denominative suff. *-n¢-, sfardéti-
(Lw 203, Gérard 2005:89, 129). In Lydian, we can count three occasions where Artemis is
determined by a gentilic inflected in genitive plural (Lw 2:10 ipsimvay “of the Ephesians,”
LW 2:10 kulumva(v) “of the Coloeans,” and Lw 19:11 sfarda(v) “of the Sardians”), rather than
by the double suffixation seen in the bilingual (-mv- and -si-).
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still faces the problem of the correct chronological separation of the epigraph-
ical sources, such that this phenomenon cannot be attributed exclusively to
Achaemenid times with certainty; and (2) the intermediary role of Anatolian
languages (in this case, Lydian) in the transmission of Iranian names into Greek
shows that, through the presence of Hellenized forms in Lydian, an interfer-
ence from Greek into Lydian may have existed with respect to Iranian material
as well.



CHAPTER 8

Linguistic Contact in the Anatolian Iron Age: The
Phrygian Data

Bartomeu Obrador-Cursach

1 Introduction: Phrygian, the Balkan Language in Central Anatolia

Linguistic research has confirmed the ancient accounts on Phrygian migration
from the Balkans to the central Anatolia milieu (e.g., Herodotus 6.45 and Strabo
7.3)! as Phrygian is the language closest to Greek (Obrador-Cursach 2019b).
However, we do not know when such migration occurred. As incomers, the
Phrygians’ language likely experienced significant interaction with the local
population, although the fragmentary nature of the Phrygian documentation,
as well as of the other languages attested in Anatolia during the Iron Age (with
the sole exclusion of Greek), complicates the traces of such contacts. A second
difficulty is the ongoing decipherments of Phrygian itself and its surrounding
Anatolian languages, especially Lydian and Pisidian.? Thus, it is easier to be sure
about contacts concerning Greek than others.

The main purpose of this chapter is to provide an account of the evidence
for linguistic contacts concerning Phrygian, focusing on the Old Phrygian sub-
corpus. The inscriptions of this period are written in the Phrygian alphabet and
are dated between ca. 800 and 330 BCE (the Macedonian conquest). At present
there are 410 known inscriptions of Old Phrygian (and some coins previously
unknown, which are found across a vast area of central Anatolia (Fig. 8.1).
Although there are isolated findings (e.g., the bronze bowls found in the Tumu-
lus D of Bayindir, eastern Lycia), most of the inscriptions are found between
the cities of Dorylaion (Eskisehir) and Kerkenes Dag, but Gordion, the royal
seat of the most influential Phrygian dynasty, is the epigraphic hotspot for this
period. In order to be as exhaustive as possible, relevant data from three addi-
tional stages of the Phrygian language will be also considered, namely Middle

1 For an updated overview of the Phrygian history, see Thonemann 2013.

2 Despite the proximity of Phrygian and Pisidian and the fact that they are the sole directly
attested languages from Anatolia in the Roman Imperial period, no evidence of linguistic
contact has yet been identified for them. Note, however, that the Pisidian corpus is restricted
to few inscriptions, most of them containing only onomastic material.
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FIG. 8.1 Distribution of Old, Middle and New Phrygian inscriptions

Phrygian, the early Phrygian inscriptions written in the Greek alphabet during
the Hellenistic Period (mainly established for the importance of the epitaph
from Dokimeion MPhr-o1 = W-11), and New Phrygian. These latter inscriptions
are dated between the first and third centuries BCE, were written in the Greek
alphabet, and consist mainly of a formulaic curse attached to a Greek epitaph.3

2 Lexical Borrowings Concerning Phrygian

2.1 Lexical Borrowings between Anatolian and Phrygian
Even though the Phrygians occupied the historical territories of the Hittites,
and Old Phrygian inscriptions even appear in ancient Hattusa,* we have no idea

3 This work is a reappraisal of the available material after the chapter devoted to Phrygian in
contact in Obrador-Cursach 2020a:127-153. Note, however, that the focus of this paper is more
specific and I leave aside here onomastic data due to the special nature and transmission of
such material. The enumeration and readings of the Phrygian inscriptions are given accord-
ing to Obrador-Cursach 2020a, which follows CIPPh and its supplements for the Old Phrygian
inscriptions (transcribed in the Latin alphabet) but establishes a new enumeration for the
Middle and New Phrygian inscription (given in a standardized Greek alphabet) followed by
the traditional one.

4 The inscriptions P-102 to P-108 were found in this area. Very significant is the inscription
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whether Phrygian and Hittite were once in contact. The living status of the Hit-
tite language at the end of the Hittite documentation remains unclear and, as
described before, we do not know when the Phrygians crossed the Bosporus or
the Dardanelles. Lexicon is the only sphere where the possibility of such con-
tact has been suggested. However, the adduced borrowings are reduced to four
problematic words.

According to Orel (1997:453), ploria (G-132) is a borrowing from Hittite pul-
luriya- ‘vessel (for honey and milk)’ (KBo 5.1 ii 38). A first problem is that the
segmentation of the Phrygian graffito on a pot where this word occurs is not
clear. The inscription reads ploriata[---]. There are no parallels to suggest any
segment, but a reading ploria ta[---] is not incompatible with Phrygian mor-
phology. The main problem is to assume syncope to obtain a formal compari-
son of a word without a clear meaning.

A second alleged word is New Phrygian coavvapav (acc.sg. 16.1 = 116), which
Lubotsky (1993132, followed by Gorbachov 2008:106 fn. 32) compared to Hit-
tite §a(m)mana- foundation(s), foundation deposit. Formal differences, how-
ever, are so strong as to warrant caution, because this implies a metathesis
and the diphthongization @ > av. In addition, the precise meaning of Phry-
gian govvapay is unknown, although it must be related to a part of the grave.
Therefore, the connection remains unclear. Finally, Borker-Kldhn (2000:90)
suggested that the Hittite word sikkanu- ‘sacred stone, baetilo’ (of Semitic ori-
gin) was the origin of Phrygian sikeneman (M-o1b) (also in Berndt and Ersoz
2006:72—74). Unfortunately, this Phrygian segment is easily explained as si=ken-
eman “this niche,” a demonstrative pronoun in agreement with a neuter noun.
It may refer to the central niche found in the Midas Facade (first in Lubotsky
1988:15).

Finally, Gorbachov (2008:102-106) suggested that Phrygian pupratoy ‘v’ (B-
05) was a borrowing from “Hitt[ite] paprezzi or a closely related form” and
translated it as “(he) defiles,” following the Hittite meaning. His proposal had
two problems. The reading of the first letter was not assured: against pupra-
toy read by Neumann (1997:25), Brixhe (2004:64) preferred a reading dupratoy.
The first reading must be preferred, since pupraygy occurs in the recently found
inscriptions G-12 (Oreshko and Alagéz 2023:811-812). Even with the reading
problem recently solved, the comparison between the Phrygian and the Hittite

P-o05, written on an unfinished lion sculpture at Alaca Hoyiik: it dates back to imperial Hit-
tite times but was reused in the Iron Age (Summers and Ozen 2012:516). Note that nowadays
it is believed that Hattusa was not abandoned after the fall of the Hittites (as was believed
before), because archaeological data show occupation continuity from the Late Bronze Age
to the Early Iron Age (see Kealhofer et al. 2009).
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word does not fit (see Simon 2015b:20—-21, although his alternative is disputed
in Obrador-Cursach 2020a:216).

Chronologically, contacts with Luwic dialects are more to be expected,® but
again there are very few possible loanwords and they are no clearer. One can-
didate is imroy ‘field (?)’ (B-o1, o-stem dat.sg.; Obrador-Cursach 2020a:254), a
possible loanword from Luwic *imro-, attested in Luwian im(ma)ra/i- ‘open
country’ (HLuw. i-mdra/i ‘open country’ and CLuw. im(ma)ra/i- ‘open coun-
try, attested in the gen.adj. stem im(ma)rassa/i-). A second proposal is ovtav
‘punishment, spell’ (53.1 = 76, 54.1 = 108, etc.), which was considered to be a
borrowing from Cuneiform Luwian utar / utn- ‘word, spell’ by Bayun and Orel
(1989:32). Because the etymology of this Luwian word is the PIE root *ueth,-
‘to say’ (Kloekhorst EDHIL:932—-933), no borrowing is needed, because Phry-
gian outav can go back to *uth,-én- (an oblique form). However, if inherited,
it would be a major coincidence that such formation is found only in Hit-
tite, Luwian, and Phrygian. A third candidate was suggested to be teapo(s)
(Obrador-Cursach 2018:117 and 289—290),% where a borrowing from Cuneiform
Luwian tifammy(i)- ‘earth’ was considered. Nevertheless, a segmentation arte-
apa(s) is more likely according to Lubotsky (2020:517-518), who also connects
it with addpag, avrog ‘adamant, diamond.

Lydian also offers some candidates to explain Phrygian words. The first
is twofold: two New Phrygian words, udvet (14.1 = 3) and ppo(s) (29.1 = 114),7
have been considered borrowings from Lydian mruw(aa)- ‘stele. Haas (1966:78)
suggested this origin for udvet. The precise meaning of the Phrygian word is
unclear, but it must be a (part of the) funerary monument and the unique
spelling (ud> (if not a reading mistake) may indicate a loanword (Obrador-
Cursach 2020a:296). However, the same Phrygian spelling is hardly compatible
with Lydian {mr). Indeed, it is more conceivable, both phonetically and mor-
phologically, that the Phrygian adaptation of mruw(aa)- is ppo(s) (29.1 = 14,

5 Phrygians are explicitly mentioned in Hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions as Mus(a)ka: mu®-sa-
ka-na(REGI0) in KIZILDAG 4, § 2c and rmu-sa-ka in TURKMEN-KARAHOYUK1, §1, cf. Goedege-
buure, et al. 2020, 32). Note that Neo-Assyrian sources use the ethnic Muski (see Kopanias
2015). On the alleged identification of Luwian pa+ra/i-zu-ta, (TOPADA §§ 3, 7,13, 23, 26) with
the Phrygian, see now the dismissal by Simon 2022a:157-159.

6 The word occurs in eight New Phrygians imprecations with some differences: teapog (25.1 =
15), Ttoapos (9.1 = 87), ateapa (6.2 = 131), ateapas (10.1 = 112), ateap[ag] (40.4 = 102), {ad) ate-
apas (7.3 = 14), aTeapalS (15.1 = 120), OTIAUA .(11.2 =18, this readiffg and context are not at all
cle'ar). Leaving aside the last inscriptidﬁ, this noun always occurs in imprecative protasis, so
it is likely to be a part of the funerary monument.

7 Asin the case of ateapa(s), both words are expected to be a part of the funerary monument
because they occur in protasis of the Phrygian curses.
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Obrador-Cursach 2020a:305), a word also found in a place where a part of the
funerary monument is expected.

A second possible Lydian borrowing is asenan (B-o5), connected to Lydian
asina- ‘(part of) grave’ (Obrador-Cursach 2020a:184).8 Note that the Old Phry-
gian word does not occur in a funerary context but rather in that of a shrine,
which could share an architectonical element. Finally, Orel (1997:310, 461) sug-
gested that Old Phrygian tesan (T-o2b) was a borrowing from tasa/e- ‘statue (?)’;
however, the meaning of the Phrygian word remains unclear, and it could be
analyzed as t=esan ‘this’ (feminine accusative singular with an emphatic pro-
clitic, cf. the dative singular W-o1b esai=t).

The existence of Phrygian borrowings in the Anatolian languages is still
more problematic. As far as I know, only one word in the Anatolian corpora
has been suggested to have a Phrygian origin. Bayun (1992) considered that
Phrygian iman ‘shrine’ (which she equated etymologically to Hittite simma-
‘cultic object’) was the source for the Hieroglyphic Luwian verb (anta) imani-
(ti), which she considered to mean *‘substitute’ > ‘usurp, but now it is translated
as ‘to topple’ (eDiAna s.v.; see also Gorbachov 2008:98—99).

One could also entertain the possibility that Neo-Hittite gurta- ‘city, town' is
a borrowing from Phrygian gordo- ‘fortress, town’ (attested only in toponyms;
see Obrador-Cursach 2019a:545-547). However, Simon (2016b:195-197) dis-
missed this possibility and considers gurta- to be in fact a Luwian word inher-
ited from PIE *k¥r-t¢-, a participle of *k*er- ‘cut off, carve’ (L1v? 391).%

2.2 Lexical Borrowings between Phrygian and Greek

Contacts between Phrygian and Greek are the most attested and, as will be
seen, the lexicon of both languages provides lists of assured borrowings, al-
though in the Iron Age this is problematic. Of course, our extensive understand-
ing is attributable to the good transmission and preservation of Ancient Greek
records and the Hellenization of Phrygia. After the Macedonian conquest and
the expansion of Greek, Phrygian became a minoritized language before its

8 Previously, Brixhe (2004:62) suggested that as enan is a preposition followed by a pronoun
inherited from PIE *A;eno- (in acc.sg. fem.) and equated this Phrygian phrase to the Greek
el éwnv “the day after tomorrow” (where Npépav ‘day’ is elided). More recently, Himmig
(2013:1147-149) considered a meaning similar to xaxovv ‘harm’ because of its position in an
imprecative protasis.

9 Note, however, that Simon (2017c) argued that Kurti (spelled ku+ra/i-ti-sa in Hieroglyphic
Luwian) was a Phrygian name in origin, the same found in Greek as I'opdiag, TopSiog. More
recently, he also suggested that Luwian Sipi (si-pi-sa in KARABURUN) is another Phrygian
name. In the same paper, Simon also discusses other alleged Luwian names with the same
origin (2022a:159-162).
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vanishing about the 4th century BCE and one could prejudge one-way borrow-
ings from Greek to Phrygian. However, there are also borrowings from Phrygian
to Greek. Before displaying the available material, it should be highlighted that
Phrygian is the language closest to Greek in dialectal terms (Obrador-Cursach
2019b), and the similarity between both languages sometimes makes it difficult
to distinguish cognates from borrowings.

2.2.1 Greek Borrowings in Old Phrygian

The earliest Greek borrowings detected in Phrygian are titles of rulers. We do
not know what the Phrygian called their monarchs and rulers before the suc-
cessive conquests of Phrygia; however, in west Phrygia, between Lydian hege-
mony and the beginning of the Achaemenid period (first half of the 6th cen-
tury BCE),!® words with Greek relation appear to have been used. In the most
famous Old Phrygian inscription M-o1a, Midas is called lavagtaei and vanak-
tei (both in dative). Both words have been correctly compared, respectively,
to the Mycenaean titles ra-wa-ke-ta [lawagetas/ ‘leader of the people’ (DMic.
11 230—231, alphabetic Greek Aayétag, o) and wa-na-ka [wanaks/ (DMic. 11 400—
401, alphabetic Greek (f)dvag, (F)dvaxtog ‘lord, ruler, master’). Because of the
Phrygian devoicing, lavagtaei must be a borrowing from Greek, because it is
a compound of dyw ({ PIE *hyeg- ‘to drive’). Since a form *lavagetai could be
expected, Lubotsky (1988:18) interpreted that as suggesting a borrowing from
the Gr. nominative /lawagetas/ token as s-stem, where the -s in intervocalic
position dropped: *lauagetasei )y lavagtaei, but a-stems are rendered as such in
Phrygian (cf. Greek *-3pa > New Phrygian axpo-duav 16.1 = 116, accusative singu-
lar, and dvdryxa > avavxa) and the persistence of a voiceless stop in contact with
a voiced one remains unappealing. Although it is not an ideal solution when
working with fragmentary languages, an engraver mistake cannot be ruled out
for an expected form *lavagetai. Leaving aside these details, it is very likely
that Phrygian vanak(t)- is also a Greek borrowing, although the origin of Greek
(F)dvag is unclear and a common substrate certainly cannot be ruled out due
to the lack of any feature incompatible with Phrygian. A challenging question
is when these two words were borrowed into Phrygian. It has been suggested
that Phrygian retained the Mycenaean titles; however, this is highly unlikely. It
must be noted that neither term ever refers to the same person in Mycenaean;
moreover, the Phrygian words occur in a western inscription that presumably

10  Ifollow here the later date for the rock-cut facades given by Berndt-Ers6z (2006), recently
reinforced by Summers with new arguments (2023b). However, one must consider the
arguments by Rose (2021) for an earlier date of such monument (8th century BCE accord-
ing to him).
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postdates any Phrygian monarchy (second quarter of the 6th BCE) and that
shows at least another Greek influence in the personal name Apylag found in
patronymic arkievais. The words could have been borrowed into Phrygian at
any moment before the classical period (Pindar still uses the title Aayétag, OL.
1.89). Note that in some dialects, the sound /w/ lasts longer than in Attic and
Ionian. As such, one can be skeptical about the antiquity of such nouns in Phry-
gian, and in the case of the inscription M-o1a, Midas'’s titles can be considered a
recreation of a member of the local elite!! interested in connecting themselves
to one of the ancient Phrygian kings, who were said to spread the Mother God-
dess worship.

The title kuryaneyon ‘ruler’ (W-o1c) was suggested by Ligorio and Lubotsky
(2018:1820) to be a borrowing from Mycenaean too. They are totally correct in
comparing this word to the Greek present participle xopavéwv, but the verb
xotpavéw ‘to be lord’ remains unattested in Mycenaean. They assume this ori-
gin only because of the lack of the metathesis ry > yr in the Phrygian form, a
Mycenaean preservation not shared with the alphabetic Greek. Nevertheless,
nothing precludes a cognate of the Greek form, although it would be the first
denominative verb in -eyo- attested in Phrygian.

Finally, the inscription B-o7 has the sequence sfa/’a (B-06), considered a bor-
rowing from Greek oAy ‘stele.’ In fact, Vassileva (1995:28—29) suggested a bor-
rowing from the Dorian variant ctdAa, which does not fit historically. The Aeo-
lian form, otdMa, may be a better source (see also Artemis’s epithet kraniyas
in B-o5, perhaps from xpdwva ‘spring, fountain, Obrador-Cursach 2020a:279),1?
but the status of the Phrygian sta/{’a must be confirmed after a revision of the
inscription B-06.

The remaining Greek borrowings in Phrygian occur in New Phrygian inscrip-
tions and may be entered in the post-Classical period (with the sole exception
of gopo-). Some of them are parts of a grave: axpoduav (16.1 = 116 cf. uead-3uy
‘crossbeam, Brixhe and Neumann 1985:172), 8oAapedy ‘funerary chamber’ (18.1
= 4, dat.sg., from Gr. fadapis, iSog, used with the meaning ‘grave’ in the Greek
part of New Phrygian 25.1 = 115), Aatopetov (11.2 = 18, from Greek Aatopelov ‘stone-
quarry, following Woodhouse 2006:182, used with the meaning ‘grave,’ at least
in inscriptions from Perinthos; see Robert 1974:238—239), and gopo- (gopot MPhr-

11 Namely, ates arkiaevais akenanogavos “Ates (the son) of Arkhias, the holder of the akenan,”
as incised in M-o1a.

12 Ininscriptions from the Roman Imperial period, the Mother Goddess is called Kpavope-
Yo (CIG 4121), 4o xpavog meydAn (MAMA V Lists 1(i)a82, 79) and amé xpavoaueydiov
(MAMA vV 8, MAMA V g and, likely, Drew-Bear 1978:52, 30). See Obrador-Cursach 2022:120
and 136-139.
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o1 = W-11 and gopov 65.3 = 21, 65.4 = 124, from Greek gopdg, ov ‘cinerary urn,
Brixhe 2002:258). The status of xopo- (xopov 27.1 = 92, dat.sg.) as a borrowing
from Greek x&pog ‘a definite space, piece of ground’ is not clear after the iden-
tification of the stem xoupo- ‘boy’ in Phrygian (see § 2.2.2.). Other, clearer Greek
borrowings are: avavxat (62.4 = 35, dvdyxy ‘force, constraint, necessity’), awpw
(6.1 = 88, from Greek diwpog, ov ‘untimely, unseasonable’), ethupvy (2.2 = 130 is
from Greek eidicpwg, €6 ‘unmixed, without alloy, pure’; see Avram 2015:212),
{ws (431 = 69, very likely a borrowing from g ‘alive, living’), as well as the pro-
nouns Ti6 (28.1=71) and Tt (30.1 = 39, from T1g, Tt ‘any one, anything, used instead
of the Phrygian cognate ki-).

2.2.2 Phrygian Borrowings in Greek

As stated above, we know of some Phrygian words borrowed into Greek. The
clearest examples are those attested within the Phrygian corpus: Béxog, ovg, o
‘bread’ (Hipponax Frgm. 82; the noun is glossed by Herodotus 2.2 in his famous
Psammetichus experiment) from Pexog (attested several times in New Phry-
gian; Obrador-Cursach 2020a:196), fed30g, g0, T6 ‘woman’s dress, statue’ from
Old Phrygian bevdos ‘statue’ (B-os5, identified by Lubotsky 2008),13 yAoupés, of,
6 ‘gold’ (Besanthius, AP 15.25, 7) from Phrygian yAovpo- (found in the adjective
yAovpeog, MPhr-o1 = W-11), and olpiog, ov, ¢ ‘religious association’ (Hipponax
Frgm. 30) from dum- ‘id’ (duman B-o1, sg.acc., and Sovpe 1.1. = 48, dat.sg.).

The Phrygian origin of other words is more problematic. The first is Kop0Bav-
teg ‘Corybant, priest of Cybele in Phrygia.’ After the identification of the stem
koru- boy’ in Phrygian (acc.sg. xopoav and xopoog, gen.sg., both in MPhr-o1; per-
haps in its possible New Phrygian derivatives xopoxa ‘offspring’ and xopo[v]pavy
‘?’ 2.2 =130), this Greek word can be considered a Phrygian compound of koru-
and the present participle of *b%eh,- ‘to shine’ (L1vZ 68-69) or ‘to speak’ (LI1v?
69-70). It appears to be a formation similar to Greek guxogdvtyg ‘common
informer, voluntary denouncer’ and tepogpdvtyg ‘one who teaches rites of sac-
rifice and worship.” The original meaning of this possible Phrygian formation
cannot be fixed because of our poor knowledge of the Phrygian religion.

One cannot be so optimistic about the Phrygian origin of Greek dxoAog ‘bit,
morsel, sometimes compared to New Phrygian cxxohog (53.1 =76, 62.2 = 33, and
54.1 = 108). The vocalism of both words is not consistent, and a third common
source for both words cannot be excluded (on a possible Neo-Assyrian origin,

see §2.3).

13 The word, first used in Greek by Sappho (Frgm. 115), is also found in some toponyms (KON
§149).
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The word Bév(v)og, eog, T¢ ‘cultic association’ evinces another kind of prob-
lem: it never occurs within the Phrygian corpus (its relationship with Old Phry-
gian benagonos G-116 is unclear), but rather in Greek inscriptions from central
Anatolia during the Roman period. It could be considered a Phrygian forma-
tion derived from the *b%end”- ‘to tie’ with the meaning of ‘the league’ or sim-
ilar. Similarly, the word BoA(A)#v king’ admits a Phrygian analysis from *6%/h,-
‘white’ (Obrador-Cursach 2020a:416). It occurs in toponyms from Phrygia, but
it is not attested in the Phrygian corpus and a Semitic origin cannot be totally
excluded.

Finally, there is a word that is neither Phrygian nor in Phrygia, but which
may be connected with Phrygian through phonetics. Indeed, xixvg ‘strength,
vigor’ may be a derivative from PIE *g*ihs- ‘to live, live, *g¥ihsg™u- (Mihaylova
2016:321), which absolutely fits Phrygian historical phonetics (Obrador-Cur-
sach 2020a:137). Of course, neither assumption (the 1E etymology and the con-
nection with Phrygian) can be corroborated at all—at least, not without a Phry-
gian occurrence—and the Old Phrygian personal name kikos (G-284) proves
nothing.14

2.3 Other Loanwords Concerning Old Phrygian

The lexical influence of Old Persian, a clear consequence of the Achaemenid
conquest (550 BCE), is restricted to three nouns. After Lejeune (1969:293), it is
generally assumed that Old Persian baga- ‘god’ is the origin of Old Phrygian
bagun ‘idol (?)’ (G-136), very likely referring the little alabaster figure of a falcon
(possibly a symbol of the later Zeus Bronton) where it occurs.’®> Also related
to the religious sphere, the priest title magus occurs in Phrygian as mago(s]
(B-018, Obrador-Cursach 2020a:288).16 Finally, in the clay tablet from Persepo-
lis, HP-114, the Persian month Anamaka- (from Elamite Hanamakas) occurs as
anamaka (Brixhe 2004:125).1"

14  Some Phrygian words can be found in toponyms and divine epithets attested mainly in
Roman times. See Obrador-Cursach 2022:116-124, 127-128.

15  Theinscription of the statuette contains the name iman, which also occurs with the repre-
sentation of the same animal in one of the recently identified coin series with a Phrygian
legend (Adiego and Obrador-Cursach 2021:110-112).

16 In the inscription B-108 (6th—5th century BCE), it is the title of a man called saragis. It
is worth mentioning that in the later Greek-Aramaic bilingual inscription from Farasga, a
man called Zoydptog / SGR (very likely the same) became “magus of Mithra.”

17  Although personal names are not considered in this work, it is worth noting here that
some Iranian personal names have been identified in Phrygian. Old Phrygian YuvaYaros
(G-u5) renders the Median name *"Uvaxstra (cf. Ionian Kva&dpng in Herodotus 1.73, cf.
Schmitt 1982a:27), while parsaparnas (read in a recently found inscription from Gordion)
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Northwest Semitic §QL ‘weight’ (Aramaic and Phoenician) is the source of
Phrygian sekel (in fact, seVse/ Obrador-Cursach 2020a:343),'® a word also found
in Greek aixAog, atylog ‘weight, shekel’ and, perhaps through Greek, in Lycian
siyla- ‘shekel, drachma. Finally, Neo-Assyrian akalu ‘bread, food’ may be the ori-
gin of New Phrygian cocahog (53.1 = 76, 54.1 =108, 62.2 = 33, pl. axoda 4.1 = 2) in
the formula Bexog axxodog, but it is not at all clear what it means.

3 Phonetic Influences Concerning Phrygian

3.1 Phonetic Influences of the Anatolian Languages on Phrygian
The clearest influence of Anatolian on Phrygian phonetics is found in the east-
ern form memeuis (T-o2b, found at Tuwana)!® instead of the western memevais
(M-o1b and M-oz2, from the so-called Midas City). Both forms document for
Phrygian the common Anatolian shift *wa > u (Rieken 2001).2° The parallel
Anatolian shift ya > i is also possible for Phrygian in light of the relation of
Neo-Assyrian Gurdis with Topdiag (Obrador-Cursach 2019a:549), but one must
approach this cautiously because we are dealing with indirect material.

It remains a pure speculation as to whether the devoicing of the stops in
Phrygian has to do with the Anatolian context, where some languages lack

goes back to Persian *Parsa-farnah ‘Glory of the Persians’ (Adiego in personal communi-
cation, 8/08/2022), as suggested by Schmitt (2011:296—-297) for Greek ITagipépvys. Schmitt
(1982a:35, following a prior proposal by Lejeune) considered Old Phrygian asakas (G-150c)
an Old Persian name (also found in Elamite as A$-§d-ka,) deriving from *asa- ‘horse.’ I
suggested that manuka (B-07) is the personal name found as Manukka in the administra-
tive clay tablets from Persepolis (on this name, see Mayrhofer 1973:189). In addition, New
Phrygian pitpagata (11 = 48) goes back to *Midrapata- ‘protected by Mithra’ (with hyper-
correction in the use of Greek aspirated), also found in Lycian as mi$rapata, mizrppata
and mizrapata (see Adiego 2020c) and in Greek as Mitpofds (Herodotus 3.120-129) and
MiBpwmdatyg (Strabo 16.5; note that both variants refer to the same satrap of Hellespontic
Phrygia).

18  The interpretation of seVel tias (G-248, dating to ca. 800BCE), as ‘weight of Tieion’ has
been reinforced after the find of Old Phrygian graffiti in the acropolis of this coastal city
(B-109 and, if Phrygian, B-110; Yildinm 2021:419).

19  The fragmentation of Phrygian inscriptions engraved on the steles of Neo-Assyrian style
found in this relevant Luwian capital (T-o1, T-o2 and T-03) do not allow interpreting the
historical and socio-linguistic context of such a singular finding. In any case, the Old Phry-
gian texts from Tuwana appear to concern Midas’s campaigns against the hegemony of
Sargon 11 in the region because they may date to the last quarter of the 8th century BCE
(Obrador-Cursach 2020a:6).

20  See also Old Phrygian urunis (G-346), a Luwian personal name (originally an ethnic)
attested in Hittite as ™Urawanni (KBo 5.6 i 32).
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voiced stops. The same can be suspected for the deaspiration. Unfortunately,
we do not know when and where both processes occurred, and we know only
that the devoicing was earlier than the deaspiration because the outcomes of
the last shift were not affected by the former. In any case, if it is not an inner
development, the Anatolian scenario is preferred to that of the Balkans and
is, at least, more likely than assuming a Proto-Anatolian influence while its
speakers were crossing the Balkans on their way to Anatolia, as suggested by
Kortlandt (2016:250).

Recently, Sorgo (2019:129-131) called attention to the fact that three devel-
opments from Old Phrygian to New Phrygian are shared with Lycian and “are
thus indicative of a sustained contact between the two languages or at least of
their belonging to a common language area” (Sorgo 2019:131). However, some
remarks can be made about each feature, leaving aside the fact that between
both languages we have extensive territories without linguistic information or
problematic data (such as the Kybiratis). The first observation is “the formation
of geminates through assimilation,” which is too universal a shift to be consid-
ered strong without more shared features. The second is the “the reduction of
permissible codas,” which is also found in Luwian (Melchert 1994:248). Finally,
“the emergence of nasal vowels from final -vN# sequences with an accompa-
nying change in vowel quality” (Sorgo 2019:131) is far from being a clear shift.
The existence of the nasalized vowels in Phrygian, as found at least in Lycian
and Lydian (also considered in the suggested area by Sorgo 2019:133), is not
at all assured. Sorgo (2019:120-121) adduced this feature mainly in the light of
the variations gepw (53.1 = 76, 59.1 = 107, 61.1 = 100), xoxev (3.1 = 97, 17.6 = 119,
24.1 = 40), xaxewv (411 = 45), and xaxe (6.1 = 88, 7.1 = 99, 65.3 = 21, 65.4 = 124)
instead of the most common cep(o)(v)v and xou(o)(v)v. Although the varia-
tion of these forms is a fact, his analyses are not properly made. First of all,
the alternation between gepovv (also oepov and oepvv) and gepv can easily be
explained by the influence of Greek in the Imperial times, that is, as a mere
confusion of /u:/ and /u/ with /i/ (itacism). The form xaxevv (41.1 = 45), instead
of the expected xoxouvv, could be a reading or engraver error of round signs (the
reading cannot be corroborated because the inscription is lost, but see Brixhe
1999b:293—295) and cannot be used for our purposes. The other forms, however,
are no better points to defend a nasal raising of mid vowels. Indeed, xaxev and
xoxe (also xoua 2.2 = 130 and xaxw 7.3 = 14) are not variants of xax(0)(v)v ‘harm’
but rather an adverb in *-e#; (ancient singular instrumental ending) derived
from this noun,?! which also occurs in Old Phrygian as kakey (B-o5), without

21 For this kind of formation, see the common Latin adverbs in -¢ (or -€ after lambic shorten-
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phonetic problems.22 We have two variants of the common New Phrygian for-
mula, namely the noun xaxovv and with the adverb xoaxe (Obrador-Cursach
2020a:264—265). Compare 10g Vit GELOVY XVOUUAVEL Xaxouy adaxeT (9.1 = 87) with
10§ VL TEPOV XVOUpaVEL xaxe adaxet (7.1 = 99) and them also with the Greek impre-
cations from Phrygia Tic &v 82 TolTw 16 uvnueie xoedv Tpoam| o]y |oet “who(ever)
makes harm to this tomb” (MAMA 1v 27) and 8¢ &v todTw '@ MVl xoe®s Tpoa-
nowjoet ‘id’ (read in the Greek part of New Phrygian 19.1 = 96), where the adverb
xax@g occurs in place of the noun xocév.

In light of the above-mentioned argumentation, and armed with current
knowledge of both languages, it is difficult to defend a linguistic area for Phry-
gian and Lycian. Moreover, the only feature shared by Phrygian and Lycian (not
shared with Lycian B) that could be considered areal is the aspiration of *s-, as
suggested by Gusmani (1959:13-14). Again, however, it is an extremely universal
shift to defend the idea of a Phrygio-Lycian area.

3.2 Possible Areal Features Shared by Phrygian with Greek

Brixhe (first in 1990:65-67, also in 2004:77—78) suggested the existence of the
shift *-ans, -ois > -ais, -ois in Phrygian parallel to that found in Aeolian. His
observation explains the presence of nominatives in -ais (arkievais M-o1a,
kanutieivais P-03, sg.gn. kanutii’evanos’® P-o2, and memevais M-o1b), which goes
back to the suffix *-vant- (see Ligorio and Lubotsky 20181820 and Obrador-
Cursach 2020a:83-84, considered patronymics). It also can be found in possible
plural accusatives such as braterais B-o4. Such a shift is so specific that it is
highly likely that both processes, the Aeolian and the Phrygian, happened could
evidence a linguistic area rather than a parallel innovation or shared inherited
feature.

However, this assumption must be built on more features, and there is lit-
tle that can be added. As Sorgo (2019:133) states, “there does not appear to
have been any notable phonological influence of Greek on Phrygian up to
the Hellenistic period.” However, one wonders whether it is possible to find
more shared features after the identification of such a strong innovation. It
has been said above that Phrygian aspirated the ancient *s (with the sole
exception of -s# and the problematic onsets #sC-) as did Lycian (A, not Lycian
B) and later lost the resulting aspiration. In fact, the whole process (*s > *A
*> @) is shared with Lesbian and Ionian, which were psilotic dialect-like.

ing) derived from adjectives: maximus ‘greatest’ > maximé ‘especially, very much, clarus
‘famous, clear’ > clare ‘famously, clearly, pulcher ‘beautiful’ > pulchre ‘beautifully, etc.

22 Note that it also occurs in a protasis imprecation: yos niy art sin=t imenan kaka oskavos
kakey kan dedasitiy ... “Whoever does harmfully harms around this shrine ...” (vel sim.).
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A third possible areal feature is the shift -m# > -n#. The shift is general in
Greek (like in the singular accusative ending, *d"#;-té-m > fetév) and it is also
found in Phrygian (*d*fy-t6-m > deto(v)v MPhr-o1) as well as in the Anatolian
languages (“parallel but independent in Luvian, Palaic and Hittite,” Melchert
1994181). Nevertheless, it is weak evidence on its own, like the debuccalization
of *s.

A fourth possible shared shift is *-sm- > -mm-. It occurs in Aeolian (com-
pare €uut “(I) am” instead of Ionian-Attic eipl /er'mi/ < *hyesmi) and may occur
in Phrygian in light of gepouv < *ke-sma(i)-n (see Obrador-Cursach 2020a:89,
summarizing Lejeune 1969:296 and Ligorio and Lubotsky 2018:1826; see also
Lubotsky apud §0rg0 2019, 134 fn. 3). This shift, however, must be identified
in other forms. A second possible example, en (Dd-103), tentatively suggested
to go back to *f;esm(i) (Obrador-Cursach 2019c:212), must be cautiously taken
(see below §7.2.).

Finally, one can add to the possible Greco-Phrygian area the vocalization of
the ancient resonants. The Phrygian vocalization of *r appears to be /ro/ in the
light of upotic (MPhr-o1) and ppotw) (56.2 = 58), but as /or/ in final position in
light of por (W-o5b)? / movp (6.1 = 88), if both forms go back to PIE *pr (Obrador-
Cursach 2020a:69). There are no identified examples of */, but 72 and 7 clearly
develop a vowel /a/ in Phrygian: see, e.g., *méh,term > materan (M-o1dI and
W-o1a), *knuH-mn > xvoupav, and PIE *bhréh,terns > *braterans > braterais (B-
04). The same distribution is found in Lesbian: *strto- > atpdtov ‘army’ (Sappho
Frgm. 27 D, instead of atpatds), *sne- > d- (as in d-xottwv ‘bedfellow, wife’), *gm-
o0- > yapov ‘wedding, *-ms > -ans > -aig (acc.pl.), etc. There is one exception:
*tm-ont- > TOpovTE ‘cutting’ (aorist active participle, Alcaeus Frgm. 129).

As can be seen, there are two highly likely areal phonetic features shared
by Phrygian and the Aeolic Greek dialect spoken in western Anatolia: the shift
*-ans, -ois > -ais, -ois and the distribution of the vocalization of the ancient
resonants. If it is confirmed, there is another possible areal feature, *-sm- >
-mm-, which also differentiates Aeolic from other Greek dialects shared with
Phrygian, and one can also count here the shift *s > *h > &. Despite the open
problems and the scarcity of identified features, the current material allows us
to consider the possibility of a linguistic area participated in by Phrygian and
Aeolic Greek to be confirmed in the future.

4 Morphological Influences?

There is little information regarding the morphological influences of any lan-
guages on Phrygian before the Hellenistic and Roman periods. As far as I know,



186 OBRADOR-CURSACH

only one proposal currently involves Phrygian and the Anatolian languages.
Brixhe has often claimed (first in 1983:128) that the hesitation of -s in the nom-
inative of masculine personal names in Phrygian (cf. ata G-107, etc., instead of
the expected atas G-128 or voine G-228 for voines G-129 and G-286) is a con-
sequence of contact with the Anatolian languages because “as opposed to the
masculine/feminine morphological contrast of Phrygian (with two forms), the
Anatolian languages have only one common animate gender (with a unique
form [...]). This divergence would generate a Phrygian tendency to have a sin-
gle ending for the names of both men and women, hence the wavering between
these two categories” (2008:79).

The question is not so easy. It is a fact that Phrygian adds an -s ending to the
masculine nominative in -a and -a resulting from PIE *-A, (e.g., PIE *mégh, >
Old Phrygian mekas ‘big, great’ M-o5) and -eh, (like in the ethnics tias G-249 and
mouvTag 1.1 = 48), respectively. The same process is found in Greek (cf,, e.g., uéyog,
veaviag, padytig) but we do not know whether it is a genetic or areal feature. The
origin of the personal names in -e(s) is less clear. Because of the abundance
of Anatolian personal names in Phrygian and the existence of names shared
with other languages, such as manes (also attested in Lydian manes and Car-
ian mane) and its strange inflection, I considered the whole series as being not
Phrygian in origin (Obrador-Cursach 2020a:82-83), but this may be incorrect.
Some of these names admit a Phrygian analysis; at least manes and bateles (W-
08) could be considered theophorics (Obrador-Cursach 2020a:146-157). For the
former, a relation with the god Mag (1.1 = 48, very likely the Anatolian Greek
M, the Moon God) is morphologically and geographically very likely: its stem
*man- (Obrador-Cursach 2020a:293 and 2022:146-147) could be derived into a
personal name through the suffix *-ef;, which adopts an ending -s, just like its
Greek equivalent *-eh;-s > - (cf. Kpdtg or Atopndng). Also, bateles (W-08) can
derive from a Phrygian god: Bas (1.1 = 48 etc., accusative Batan T-02).23 If this is
correct, the analysis is quite easy: a form bat-elo- (for the suffix, see *d"g"em-
elo- > *ghem-elo- > Lepelo- ‘man’), an adjective related to the god, becomes a
personal name through the suffix -es. Also tiyes (M-04) may be added to this
onomastic list, if it really derives from Ti- Zeus’ On the development of -e;
in a simple -e instead of the expected -a (*d"eh;- > daket B-o5 | ad-Sax-et New

23 On this god, see Obrador-Cursach 2017, who considers it an epiclesis of Zeus because in
some New Phrygian imprecative formulae, this god alternates with Tiav ‘Zeus’ (in acc.sg.,
we ignore its nominative) and in some Greek inscriptions dated to the Roman period,
the syncretism between both gods is explicit under the name Att Batyvé® ‘Zeus Batenos’
(always in dative, as in TAM v 1, 77).
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Phrygian passim), one can adduce the prohibitive particle *meh; > me (B-o5, B-
07) / pe (7.1=99, 7.2 = 111, etc.) and the adverbs *-ef; > kakey (B-o5) [ xaxe (6.1=
88,7.1=99).

In any case, we must explain why Phrygian has a hesitation not found in
the Greek equivalents. I think that two inner-Phrygian explanations can be
given, which are methodologically preferable to the explanation of Anatolian
influence. The addition of -s to the ancient forms in *-eh, and, possibly, *-ef,
is a clear innovation, and the names without -s indicate that the prior stage
coexisted with the new one, because onomastics is a good place for archaisms.
Moreover, although Brixhe reports that the hesitation is also found in feminine
names attested in Anatolia, it has not yet been identified within the Phrygian
corpus and could be alater phenomenon. A second inner-Phrygian explanation
can be a mere use of the vocative instead of the nominative. By its nature, the
Phrygian corpus does not provide examples of vocative; however, the compar-
ison with Greek allows us to assume that the Phrygian vocative of masculine
names in -as was simply -a (cf. veavia from veaviag) and -e for the names in
-es (cf. the Delphian [IT]oAvxpdty in SGDI 11 2982 instead of Attic IToAdxportes).
It is true that vocative for nominative is a common occurrence in linguistic
exchange, but it also occurs language-internally (Stifter 2013).

5 Syntactical Influences on Phrygian

As in the case of morphology, there are very few syntactical external influences
identified in the Phrygian corpus before the Greek influences of the Hellenistic
and Roman periods. In the case of Anatolian language influences on Phry-
gian, one wonders whether the use of several kinds of possessive pronouns
instead of genitives in regard to personal names has to do with this well-known
phenomenon in the Anatolian languages other than Hittite (see Yakubovich
2008:194). It can be seen in maneion en “(I) am of Manes” (Dd-103, if the reading
by Obrador-Cursach 2019c:210—211 is accepted, see §6),24 and in the creation
of patronymics in -(e)yo- like tiveia imeneia “Tiveia, Iman’s daughter” (G-183b)
and in -evan- like arkiaevais “Archias’s son” (M-o1a), memevais “Meme’s son”
(M-o1b and M-02), and kanutieivais (P-o3). Compare it to, e.g., Hieroglyphic
Luwian BOHCA §1, EGO-mi [|?Jku+ra/i-ti-i-sd \d-<sa-hwa/i-si-sa, |HEROS-li-i-sa
|(“INFANS")ni-mu-wa/i-za-sa “I (am) Kurti the son of the hero Ashwa,” where

24 It was previously read as mane on : en, where on and en were considered title abbrevia-
tions by Brixhe (2004:126-127). However, such abbreviations and the titles themselves are
unparalleled.
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d-sa-hwa/i-si-sa, is a possessive adjective, and to Lydian Lw 4a: es asinas
manelis alulis “this is the asina- (part of grave) of Manes the son of Alus,” where
manelis alulis are possessive adjectives.

A second syntactical influence might be found in the use of the clitic =s
attached to verbs and referring to a subject that is a preceding relative clause:
MPhr-o1 Tevvitt 1og xopoav SeTouv gouv opaata opviattov=¢ “who(ever) finds this
buried boy, let him say prayers/ oaths” (Obrador-Cursach 2020b) or 62.2 = 33 and
62.5 = 36 L0G VI TEUOUY XVOUAVEL XOXOV AOSAKET [ ... ] AUTOG KE QU XOPOXAL YEYAUPLTHLE-
vog ag Batay Tevtov=¢ “whoever does harm to the tomb, let him, cursed by Bas,
lack any children” (Obrador-Cursach 2020a:116-118). In fact, it is an alternative
to correlative construction ‘who(ever) ... this one ..., as found in Old Phrygian
B-07 yos ... kos ... or in New Phrygian 6.2 (131) 106 ... 706 ... Unlike the Anatolian
languages, Phrygian lacks initial clitic chain.?®> However, we can see a similar
phenomenon of a clitic referring to a subject defined in a preceding subordina-
tive clause. See, for example KARKAMIS A3 line 4, wa/i-sd [ ...] (LOQUI)ta-tara/i-
ia-mi-sa i-zi-ia-ru “and let him be made accursed [...],” where wa/i-sd contains
the quotative particle -wa (normally preceded by the conjunction a-) and the
3sg. nominative common -as ‘he.’ Although Anatolian influence could be pos-
sible, two facts compel us to consider an inner-Phrygian development, namely
the position of the clitic in the final position, instead of the beginning of the
sentence, and the prior existence of an emphatic clitic s- attached to nouns and
personal names: M-o1dl s=materan “this Mother(Goddess)” and B-o7 s-manes
and s-manin “this Manes” (nom.sg. and acc.sg., respectively).

The Aramaic syntactical influences on Phrygian can be found in the impre-
cation W-o1 engraved on a fagade (the so-called Areyastin Monument) dated
ca. 550 (close in time to the Achaemenid conquest: yos esai-=t : materey : evetek-
sete’y : ovevin : onoman : daket : lakedo-key : venavtun : avtay : materey “whoever
puts his own name in this mother eveteksete?, let him be taken by the mother
goddess herself."26 Leaving aside the unsolved problem of the accusative use
in venavtun when a nominative is expected, their use of key ‘and’ (a graphic
variant of ke B-o4, B-o5, etc., New Phrygian xe) is quite strange because the

25  Infact, it is common to find the particle ni(y) / vt after the introductory relative pronoun
ios, yos [ 106 but it is the sole case of a particle in such position.

26  After observing a reading problem in the last alleged (e} of eveteksete?’y, Himmig (2019:
299) read it as evetksetiy and considered it a verb in subjunctive. However, the reading (i)
does not lack problems, as the letter has a horizontal stroke. Conversely, because of the
natural relieve of the rock, one can assume that the two horizontal strokes of an {e) were
not engraved. In addition, a subjunctive verb in such a position is not expected without
any prohibitive particle.
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only thing it can connect here is the imprecative protesis (yos ... daket) with
the apodosis (lakedo ... materey). In the Indo-European language, it is not a
feature expected to happen; however, it is a common feature of the Semitic
languages and is found in analogous Aramaic imprecations, where the so-
called waw-apodosis (a function for the copulative conjunction w- ‘and’) works
in this way (Pat-El 2012:95). Compare Old Phrygian imprecation W-o1b with
the Aramaic wMN BYS YBD ‘M PTKR ZNH WYB'H LH SHR wSM$ “and who-
ever injury does to this figure, may Sehr and Sams search for him!” (Kese-
cek Koyii, Cilicia, translation by Lipinski 1975:150). In fact, the only difference
between both copulative connectors in their respective contexts is that Ara-
maic W- is a proclitic word occurring between the first and the second ele-
ments it connects, whereas Phrygian ke(y) follows immediately after the sec-
ond of the two elements it connects.?” Thus, this unique Phrygian use can be
considered an Aramaic interference at this point, if one considers that Ara-
maic curses were, in fact, a model for the Phrygian ones (Obrador-Cursach
2020a:149).

A second Aramaic influence on Phrygian syntax can be found in the word
order of the Dokimeion Hellenistic epitaph (MPhr-o1 = W-11), the first Phry-
gian inscription written in the Greek alphabet (dated quite some time after the
Macedonian conquest). In fact, this text is an epigram whose text is elusive,
with the sole exception of the final verse (see Obrador-Cursach 2020b). Despite
the difficulties, there are two clear syntagms consisting of a noun followed by
an adjective and a demonstrative pronoun: v. 1 pavxa pexog oag ‘this big stele’
and v. 6 xopoav detouv gouv ‘this buried boy. In Phrygian, the demonstrative and
the adjectives normally precede the noun they qualify: si bevdos “this statue”
(B-01), sin=t imenan “this shrine” (B-o5) and in New Phrygian, oepouv xvoupa-
vel “this tomb” (passim), etc. One could consider that the poetic nature of the
inscription could be the reason of this alteration but this order is consistent
with the Aramaic common syntax. See, e.g., in KAI 318 (from Daskyleion) ZH
sLMH “these images” or 'RH’ ZNH “this road” (in both cases, a noun followed by
a pronoun).

27  Thisis the common position of the copulative connector in Phrygian. See, e.g., P-03: vasous
iman mekas | kanutieivais | deyos ke mekas “Vasos Iman the great the son of Kanuti and
the great god” (Vasos and the god are linked here). Note also that it can also occur twice,
namely after the first and the second elements it coordinates. See, e.g., Old Phrygian B-o7
tiv{a]n ke devun ke “Zeus and the god” and New Phrygian 3.1 = 97 pe dewg xe {epedwg xe “in
the sight of gods and men.”



190 OBRADOR-CURSACH
6 Phrygian Bilinguals in the Iron Age

Contrary to the Roman period, when Phrygian is commonly used after a Greek
inscription, bilinguals in Old Phrygian are extremely rare. Indeed, we know
of only two bilingual inscriptions, both dated to the Achaemenid period: the
Phrygio-Greek B-o5 (from Germanos—Sogukcam) and the Phrygio-Aramaic
G-157. B-o5 was found in Vezirhan, Bithynia. It is engraved on a Greco-Persian
stele and consists of thirteen long lines of Phrygian text and seven shorter lines
of Greek under a relief depicting a goddess, a meeting between her and a noble,
and a hunting scene of the same man. Given the great difference between the
lengths of the two texts, they are not word-for-word translations. Indeed, it is
assumed that the Phrygian text was the original, whereas the Greek was added
later as a summary of the Phrygian. Moreover, this addition is shown by the
position of the Greek text, which was engraved in the empty space of the stele
in two parts, one (l. 1-5) above the Phrygian text and the other (l. 6—7) below.
The clearest correspondences between the content of the two texts can be seen
in Table 8.1.

TABLE 8.1 Equivalences between the Phrygian and Greek texts of B-o5 (Obrador-Cursach 2020a:128).

Phrygian Greek

L. 1 sin=t imenan kaliya ti tedat |...] 1. 1—3 Koiag ABuetov als nympog aveé|Ogxev.
“this monument Kallias erect[ed]” “Kallias son of Abiktos erected this”

1. 8-9 yos niy art sin=t imenan kaka oskavos kakey | 1. 3-4"0Oatig mepl | 10 lepdv xoovp{y Yehoat
kan dedasitiy tubetiv

“whoever does harm around this monument ...” “Whoever harms around this holy place”

1. 1 torvetun tiray 1. 4-5 & Sp0v | &xdpat

“cutting by his hand”(?) “or cuts a tree”

The second Old Phrygian bilingual consists of a fragmented graffito on a pot-
sherd found in the surface near the Building NCT in Gordion: the little inscrip-
tion G-157. Unfortunately, few letters have been preserved and its contents
remain unknown. If the lambda for the sole readable Aramaic letter is accepted,
it is very likely that it contains a common property indication, because the Ara-
maic preposition /- is commonly used to denote it. In any case, the Phrygian
sequence [---]arg lacks any parallel. A late inscription may be added to the
list of the Phrygian bilingual inscriptions list, Oreshko (in Oreshko and Alagoz
2023) claimed that the recently found inscription from Gordion (G-12) contains



LINGUISTIC CONTACT IN THE ANATOLIAN IRON AGE 191

Lydian and supposedly ‘Lydianizing’ words, a question to examine in detail in
the future.

7 Textual Convergence Concerning Phrygian
7.1 Shared “Literary” Resources (Metrics, Merisms, and Internal
Accusatives)

The use of poetic resources in the Old Phrygian corpus is an unexplored field,
because most of the texts are too short and/or tentatively deciphered. In fact,
only one feature has been suggested: a possible rhyme in G-229, a graffito on a
handle of a vessel dated to the 5th or 4th century BCE:

mamutas sokposa
mamutas itoies gloka

Brixhe and Lejeune (CIPPh 183-184) pointed out the repetition of the mamu-
tas in the beginning and the rhyme in the final words of each line. However, the
text remains very obscure because of hapaxes. The word mamutas is very likely
a personal name. They compared it to Hieroglyphic Luwian ma-mu-ti- but it is,
in fact, the dative of mamud- ‘company’ A comparison with Mauotyg (attested
in Lycia, Cau 2003:396) is preferred, but morphologically, Phrygian mamutas
could be an ethnic parallel to Greek Mapouvt(t)nvog (KON § 761-2).28

Leaving aside this problematic short text in the Middle Phrygian epigram
from Dokimeion (MPhr-o1 = W-11, 4th century BCE) two features are shared
with other languages: metrics and internal accusative. On metrics, Lubotsky
(2017) identified that the text consists of six verses of 17 syllables, very likely
“reminiscent of the dactylic hexameters” (2017:428), separated by two-spotted
kola at the end of each one. In fact, it is the number of syllables that a holo-
dactylic hexameter has. According to Lubotsky’s identification (with some
modifications after Obrador-Cursach 2020b), the inscription reads as follows:

L1-2 MOVXO MEXOG TOG XLV €V XE BLAaTade|vay vex oouy :
1. 2-3 TTOXPOLOU KY] YAOUPEOS YOEVOUY | OO TOPOL ATl LAXPAV

28  OtherPhrygian ethnics are Old Phrygian tias (G-249, said of a sekel ‘weight’), New Phrygian
ITovvtag (said of the god Bas in 1.1 = 48), which can be equated to Greek ITovtawyvég (KON
§1085), and, before being a personal name, *Gordiyas > I'opdiag, equated to Greek F'op3iavég
(literally ‘the one from Gordion’). On Phrygian ethnics, see Obrador-Cursach 2019a:548.
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13-4 BAOGKAOV XE TAXPLS KE AOUV|IOU HPOTI AXTTTOL LATLOL OLVOUY
L. 4-5 VIXOGTPATOS | XAEUUOYOL HIPOG AISOUEVOU RATIV XITVIG
1.5-7 [O|.xpOg LITAY TAPTLAG TTAADE TTOPROPOOS ..|POG TTAVTHG :

1.7-8 TEWLTL 10G X0poOy SETOVY | TOUV OATTA OUVITITOV=G.

Although isosyllabism is contrary to the nature of hexameter, an adaptation of
a foreign tradition may explain the practice. In any case, echoes of the same
metrical schemes are found in some New Phrygian formulae:

Tog vt pe LepeNog xe DE0G XE TI) TITTETIXUEVOS €[ L]Tou (18.3 = 6)
QUTOG XE OUOL KOPOXA YEYOPLTIEVOS G Bortary TEuTou=S (62.2 = 33 and 62.5 = 36)

Also in the Middle Phrygian inscription from Dokimeion, a cognate accusative
is found: opaata opvigitov=¢ “let him say vows” (vel sim.). Improving upon a first
proposal by Brixhe (2004:24), the sequence is considered to be a noun in the
function of direct complement of the verb opvigitov and both words derived
from *hgemhs- ‘to insist, urge’ (*h,emhg- in L1v2:265-266, see EDG:1078), a root
found in Gr. Spvupt ‘to swear, affirm with an oath, take a vow’ (for the whole con-
struction, see Obrador-Cursach 2020b). The use of cognate accusatives is com-
mon in other Anatolian corpora; see, e.g., Hittite hannessar hanna- “to judge a
judgment” (more examples in Hoffner and Melchert 2008:248), Hieroglyphic
Luwian AsSUR letter F+G §18 |kwa/i-na-" |(“*69”)wa/i-za-na |(“*69”")wa/i-zi-ha-
na “which request we requested” and Lycian TL 57 l. 3—4 pijété pijatu “they gave
a gift.” Thus, it could be another example of Anatolian influence on Phrygian,
but the cognate accusative is found in Greek and Semitic languages as well, an
even in many languages out of Anatolia.

A clearer Anatolian influence can be found in the use of merisms in the
Phrygian curses, especially—but not exclusively—in the New Phrygian inscrip-
tions. Merism is “rhetorical device which consists of referring to a particular
thing or notion by way of listing two or more of its contrasting parts or subcat-
egories” (Mouton and Yakubovich 2019:209). The clearest examples are nevos
niptiya “grandson (and) granddaughter” (B-os5, identified by Himmig 2013 with
the meaning ‘son and daughter’), Sewg {epeAns “gods and men” (passim), and
Cetpar e oL meteg xe “his hands and feet” (40.1 = 12).29 New Phrygian lwg xe metg

29  Before Obrador-Cursach (2020a:55, 331), meteg was read as meteg, an unparalleled word that
makes no sense despite the comparison with meig in a different curse. The same word is
found in Old Phrygian G-o2 as petes according to Kloekhorst (2015).
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“living and?” (43.1 = 69) may be added to this list if el means something sim-
ilar to “dead.” Merisms are very common in the Anatolian corpora, especially
in ritual contexts; see, e.g., the beginning of the Hittite list of gods (KUB 6.45
iii 412 and duplicate KUB 6.46 iii 41-51) [(DINGIR.LUM®)] DINGIR.MUNUSM®$
$A LUGAL-RI U $A MUNUS.LUGAL-TI kuiés daran|[(te)$] kuiés uL darantes “gods
(and) goddesses of the king and of the queen (those whose name has been)
pronounced and (those whose name has) not (been) pronounced.” Cuneiform
Luwian is another good source for merisms; see those found in KUB 35.45ii1—4,
such as AMA-ya-an ta-a-ti-ya-an “of mother (or) father” or §ES-ya-an NIN-ya-an
“of brother (or) sister,” and those from KUB 35.54 iii 1'-5', CTH 758.1.C puwadilza
nanuntarrisa “past (or) present,” ulantalliyan hwidwaliyan “of the dead (or) the
living” or ir(hu)waliyan parittarwaliyan “internal (or) external,” said of an evil
(see the conscious study by Mouton and Yakubovich 2019, from which I took
the Anatolian examples given here).

7.2 The Case of the Phrygian Indirect Bilinguals (Luwian, Aramaic, and
Greek)

Despite the scarcity of bilinguals, Phrygian has an interesting amount of tex-
tual convergences with other languages. They can be also called indirect bilin-
guals because unrelated inscriptions written in different languages contain
the same formula. They are abundant in the Roman Imperial period concern-
ing Phrygian and Greek, but they also occur in the Old Phrygian corpus. The
most striking case is that the more common New Phrygian curse pe dewg xe
(epelwg xe ot Tie TLTTETNpEVOS EtTou “let him be accursed by Zeus in the sight
of gods and men” (this is a standardized version of a text found elsewhere
in this subcorpus) has a Hieroglyphic Luwian source (Lubotsky 1998:420):
KARKAMIS A 3, line 4, reads as follows: wa/i-sd- | DEUS-na-za | CAPUT-td-
za-ha | *336-na-na | (DEUS)TONITRUS-td-ti-i | (LOQUI)ta-tara/i-ia-mi-sa i-zi-
ia-ru “and let him be made accursed by Tarhunzas in the sight of gods and
men.” We do not know when Phrygian borrowed it nor the contexts where it
could be preserved from the Iron Age to its reappraisal in the Roman Imperial
period.30

A second case of textual convergence between Phrygian and an Anato-
lian language may be found in the Old Phrygian seal Dd-103 (as cited above):
maneion en “(I) am of Manes” (as suggested in Obrador-Cursach 2019c: 210—211).
The reading has the difficulty that the alleged letter (i) seems to be an orna-

30  See now Anfosso 2022 for critical remarks on the comparison between the Luwian and
the New Phrygian imprecative apodosis.
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mental sign. However, its advantages are twofold: unparalleled abbreviations
on and en are ruled out, and parallels for such construction occur in contem-
porary seals written in Lydian, such as manel=im “l am of Manes” (Lw 73, LW 55).
In both cases, the personal name manes (not necessary referring to the same
person) is derived through a suffix to build an adjective. Because the structure is
unique in Phrygian, one may consider that the Phrygian seal is, in fact, a calque
of those found in Lydian.

Finally, textual convergence is also found between Old Phrygian and Ara-
maic. The earliest Phrygian epitaph (B-o7) contains a closing formula shared
with the Aramaic inscription KA 318 (Obrador-Cursach 2021a).3! Both inscrip-
tions were found in Daskyleion, the satrapal seat of Hellespontic Phrygia, and
clearly date to the Achaemenid period. Because of some linguistic details (such
as the use of the indefinite kos where the phoric tos is expected), the Phrygian
version must be a calque, rather than the source of the formula. Both versions
of the formula read as follows:

HWMYTK BL WNBW ZY 'RH’ ZNH YHWH DH 'YS 'L YML
“I adjure you by Bel and Nabu: who will cross this road, let him do no
harm” (Aramaic KA1 318, 1. 2—4)

yos tiv[a]n ke devun k umnotan ordoineten me kos anivaketi ss-manin
“By Zeus and the God I adjure you: who goes straight along, let him not
harm Manes” (Old Phrygian B-o7, 1. 2-3)

As stated above, the syntax of Old Phrygian W-o1b appears to be influenced by
Aramaic. In fact, the punishment of this Old Phrygian inscription consists of
the desecrator being caught by Matar, the Mother Goddess: lakedo=key : venav-
tun : avtay : materey “let him be taken by the Mother Goddess herself.” A similar
punishment is found in the Aramaic inscription from Kesecek Koyii (Cilicia):
WYB‘H LH SHR wSM$ “may Séhr and Sams search for him!” (translation by Lip-
inski 1975:150). In light of this last text, it is possible that this Phrygian curse is
rooted in the Northwest Semitic tradition.

The protasis of the same Old Phrygian inscription, W-o1b, claims to preserve
the name of the person who carved the monument against later usurpers: yos

31 On the Aramaic inscriptions from Anatolia, see Lemaire 2001. Note, however, that his
translation of ka1 318, 1. 2—4 differs slightly from the one given here: “Je t'adjure par Bel et
Nébo, toi qui passerais ce chemin, que personne ne (lui) fasse de mal!” (Lemaire 2001:22).
The verb ~Awmyt is clear in 1sg.
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esai=t : materey : eveteksete’y : ovevin : onoman : daket “whoever puts his own
name in this mother eveteksete?.” The same concern is found in the bilingual
inscription of Tell Fekherye, a bilingual written in Neo-Assyrian and Aramaic:
Neo-Assyrian 15-18 [15] ma-nu EGIR® an-hu-su lu-di§ [16] MU-ma lis-kun ma-
nu $d su-me [17] t-naka-ru u MU-st i-Sak-ka-nu [18] U qar-du lu-i EN di-ni-sil.
“[15] Quiconque dans l'avenir restaurera sa ruine, [16] qu’il y mette mon nom,
celui qui endommagera mon nom [17] et y mettra son nom, [18] qu'Adad le
Héros soit son adversaire!” (translation by Abou-Assaf et al. 1982:17) and Ara-
maic 11-12 WZY YLD SMYMNH WYSYM SMH HDD GBR LHWY QBLH “and whoever
removes my name from it and places his own name, may Hadad the Warrior be
his adversary” (translation by Cathcart 1996:141).

The same motive is also found in Hieroglyphic Luwian KARATEPE1 §§ 59-64
(the Luwian—Phoenician bilingual) and KARKAMIS Ana:

POST+RA/I-wa/i-sa«-ti?»-pa-wa/i-ta | kwa/i-a-ti | | PRAE-na CRUS.CRUS-{
wa/i-ta-" | SCRIBA+RA/I-la-i kwa/i-i-sa | za-zi-pa-wa/i-td (SCALPRUM)
ku-ta-sas+ra/i-zi LOCUS-za- (SA4)sd-ni-ti || NEGy-pa-wa/i-td |za-na DEUS-
ni-na LOCUS-za-" (SA4)sd-ni-ti | | NEGy-pa-wa/i-td d-ma-za d-ld/i-ma-za
ARHA MALLEUS-{ || wa/i-tii-ta-’ (DEUS)TONITRUS-sa (DEUS)kar-hu-ha-sa
(DEUS)ku+AvVIS-pa-sa-ha L1s-la/i/u-za-ti

“If in future they [the gates] shall pass down to (one) who shall ..., and
shall overturn these orthostats from (their) place(s), or shall overturn this
god from (his) place, or shall erase my name, against him may Tarhunzas,
Karhuhas and Kubaba litigate!”32 (KARKAMIS An1a §§ 21-26)

Because of the peculiarities of the Old Phrygian corpus (most inscriptions con-
tain just a personal name or a short text), curses and formulae used to protect
the monuments are the contexts where textual convergence in Phrygian can be
easily detected. In fact, formulae against desecrators are texts commonly bor-
rowed by one language from another. The same tendency can be found in New
Phrygian, as some curses have analogous renderings in Greek inscriptions from
Anatolia (see Table 8.2).

32 Translation by CHLI:g6.
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TABLE 8.2 Equivalences between some New Phrygian curses and their counterparts in Greek

New Phrygian curses Greek curses

ME dewg xe (EUENNG KE 0T TLE TITTETIXME- ol Yevnoetal mopd Beols xal dvBpwmolg

V0g €1TOY ETIXOTAPATOG

“let him be accursed by Zeus in the ~ “and he will become accursed in the
sight of gods and men” (passim) sight of gods and men” (Teos 186)
Bog 1ot Bexog pe Bepet un 3¢ YA xapmogopygotto AT

“let Bas not produce bread to him” “neither the earth produce fruit to
(81=86 and 7.2 =111) him” (Strubbe 1997:§ 76)

ME X€ ol ToToagelTt Bag Bexog U1 Y7 .. xop1odg doiy

“let Bas not give fruit to him” “let the earth not give fruit”
(71=199) (Strubbe 1997:§153)

8 Concluding Remarks

The overview presented in the preceding pages shows how the Phrygian lin-
guistics contacts fit the history of their speakers. The clearest contacts con-
cern the Anatolian languages, Semitic (especially Aramaic), and Greek (see
Table 8.3). Details about contacts with the Anatolian languages are difficult
to obtain, but one finds loanwords and shared formulae with these languages,
mainly Luwian and Lydian, which became textual models for the Phrygian
epigraphy. In fact, the Phrygian settlement in the central Anatolian milieu put
this language in the privileged scenario of a crossroads between eastern and
western Anatolia and the Anatolian Indo-European languages spoken in the
region. The influences of these languages on Phrygian phonetics and syntax
are possible but remain unclear. Today, contacts with Hittite are highly spec-
ulative, and contacts with other Anatolian languages of the first millennium
(excluding Lydian) are unattested, despite being more likely. It is worth recall-
ing elite interchanges such as the bowls, the cauldron, and the ladle with early
Old Phrygian inscriptions (HP-103-113) found in Tumulus D of Bayindir (Lycia,
mid-8th century BCE).3?

33  These texts are very short and all most likely contain only a personal name: six inscrip-
tions read the well-attested personal name ates (HP-103-108), one shows a possible variant
atses (HP-109), HP-111 reads sitidos (a name also read in G-346, on a beam from the Gor-
dion tumulus MM), HP-11 contains ata (another well-known name) and, finally, HP-112
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TABLE 8.3 Attested kinds of linguistic contacts with Phrygian in the Iron Age (Tc
= textual convergence).

Loanwords Phonetics Syntax Bilinguals TC

Anatolian + ? ? -
Semitic + - +
Greek + + _

Contacts with the Semitic languages are attested throughout the whole his-
tory of the Phrygian language. In fact, the earliest evidence for such influence
is the loanword sekel read in one of the earliest Phrygian inscriptions: G-249,
dated to ca. 800 BCE. However, the relationship between Phrygian and Semitic
(mainly Aramaic) intensifies during the Achaemenid period for obvious histor-
ical reasons. During that period, we find the sole bilingual graffito from Gordion
(G-157) and the Phrygian formulae against desecrators influenced by Aramaic.
In fact, calques after Aramaic models of this kind of text explain the syntactical
influence on Phrygian, which otherwise would imply a deep, intensive contact
between both languages. During the same Achaemenid period, some Old Per-
sian loanwords are found.

Finally, Greek is the language that most influenced Phrygian throughout its
whole history, but in the Iron Age only few borrowings have been identified—
and all of them in the western Phrygian epigraphy. The Greco-Phrygian bilin-
gual B-o5 is also found in Bithynia, to the west of the Phrygian cultural core.
There are examples of Phrygian textual convergence with Greek, although the
syntactical Greek influence on Phrygian remains undetected. However, this last
point is difficult to study because of the similarity of both languages due to their
dialectal position.

and HP-113 contain two hapax: dide and idi, respectively. As in the case of the analogous
inscriptions from the Gordion tumulus MM, they could be the names of the (symbolic)
participants in the funerary feast.



CHAPTER 9

On the Fringes: Kartvelian, Armenian, Etruscan,
and Lemnian

Zsolt Simon

1 Introduction

This chapter is devoted to those (alleged) contacts that represent peripheral
cases in the research on loan contacts of the Anatolian languages. They are
peripheral in both the geographic and scholarly senses; the latter means that
they are frequently neglected, despite the geographical and historical facts that
require their inclusion, and that proposals have frequently been built upon
outdated philological basis, often also neglecting the methods of historical lin-
guistics. These cases include (in geographical distance) alleged contacts with
the Kartvelian languages (§1), Armenian (§ 2), and, finally, Etruscan and Lem-

nian (§3).

2 The Northeastern Periphery: The Kartvelian Languages

Urartian and Greek sources report on a plethora of entities along the eastern
Black Sea littoral, to the south of it, and in the region extending until Urartu.
Nevertheless, in most of the cases we hardly know anything of these peoples
and polities other than their names and rough location. According to our cur-
rent knowledge, in this area only two languages can be identified with cer-
tainty: Proto-Armenian (see § 2) and the precursor of the Zan languages.

The Zan languages (today’s Laz in Tiirkiye and Megrelian in Georgia) rep-
resent a branch of the Kartvelian language family, and several peoples of the
ancient Black Sea littoral are identified with their ancestors.! Although they
are not directly neighboring the Anatolian languages (but cf. below), due to the
geographical proximity loan contacts would not be surprising. Unfortunately,

1 Their precise number varies, but definitely at least the Macrones (later called San(n)oi and
Tzanoi, whence the term Zan) and the Mossynoikoi/Heptakometai/Skythenoi/Skoutinoi, and
the Tibarenoi probably belonged to them as well; see Lordkipanidze 1996:158-163 and Simon
2014¢, especially 125-129 with detailed references.
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no borrowings in either direction have yet been detected. However, this is not
the result of exhaustive scholarly investigations; on the contrary, it is due to
a research gap, as etymological research on the Zan languages has until now
concentrated on the inherited Kartvelian vocabulary and the Caucasian con-
tacts (especially Armenian and Northwest Caucasian), setting aside the general
question of the lexicography of both languages, which has reached modern
standards only fairly recently. In other words, no assessment can be given due
to the lack of research.

The matter is further complicated by an unresolved historical problem: the
tribes attributed to the Zan languages appear in our historical sources with the
advent of the Greek historiography (ca. 600BCE). As such, we simply do not
know when they arrived to these areas. Nevertheless, there is a long-standing
idea that connects them to the Kaska, a Hittite- and Neo-Hittite-period pop-
ulation with significant territorial overlaps (most recently Giorgadze 2000).
Should this hypothesis turn out to be correct, it would increase the probability
of Anatolian loans in the Zan languages and even vice versa. Nevertheless, we
know nothing about the Kaska language beyond onomastics, an in-depth inves-
tigation of which remains a desideratum (but see now Sasseville forthcoming,
who argues for the identification of a Kaska text and Kaska words in Hittite
texts), and accordingly, the theory cannot be proved. Moreover, alternatively,
the Kaska were proposed to be a Hattian remnant population (see especially
Singer 2007:171-176 and the overview in Simon 2012:10-11), a language isolate
(and definitely not a Kartvelian language; see the critical overview of the dif-
ferent proposals in Simon 2012:249—254). That said, the two theories are not
necessarily mutually exclusive, because the Kaska society may have been mul-
tilingual (again, we simply do not know; note also the scholars who argue that
the Kaska was in fact only a social category; see, e.g., Zimansky 2007; Gergek
2012:27—62; Corti 2017:219—220).2

While Zan—Anatolian proposals are missing, Anatolian loan contacts with
other Kartvelian configurations have been proposed: Georgian, Proto-Geor-
gian-Zan (the common ancestor of Georgian and Zan), and especially Proto-
Kartvelian borrowings from Hittite and Luwian, and sometimes even Kartve-
lian loans in these languages. Setting aside the completely outdated list of van
Ginneken (1937:282 with fn. 2) and isolated proposals, the main impetus was
given by Giorgadze (1979), who argued that a part of the observed lexical sim-
ilarities between Proto-Indo-European and Proto-Kartvelian are in fact due to

2 Needless to say, all of these considerations also imply the theoretical possibility of loan con-
tacts between Hattian and Proto-Zan (or Kartvelian languages in general). This is yet another
topic to be explored.
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a later contact (i.e., between the Anatolian and Kartvelian languages), with-
out, however, more precisely defining the direction of the borrowings. It was
Gamkrelidze and Ivanov (1995:793, originally published in 1984) who updated
and enlarged Giorgadze’s idea. This resulted in nearly two dozen proposals
altogether. However, a recent critical overview by the present author (Simon
forthcoming) shows that almost none of the proposals can be upheld due to
the usual circumstances: the proposals involve onomatopoetic words, com-
parisons of Proto-Indo-European and Proto-Kartvelian words, and formally
untenable cases. That said, one proposal, in modernized form, Proto-Kartvelian
*s;tum- ‘ear’ from (pre-)Proto-Luwic or pre-Luwian *stimm(ant)- ‘ear’ (the idea
goes back to Gamkrelidze and Ivanov 1995:793), is entirely possible both for-
mally and semantically (although the borrowing of such terms may sound
strange, it is in fact cross-linguistically well known; consider, e.g., English leg
from Old Norse). Should this proposal turn out to be correct, it would have
interesting implications for the prehistory of both sides, especially because
this would provide the first absolute date for Proto-Kartvelian by a reliable
methodology, even though it would be only approximate (i.e., before the 20th
century BCE). Nevertheless, at the moment it merely emphasizes the need for
in-depth investigations in this direction.

3 The Northeastern Periphery: Armenian

Armenian belongs to the so-called Balkan Indo-European languages (see espe-
cially Klingenschmitt 1994:244—245; Matzinger 2005:381-386; Olsen and Thorse
2022:209-217), a clade or an areal group within the Indo-European language
family consisting of Greek, Phrygian, Armenian, Albanian, and presumably
other, lesser-known fragmentary Indo-European languages. Therefore, it must
be an immigrant to its historical territories, a notion also supported by Greek
authors, who claimed that the Armenians were Phrygian colonists (Herodotus,
7.73) or that they were from Phrygia (Eudoxus of Cnidus, fr. 279 Lasserre). Nev-
ertheless, the route of their migration is unknown, but even the shortest route
must have crossed or bypassed the territories of the following northern Anato-
lian languages (listing only those that are known beyond onomastic material):
Hattian, Palaic, Hittite, Luwian, Proto-Zan, and Urartian.3

3 Most recently, a genetic study argued for an immigration from the Steppe via the Caucasus
(Lazaridis et al. 2022). One of several weak points in this theory is the very fact that it cannot
account for the Anatolian loanword layers of Armenian (for a detailed critical assessment of
this theory, see Simon 2022d). Whatever the route may have been, there is general agreement
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Any Hattian language contact is highly theoretical on chronological
grounds. Although we do know now that Hattian was spoken in the Hittite
Empire period as well (Simon 2012 and especially the overview 8—10 with refer-
ences), we do not know when it died out; it may have disappeared by the time
the Proto-Armenians crossed their territories (we have no reason to assume
the presence of Proto-Armenians in Anatolia in the Hittite Empire period; see
below). However, they may have survived the Hittite Empire for a time, and
there is even a suggestion that the Kaska were a remnant Hattian population
(see §1 above). Whatever the case may be, there is a suggestion sub iudice of
a possible Hattian loan in Armenian: kamurj ‘bridge’. The etymology of this
word is notoriously difficult because, setting aside substrate theories, neither
the Indo-European etymology (a connection with Greek yé¢ptpa ‘beam, bridge’)
nor the assumption of a borrowing from Urartian (qab/purza ‘bridge’) can reg-
ularly account for its -m- (see the overview in EDAIL:351-353 with references).
Accordingly, Simon (2022d) suggested that Hattian Aamuruwa, ‘(roof) beam,
which was already compared with this word as borrowing from a common sub-
strate, was in fact its source, without the Hattian suffix =wa,, (spelled as -u-wa,,)
and with a regular Armenian suffix. Although this hypothesis is entirely pos-
sible, both phonologically (with a sound substitution of the laryngeal)* and
morphologically, it is weakened by the above-mentioned chronological prob-
lem and by the fact that we do not know whether the Hattian word did indeed
contain this suffix.

The Proto-Armenian—(Proto-)Zan linguistic contacts, as well as their ear-
lier phases (Proto-Georgian-Zan, Proto-Kartvelian), are covered extensively in
the literature.> Because this topic is rather beyond the scope of this chapter, let
it suffice to say that there is a general agreement regarding the existence of the
Proto-Armenian—Proto-Zan linguistic contacts, but the precise list of loan-
words as well as their chronology (i.e., regarding the above-mentioned phases)
and the direction of the borrowings require further research (e.g., Martirosyan
EDAIL:212 with references claims that Arm. gi ‘juniper’ is the source of Proto-
Kartvelian *ywi(a)- ‘dto’, while Simon (2023c:576-577) argued that because the
correct Proto-Kartvelian reconstruction is *ywiw- and the Armenian word has

regarding the existence of these loanword layers, and since this is beyond the scope of the
chapter, the question of the Proto-Armenians’ precise route can be left open here.

4 This would contradict the Armenian substitution of the Luwian laryngeal (see below). Never-
theless, we do not know the precise phonetics of the Hattian laryngeal, and it is entirely pos-
sible that the Hattian and Luwian laryngeals were phonetically not identical (being spelled
identically in cuneiform script only because there were no other spelling possibilities).

5 See, e.g., the modern, but very different lists in Djahukian 1990:31; Schmidt 1992; Klimov 1998:
passim; Greppin 2000; Thorse 2022; Simon 2023c, Nielsen 2023:39—-88, all with further refer-
ences.
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no regular Indo-European etymology, the Armenian word would represent a
regular borrowing from Proto-Zan *ywi-). That said, there exist, of course, gen-
erally agreed-upon borrowings, such as Armenian oc®xar ‘sheep’ from Proto-
Zan *o-¢xar- ‘sheep’ (cf. Georg. sa-cxovar- ‘cattle’ and cxovar- ‘sheep’, Greppin
2000:87 fn. 12; Fihnrich 2007:585-586). Although a sociolinguistic evaluation
depends on the precise list of these loan contacts, as the above examples show,
terms for the local flora and fauna are definitely part of them. The date of these
loan contacts depends on the Proto-Armenian presence south of the eastern
Black Sea littoral, which had to fall somewhere within the period between the
early 12th and early 7th centuries BCE, according to the most recent calculation
by Simon (2022d).

The main discussion on the role of Armenian in the Anatolian loan contacts
focuses on the Indo-European Anatolian loans in Armenian. Although Palaic
loans have not been proposed (indeed, neither are they expected, on chrono-
logical grounds; cf. below), since research began, approximately 100 Hittite and
Luwian loans in Armenian have been proposed. The scholarly reaction has
been twofold. On the one hand, these proposed loans were completely ignored
in the chapter on the Armenian lexicon even in the most recent handbook of
Indo-European studies (Clackson 2017:1120-1124, especially 1123). On the other
hand, they have generated a new wave of critical discussions in the last decade
(Simon 20134, 2021€, 2022d; Martirosyan 2017; Housepian 2017, all with detailed
references to previous works) and this discussion does not seem to end.® These
discussions led to the restriction of the source languages only to Luwian and to
aradical decrease in the number of the loans to the following five cases: laxowr
‘ivy; parsley’ from Luw. *lahhur- ‘greenery’ (whence Hitt. (deriv.) lahhurnuzszi-
‘foliage, leafy branches, greenery (of trees and shrubs)’); towp© ‘case, box, chest,
censer’ from Luw. *tuppa(/i)- (whence E duppassi, cf. Hitt. ¢Stuppa- ‘chest, bas-
ket’); vas ‘good, bravo’ from Luw. wasu- ‘good’, xarn ‘mixture; mixed’ from Luw.
*harniya- (whence, e.g., harnanta/i- leavening’), and the personal name Muset
from Mursilis.

This has important repercussions for both the chronology and the sociolin-
guistics of the Armenian—Anatolian loan contacts: whereas Palaic and Hittite
loanwords would require contact with Proto-Armenian already during the sec-
ond millennium BCE (more precisely, before the 12th century BCE), Luwian

6 Despite the criticism in Simon 2021e:284-286, Kocharov 2022 maintains that Arm. sef/ ‘heap,
mass, pile (of corn, fruits)’ is a loan from Hittite séli- ‘heap of grain’ (although it is phonologi-
cally irregular) as well as targal ‘spoon’ from Hitt. tarwali- ‘pestle vel sim., because for him the
required semantic change ‘pestle’ > ‘spoon’ is acceptable.
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extends the chronological limit at least until the early 7th century BCE.” How-
ever, because there is not a single piece of evidence for the presence of Proto-
Armenian speakers in Hittite Anatolia,® we must restrict the Luwian loans
to the period between ca. the early 12th and early 7th centuries BCE. Future
research will determine whether a more precise date can be given. From a soci-
olinguistic point of view, the low number of loans, combined with the lack of
any common semantic background, rather suggests superficial contacts.
Finally, the Anatolian—Armenian loan contacts have a special aspect,
namely the attempt to demonstrate Armenian loans in Hittite as well as the
Armenian origin of several Hittite names (see, most recently, Djahukian
1990:27—28 with ample references to the previous literature). This is, of course,
a priori not impossible and would firmly establish the presence of Proto-
Armenian speakers in Hittite Anatolia. The Armenian etymology of these Hit-
tite words is, however, untenable: setting aside a philologically false case,® Hit-
tite luzzi- ‘forced service, public duty, corvée’ is clearly internally derived from a
verbal root of PIE origin (EDHIL:535 with references, contra Djahukian 1990:28
from luc ‘yoke; weight, burden; hard labor’), arziya- ‘cultivated land’ (also in
Luwian) can hardly be separated from Hittite arsi- ‘planting, cultivation,!° and

7 This is the period of the latest Hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions currently known.
Although Neo-Hittite statehood ended only in 401BCE (Simon 2021a) and we have a vast
number of Luwian names in alphabetic transmission, it remains wholly unclear when
Luwian died out.

8 The Anatolian presence of Proto-Armenian speakers during the Hittite period is usually
built upon the following claims:

1) Hittite loans in Armenian (which, however, do not exist, as per above).

2)  The derivation of the Armenian endonym hAay from the Hittite period toponym
Hayas$a, which has yet to be demonstrated (for criticism, see Petrosyan 2007:42—49;
Kitazumi 2013; Simon 2022d, all with further references). However, even if it were
to shown, it still would not prove anything more than the survival of a toponym,
without any compelling implications regarding the languages behind these terms
(cf. the cases of the French or the Macedonians).

3)  Arbitrary Armenian etymologies of HayaSean onomastics (see the criticism in Pet-
rosyan 2007:48 with fn. 17).

4)  Armenian loans in Hittite as well as Armenian etymologies for Hittite onomastic
material, all of them untenable; see below.

5)  AnArmenianloan in Hurrian that does not exist (see the criticism in Simon 2022d).

9 haz(z)izit- does not mean ‘a kind of pastry’ but ‘ear’ (which sometimes appears in the
shape of cultic pastry) and, accordingly, cannot be a borrowing from Armenian hac®
‘bread’ (contra Djahukian 1990:27—28). On its Hurrian origin see Simon 2020c:414—415 with
refs.

10  With HED A and E/1187 and Melchert 2024:34 (contra HW? A:365, cf. also HEG A-K:75), not
included in EDHIL.
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Djahukian’s proposed Armenian art ‘cornfield, tilled field’ (1990:27) does not
fit formally."! Finally, although Hittite esri- ‘fleece’ lacks a reliable etymology,'2
Djahukian’s proposed Armenian source (asr ‘wool, fleece) 1990:27) does not
lead to the Hittite word. Similarly untenable is the Armenian etymologizing of
Hittite theonyms (Djahukian 1990:28): since practically nothing is known about
the functions of the deities involved, any derivation from a similar-sounding
Armenian word is entirely gratuitous (Sulutta [recte Sulutta’x[(-), van Gessel
1998:413] ~ Sofot ‘radiant’), not to mention that these derivations, moreover,
do not even fit formally (Andaliya ~ and ‘cornfield, arable field’; Lusiti ~ loys
(gen. lowsoy) ‘light, Zanduza ~ Santoc® [from Santc/d ‘lightning’|, Zukki (sum-
moned in the birth rituals) ~ jowkn ‘fish’) or semantically (Huzziya ~ xowce
‘small chamber, cell, which is probably a loan from Semitic [EDAIL:335 with
discussion] and thus, too late). Only Santa, the War God, is known by func-
tion, which is exactly why its derivation from Arm. sant¢/d ‘lightning’ is not
fitting (furthermore, it also has an internal etymology as a participle from Hit-
tite Sai- ‘to become sullen, to be(come) angry’ [see, e.g., Hutter 2003:228], which
is semantically more fitting). Also the Hittite-period personal names etymolo-
gized as Armenian by Djahukian (1990:28) are clearly Anatolian because they
consist of transparent Anatolian names,' a typical Anatolian Lallname (Tatta
is thus not to be explained from ¢<at¢ ‘sole, palm’ or the personal name T*at¢),
and a formally not fitting one (Arziutta- from arciw ‘eagle’).

At the end of their road, Proto-Armenian speakers settled in the core Urar-
tian territory and this did not remain without linguistic traces. First, several
Urartian toponyms entered Armenian and have been preserved until today (for
their lists, see Diakonoff 1985:601 and Dan 2020: passim).

Second, there is a justified, general agreement that Armenian shows bor-
rowings from Urartian.'* Their number is, however, unclear for several reasons.
For one, these Urartian borrowings are frequently problematic philologically

11 Djahukian derives the Armenian word from Proto-Indo-European *agros (recte *h,egro-)
via Proto-Armenian *arc, which indeed stands close to the Hittite—Luwian word. Nev-
ertheless, the origins of both the Anlaut and, more crucially, the final consonant of the
Armenian word, are unclear; see the detailed discussion in EDAIL:146 with references.

12 HEG A-K:116-117; HED A and E/1:314—315; EDHIL:261; HW? Ex127, all with references.

13 Thus, Ali-wasu, a typical Anatolian compound (see, e.g., Zehnder 2010:74—75) has nothing
do with afowes ‘fox’ (which in any case does not fit formally), and Anni, which is simply the
Hittite-Luwian word for ‘mother’ (Zehnder 2010:117), likewise cannot be explained from
han(i)- ‘grandmother, which also does not fit formally (contra Djahukian 1990:26, 28).

14 Greppin 1982:67-68, 71, 1991a, 1991b:204, 1996, 2008a, 2008b, 2011; Diakonoff 198s;
Yakubovich 2016b:180-182, 2016¢:157-158; EDAIL: passim; Simon 2022c; Nielsen 2023:7-37;
see these papers for the discussion of the words quoted below.
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and linguistically (see, especially, the discussion in Simon 2022c). Additionally,
next to the borrowings from Urartian proper, there are three further groups of
loanwords in Armenian that were suggested to have been transmitted via Urar-
tian: Hurrian, Akkadian, and Northeast Caucasian. Nevertheless, proof of the
Urartian transmission is most often absent (a probable exception s, e.g., pox-
‘to exchange’ from Urartian puh- ‘to exchange, alter’ from Akkadian puhum
‘exchange, substitute’), even though the Hurrian loans are presumably Urartian
words simply unattested in the rather formulaic Urartian inscriptions (or some
local dialect from the Hurro-Urartian language family). That said, the existence
of Urartian and Hurrian loans in Armenian is certain, as demonstrated by such
clear cases as san ‘kettle, pot, basin’ from Urartian sani ‘jug, vase, afiws ‘brick,
tile’ from Hurr. alipsi ‘clay brick’, or xnjor from Hurr. hinzuri ‘apple (tree).

The third aspect of the Proto-Armenian settlement in Urartian territory is
the alleged Armenian loans in Urartian, a hypothesis elaborated for decades
in several papers.!> On the one hand, this hypothesis met with harsh rejection,
albeit without a single argument being articulated against it (Schmitt 2012:126).
On the other hand, a more nuanced investigation (Simon 2022c cf. also Nielsen
2023:32—33) showed that all proposed loans are formally problematic.

From a sociolinguistic point of view, it is clear that the Armenian—Urartian
contacts were rather limited, one-sided, and mainly consisted of borrowings
referring to the Urartian environment and economy (cf. also Greppin
1991a:722). The date is unclear: for those who believe in Armenian loans in Urar-
tian, the borrowing had already begun in the second half of the gth century BCE
(Petrosyan 2007:133). Nevertheless, since this cannot be substantiated, we can
date these only with the poorly understood Proto-Armenian history (see in
detail Simon 2022d: Proto-Armenian speakers could already have encountered
Urartian during the Urartian westward expansion in the first half of the 8th cen-
tury BCE, but they may have encountered them only after moving into Urartian
core territory after the collapse of the Empire; this theory has archaeological
support as well (Donmez 2016, especially 171-176). Needless to say, the two pos-
sibilities as well as a loose continuous contact do not exclude each other, and
further research is needed on this issue.

Finally, a caveat: the assessment of the Anatolian loan contacts of Armenian
is severely impeded by the circumstance that all ancient Anatolian languages
are corpus languages and, therefore, their vocabulary is known only to a (very)
limited extent. Nevertheless, Armenian is famous for its huge number of words

15  Diakonoff 1985:602—603, 1992; Djahukian 1992 (revised list with references to previous
literature in Russian and Armenian); Petrosyan 2007:32—34, 2010 (with full previous bib-
liography), EDAIL: passim.
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without etymology (see, especially, the list in Olsen 1999:935-967 regarding
the noun in Classical Armenian; although slightly outdated, it gives a proper
impression about the proportions), which offers hope that future research
combined with the continuously growing corpus of these languages may be
fruitful.

4 The Northwestern Periphery: Etruscan and Lemnian

Etruscan and Lemnian are members of the Tyrrhenian (also called Tyrsenic
and Tyrsenian) language family that consists of these languages as well as
Raetic. Nevertheless, since the discovery and decipherment of the Anatolian
languages of the Indo-European family, there has been a constant flow of works
(by scholars and laymen alike) attempting to identify Etruscan as a member
of this family and often of the Anatolian branch in particular. This enthusi-
asm has not been dampened by the demonstration of the existence of the
Tyrrhenian language family by the end of the 1990s (see especially Schumacher
1998, 2004:294—-316; Rix 1998). The problem is not only that these claims usually
neglected the achievements of Etruscan and Anatolian philology but also that
they have ignored the methods of comparative linguistics.'® Accordingly, none
of these claims are valid, and the Tyrrhenian family simply has no established
genetic connection to the Indo-European language family, and, considering the
pervasive differences in their morphology and vocabulary, neitheris it expected
to.

The reason for this perseverant fever is, of course, well known: the allegedly
‘mysterious’ origin of the Etruscans (i.e., whether they are autochthonous or
immigrants) already fascinated scholars in Antiquity, who are also responsible
for the alternative view to the autochthonous origin: the hypothesis of the ori-
gin from Lydia (or, in general, from Anatolia), which seems to be supported by
the very existence of Lemnian on the island of Lemnos. There is, of course, a
priori nothing impossible about this scenario: the fact that the Etruscan civi-
lization was created on the Italian Peninsula does not preclude the possibility
that their language was brought in by immigrants, and an origin in an Anatolian
region is not precluded by the fact that Etruscan does not belong to the Indo-
European Anatolian languages, just as Hattian in the very heart of the Hittite
Empire was also not an Indo-European language.

16 Cf. the criticisms of such theories, e.g., Neu 1991; de Simone 1997, 2011; Lebrun 2009; Oet-
tinger 2010:241-243.
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However, the identification of the third member of the language family,
Raetic, created a problem because it stands much farther from the other two,
Etruscan and Lemnian and, accordingly, must have separated from them much
earlier (even if exact dates cannot be given).1” Although this was not addressed
by the supporters of the Anatolian origin theory, it requires either two different
waves from Anatolia or a single wave of speakers of only distantly related lan-
guages. Although none of these assumptions are impossible in themselves, it
must be pointed out that there is absolutely no evidence for any such migration
after the Neolithic period, and the Italian origin of the Lemnian (and in general,
the Tyrsenians in northwestern Asia Minor) does not require such unwarranted
assumptions, as it can easily be explained by the Sea Peoples phenomenon
(see, especially, Oettinger 2010 and Simon 2022b:266—267, contra Kloekhorst
2022b:210-222).

Furthermore, the second basic problem with the Anatolian origin has been
that we have no other evidence for it beyond the antique claim, which was
already contrasted in Antiquity by the autochthony claim. Although Beekes
(2002, especially 221-226) conveniently summarized the other arguments, they
turned out to be invalid (Simon 2015¢:4 fn. 15). Since everything else points
to an Italian origin of the Etruscans, the Lemnians can easily be explained as
immigrants from the Italian Peninsula (as per above), and the entire alterna-
tive theory can be easily explained away as an antique construction to explain
the Lemnians’ geographical position; indeed, the Anatolian origin would never
even have emerged were it not for this antique idea.

As we see, two pillars of the Anatolian origin theory, the antique claim and
the Lemnian connection prove nothing. However, the theory has a third pillar,
the only potentially decisive argument in Beekes'’s collection, which leads pre-
cisely to the topic of this work: the alleged similarity between Etruscan and the
Anatolian languages.

It is this similarity that inspired the legions who sought to classify Etr-
uscan as an Indo-European language, and it is telling that it was not changed
by the establishment of the Tyrrhenic family, either. The explanation is that,
on the grammatical side, these comparisons did nothing other than cherry-
pick similar endings and grammatical elements, ignoring the vast majority
of the morphemes and the completely different morphology in general. That

17  This was questioned by Kloekhorst (2022b:218-220), who pointed out that no shared
exclusive innovations have been detected (which is not surprising, considering the rudi-
mentary material from Raetic and Lemnian). Nevertheless, the existing differences (see,
e.g., Salomon 2020:291-292 and, in general, Salomon 2021, both with references) justify
the idea that Raetic stands apart.
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said, the problem of the numerous seemingly similar words persisted (in his
overview to be discussed below, Simon 2021d was able to assemble 44 pro-
posals). The logical way out of this dilemma (i.e., that we are dealing with
loanwords), became clear only at the end of the 1990s (previously, one rather
talked about unspecified correspondences, isoglosses, or substrates as an alter-
native to cognacy), when Steinbauer (1999:367—386) collected and explained
these similarities as loans in his new handbook of Etruscan. If this were correct,
it would have definitively solved the problem and, simply due to the impres-
sive number of the alleged loanwords, it had the chance to be correct. While
Steinbauer soon abandoned this idea and became a follower of the cognacy
hypothesis, a new wave of publications assumed the presence of Etruscans
in northwestern Anatolia, although they were rather influenced by Beekes’s
above-quoted arguments (Kloekhorst 2012:49-50 and 2022b:210-222, ignoring
the criticism on Beekes’s arguments) as well as by methodologically worthless
but modern-sounding genetic studies (Bachvarova 2007, especially 169-170).
New loans were proposed, structural contacts were assumed, and Etruscan was
even claimed to be a “heavily ‘Anatolianized’” non-Indo-European language
(Watkins 2001:51). Still lacking was a critical investigation that was up to date in
Etruscan as well as Anatolian philology. This was especially urgent on several
grounds: First, mainstream Etruscology understandably ignored the Anatolian
speculations (see the references in Simon 2021d:228 fn. 3), but, therefore, the
question of similar looking lexemes remained open. Second, despite the lack
of proper investigations, this claim was already accepted in one of the stan-
dard Indo-European handbooks (Fortson 2010:275). Third, not every scholar
accepted the hypothesis of the similar-looking words, but their criticism was
ignored: in vain, de Simone had already pointed out in 1982 (!) that one of the
cornerstones of Etruscan—Anatolian contacts, namely the connection of the
personal name Taryna and the mythical hero Tarchon and the name of the
pan-Anatolian Storm God (Tarhunt- and related forms), was based on false
philology (see the references in Simon 2021d:243, still repeated in Kloekhorst
2022b:218). Finally, the entire theory had a suspicious appearance considering
that Etruscan allegedly had loans from all better-understood Anatolian lan-
guages, near and far alike, from both millennia (Hittite, Luwian, Lycian, Lydian,
Carian). If the loanword theory were correct, it would pose an interesting
chronological and geographical problem. However, setting aside few isolated
cases (see the references in Simon 2021d:228-229), this entire problem has not
received critical response. Although Oettinger (2010:241—-243) attempted this,
and his investigation led to the acceptance of several proposals, he included
only approximately half of the cases and his methodology remained unclear
(cf. Simon 2021d:228 and s.vv.). Furthermore, his result clearly contradicted
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his own persuasive explanation for the Lemnians as the remains of the Sea
Peoples’ migration. Finally, the present author dealt with this issue in two dif-
ferent papers. First, he pointed out that the hypothesis of Etruscan structural
influence on Kizzuwatna Luwian is based on a misunderstanding of Etruscan
morphology (Simon 2016a:330—332). Second, he collected and evaluated the
loanword proposals (Simon 2021d). According to the result of his investigation,
the overwhelming majority of these proposals are philologically untenable and
the remaining, formally possible cases are not only extremely few (nine cases),
but most of them (six of nine) are also semantically problematic, consisting
mostly of particles and pronouns, and coincidence cannot be excluded, due
to their very short forms. Although this should be enough to put ad acta the
theory of Anatolian loanwords in Etruscan and the Anatolian connections of
Etruscan, lengthy and boring in-depth philological investigations have proven
powerless to dampen the enthusiasm. What remains is the possible loan con-
tacts of Lemnian with western Anatolian languages. However, the very limited
material and the discussions involving its interpretation do not promise quick
success.
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CHAPTER 10

The Aegean—Anatolian Interface: Overview of the
Late Bronze and Iron Age Evidence
(ca.1400-700 BCE)

Alvise Matessi

1 Introduction

The search for the historical background of the Homeric poems or the deep
roots of the Persian wars lies at the very core of Western scholarly interest
in Anatolian pre-Classical history and archaeology. One and a half centuries
of research after Schliemann’s discovery of Troy have made it clear that inter-
actions with the Aegean region played an important role in the development
of Anatolian cultural landscapes between the second and first millennia BCE.
In the first volume of this project (especially pp. 55—60 and 103-107) it has
been stressed that, starting from the third millennium, a broad set of relations
placed Anatolia at the nexus between Near Eastern centralized economies and
Mediterranean circuits of exchange. In the early second millennium, Minoan
influence was well entrenched in the Ionian coast, and, despite never pene-
trating farther inland, exerted an indirect influx on central Anatolian markets.
Taking advantage of their geographic position, western Anatolian communities
mediated Aegean interactions with central Anatolia.

In this chapter, I will explore the shaping of the Aegean—Anatolian interface
from the later second millennium through the first half of the first millennium.
I shall emphasize that during a first phase of this time span, patterns of contact
in this trajectory remained similar to those evidenced for the Early and Mid-
dle Bronze Age. In fact, despite their increased involvement into wider Near
Eastern networks, Aegean influences during the Late Bronze Age continued to
have a limited bearing on central Anatolian socio-political developments, and
mostly through the mediation of western Anatolian environments. The col-
lapse of palatine economies at the end of the Bronze Age (ca. 1200BCE), and
the consequent emergence of a more fragmented—and thus more dynamic—
political system over the following centuries determined a shift or, rather, an
expansion of the Aegean—Anatolian interface to the southeastern Mediter-
ranean, likely through the mediation of Cyprus.
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2 The Ahhiyawa Question and the Historical Interactions between
Hittites and Mycenaeans

The debate on Aegean—Anatolian relations during the Late Bronze Age chiefly
revolves around the role and identity of a political formation termed Ahhiyawa
in Hittite sources (Fig. 8.2). Direct or indirect information about Ahhiyawa is
derived from a group of Hittite texts dating from the late 15th through the end
of the 13th century BCE. It is now generally agreed that the term Ahhiyawa was
the cuneiform Hittite equivalent for Achaeans and, thus, by extension, for the
Late Bronze Age Aegean civilization we know as the Mycenaeans. However,
this consensus represents only one important piece in a more complex puzzle
that has engaged Hittitologists since the heyday of the discipline, known as the
Ahhiyawa question, or Ahhijawa Frage among Germanophone scholars.!

Beside the Ahhiyawa-Achaeans-Mycenaeans equation, first proposed by
Forrer in 1924 and met with much criticism by Sommer (1932) and others, the
debate touches upon various issues concerning the geography and political
status of Ahhiyawa as well as the nature of its relationships with Hatti. In par-
ticular, an important question regards whether the term Ahhiyawa referred to
the Mycenaean world tout court—thus including mainland Greece—or only
to Mycenaean dependencies in Anatolia. In connection with this branch of the
debate, recent attempts have sought to find a referent for Ahhiyawa in specific
localities, as either Mycenae itself, Thebes, Rhodes, Pylos vel sim.? Most works
on the political geography of Ahhiyawa start from the common assumption
that the Mycenaean world was a composite political system made of multiple
city-states, a view that some Mycenaeologists have recently challenged in favor
of more maximalist models of Mycenaean sovereignty.?

The tendency that can be argued from the above summary has been to
extrapolate the term Ahhiyawa from its primary context (i.e., the Hittite
sources) and charge it with absolute political and geographical values.* How-
ever, although referring to a foreign entity, Ahhiyawa was primarily a Hit-

1 For overviews on the Ahhiyawa question, with abundant references to previous literature, see
Fischer 2010 (with critical remarks by Gander 2015), and the more recent forum article Bryce
2018, with reactions by Cline, Kelder, Rutter, Schon, Weeden and d’Agata (pp. 197—230). All
known texts (putatively) relating to Ahhiyawa are now collected in Beckman et al. (2011), also
introduced by a state of the art on the related debate.

2 E.g,Mountjoy1998 (Rhodes), Latacz 2004 (Thebes), Kelder 2010:88—-93 (Mycenae), Bryce 2018
(Pylos). The identification with Thebes has also been subscribed to by Starke in an unpub-
lished oral communication delivered in Montreal (2005).

3 See, especially, Kelder 2010, 2012.

4 For arecent balanced critique of this approach, see Marazzi 2018:264—268.
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FIG 10.1 West Anatolia and the Aegean during the Hittite period

tite concept, reflecting nothing but Hittite geographical perspectives. Notions
attached to the term Ahhiyawa did not even need to be immutable, but could
indeed change over time, or synchronically assume different meanings de-
pending on specific circumstances. Starting from this understanding, this sec-
tion aims to briefly examine the most salient aspects of Hittite—Ahhiyawa
relations. Although I do not presume to offer any conclusive contribution to
the Ahhiyawa question, some of the ensuing observations may help assess the
degree of politico-geographical knowledge that might have informed the Hit-
tite definition of Ahhiyawa and, with it, the applicability of this term to absolute
geographical constructs.

The toponym Ahhiyawa and its variant Ahhiya occur in 24 texts found in the
archives of Hattusa, while other two texts (AhT 5 and 26), also from Hattusa,
are generally connected to the Ahhiyawa question by way of secondary associ-
ations.® Beckman et al. (2o11) also include in the corpus two Akkadian letters

5 Ahhiyawa texts are now generally referred to with the abbreviation AAT, following the num-
bering adopted in the most recent edition, i.e., Beckman et al. 2011. Prior to this, the most
complete collection of Ahhiyawa texts was provided by Sommer 1932. To the corpus of direct
attestations, we may now add the fragments KBo 63.312 and KBo 57.286, which, however, are
too small to be of any use.
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found at Ugarit (AhT 27A-B = RS 94.2530 and RS 94.2523), mentioning deliv-
eries of metal intended for the H/Aiyawa-men (LO.MES H/hiyawi). However, it
is unclear whether the term H/hiyawa in these texts represents a toponym or
a professional category, because it is not preceded by geographic determina-
tives (KUR or URU).% This question is strictly related with the toponym Hiyawa
attested in 1A inscriptions from Cilicia (see below), whose association with Late
Bronze Age Ahhiyawa is likewise not trivial.” Secure information on Ahhiyawa
is very meager, especially due to the fragmentary condition of most related
texts. In addition, many references to Ahhiyawa are only incidental, while
the precise date of a number of important references is not well established.
Inevitably, these limitations gave way to many of the conflicting interpretations
at the core of the Ahhiyawa question.

It is important to emphasize that the bulk of the most informative texts
about Ahhiyawa refer to it in the frame of Hittite involvement in western Ana-
tolia. The very first datable reference to Ahhiyawa (in the older form Ahhiya),
contained in the Madduwatta Text (AhT 3 = CTH 147), is very instructive in
this sense: threatened by Attarsiya, ruler of Ahhiya, Madduwatta seeks refuge
with Tuthaliya I, who assigns him a foedus in the land of Mount Zippasla, in
western Anatolia. From there, infringing on the oaths taken with Tuthaliya 1,
Madduwatta tried to expand his territory at the expense of Arzawa and other
western polities. Eventually, Madduwatta again suffers attacks by Attarsiya but
then joins forces with him in seaborne raids leading as far as Alasiya (ie.,
Cyprus). This story already shows some of the most recurrent patterns in the
tripartite interplay between Hatti, western Anatolian polities, and Ahhiyawa:
Madduwatta, like later western Anatolian leaders (e.g., Uhhaziti of Arzawa,
Piyamaradu), buffered between the interests of Ahhiyawa and Hatti, alternat-
ing allegiances in either direction to further his own political ambitions; on
the other hand, Hittites tended to face threats coming from western Anatolia,
including Ahhiyawa interferences, by attracting local leaders to their side, turn-
ing to military force only as a last resort.

The overall impression garnered from the sparse evidence is that, from the
Madduwatta affair in the late 15th century BCE up to the reign of Muwattalli
IT at least, Hittites regarded Ahhiyawa as a distant player, and as one among

6 Gander (2012:285-286) does not exclude an etymological connection between Aéyawi and the
term E heya, ‘watchtower, attested in Ugarit Akkadian.

7 Iron Age sources related to Hiyawa are also somewhat spuriously included in Beckman et al.
2011, as AhT 28. Another Hittite text (KUB 23.21), attributed to the annals of Arnuwanda I, is
deemed to refer to Hiyawa in a fragmentary context (V*VHi-ya-[ ]) relating to campaigns in
Kizzuwatna: see Carruba 2008:66 with fn. 5 and Gander 2012:287-288. See Section 6 below
for additional comments.
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many in the complex political landscape of western Anatolia. The situation
may have taken a different turn later, in the early 13th century BCE, when more
direct political engagements seemingly took place, most famously in the so-
called Tawagalawa Letter (AhT 4 = cTH 181). This text is in fact interpreted as
the final part of a long diplomatic dossier sent by a Hittite Great King, now
generally identified with Hattusili 111,8 to an unnamed Ahhiyawan colleague.
Unsurprisingly, the interaction between the two rulers revolved around events
taking place in western Anatolia: Piyamaradu, a notorious foe already active
under Muwattalli 11, was again causing turmoil among Hittite western allies,
apparently with the support of the king of Ahhiyawa.® The main refuge of Piya-
maradu was in fact Millawanda, the likely Hittite name of Miletus, which by
the times of Muwattalli 11 had become an Ahhiyawan foothold on the Ionian
coast. The surviving part of the dossier begins by mentioning an appeal made
to Hattusili 111 by loyal refugees from Lukka fleeing from Piyamaradu. By con-
trast, hostile Lukka people sought support from Tawagalawa, the brother of the
unnamed addressee of the dossier, who came to Millawanda to arrange for their
transportation.!® With the Tawagalawa Letter, the sender aimed to convene
with the addressee over a common solution of the Piyamaradu affair, which
would have paved the way for a more stable power balance in western Anatolia.

A highly controversial passage of the Tawagalawa Letter features in 1. i 71,
where the title Great King follows the name Tawagalawa after a temporal
conjunction (™Tawagalawas$=pat=kan kuwapi LUGAL.GAL). Based on this pas-
sage it is generally agreed that in the Tawagalawa Letter, Hattusili 111 dealt
with his Ahhiyawan counterpart on equal terms, according him the status of
Great King.!"! This would also be inferred from the general tone of the dossier,

See, lastly, Heinhold-Krahmer and Rieken 2020:366-376.
On Piyamaradu, see Gander 2022:399—408, with references to previous literature.

10  The name Tawagalawa is generally interpreted as a rendering of the Greek name Eteokles
('Eteoxijs), also attested in Linear B as E-te-wo-ke-re-we-i-yo: see now Heinhold-Krahmer
and Rieken 2020:67, with further references.

11 Depending on different interpretations, the Great King of 1. 1 71 may be Tawagalawa him-
self or the addressee of the dossier. The first case is preferable because it is suggested by a
plain translation of the passage in question, but it would also imply that the sender of the
Tawagalawa Letter recognized two Great Kings in Ahhiyawa: Tawagalawa and his brother
(i.e., the addressee of the dossier). Miller (2010), followed by Weeden (2018) and Heinhold-
Krahmer and Rieken (2020:135-142), subscribe to this solution and propose that Tawa-
galawa was a former king and his brother/addressee, his successor. Hoffner (2009:305),
instead, followed by Beckman et al. (2011:105), prefers the second solution, offering a more
forceful interpretation of L. 71: “when Tawagalawa himself, (as representative of?) the Great
King ...” For a different interpretation, attributing the reference to the Great King in this
passage to the Hittite sender, see Sommer 1932:6, followed by Singer 1983:212.
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complying with the standards of relations among peers. The addressee, in
fact, is consistently referred to as my brother by the sender, as usual in Late
Bronze Age epistolary conventions among Great Kings. Notably the same fea-
ture also characterizes Hittite—Ahhiyawa relations in the fragmentary letters
AhT 6 (KUB 26.91) and AhT 10 (KUB 23.98), of uncertain date.

The evidence of the Tawagalawa Letter in regard to the political status of
Ahhiyawa is generally coupled with that of the Treaty of Tuthaliya 1v with
Sauggamuwa of Amurru (AhT 2 = ¢TH 105), where the toponym Ahhiyawa is
expounded by an erasure from the list of countries equal to Hatti (iv 2-3). In
fact, according to Bryce (2005:308—-309, 2018:196), this circumstance reflects an
actual loss of status by Ahhiyawa, consequent to a territorial retraction from
Anatolia apparently hinted at in other documents attributed to Tuthaliya 1v
(e.g., the Milawata Letter). The evidence, however, should not be overstretched.
As pointed out by Giusfredi (2021—2022), the reference to Ahhiyawa may be a
mere lapsus promptly corrected by the scribe. Indeed, while compiling the list
of “great” countries, the scribe was perhaps already prefiguring—and eventu-
ally misled by—a regulation occurring later in the treaty (1v 23—24), banning
Ahhiyawan trade with Assyria from transiting through Amurru.

In this scenario, we can accommodate the suggestions made by Weeden
(2018), followed by Giusfredi (2021—2022), that the promotion of Ahhiyawa to
the status of Great King was a strategy pursued by Hattusili 111 and, perhaps,
Muwattalli I,'? in connection with the contingent instability caused by Piya-
maradu’s raids: unable—or reluctant—to confront the opponents in a military
showdown, Hittite king(s) would have opted for a sort of captatio benevolentiae,
aimed at softening Ahhiyawa pressure and, at the same time, paving the way for
cooperation on the western Anatolian front. In any case, although it is unclear
whether a Mycenaean equivalent of a Great King existed,'3 the use of this title in
relation to Ahhiyawa should be analyzed primarily from a Hittite perspective.
Another possibility to consider is that the elevation of Ahhiyawa to a rank equal
to Hatti did not originate within the Hittite court, but rather derived from com-
munications with western Anatolian intermediaries: it would have been just as
natural for them to use symmetric concepts of “great kingship” when dealing
with the two rivalling overlords. The separate appeals made to Ahhiyawa and

12 If we accept the proposed dating of AhT 6 to this latter king. See Beckman et al. (2011:137—
138).

13 See the maximalist views recently expressed by Kelder and Waal (2019), who would see in
the wanax a single upper-rank paramount king ruling over multiple lower-rank lawage-
tai. This analysis reappraises the more cautious evaluations earlier proposed by Kelder
(2010:45).
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Hatti by the different factions of Lukka according to the Tawagalawa Letter may
be indicative of this state of affairs.

In summary, the evidence provides no definite proof that the Hittites were
consistently aware of—if at all interested in—the geopolitical realities con-
nected with the term Ahhiyawa. Geographic notions of Ahhiyawa conveyed
by the Ahhiyawa texts are vague and possibly, at least in part, filtered through
information gathered on the western Anatolian front.* Yet it is also undeni-
able that the Hittites, at least in the 13th century BCE, recognized Ahhiyawa as
an important political partner with whom to interact. As expected in this sit-
uation, relations between the two courts often involved an exchange of gifts.
According to the Tawagalawa Letter (1 53—55), Hattusili 111 was disappointed
not to receive them when meeting the messenger sent by the Ahhiyawan king.
In another text, the letter AhT 8 (KBo 2.11), the sender takes the initiative to pull
out items from the package meant for the Egyptian king for shipping them to
Ahhiyawa. Mycenaean participation in an international diplomatic exchange
of gifts, not only limited to Anatolia, finds a possible correlate in the shaft graves
of Mycenae, which yielded a rich collection of foreign luxurious objects. These
included an Anatolian-style silver stag rhyton, as well as several Egyptian, North
African and Levantine imports.'®

To a certain extent, political interactions between Anatolia and the Myce-
naean world also entailed the circulation of people. Particular categories of
such human gifts exchanged among Near Eastern and Egyptian courts during
the Amarna and post-Amarna ages were craftsmen and specialized profession-
als (see Volume 1, Chapter 5). It is possible that similar practices also shaped
reciprocal relations between the Hittite and Mycenaean courts, although they
are not directly attested in extant sources. By contrast, there is some posi-
tive evidence that notable members of Hittite ruling elites could have been
transferred to Ahhiyawa for indefinite periods. This is what we learn from the
fragmentary prayer AhT 12 (KUB 14.2), mentioning the exile to Ahhiyawa of
an unknown Hittite queen. Movements of notable persons toward Ahhiyawa,
however, were definitively more frequent in the frame of Ahhiyawan relations
with western Anatolian polities. According to the Tawagalawa-letter (1 64—65)
Piyamaradu was the father-in-law to Atpa, the governor of Millawanda under
Ahhiyawan rule. In a similar vein, a fragmentary passage of the letter AhT 6
appears to mention inter-dynastic marriage negotiations involving the king of

14  As correctly observed also by Heinhold-Krahmer and Rieken 2020:136: “konnten sich die
im Seewesen unerfahrenen Hethiter vermutlich kaum eine Vorstellung von der Grofie
Ahhiyawas machen.”

15 Burns 2010:80-86.
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Assuwa and an Ahhiyawan (?) noble. Finally, Ahhiyawa often provided a safe
refuge “in the midst of the sea” to western Anatolian rulers and warlords wanted
by yhe Hittites and/or their allies, thereby causing major frictions with the Hit-
tite court.

The potential cultural impact determined by wandering elites in eastern
Mediterranean contexts should not be underestimated. Comparable circum-
stances, such as the transfer of Kizzuwatnean princesses within the Hittite
court after the inter-dynastic marriages of the late 15th century, produced
enduring effects on the contemporary Hittite scribal culture (see Volume 1,
Chapter 5). To be sure, nothing similar is reflected in either Mycenaean or
Hittite epigraphic records in relation to each other. An entirely different ques-
tion, however, and matter of extensive scholarly debates, concerns the extent
to which wandering elites may have enhanced (through oral transmission) the
circulation of Bronze Age Near Eastern literary motifs, eventually leading to
their possible assimilation within Homeric and Classical Greek traditions.! In
this respect, if such cultural transfers ever occurred, they were likely less the
result of direct long-distance relations between Mycenaean and Hittite courts
than of areal contacts taking place at the respective peripheries.’”

3 Wilusa

Due to obvious associations with the Homeric epos and the Trojan War leg-
ends, any account of the Late Bronze Age interactions between the Hittites or
other Anatolians and Mycenaeans cannot escape a brief evaluation of the pos-
sible role played by the city of Troy (Fig. 8.2). The equation between the Hittite
toponym Wilusa and Homeric "TAtog (<*FiAiog) was first proposed one century
ago by Paul Kretschmer (1924). In the same years, Emil Forrer claimed to have
found references to Troy in another Hittite place name, Tarwisa, held to corre-
spond to Tpoin.!8 In turn, the identification of Homeric Troy with the mound
of Hisarlik, on the northwestern tip of the Anatolian Peninsula, has remained
virtually uncontested since the intuitions by Heinrich Schliemann and his pio-
neering excavations on the site in 1870-1890.

16  E.g, Bachvarova 2016:199-218, and Rutherford 2020:87-89. See also Chapter 12 in this vol-
ume.

17 Giusfredi 2021—2022.

18 Forrer 1924a:7. In this same work (4), the author identifies Wilusa with EAatodoa, in Cili-
cia, a hypothesis now dismissed on account of the close association between Wilusa and
Arzawa and the latter’s secure localization in western Anatolia.
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Despite many uncertainties, Hittite sources leave little doubt that both
Wilusa and Tarwisa were located somewhere in western Anatolia. The two
toponyms feature together among various western countries forming the so-
called Assuwa confederation, confronted in the late 15th century BCE by
Tuthaliya I according to his own annals (KUB 23.11 ii 19).1° Tarwisa is not oth-
erwise attested in the cuneiform corpus, and its proposed association with
the toponym Tara/i-wa/i-za/i, appearing on the hieroglyphic inscription of the
ANKARA bowl in connection with a Tuthaliya Labarna, should be better left
aside due to the many uncertainties regarding this document (see Chapter 2,
Section 4.1). In regard to Wilusa, we are in a slightly better position thanks to
the relatively more frequent attestations of this toponym, which would con-
sistently associate it with Arzawa and/or other western partners of Hatti.20
Although none of these sources provide definitive proof for an exact correspon-
dence of Wilusa with Schliemann’s and Homeric Troy/ TAtog, this equation has
met very few opponents in Hittitological scholarship and is retained as a gen-
eral consensus.?!

Concerning the role of Wilusa in the interactions between Hatti and
Ahhiyawa, direct evidence appears disappointingly scarce overall. There is no
mention of Ahhiyawa in the most complete and informative document about
Wilusa, the treaty drawn by Muwattalli II with the WiluSan king Alaksandu
(cTH 76). However, this agreement may have been driven by the intent to stabi-
lize Hittite political control over the land of Wilusa, after Piyamaradu (perhaps
backed by Ahhiyawa) had caused unrest in this land during events reported in
a letter of an Arzawan king (AhT 7 obv. 3—6 = CTH 191).22 Later on, under Hat-
tusili 111, the land of Wilusa became the focus of a dispute between Hatti and
Ahhiyawa, as evidenced by the Tawagalawa Letter (AhT 4 iv 7—9 = CTH 181).
Interestingly, this appears to be the only reference to a direct conflict between
the two powers. Perhaps the clearest evidence for an Aegean influence on
Wilusa is represented by the Greek etymology generally recognized in the few
personal names associated with this polity, especially Alak$andu (cf. AXéEav-

19  Carruba 2008:38-38. In his recent geographic discussion of this evidence, Gander (2022:
132—-164) maintains the association of As§uwa with northwest Anatolia, but rejects its tra-
ditional localization on the Aegean coast.

20  Gander 2017:272—273.

21 However, some skepticism in this regard now seems well justified after Gander’s (2022)
careful revision of the entire Hittite textual evidence on western Anatolia: see the author’s
own comments on this matter (Gander 2022:249). For the more traditional geographical
understanding, see Starke 1997; Easton et al. 2002:98-100.

22 Houwink ten Cate 1983-1984, Beckman et al. 2011:143-144. Against this interpretation of
the Manapa-Tarhunta letter, see Gander 2022:382: “blof3e Spekulation.”
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3pog) and Kukkunni (cf. Kbxvog). The Alaksandu treaty also famously mentions
among the divine witnesses of Wilusa the god 9 [...] x-appaliunas,>® almost
unanimously associated with the Greek god Apollo.2* Notably, these connec-
tions also provide customary arguments for the identification of Wilusa with
Homeric Troy, because Alexander was another name of Priam’s son, Paris, and
Apollo the main deity siding with the Trojans. In the Late Bronze Age phases of
Troy, represented by the “settlements” vI and viIa, Aegean influences are espe-
cially reflected in abundant Mycenaean imports.25

In the Alaksandu treaty, Wilusa is treated on a par with other polities of
the Arzawa complex as a regular diplomatic partner of Hatti since the times
of Suppiluliuma 1. Such relationships find very few correlates in the abun-
dant archaeological record from Troy vi-viIa. In fact, these phases attest to
local material cultural horizons having very little to share with central Ana-
tolian frameworks and virtually no trace of contact in this trajectory.26 The
only remarkable exception is represented by a biconvex bronze seal with hiero-
glyphic inscriptions identifying its owners as a scribe and a noble woman
(BONUS,.FEMINA) of unclear names.?” Being the sole epigraphic record from
pre-Classical Troy, this finding aroused much interest in the academic commu-
nity, leading to speculations about the presence at Troy of a Hittite chancery
or even of a Luwian linguistic substrate.2® Such hypotheses based on an indi-
vidual object seem quite far-fetched, especially considering that Late Bronze
Age levels at Troy are quite extensively explored. Were a detachment of the
Hittite administration permanently active on the site, more sizable traces of
it would be expected to appear in the extant record, such as in the form of
sealed clay bullae. Moreover, the seal in question comes from a stratigraphic
context attributed to the second half of the 12th century BCE (Troy viib), when
the Hittite central administration was already gone. According to a recent anal-
ysis, several characteristics of the seal and its inscription may even suggest that
the artifact was in itself an early post-Hittite production.?® The Troy seal is

23 The vertical strokes visible after the lacuna are compatible with a reading a: see
Yakubovich 2010a:121.

24  Rediscussing all these connections, Yakubovich (2010a:122-123) assumes an Anatolian ori-
gin of the name Kukkunni, from which the Greek name Kvxvos attributed to a Trojan ally
in the Homeric tradition would have derived, being later associated by folk etymology to
the Greek word for “swan.”

25  Mountjoy 2017. For a Mycenaean seal, see Korfmann 1996.

26  Pienigzek et al. 2020.

27  Hawkins and Easton 1996.

28  See Starke 1997, Aro 2003:287, Bryce 2006:117-122, with further references therein.

29 Mora 2016.
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even less meaningful to the assessment of the local linguistic substrate. Due
to their transportability, seals and other small inscribed objects do not nec-
essarily have any bearings on the determination of the indigenous linguistic
make-up of their finding context, especially when they occur in isolation, as
in the case of the Troy seal. Moreover, use of Luwian hieroglyphics was cus-
tomary in glyptic traditions of Anatolian derivation, which spread across an
extensive area through various mechanisms, including trade and inheritance,
with no necessary implications on sociolinguistic scenarios.3° On the other
hand, evidence for a Luwian presence at Troy based on the Homeric material
is limited and debatable, and information on Wilusa adds very few clues in this
regard.3!

4 Sea Peoples and Philistines: An Aegean migration?

As mentioned (Chapter 2), by around 1200 BCE the official buildings and main
residential areas of Hattusa were completely abandoned and cleared of their
mobiliary. The Hittite Empire collapsed, as too did the network of Mycenaean
palaces, while many other polities and empires that had hitherto dominated
the political landscape of the eastern Mediterranean, including Egypt and
Assyria, entered a phase of political and social instability. The complex impli-
cations of this crisis, which scholarly conventions take to mark the transition
from the Bronze to the Iron Age, have been explored in Chapter 2. Here we will
briefly examine the cultural impact of an important phenomenon associated
with this dramatic phase, the arrival of the so-called Sea Peoples, and its possi-
ble connections with the Aegean.

A conspicuous body of documentary evidence from disparate places, dated
between the 13th and early 12th centuries BCE, concur to depict a situation
of unrest in the eastern Mediterranean, attributed to the seaborne attacks of
various foreign groups.3? By far the most famous portrait of the situation is
the Medinet Habu inscription of Ramses 111 dating to his eighth regnal year
(1175BCE).23 This inscription, accompanied by the figurative representation of

30  Yakubovich 2010a:126. On the distribution of Anatolian glyptic traditions in the Late
Bronze Age, see Mora 1987 and Glatz 2009, 2020:197—-227. See also Mora 2022 on the spread
of Luwian hieroglyphic in the Late Bronze Age.

31 For thorough discussions on this matter, see Neumann 1999, Yakubovich 2010a:117-129.

32 For a recent synthetic treatment of this corpus and the related debate, see Knapp and
Manning 2016:118-123.

33  Redford 2017:21—41.
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a naval and land battle, recounts Pharaoh’s successful defense against a coali-
tion of peoples coming from “isles in the midst of the sea”—here the com-
mon designation of Sea Peoples—who allegedly arrived en masse to the Nile
delta after sweeping various countries, including Hatti, Kizzuwatna (Kode),
Karkemis, Arzawa, and Alasiya. The invaders are assigned various ethnic des-
ignations, namely Peleget, Tjekker, Sekeles, Denyen, and Weses. To these, we
may add the Serden (or Sardana), who appear in the parallel description of the
same event featuring in the Papyrus Harris 1.

Egyptian sources on seaborne attacks along the coast appear to be corrob-
orated by various broadly coeval texts found at Ugarit and elsewhere. In a
diplomatic exchange (RS 20.238 and RS 20.18),34 the rulers of Ugarit and Alasiya
(Cyprus) inform one another about the raids of vaguely defined “enemy ships”
that are sweeping their coast. In Rs 20.238 the king of Ugarit also laments
the depletion of his military resources, for his troops were deployed in Hatti
and his navy in Lukka—likely in response to a call by the Hittite overlord. In
another dispatch (RsL1),3% an unnamed king of an unnamed country, perhaps
Karkemis, downplays a request for support against seaborne attacks, relying
on the capacity of the king of Ugarit, whose name is also unknown, to face the
threat with his own forces. As with RSL 1, the rulers involved in Rs 20.238 are
also not named, while RS 20.18 was sent by the otherwise unknown ESuwara,
a royal official (MASKIM.GAL) of Alasiya. Based on the location of its findspot
in the destruction level, RS 20.238 is traditionally dated to the very last days
of Ugarit, although this conclusion has now been proven unwarranted.3¢ In
connection with the chronological problem, Singer (2006) draws attention to
the companion letters RS 94.2530 and RS 94.2523, whereby the Hittite over-
lord urges Ammurapi of Ugarit to send his ships to Lukka in order to sup-
ply H/hiyawa-men dispatched there.37 As Singer argues, the envoy of ships in
Lukka mentioned in RS 20.238 could be Ugarit’s response to this request. This
would concur to also identify the author of Rs 20.238 with Ammurapi.8 In the
royal letter RS 34.129, found in the House of Urtenu, an anonymous Hittite king,
perhaps identifiable with Suppiluliuma 11, seeks information about the Sikila-
people “living on ships”, an ethnonym that would match the Sekele$ mentioned
in the Medinet Habu inscriptions. The Hittite expedition to Cyprus conducted

34  Edited in Ug.V, nos. 22 and 24, respectively. For a translation (in French), see also Lacken-
bacher 2002:192-193.

35 Ug.V, no. 23.

36  See Knapp and Manning 2016:19.

37 On the H/hiyawa-men of these letters, see above, Section 2, and below, Section 6.

38  Singer 2006.
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MEDITERRANEAN SEA
Sites
1. Troy 9. Gordion 16.Karatepe 24.Ras el-Bassit 32.Sidon 40.Gath
2. Thebes 10.Bogazksy / 17.Malatya 25.Tell Afis 33.Tyre / Sur 41.Askelon
3. Mycenae Hattusa 18.Tille Hoyiik 26. Ugarit 34.Tel Dor 42.Gaza
4. Tiryns 11.Kinik Héyuk 19. Lidar Hoyuk 27.Meharde 35.Megiddo
5. Pylos 12.Kilise Tepe 20. Karkemi$ 28.Enkomi 36.Tell Dotan
6. Phaistos 13.Kelenderis 21.Tell Taynat 29.Hala Sultan Tekke37.Aphek
7. Knossos 14.Tarsus 22.Aleppo 30.Tell Kazel 38.Ekron
8. Miletus 15.Kinet Hoyuk 23.Emar 31.Byblos / Gubla _ 39.A8dod

FIG. 10.2  The East Mediterranean during the migrations of the Sea Peoples

by Suppiluliuma 11 can also be examined in this context, as a possible attempt
to contain pirate attacks coming from that direction.

Cross-regional archaeological data align with written evidence in depict-
ing the social unrest characterizing the end of the Bronze Age in the eastern
Mediterranean (Fig. 10.1). As we have seen in Chapters 2 and 3, several impor-
tant Late Bronze Age sequences in the region abruptly end with major destruc-
tions or abandonment phases. At some sites, this break was followed by com-
plete disruption or a major hiatus in the occupation. Otherwise, many of the
settlements that (re)emerged in the Early Iron Age between 1200 and 1050 BCE
feature remarkable innovations in their cultural assemblages, if not complete
ruptures with Bronze Age traditions.

Despite being a general Near Eastern phenomenon, in coastal areas this tran-
sition assumed peculiar characters that have been addressed with multiple—
and often conflicting—explanations. In the Aegean, the destructions affecting
the major Mycenaean palaces of Mycenae, Tiryns, Thebes, Pylos and elsewhere,
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as well as other settlements across mainland Greece and Crete between the
mid-13th and early 12th centuries BCE can hardly be attributed to a single cause.
For example, natural disasters, namely one or more earthquake(s), are now
credited for the fall of Mycenae and Tiryns, while virtually no sites feature
incontrovertible proof of enemy attacks.39 In any case, after these events, the
Mycenaean palatial network that had dominated the Aegean during the 14th
and 13th centuries collapsed together with its administrative system, includ-
ing the use of the Linear B script. In the Levant, the Ugarit sequence attests to
an almost complete destruction by fire at some point between 1200 and 1175,
after which no urban center ever again emerged on the site. Connecting this
archaeological evidence with the textual information mentioned above, most
scholars consider that this violent event was caused by Sea Peoples attacks.#? In
many other eastern Mediterranean locales, ranging from Cilicia to the southern
Levant, destructions or abandonments clustering around 1200 BCE are followed
shortly thereafter by smaller-scale occupations yielding assemblages of locally
produced Aegean-style painted ceramics of the Late Helladic 111¢ (LH 111C)
type, often coupled with other distinctive material cultural markers.

Based on these data, most scholars conclude that, regardless of whether they
were the perpetrators of hostile military takeovers, groups of seafaring immi-
grants resettled former Late Bronze Age coastal cities in the aftermath of their
demise. Others, instead, stress the interplay between the mercantilist practices
inherent to Late Bronze Age interregional interactions and internal factors of
processual change, thus downplaying the role of large-scale population move-
ments.*! Now generally discredited, instead, are invasion theories that saw the
Sea Peoples as a united front of migrants who swept the entire Mediterranean
coast. These maximalist views were largely influenced by an uncritical read-
ing of the Ramses 111 inscription, from which the very image of Sea Peoples
as a composite but well-coordinated horde ultimately derives. Similar descrip-
tions are a common propagandistic device in Egyptian celebrative accounts. If
there is any historical merit to the Medinet Habu inscription, it likely telescopes
on a single canvas multiple individual episodes that may have occurred over a
length of time.*? Moreover, many of the ethnonyms defining the Sea Peoples in
Medinet Habu and related texts also occur in earlier inscriptions, and were thus
part of Egyptian narratives of the other before the crisis of the early 12th cen-

39  Shelmerdine 2001, Maran 2009, Cline 2014:128-132.

40  Yon1992; Singer 1999:730—731.

41 On the main theories informing this debate, see Knapp 2021, especially pp. 10—38. On
migration theory in archaeology, see also Volume 1, pp. 29-32.

42 Sandars 1987, Cifola 1988, 1991 and 1994. For a different view, see O’Connor 2000.
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tury BCE. Some decades before Ramses 111, in 1208 BCE, Pharaoh Merneptah
fought against a coalition of the Libyans and an heterogeneous group of for-
eigners “from the sea,” formed by Sekele§, Lukka, Ekwes$, and Tere$.43 Contacts
with other Sea People groups can even be traced back to the 14th century BCE,
if we follow proposed connections between the Denyen and the country of
Danuna mentioned in the Amarna letter EA 151 (L 52).44 Similarly, the Serden
first appear in the Egyptian corpus in texts of Ramses 11 among foreign enemies
or, on the contrary, as a mercenary force serving the pharaoh.*> A growing body
of evidence would suggest that the notion of Serden was already diffused in the
Levant during the Late Bronze Age and had no ethnic connotation.*6

Discussions shaping the migrationist vs. indigenist debate have focused
mostly on tracing the prime movers of the marked changes attested in the
material record of the 12th—early nth centuries BCE, leading to varying asso-
ciations thereof with the Sea Peoples phenomenon. Considering the Aegean
taste of LH I11C ceramics and other features, such as fire installations, loom
weights and kitchen facilities (widespread in variable proportions in several
Late Bronze Age/Iron Age transitional contexts across the Mediterranean),
most scholars maintain that the Sea Peoples phenomenon was determined
by a series of non-synchronic movements of people stemming in large part
from mainland Greece, Cyprus, and Crete. Proponents of this view align it in
various ways with the visual and textual evidence associated with the Sea Peo-
ples, especially the Egyptian sources. Thus, based on the iconography of the
Medinet Habu relief, Sea Peoples ships are compared with Mycenaean oared
galleys.4” Similarly, parallels have been often stressed between the feathered
helmets worn by many Sea Peoples and warrior headgears featuring in Aegean
and Cypriot figurative arts of the late second millennium BCE.#8

Additionally, associations with Homeric traditions play a prominent role in
the analysis of the Sea Peoples as an Aegean phenomenon. Archaeological data
confirm that Troy viia was destroyed in the early 12th century BCE by a violent
fire, likely in the wake of an armed conflict.#® Irrefutable evidence identify-
ing the assailants is lacking,5° but the legend of the Trojan War continues to

43  See the recent syntheses by Cooney 2022:299—-301, and Grandet 2022:398—400, with fur-
ther references to previous literature.

44  But see Simon 2015d, with reference to further literature.

45  Sandars 1987:50.

46  Mynafova 2022.

47  Wachsmann 1998:172.

48 Yasur-Landau 2012.

49 Mountjoy 1999:297—301, Blegen et al. 1958:10-13, Korfmann 2006.

50  Aslan 200g9.
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cast its allure on attempts at explanation.5! Similarly, the post-Trojan War nos-
toi of Homeric heroes have been variably interpreted as fascinating yet distant
echoes of the Sea Peoples’ wanderings.52

Several etymological connections have been proposed between known Sea
Peoples designations and various Mediterranean contexts, including the
Aegean.52 The Ekwe$, appearing among the foreign allies of the Libyans in the
Merneptah campaign of 1208 BCE, are generally equated with the Ahhiyawans/
Achaeans. The Lukka, again among the Libyan allies, referred to the namesake
region of southwest Anatolia mentioned in Hittite texts, later known as Lycia.
More speculative suggestions regard the Denyen, connected with the Home-
ric Danaoi and/or the DNNYM attested in Phoenician inscriptions from Cilicia
(see below), and the Teres, identified with Hittite Tarwisa (i.e., Troy) or even the
Etruscans through their Greek name Tyrsenoi/Tyrrhenoi.5* Serden and Sekeles
have been etymologically connected to Sardinia and Sicily, respectively, while
the Tjekker have been associated with the Teucri of the Troad—but supportive
evidence is lacking in these cases as well.

A different case (and one that has most extensively alimented the migra-
tionist-indigenist debate) concerns the Peleset (Egyptian spelling: prst). This
group is universally held to correspond to the Biblical PLST (i.e., the Philistines)
inhabiting the southern Levantine coast between Gaza and the Yarqon River
(Fig. 10.1). This geographical setting is corroborated by the Onomasticon of
Amenemope (ca. 1100 BCE), which mentions the Peleset and other Sea Peoples
together with the towns of Askelon, ASdod and Gaza, all known from the Bible
as part of the Philistine pentapolis in addition to Ekron (Tel Migne) and Gath
(Tel es-Safi).5> Consequently, scholars do not hesitate to designate as Philistine
the transitional Late Bronze Age/Iron Age and 1A I-11 material culture retrieved
in these and other neighboring sites, investigated by several decades of inten-
sive archaeological research.56

As elsewhere in the Levant, the end of the Late Bronze Age at most sites
of later Philistia is marked by more or less conspicuous destructions around
1190 BCE. The subsequent loosening of Egypt’s grip on the region is mani-
fested most prominently in the abandonment of major administrative and mil-
itary infrastructures, starting perhaps from the final years of Ramses 111. With-

51 Rose 2014:40—43.

52  Forarecent discussion, see Emanuel 2017.

53  For asynthesis, Redford 2017:113-123.

54  Helck1971, Adams and Cohen 2013:658 fn. 11; Drews 2000:177.
55  Gardiner 1947:200-205, Adams and Cohen 2013:664.

56  For asynthesis, see Gilboa 2013 and Ben-Shlomo 2013.



THE AEGEAN—ANATOLIAN INTERFACE 229

out exception, the settlements that re-emerged on the ruins of Late Bronze
Age structures immediately after these events display a new material culture,
most prominently represented by locally produced Aegean-style painted wares
(LH 111C), regionally defined as Philistine monochrome. Possible Aegean(izing)
influences in Philistine assemblages, however, are not limited to painted pot-
tery. Simple cooking pots characterized by one or two handles, a shouldered
shape, and flat or ring bases are connected with traditions attested in the
Aegean and Cyprus. Habits of foreign derivation are also reflected in oval or
rectangular hearths with pebbled floors, clay spool-shaped loomweights, and
clay basins (kalathoi) broadly compliant with Aegean and/or Cypriot types.
Ceremonial objects, such as the so-called Ashdoda clay figurine and incised
bovine scapulae, reflect ritual practices with possible parallels, especially in
Cyprus. Finally, a dramatic increase in the consumption of pigs recorded in
some Philistine sites is also connected with an Aegean/Cypriot influence.5” It
must be stressed, however, that foreign objects in Philistia were found almost
everywhere tightly interspersed with local ones. Perhaps most notably, Canaan-
ite cooking pots (characterized by a wider open mouth) and ovens (tabun)
generally occur alongside Aegean/Cypriot counterparts.

The mechanisms leading to the emergence of these features in Philistine
horizons have been interpreted in different ways. The prevailing migrationist
paradigm maintains that carriers of foreign features were immigrant com-
munities who settled the southern Levantine coast following the demise of
the Late Bronze Age political system and intermingled with the local popu-
lation, thereafter contributing to shaping a new social organization.>® These
immigrants would be identifiable with the Sea Peoples attested in the textual
sources—more specifically, with the Peleset. Beside this shared notion, how-
ever, there are competing views as to the geographic origin(s) of the migra-
tion stream. Challenging the prevailing Aegean hypotheses, Killebrew (2018)
and others identified the best parallels for Philistine Aegeanizing features
in Cyprus or Cilicia, thereby suggesting that these places—rather than the
Aegean itself—were the source of Philistine migration.59 A bewildering array
of hypotheses have also been proposed in relation to the patterns of migra-
tion and the number of people involved. Stager (1995), for example, envisaged a
mass seaborne migration to the southern Levant of an estimated 25,000 Myce-
naeans, whereas others argued for the expatriation of only a few elites fleeing

57  Butsee the remarks by Mair et al. 2013:4—7.

58 For recent critical overviews of the relevant literature, see Singer 2012, Middleton 2015 and
Knapp 2021:13-31.

59 See also Bauer 2014.
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the wreck of Mycenaean palatine society.5? In an influential monograph on
the topic, Yasur-Landau (2010) proposed that the emergence of Philistine hori-
zons in the southern Levant was the result of a massive, slow-paced migration
stream of at least 5,000 Aegean commoners who transited overland across Ana-
tolia and the Levant.

Contesting migrationist perspectives, Sherratt (1998) proposed an alterna-
tive model, according to which cultural changes in the post-Late Bronze Age
southern Levant would have been the ultimate result of intensive trading rela-
tions with the Aegean, rooted in the 14th—13th centuries BCE. In this view, rather
than through migration, Aegeanizing features would have been diffused in the
eastern Mediterranean as part of a cultural code shared by a cosmopolitan class
of maritime traders, wandering from shore to shore in search of new economic
partners after the collapse of the Late Bronze Age palatine network.5!

Overall, the evidence appears too heterogeneous to be reconciled with max-
imalist and unidirectional migrationist scenarios. Notwithstanding their clear
Aegean-like appearance, LH I11C pottery horizons cannot be ascribed to a sin-
gle origin, because they feature in many local interpretations throughout the
12th century Mediterranean, from the Levant to Sardinia. Some forms and dec-
orative motifs characterizing the Philistine monochrome pottery also feature
substantially in LH 111C assemblages found in Cilicia and Cyprus.52 The Philis-
tine monochrome repertoire also incorporates a range of non-Aegean inter-
national influences, including Canaanite, Cypriot, and Levantine traditions.6?
Yasur-Landau’s model for an overland migration stream through Anatolia is
untenable due to the lack of supportive evidence. There is, in fact, virtually no
trace of Aegean(izing) material culture in central Anatolia during the Early Iron
Age, and the few linguistic contacts attested between Greek and Iron Age Ana-
tolian languages would hardly be compatible with a large-scale migration from
the Aegean, even if only in transit.

Yet, indigenist hypotheses also eventually fail to offer a coherent framework
for explaining the entire set of changes recorded in the southern Levant in
the Late Bronze Age/Iron Age transition. The vast majority of Late Bronze Age
Aegean imports in the eastern Mediterranean (LH I11A-B) were transportation
containers or vessels appreciated as symbols of prestige and thus spread across
commercial networks focusing on their content or on the vessels themselves.
By contrast, the repertoire of shapes characterizing LH 111C horizons belong

6o  E.g, Karageorghis 2001.

61  For asimilar perspective based on the documentary evidence, see Marazzi 2018.
62  Killebrew 1998:163, 2005.

63  Mountjoy zo10.
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mostly to tableware types reflecting shared practices of liquid and food con-
sumption that could hardly spread through trade alone.5* Moreover, despite
correctly emphasizing the shortcomings of a strict correlation between LH 111C
ceramics and ethnicity, processual scenarios of internal development become
less convincing when applied to other aspects of Philistine material culture
emerging in the 12th century BCE, especially those pertaining to the domestic
sphere.®> A fierce opponent of migrationist perspectives, Middleton (2015) con-
cedes that some aspects of Philistine material culture may indeed reflect a het-
erogeneous community incorporating different identities, perhaps brought—
at least in part—by a small number of foreigners of unknown origin. In a later
paper, Middleton (2018) argued that interactions between the Levant and the
Aegean through the second millennium BCE should be seen in the context of
long-term mobility and connectivity. Eventually, the emergence of more flex-
ible economic structures after the Late Bronze Age in the wake of loosening
state control over trade may have offered more incentives for mobility, thereby
promoting small-scale movements of people in multiple directions. Building
upon this perspective, Knapp (2021) insists on notions of hybridization, entan-
glement, and transculturalism as frameworks to explain the material changes
occurring in the 12th century southern Levant. In this view, the Philistine com-
plex would have emerged out of cultural negotiations between people of differ-
ent origins, appropriating local (i.e., Canaanite), foreign, and hybridized prac-
tices.®6 Similar processes likely took place in the same period elsewhere in the
Mediterranean, such as Cyprus and Crete.5”

The picture of extreme diversity evidenced by the material record finds a
good match in the limited epigraphic evidence from the Philistine area. The
relevant corpus amounts to approximately 40 local inscriptions, most of them
very short, chronologically distributed between the 12th/11th and 6th centuries
BCE.%8 Although very small, this corpus features epigraphs inscribed in a variety
of scripts and attesting a multilingual onomasticon, including possible Anato-
lian, Greek, and Semitic names in addition to names of unknown etymology.
The earliest known Philistine epigraph is the so-called Aphek Tablet (12th/11th
century BCE), inscribed in a (pseudo?)script that most scholars associate with
Linear A.59 Another early inscription painted on a sherd dating to the 11th cen-

64  Yasur-Landau 2010:194—215, Pucci 2019.

65  Yasur-Landau 2010.

66  See also Maeir and Hitchcock 2017.

67  E.g, Knapp 2008.

68 For a recent overview, see Davis et al. 2015.
69 Singer 2009.
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tury BCE, from Askelon, has been interpreted as Cypro-Minoan, although this
attribution remains controversial.”® In the 7th century BCE, scribes active in the
Philistine pentapolis used an alphabetic script and language akin to Phoeni-
cian and Hebrew. One such inscription, found at Askelon, features the title trn,
which, if correctly interpreted, would be the epigraphic counterpart of the title
seren that the Bible attributes to Philistine military commanders of the Davidic
era. This identification would reinforce the traditional etymological connec-
tion between seren and Greek t0pavvog, whose derivation, in turn, from Luwian
tar(ra)wanis is currently debated.”

Many markers of the Philistine cultural complex that appeared in the 12th
century BCE seemingly continued or gradually evolved into new forms at most
Philistine sites down to at least the late gth century BCE, giving rise to a broadly
homogeneous horizon across Philistia.”? It is important to stress, however,
that the designations Philistine and Philistia occur only as exonyms in Bib-
lical, Egyptian, Mesopotamian and, later, Greek sources. By contrast, the few
epichoric inscriptions from Philistia attach local socio-political identities to
individual cities, but they never attest overarching definitions equivalent to
Philistine/Philistia.”® Therefore, we should take into account the possibility
that the Philistines had no unitary conception of themselves akin, for example,
to the term Hellenes for the Greek poleis and their citizens. This observation
must be kept mind when evaluating any presumed connection between the
Philistines and the kingdom of Palastin, attested almost 600 km to the north of
Philistia.

5 Philistines in the North?

As we have seen in Chapter 2, a group of Hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions
in the northern Levant and Syria attests to the existence between the 11th
and early 8th centuries of a kingdom of Palastin, centered in the Amuq val-
ley (Fig. 2.3 and 10.1). In its early period, the territorial domain of this king-
dom reached a considerable extent, encompassing the prestigious religious
center of Aleppo. Due to the resemblance between the names Palastin and
Philistines/PLST, several scholars contemplate the possibility that groups of

70  Cross and Stager 2006, Davis 2011.

71 Zukerman 2011, Giusfredi 2009, Simon 2018a and Chapter 14 of this volume.
72 Maeir et al. 2013, with references to previous literature.

73 Lemche 2012.
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Philistines, or peoples identifying themselves as such, settled the Amug, lead-
ing to the emergence therein of a “powerful Philistine kingdom.””*

The northern Philistine hypothesis has gained much credit in recent decades
in light of the archaeological data produced by investigations at Tell Taynat,
ancient Kunulua in the Amugq, and surrounding regions. As were most other
areas of the eastern Mediterranean, the northern Levant was invested by deep
changes during the Late Bronze Age/Iron Age transition (see Chapter 2). In
the Amug, the site of Alalah was abandoned or destroyed over the course of
the 13th century BCE and its role as regional capital was taken over in the 10th
century BCE by the adjacent site of Tell Taynat. As in contemporary Philistia,
conspicuous assemblages of Aegeanizing LH I1IC pottery appeared at almost
all northern Levantine sites between the 12th-11th centuries BCE, spreading
as far inland as Tell Afis, in the Idlib region.”® Out of 47 Early Iron Age sites
recorded by survey in the Amuq valley, more than half (29) yielded locally pro-
duced LH 111C pottery.”

Recent excavations at Taynat have allowed researchers to refine the chrono-
logical grid upon which to evaluate this picture. Here, the earliest 1A 1 phase
(FP 6¢), dating to the early 12th century BCE, revealed a strong cultural conti-
nuity from the preceding Late Bronze Age in terms of pottery production and
other industries. However, starting from the second half of the 12th and through
the 11th century BCE (FP 6b—5), LH I11C ceramics gained prominence against
continued Late Bronze Age traditions, thus becoming a substantial feature of
the local assemblage before decreasing during the 10th century BCE (FP 4-3).
Toward the end of the 1A I sequence (late 10th c. BCE), Aegeanizing potting
traditions were abandoned, giving way to local painted wares as well as Red
Slip Wares, the dominant ceramic type of Middle Iron Age Syria. Alongside
LH IIIC ceramics, Aegeanizing traditions at Taynat IA I also permeate textile
production as attested by the use of unperforated spool-shaped loomweights.
These occur in large quantities in FP 6 and continue to appear more sporadi-
cally through the 14 1-11 sequence, before being eventually eclipsed after the
8th century BCE.””

Archaeological data would thus lend support to the prevailing idea that
groups of overseas—possibly Aegean or Cypriot—foreigners settled in the
Amugq and intermingled with local inhabitants in ways similar to those argued

74  Hawkins 2009:172, Emanuel 2015.

75  For a detailed overview, see Janeway 2017:13—30. For Tell Afis, see Venturi 2000 and 2007.

76 Janeway 2017:32-33.

77  For an updated overview of the Early Iron Age evidence from Taynat, see Welton et al.
2019.
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for the Philistines in southern Canaan. This scenario would in turn strengthen
the etymological association between Palastin and PLST.”8 Several voices, how-
ever, have cautioned against drawing hasty conclusions in this regard. As noted
by Singer (2012:465-466), in the Amuq and the northern Levant there is no
definitive temporal, cultural, and/or geographical link between the appearance
and spread of Aegeanizing features and Palastin records.” The first inscription
attesting Palastin at Taynat (TELL TAYNAT 1) dates to the 10th century BCE as
well as the archaeological level in which it was found (Building Period 1). By
this time, LH 111C had disappeared, and Taynat participated in material cul-
tural networks that were eminently Syrian or Syro-Anatolian. Taita’s inscrip-
tions from Aleppo certainly offer a better chronological fit with the Early Iron
Age sequence at Taynat, but their findspot is a temple entirely compliant with
Syro-Anatolian traditions, with no associated Aegeanizing features. The Early
Iron Age strata in which the majority of Aegeanizing finds occur at Taynat
yielded very modest architecture, which can hardly be the remains of Taita’s
royal residence. Based on this evidence, we can even surmise that Aleppo, not
Taynat, was indeed the center of Palastin during the uth century BCt (Chap-
ter 2). All Palastin inscriptions are written in Luwian with no discernible Greek
influences, and most attested rulers of Palastin/Pattin bore genuine Anatolian
names, often explicitly recalling Hittite dynastic traditions (e.g., Suppiluliuma,
Lubarna, Halparuntiya, Kupapiya). Likewise, Palastin artistic traditions are in
continuity with Late Bronze Age Hittite ones, with no apparent foreign influx.

In proposing an etymological link between Palastin and pPLS$T, the final -in
of the Luwian toponym should also be explained. The current English term
Philistines, and the related Palestine, derive from later Greek attestations of the
term with the ethnic suffix -y, first appearing in Herodotus (3.91) referring to
Svpin v Modawativy, “Philistine Syria.” Excluding any connection of the -n ending
of Palastin with Greek -tvn,80 Hawkins (2009:171) proposes that it derives from
the Hebrew masculine plural pLSTYM after adaptation of final -m, not toler-
ated by Luwian morphology. A more straightforward possibility, also envisaged
by Hawkins (loc. cit.), is that the name Palastin emerged as a direct calque from
an Aramaic plural in -n.

78  Kahn (2011) maintains that the Palastineans were the Peleset encountered by Ramses 111
in the land battle against the Sea Peoples.

79  For similar objections, see also Younger 2016:127-135, Osborne 2021:63—64.

80  But see Singer 2012:464: “In view of the Aegean origin of the Philistines, I think that the
origin of the -in suffix must rather be sought in the Aegean region, and the appearance of
a double ethnicon in Palist-in-iza should not pose a difficulty”
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Although both these hypotheses have some merit, they can offer only a par-
tial solution to the problem: assuming that the Palastineans were Aegean immi-
grants in the northern Levant related with the southern pPLST, for what reasons
would they have employed or readapted a West Semitic form of the PLST eth-
nonym to express their own identity in their Luwian inscriptions? In addressing
this question, one should also keep in mind what was mentioned above: a term
equivalent to Philistines-PL$T is never attested as an endonym in inscriptions
from Philistia itself. In the Iron Age, the name pLST is, in fact, known exclu-
sively from neighboring sources, chiefly from Egypt and Canaan. It would take
a considerable leap of faith to assume that Palastineans were the sole carriers of
a Philistine unitary self-identification, unlike their alleged southern “cousins”
who, by contrast, were the only people known as PLST anywhere outside their
own domain. In this light, the only reasonable way to salvage the etymologi-
cal association Palastin—PL$T is to consider that Taita and his successors in the
northern Levant appropriated a PLST exonym and employed it for their self-
definition. This hypothesis would explain why they employed a West Semitic
form of the name, given the spread of West Semitic languages around the area
of Palastin during the Iron Age. However, the possible reasons for this choice of
self-identification are difficult to divine. One scenario might be that the ruling
class of Palastin was actually of foreign origin—from the Aegean or anywhere
else—and borrowed PLST as a stereotype definition of foreigner to mark their
alterity as to the local linguistic or, more generally, cultural milieu(s). The adop-
tion of Anatolian traditions, in terms of script, dynastic names, artistic styles
etc., could hardly be part of the same policy, for these featureshad been athome
in northern Syria for a long time before the 11th century BCE and were not per-
ceived as intrusive. It is nonetheless true that the name Taita, borne by the very
first attested king of Palastin, has no obvious Anatolian or Semitic etymology,
and may therefore be foreign to the familiar linguistic make-up of northern
Syria.®! Even so, the source language of the name Taita is still unknown and,
therefore, cannot contribute to a more in-depth quest for the provenance of
the Palastinean dynasty.

Ultimately, we cannot even ignore the possibility that Palastin and PLST
were two unrelated terms resembling each other by sheer chance. In any case,
the evidence would recommend disentangling the adoption of the definition
Palastin from the question of an Aegean migration in the northern Levant as
two independent issues, with neither having any necessary implication for the
other.

81  Butsee Steitler 2010 for a possible Hurrian etymology. In this case, the name Taita would
not be foreign, as Hurrian onomastics had been present in the Northern Levant since the
early second millennium BCE.
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6 Greeks in Cilicia? The problem of Hiyawa

As we have seen in Section 2, the term Ahhiyawa was the Hittite equivalent

of Achaeans and referred to the Mycenaeans and/or their representatives in

western Anatolia. Most scholars retain that Late Bronze Age Ahhiyawa, with
apheresis of initial a-, continued later in the toponym Hiyawa by which Iron

Age Luwian inscriptions indicated the plain of Cilicia (see Chapters 3 and

4). Further support for this equation was deemed to derive from the above-

mentioned letters of Suppiluliuma 11 to Ammurapi of Ugarit, mentioning the

H/hiyawa-men dispatched in Lukka.’? According to most commentators, the

notion that Cilicia came under strong Greek influence during the Iron Age

would find support in other philological and linguistic arguments:83

1) The name Muksa (Mu-ka-sa), Phoenician Mp$, from whom Hiyawan
rulers claimed descent, would be connected with the famous seer of the
Greek legends credited with the foundation of numerous cities along the
Mediterranean coast of Anatolia during the Trojan War, especially in Cili-
cia (Mopsuhestia and Mopsukrene). The occurrence of a personal name
spelled mo-qo-so in Linear B archives from Knossos and Pylos would fur-
ther corroborate at least an Aegean connection of the name.

2)  Inthebilingual of Cinekdy, the name Hiyawa, recurring in the Luwian ver-
sion, corresponds in Phoenician to the ethnicon bNNYM, which has been
compared with the Greek Danaoi through the Egyptian Denyen (d3-jn-jw-
ng).

3)  The rulers’ name(s) Awariku/Warika would be Greek, with different ety-
mological interpretations depending on whether identity is perceived to
exist between the two name spellings (see Chapter 3, Section 2.1.3, and
below).84

4) Onsix occasions, the Phoenician version of KARATEPE addresses the god
Ba‘al (= Luwian Tarhunza) with the epithet kRNTRYS, which commenta-
tors would analyze as an unattested Greek adjective *xopvwytiptog, “mace-
bearing.” This epithet would thus constitute a parallel to the attested
Phoenician hypostasis of Ba‘al “of the Mace” (B’L sMD).

All of these arguments are generally considered in tandem with the abundant

presence of Aegeanizing LH I11C ceramics in transitional Late Bronze Age/Iron

Age contexts from Tarsus and neighboring sites.8% Both philological and archae-

82  Singer 2006.

83  See also the synthesis by Simon 2018b:313—315, with further references.
84 Simon 2014a.

85  Lehmann 2017.
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ological data would thus converge to support a migrationist view arguing that
the elites who ruled Hiyawa in the Iron Age traced their origins to groups of
Greek descent who settled Cilicia in the early 12th century BCE. This view would
in turn be corroborated by later Greek sources, namely Herodotus (7.91), who
defines the Cilicians as "Yrayaiot, “Subachaeans.”

As it turns out, the hypothesis of a strong Greek influence in Iron Age Cili-
cia is not as straightforward as it might appear; several of the arguments in its
support drew criticism almost as soon as they were raised. To begin with, in an
oft-cited 2012 article, Gander challenged the very equation between Ahhiyawa
and Hiyawa and argued that, even assuming that the term H/hiyawa of the
Ugarit letters referred to a toponym (see Section 2 in this Chapter), this could
hardly have been Ahhiyawa because Luwian did not admit apheresis in the 13th
century BCE. Gander also followed Hajnal (2003) and Carruba (2008:66-67)
in restoring Hiya[wa] in a fragmentary passage of the Annals of Arnuwanda I
(KUB 23.21 ii 2'-11'), relating to campaigns in Cilicia and southern Anatolia. In
this purview, a toponym Hiyawa would have existed in Cilicia already in the late
15th century BCE—a period when no contact with the Greek world is otherwise
attested in the region.

We should keep in mind that other possible restorations for a Hittite top-
onym beginning with Hiya- are available, as Gander himself admits, offering
the example of Hiyasna.86 Moreover it would be surprising that an unremark-
able second-millennium town, attested no more than twice (counting in the
H/hiyawa-men), not only survived otherwise unnoticed until the first millen-
nium, but even acquired a broader geopolitical meaning encompassing the
entire Cilician plain. The more so if we consider that the geography of Cilicia
is otherwise quite well documented through the Hittite Empire period, when
the region was known only as Kizzuwatna or Kummanni.8”

The putative evidence for a structural apheresis in Iron Age Luwian has
been proven inconsistent,®® but, as Melchert later specified (2019b:361-362),
unsystematic but genuine apheresis of foreign names was a specific feature of
Luwian. This observation may potentially rehabilitate the derivation of Hiyawa
from Ahhiyawa. However, the other parallel examples brought by Melchert in
his study show a synchronic alternation between apheretic and regular forms
that does not occur in the case of Ahhiyawa/Hiyawa. The regularity of Hiyawa

86  Gander 2012:288 fn. 50.

87  For similar objections, see Bryce 2016:72. But see Melchert in this volume for a different
interpretation retaining Gander’s observations (Chapter 4).

88  Melchert 2010b, Simon 2011:259 fn. 17. For the use of this argument against the linguistic
equation Ahhiyawa = Hiyawa, see Simon 2018b:315—316.
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against a hypothetical Iron Age A(h)hiyawa appears clearer on account of the
Assyrian and West Semitic names for Plain Cilicia, Que and @w: if an indige-
nous designation is to be sought behind these forms, this must be Hiyawa and
certainly not A(h)hiyawa. The arguments proposed by Oreshko (2013) for rein-
terpreting the KARATEPE toponym d-*429-wa/i- as d-HI(YA)-wa/i-, against the
otherwise unquestioned reading d-TANA-wa/i-, ‘Adanawa, are met with strong
criticism.89 In summary, the etymological association between Ahhiyawa and
Hiyawa, although not to be excluded, is still highly uncertain, and therefore—
at least for the moment—cannot be counted as proof of a Greek influence in
Cilicia during the Iron Age.

The Phoenician ethnonym DNNYM, corresponding to Luwian Hiyawa in the
CINEKOY bilingual, is almost invariably equated with Egyptian d3-jn-jw-n3, nor-
malized Denyen, which appears among the Sea Peoples designations in the
inscriptions of Ramses 111 and in the Onomasticon of Amenemope.®° The lat-
ter, in turn, has been often identified with the Homeric Danaoi, thus indirectly
providing further support to the hypothesis of a migration of Greeks in Cili-
cia. However, as mentioned above, the Denyen—Danaoi equation is specula-
tive at best and was inspired by a general tendency, now largely abandoned,
to associate the Sea Peoples phenomenon with a large-scale migration from
the Aegean. Egyptian also had the term tj-n3-y-w, normalized Tanaya, which
appears together with Crete (Egyptian: Keftiu) and other toponyms of possi-
ble Aegean affiliation on a statue base of Amenhotep 111 at Kom el-Hatan.®!
Given its context, Tanaya may be a good candidate for the Egyptian counter-
part of Homeric Danaoi. However, any relationship of this term with ds-jn-jw-
ng/Denyen can hardly be taken for granted, even on account of the intrica-
cies of group writing in New Kingdom Egyptian orthographic conventions.®2 In
summary, even if the Phoenician ethnonym pN~NyM was perhaps related with
the Denyen and, thus, the Sea Peoples, there is no firm guarantee that it had
specifically Greek connections.

The challenges imposed on geographic identifications between Hiyawa/
DNNYM and Aegean or, more specifically, Greek contexts reopen the debate
concerning many of the other elements brought in support of a strong Greek
influence in Iron Age Cilicia. The interpretation of Ba‘al’s epithet KRNTRYS as

89  See the debate between Yakubovich (2015a-b) and Hawkins (2015b), Simon 2015d:400—
402 and 2018b:316.

90  See the literature cited by Simon 2015d:399 fn. 24.

91  Kitchen 1966, Cline and Stannish 2011.

92  Butsee Redford 2017:120. On group writing, see Kilani 2019. I am indebted to Federico Zan-
gani for his guidance on this matter (e-mail communication, October 20, 2022).
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the Phoenician rendering of Greek *xopuvytplog, “mace-bearing,” is tempting,
but problematic in many respects. To begin with, the adjective *xopuwtipiog
never occurs in extant records, although it is a formally correct derivative of the
attested xopuwtng. Moreover, as pointed out by Younger (2009b:16), it is unclear
why a Phoenician inscription would use a Greek term to define a hypostasis of
Ba‘al that existed also in Phoenician (BZ smMD, “Ba‘al of the mace”). Younger ten-
tatively argues for a connection between KRNTRYS and the epithet kg, which
is indeed associated with Ba‘al in other two Phoenician inscriptions from Cili-
cia, at Cebelireis and Cinekdy. This hypothesis, however, leaves unexplained
the second part of the word, -NTRYS.

The most obvious alternative to these interpretations is that kRNTRYS des-
ignated a toponym, thus defining one of the many local hypostases of Ba‘al.
Because the word is certainly not Semitic, one may assume an Anatolian place
behind the toponym, arguably not too far from Karatepe. Ancient Kelenderis,
in Rough Cilicia near modern Aydincik, offers the most straightforward match
from both a geographic and linguistic point of view.92 The epithet “of Kelen-
deris” may well have been used in Phoenician to identify a local variant of
Ba‘al/Tarhunza known in Luwian for qualities other than geographical affilia-
tion. This would explain why the corresponding Luwian version of KARATEPE
has Tarhunza “the highly blessed” (ARHA u-sa-ni-wa-mi-sd).

To be sure, this hypothesis would presuppose that a cult of Ba‘al/Tarhunza
was established at Kelenderis before the 8th century BCE and then made its way
as far afield as Karatepe, ca. 400km to the east. Unfortunately, archaeological
evidence is not sufficient to either prove or disprove this notion. The bulk of
the Iron Age materials so far retrieved at Kelenderis dates to the 8th—7th cen-
turies BCE. On this basis, the site is deemed to have been abandoned after a
documented Late Bronze Age phase and then resettled no earlier than the late
gth century BCE,%* probably too late for its cultic milieu to be mentioned at
Karatepe.?> However, the exploration of the pre-Classical levels of Kelenderis
is so far limited to a single sounding on the acropolis, which is hardly sufficient
to offer a full picture of the site’s Iron Age occupation. We cannot even exclude
the possibility that a local cult of Tarhunza already existed at Kelenderis in the

93  See Alt 1948, Barnett 1953142 fn. 5, Vattioni 1968. The mismatch pointed out by Schmitz
(2009:123) between KRNTRYS and an expected Phoenician spelling of Kelenderis
(*kLNDRS) is not a serious obstacle: Phoenician KRNTRYS should be analyzed against the
unknown original Anatolian toponym, of which Kelenderis is only a later Greek adapta-
tion. From another angle, Melchert (2007:511) raised the possibility that the original name
of Kelenderis “had two r’s and that the [ in Greek results from dissimilation.”

94  Yildinm and Gates 2007:332, Korkmaz 2016.

95  Asdisputed by Schmitz 2009:123 and Younger 2009b:14.
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Bronze Age and later continued to be identified with this city notwithstand-
ing possible gaps in its occupation. All in all, the only serious challenge to the
interpretation of BL KRNTRYS as “Ba‘al of Kelenderis” may be the uniqueness of
its attestation, because this cult would have left no trace in the extant records
apart from the Phoenician inscription of Karatepe. In a general balance, how-
ever, this interpretation is certainly no less plausible than a Greek etymology
of the epithet KRNTRYS.%6

Greek or Aegean influence in onomastic traditions of Iron Age Cilicia is
also a debated topic. The Luwian name Muksa as attested in KARATEPE and
GCINEKOY is likely an adaptation of an earlier form of the name with labiove-
lar (mukvs-). This conservative form is preserved in Mycenaean (mo-qo-so),
whereas few other attestations belong to Anatolian contexts, namely Hittite
Muksus (appearing in the Madduwatta Text), Phryg. Muksos (named in an
inscription found in Tumulus MM at Gordion), and Lydian Mé&og (attested
in local epigraphs and various Greek sources).®” The post-Mycenaean Greek
form Méog results from the systematic development in p of the labiove-
lar, whereas Phoenician mP$ most likely represents a borrowing from Greek
Mépog.98 According to Yakubovich (2015a:37), Hittite Muksus would presume
an “adaptation of the Greek labiovelar before its disappearance, since the
inherited Anatolian labiovelar would have been preserved in some form in
Hittite and yielded the spelling **mu-uk-ku-su.” The peculiar distribution of
the Mok™)/psos names and their convergence into the pair Muksas/MP$ in
Iron Age Cilicia appear to indicate the existence, on both sides of the Aegean
between the second and first millennia, of two parallel onomastic traditions
that were perceived as identical by their users even after the phonetic separa-
tion between p- and k(")-forms of the name. In the best-case scenario, the over-
all evidence might support a common Aegean—but not necessarily Greek—
origin of these traditions, as the name Mok()/psos bears no transparent Greek
etymology.%®

The question of the etymology of Awariku/Warika is even more complex in
that it intersects the ongoing debates on the identity or separation of the two
names. Regarding them as two different spellings for the same name, Forlanini
(1996) takes Warika < *Wrikiu as the primary form, and argues for its derivation

96  Yakubovich 2015a:39 and Simon 2018b:315 eventually defend the equation KRNTRYS =
*xopuwtplog, but do not discuss other options.

97  For more details on the attestations, see Gander 2012:297-302.

98  See Yakubovich 2015a:37; contra Gander 2012:302.

99  Simon 2018b:319.
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from Greek *Wrakios.'°° What makes this etymology enticing is that *Wrakios
is the earlier form of Rhakios (‘'Paxiog), the name of the father of Mopsus, and
would thus provide a further link between the Greek legends and the Hiyawan
dynasty.

Contrarily, Simon (2014a, 2017b) argues for a separation between Awariku
and Warika as two different names. He then analyzes the former as a Luwian
compound between the verb d-, ‘to make, and an Anatolian onomastic ele-
ment of unknown meaning *wariku, attested in Carian as yrig.'%! For Warika,
analyzed as Wraykas, Simon (2014a) maintains the Greek etymology but, fol-
lowing Lipinski (2004:121-122), connects it to the onomastic form /Wroykos/
attested in the Cypriot Syllabary as wo-ro-i-go and in Classical Greek as ‘Poixog.
This same suggestion is supported by Yakubovich (2015a:39), who also keeps
Warika separate from Awariku—for which Yakubovich instead rehabilitates an
earlier proposal by Krahmalkov (2000:38—39), arguing for an etymological con-
nection with the Greek name "Evapyog, literally “well governing.”

Finally, a few Greek names mixed with Luwian ones have been identified
in Neo-Assyrian cuneiform tablets from Tarsus, dated to the very end of the
8th and early 7th centuries BCE.192 By this time, Assyrian royal inscriptions and
archival documents also start to record an increasing Ionian (Yamnaya, pro-
nounced /Yawnaya/) activity in the eastern Mediterranean.!93 Sargon 11 claims
to have faced Ionian pirates off the Cilician coast in the account of his cam-
paign of 715BCE.1%* Based on Greek sources, an Ionian involvement has also
been envisaged behind the revolt of Hilakku, in Rough Cilicia, and Tarsus, faced
by Sennacherib in 696 BCE and recorded in his annals.105

On account of this scanty and, in many respects, uncertain evidence of
Greek or Aegean traces in Iron Age Cilicia, can we still imagine that a more or
less substantial Greek migration did eventually take place by the Early and Mid-
dle Iron Age, involving at least the elites? If so, what trajectories did this move-
ment follow? Two of the most authoritative approaches to these questions,
advanced by Yakubovich (2015a) and Simon (2018b), have correctly placed
at the core of the problem the only secure evidence for linguistic diversity
in Iron Age Cilicia, namely the use of Phoenician alongside Luwian in epi-
choric inscriptions. Yakubovich argues that Phoenician—and not Luwian—

100 See also Jasink and Marino 2007:408-409.
101 Simon 2017b.

102  Schmitz 2009.

103 Rollinger 2017.

104 RINAP 2 1::17b-119.

105 Dalley1999.
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was the primary language of the Cinekdy and Karatepe bilinguals, a view shared
by Simon (2018b:326—-327). Both authors also agree that Phoenician was not
specifically intended to address speakers of this language, but was instead
employed as an official language serving other non-Luwian groups resident
in Cilicia. In fact, despite the primary use of Phoenician in the monumen-
tal inscriptions, there is no other trace of a substantial Phoenician presence
in Cilicia. The onomastic material is conspicuously Luwian and (to a much
lesser extent) Aegean/Greek, but no Semitic name is so far attested. Even
the name of the scribe of the Phoenician inscription of Cebelireis, PHL(’)S,
appears to be Anatolian as indicated by the onomastic element piha-.196 The
sporadic findings of Phoenician inscriptions on small objects in Cilicia and
neighboring regions as well as assemblages of “Phoenician” ceramics may be
testimony of the participation of Hiyawa into eastern Mediterranean trading
networks.!0” However, these sparse materials are hardly proof that Phoeni-
cian speakers constituted the primary audience of the Hiyawan monumental
inscriptions.108

Where the interpretations of Simon and Yakubovich differ is on the specific
identification of the non-Luwian foreigners and the processes that brought
them to Cilicia. Yakubovich starts from a migrationist perspective and main-
tains that Greek settlers who arrived in Cilicia in the wake of Sea Peoples migra-
tions and the collapse of the Hittite Empire became a socially dominant group,
eventually becoming integrated into the ruling elites of Hiyawa. On this basis,
and on account of ethnolinguistic parallels, Yakubovich argues that Phoenician
was used by members of this Greek elite in order to distance their cultural iden-
tity from that of the broader Luwian population. By contrast, Simon’s reasoning
starts from the consideration that there was no Greek colonization immedi-
ately after the collapse of the Hittite Empire and that there is no evidence for
a Greek presence in Cilicia earlier than the late 8th—early 7th century BCE. In
this framework, Simon argues that Phoenician was not imposed by Greek elites
as their identity marker, but was instead a pragmatic means of communication
brought to Cilicia by foreign elites whose origins he traces to Cyprus, and not
to the Aegean.

Generally speaking, the rather skeptical evaluation offered above of the
putative evidence for a Greek presence in Iron Age Cilicia agrees better with

106 Mosca and Russell 1987:21.

107 In this regard, it is worth specifying that almost all the ceramics labeled as Phoenician by
the Tarsus excavators are in fact Cypriot stylistic imports: see Lehmann 2008:155-156.

108 Foradifferent perspective, see Osborne 2021:73-83. On the impact of Phoenician material
culture in Cilicia, see Lehmann 2008.
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Simon’s model. Cypriot evidence, on the other hand, offers all the clues to
explain at once both the Phoenician and Aegean/Greek influences. By the
beginning of the Iron Age, Cyprus already had a long history of relation-
ships with the Levant. The earliest Phoenician inscription found on the island
dates to the 11th century BCE, and a combination of archaeological and epi-
graphic evidence points to an important Phoenician presence therein dating
to no later than the gth century BCE.!°® Two bronze bowls probably from
Amathous, dated to around the mid-8th century BCE, bear testimony to a
Phoenician foundation (Qartadast, lit. “new city”) on the island, evidencing sta-
ble political relationships with Phoenicia also corroborated by Neo-Assyrian
records.!'® Conversely, relationships between Cyprus and the Aegean were
already strong in the Bronze Age, although their effect in a proper Greek/Myce-
naean colonization of the island are now generally discredited.!! At any rate,
a dialect of Greek was codified around the 10th century BCE in the Cypriot
Syllabary inherited from the Bronze Age.l'? Other languages were spoken and
written on the island during the Iron Age (e.g., Eteocypriot), but none of
them were widely known overseas, and certainly less so than Phoenician and
Greek.13

The archaeological evidence provides strong support for the Cypriot tra-
jectory of Greek/Aegean and Phoenician influence in Cilicia, even more than
Simon himself is prepared to admit. Relationships between Cilicia and Cyprus
had a long history, deeply rooted into the second millennium,''* and also may
have involved some degree of linguistic exchange, although not documented
in the coeval records. The Late Bronze Age/Iron Age transition in Cilicia is
marked by the appearance of Aegeanizing features, especially the widespread
diffusion of LH 11I1C ceramics.!!® Far from evidencing a shift in connectivity
toward the Aegean, as assumed by Simon, these features may be interpreted
as even further proof of continued interactions with Cyprus during the Late
Bronze Age-Iron Age transition.!’® As mentioned elsewhere in this chapter,

109 Steele 2013:176-177. On Cypro-Phoenician relations, see Fourrier 2019. On Cypriot connec-
tions with the Levant in the eastern Mediterranean context during the Bronze Ages, see
Knapp 2008:307-324.

110 See also Radner 2010.

111 Voskosand Knapp 2008. On the role of Cyprus in Mediterranean cultural exchanges, espe-
cially between the Levant and the Aegean, see Bachvarova 2016:301-330.

112 lacovou 2013.

113 Steele 2013.

114 Kozal 2018.

115 Lehmann 2017.

116 Perhaps after a short interruption, as suggested by the sudden disappearance of Late



244 MATESSI

locally produced LH 111C wares and other features of the Aegeanizing hori-
zon occur across the eastern Mediterranean with a range of possible stylistic
affiliations not limited to the Aegean. When looking at the Cilician evidence,
LH I1IC wares are stylistically closer to Cypriot materials than others origi-
nating elsewhere.!!” This impression is confirmed by chemical analyses on an
LH I1IC assemblage from Tarsus, which identified a distinct Cypriot signature
in most non-local clays, as opposed to one single possible import from the east-
ern Aegean.’® As emphasized by Simon (2018b:328), during later phases of the
Iron Age, Cypriot influences on the Cilician material culture continued—and
in fact intensified—eventually defining a koine horizon usually labeled Cypro-
Cilician."'¥ The Assyrian name of Cyprus, attested from Sargon 11 on, is Yadnana,
and it is generally interpreted as a borrowing from a Phoenician expression
meaning the “island (Phoenician y’) of Adnana.”2% As Simon observes, the sim-
ilarity of this name with DNNYM is striking, and the two terms probably had the
same geographic or ethnocultural referent.

7 Concluding Remarks

Bringing together the patchy evidence examined in this chapter, documented
interactions between Aegean and Anatolian socio-cultural milieus from the
Late Bronze Age through the end of the 8th century BCE occurred within the
frame of complex multicultural exchanges involving several linguistic environ-
ments. Relationships between Hatti and Ahhiyawa were generally mediated
by western Anatolian actors, inhabiting the buffer zone between the respec-
tive political spheres. Seaborne population movements of the 12th century BCE
created the conditions for the formation of cosmopolitan communities in the
eastern Mediterranean, reshaping heterogeneous cultural influences (Aegean,
Anatolian, Cypriot, Canaanite, etc.) into new hybrid forms with multiple com-
binations. The most prominent result of these processes was the development
of Philistine horizons in the southern Levant, which in turn may have had
an indirect effect in the formation of new political identities in the north, at
Palastin, possibly through the mediation of shared West Semitic neighbors.

Bronze Age Cypriot imports in Cilicia before their presumed demise in Cyprus: Lehmann
2017:234.

117 Lehmann 2017:234-236.

118 Mommsen et al. 2011.

119 See Chapter 2, Section 4.2

120 Radner 2010:435.
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Finally, some Aegean traditions with an echo in Greek legends may have made
their way into the mixed Luwo-Phoenician scribal frameworks of Iron Age Cili-
cia, likely transmitted after intensive areal contacts with multicultural—and
multilinguistic—Cyprus.



CHAPTER 11

The Mediterranean Interface: Anatolia and the
Aegean in the Bronze Age

Stella Merlin and Valerio Pisaniello

1 Introduction

In this chapter we will discuss some of the most relevant issues, questions, and
problems related to the Mediterranean interface. In particular, we ask what can
be said on the linguistic and cultural situation existed before the appearance
of the alphabetic Greek and to what extent this is relevant in possible contacts
with Anatolia and Anatolian languages.

Pre-Greek is introduced following the main themes and outstanding issues
(Section 2); then Mycenaean in its relations with Anatolia is discussed (Section
3)-

The Pre-Greek issue, in the history of research, has also been connected to
the concept of substrate. If Pre-Greek is definable as a substrate, it represents
one special situation, on which studies have abounded for over 120 years (see
Section 2.1) during a period in which linguistic data, cultural references, and
metalinguistic settings have changed. The main research question is to find an
explanation for those non-Greek elements within the Greek vocabulary that
resist a genuine Greek or Indo-European etymological explanation pointing to
a substrate language (or group of languages) about which there are no other
ways of acquiring knowledge because they are not attested. The issue concern-
ing the existence and the definition of a linguistic substrate, geographically
located in the eastern Mediterranean and possibly spread in Asia Minor, has
been developed in parallel with the quest for the reconstruction of the history
(and prehistory) of Indo-European languages in the areas of interest—in other
words, the history and prehistory of Greek and the languages of the Anatolian
branch.!

1 For a commented bibliography on the Greek-Anatolian relationships, see Garcia Trabazo
(2022). For an overview and critical remarks, see Garcia Ramdn (2011). For an in-depth the-
oretical discussion of the possibilities of a linguistic reconstruction of possible Bronze Age
Aegean-Anatolian contacts, see Morpurgo Davies (1986). Cf. also the important observations
made by Garnier (2015), especially regarding the use of the term substrate.
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2 The Challenge of Pre-Greek: Issues, Boundaries, and Limits

In essence, the challenge of defining Pre-Greek? lies in identifying the pop-
ulation(s) and language(s) of Greece before the arrival of the Greeks? or, in
diachronic linguistic terms, the languages spoken in what would eventually
become Greek-speaking areas. Scholars from diverse disciplines have sought
to answer these questions from various perspectives, contributing archaeolog-
ical, cultural-historical, and linguistic data that often complement one another
but also sometimes lead to definitions that do not perfectly coincide.

To begin with a general, introductory definition, we could say that the term
Pre-Greek first denotes the languages (rather than a single language; see Sec-
tion 2.3) that existed before the earliest records of Greek, which, based on the
earliest Mycenaean texts, date back to 1400 BCE. Although the approach to Pre-
Greek evidence is primarily reconstructive (as we will show), we in fact possess
texts from the eastern Mediterranean area that predate the earliest Mycenaean
attestations. These are: a) Linear A inscriptions (1800-1350BCE) attested in
Crete* for a certain period coeval with b) Cretan hieroglyphs (1800-1600 BCE);>
c) the mysterious Phaistos Disc (1850-1600 BCE), possibly related to the Cretan
hieroglyphs;® and d) Cypro-Minoan inscriptions (1600-1050 BCE).” These texts,
composed using different writing systems and still effectively undeciphered,

2 Some scholars, e.g., Duhoux (1998) and Chantraine (DELG), prefer to use the term Pre-
Hellenic, but this terminological distinction does not materially change the essence of the
problem. For a general overview, see, e.g., Lejeune (1947). See also Consani (2008 [2010]) and
Consani (2023).

3 By this we implicitly assume, as do the majority of scholars (especially historians and archae-
ologists), that Greeks settled in the Greek peninsula and islands during migrations of Indo-
European people; see Drews 1988. For the study of the substrates and linguistic contacts
triggered by the diffusion of Indo-European-speaking people in Europe, Mediterranean, and
Anatolia from the third millennium BCE onwards, see Kroonen, ed, 2024.

4 Cf. Palaima and Bibee 2014. See also the recent discussion on the invention of writing in the
Aegean by Ferrara (2017).

5 Ferrara 2017; Decorte 2017 with further references.

6 See Duhoux 1977, 2000 with references. Although numerous attempts have been made to
decipher the text on the Phaistos Disc, we will refrain here from proposing a full history of
the studies. Let it suffice to say that no attempt has yet been successful.

7 After Masson 1971 and further revisions (Olivier 2007), Cypro-Minoan inscriptions are gener-
ally divided into four groups: cMo (Enkomi tablet, end of the 16th century BCE; for an analysis
see Duhoux 2000), cM1 (various texts, attested throughout the Late Bronze Age), cMm2 (three
tablets from Enkomi, 12th century BCE), and cMm3 (tablets from Ugarit, 13th century BCE, influ-
enced by Ugaritic cuneiform alphabetic script). For a different chronological view and for the
corpus, see Ferrara 2012, 2013. See also Steele 2013. For the history of the early scholarship, see
Donnelly 2020.
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attest to the presence of unknown languages whose origins and possible affini-
ties with other known languages continue to be sought by researchers. Starting
from the observation that these texts are coeval with the Anatolian languages of
the second millennium BCE, Anatolian hypotheses for deciphering have been
suggested in an attempt to find a plausible linguistic explanation. In particu-
lar, scholars have sought to recognize—with little or no success—an Anato-
lian language behind such a writing system: it was Luwian for Georgiev (1963),
Palmer (1958, 1965:333—338), and Brown (1992—-1993); Hittite for Davis (1967);
and Lycian for Finkelberg (1990-1991 and 2001).8

Before moving on to the next section, it is worth mentioning also three
extra-Greek languages attested for the first millennium and therefore coeval to
alphabetic Greek. They clearly do not fall within the timeframe of Pre-Greek as
we defined it at the beginning of this section, but they could nonetheless affect
the problem of substrate(s), should it be proven that they were continuations of
earlier Pre-Greek languages. The first is the so-called Lemnian language of the
funerary Lemnos Stele, 6th century BCE, as well as some other minor inscrip-
tions. This language, as first proposed by Rix (1998), could belong to the Thyrre-
nian (or Thyrsenian) language family, also including Etruscan and Rhaetic.?
The second is the Eteocypriot language (700—300 BCE),!? and the third is Eteoc-
retan (700-200 BCE).!

However, research explicitly directed at Pre-Greek has only marginally in-
volved these languages, both those that are actually Pre-Greek from a chrono-
logical point of view (because none have been deciphered) and those that are
coeval with alphabetic Greek (because they are, by definition, not Pre-Greek,
even though they may be the result of earlier influences). Indeed, research on
Pre-Greek has focused (within the framework of historical linguistics and fol-
lowing the methods of contact linguistics as well as the theory of substrate) on
those non-Greek elements that are present in the Greek lexicon and have nei-
ther a Greek nor an Indo-European etymology, which could therefore represent
positive traces of an unattested Pre-Greek substrate. Consequently, research on
Pre-Greek has been directed toward capturing a set of formal anomalies within
the Greek lexicon, even to the point of proposing attempts to reconstruct that
substrate, as both Indo-European and non-Indo-European languages.

8 The other proposals are Greek (Georgiev 1957, criticized by Lejeune 1957 and Nagy 1963),
Semitic languages (Gordon 1957) such as Phoenician (Best 2001), Indo-Iranian (La Marle
2006), Thyrrenian (Facchetti and Negri 2003, recovering an idea from Ventris, see Ventris
and Chadwick 1953), and Hurrian-Urartian (Monti 2002).

9 Cf. Duhoux 2014a, with further references. See also de Palma (2007).

10 Cf. Duhoux 2014b, with further references.

11 Cf. Duhoux 1982, 2014c¢, with further references.
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2.1 From Pelasgic to Pre-Greek

History of research in the Pre-Greek substrate during the 2oth century has
seen deep paradigmatic changes concerning the ancient Aegean and Anato-
lian world, especially determined by the identification of Hittite as an Indo-
European language (1917) and that of Mycenaean as an ancient attestation of
Greek (1952). At the end of the 19th century, Paul Kretschmer (1896, 1940—
1943) found morphological correspondences between Greek and Anatolian
place names (see Section 2.2.2), arguing for a Pre-Greek substrate in which
non-Greek and non-Indo-European features were at work.!? Archaeological
research (e.g., Haley 1928) has sought to identify the civilization associated with
such a substrate, concluding that it must predate the stage at which Greek-
speaking populations would have arrived in the Aegean.

The term Pelasgic for indicating the Pre-Greek substrate was revived (from
ancient times)!3 in the late 1930s, when Georgiev developed the so-called Pelas-
gian theory, wherein he identified a series of phonetic laws that led from P1E
to Pelasgian producing words that are different from Greek but still perfectly
Indo-European, such as PIE *d*mb’os > Pelasg. *tiimbos (which appears in the
Greek topfog) as an isogloss of the Greek tdgog (Georgiev 1948; see Section
2.2.1). Around the mid-2oth century, Van Windekens (1952, 1960) deepened the
research assuming the same Pelasgian terminology, while other contributions
appeared by, e.g., Merlingen (1955), Haas (1959), and Heubeck (1961). Heubeck
in particular reinforced the basic idea of the Indo-European nature of the Pre-
Greek substrate. Hester (1968) published a summary (with references) of the
advances made up to that time; he also contributed to the discussion by propos-
ing a cautious approach, mostly because the paucity of data, insufficient to
depict a definitive scenario.'*

12 Itisworth remembering that for Kretschmer the alphabetic Anatolian languages (the only
languages known at that time as attested in Western Anatolia) do not belong to the 1E lan-
guage family. See e.g. Kretschmer (1896:289).

13 Pelasgians is the name found in ancient sources—especially in descriptions that mix
mythological traditions with information about historical reality—referring to people liv-
ing in Greece before the Greeks. In particular, the existence of Pelasgians is claimed by
Homer (Od. 19.179) and Herodotus (1.56-58), who then influenced later authors; however,
they were alternatively described in the ancient sources as non-Greek peoples who lived
in the Aegean Sea before the Greeks (e.g., by Herodotus) or, contrarily, as the ancestors of
the Greeks or as the Greeks themselves (most notably by Ovid, Met. 12.1).

14  “The tentative nature of the theories discussed above does not permit any firm conclu-
sions at this stage. As far as a communis opinio can be said to exist, it is that Greek prob-
ably contains both place-names and vocabulary words which are borrowed from both
Indo-European and non-Indo-European sources; and that we must proceed with caution”
(Hester 1968:234—235). It is worth noting the terminology of borrowing from a substrate,
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Since the 1970s, the old idea of a completely non-Indo-European substrate
has been resurgent: Furnée (1972) has collected a number of lexical entries,
establishing specific phonetic features and correspondences that would cor-
roborate a non-Indo-European origin.’® His work is recognized as the starting
point of Beekes’s later research, and thus Furnée’s contributions frequently
arise in the recent Etymological Dictionary of Greek (EDG). However, Furnée’s
work may not have the uniformity that Beekes attributed to it: as Silvestri (1977
1982:125-126) observed, his vorgriechisch should instead be understood as a
non-homogeneous set of vorindogermanische Elemente.'6

As for the terminology, apart from Pelasgic, the general term recurring in
German is Vorgriechisch, which can in fact apply to a Proto-Greek (or Early
Greek) as well as to a non-Greek (possibly non-Indo-European) language.
French scholars, such as Chantraine in the Dictionnaire Etymologique de la
Langue Grecque (DELG), preferred the expression substrat pré-hellénique or
méditerranéen; the latter is also found in earlier studies, such as Cuny (1910),
as well as in the Italian studies on the problem of the sostrato mediterraneo
(e.g., Bertoldi 1937; Alessio 1944-1945; Devoto 1954, 1961) or indo-mediterraneo
(e.g., Pisani 1938; Belardi 1954; Silvestri 1974).17 However, although the term
Pelasgic has fallen completely out of use, the research perspectives associated
with it have not. Recent works, such as Mihaylova (2016) or Garnier and Sagot
(2017), have shown that ongoing research continues searching for alternative
but consistent etymologies of the eccentric Greek lexicon that can trace the
anomalous forms back to an earlier language with well-defined characteristics.
For Mihaylova (2016), it would be an Indo-European Paleo-Balkan language,
whereas Garnier and Sagot (2017) shift the focus farther west by identifying
a substrate Indo-European language of the western Mediterranean common
to Greek and Italic. This wealth of different labels, concepts and definitions,

although it has recognized that the effects of the substrate are mostly on the phono-
morphological level. This accounts for the variety of theoretical approaches to the issue
of Pre-Greek.

15  See also Heubeck 1974.

16 See Silvestri (1977-1982:96-139) for a history of studies up to that time. An insightful con-
sideration, among many others, is to consider the contributions of Menéndez Pidal (1939)
and Nencioni (1940) as determining the final dismissal of the notion of a Mediterranean
unitary substrate. It must be acknowledged that not all research has moved in the same
direction, and that elements of variations are not always covered in contemporary studies
of the Pre-Greek substrate.

17  For an overview on the Mediterranean substrate question and its relationships with
Semitic languages, see Durand (1993). See also Silvestri (1977-1982) for a general discus-
sion of the theory of substrate, with particular reference to ancient languages.
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each referring to (part of) the same historical object, clearly indicates a com-
plexsituation in which scholars working from different perspectives have failed
to produce a consistent, coordinated effort.

2.2 In Search of Parallels between Pre-Greek and Anatolian

For more than a century of research, scholars have compared Anatolian lan-
guages to Pre-Greek in search of answers, or at least connections, to the Pre-
Greek question. The issue of putative relationships between Pre-Greek and
Anatolian has accompanied many developments in Anatolian linguistics, giv-
ing rise to descriptions and models that differ greatly from one another. In
addition, interpretations varied a lot, depending on how aware the different
scholars were of the advancements in the field of Anatolian studies). From
the point of view of our research, the fundamental questions—to which many
different answers have been offered since the end of the 19th century—are as
follow: 1) How can the languages spoken (attested or not) in Greece before the
arrival of the Greeks be linked in scholarly research with the coeval languages
spoken in western Anatolia? 2) What phenomena in scientific research have
been indicated as evidence for the presence of substrates, adstrates, or other
patterns of language contact?

2.2.1 Phonetics and Phonology

Through historical phonology—the basis of the comparative method—we can
engage in internal reconstruction, compare isoglosses, and establish the recon-
structed proto-Indo-European forms. Historical phonology, and more specif-
ically the study of sound change, allows us to distinguish what is regular (or
expected) from what is not—that is, cognate forms from those features that
entered the lexicon of a given language not through filiation, but through lan-
guage contact. One recurring claim in research on Greek vocabulary is that a
vast number of Greek words cannot be traced back to a solid Greek or Indo-
European etymology. In some cases, this fact has appeared to be a sufficient
condition for attributing these words to a Pre-Greek substrate; according to this
logic, Pre-Greek would be only what cannot be traced etymologically back to
Greek because it eludes the phonetic laws and the historical phonology deter-
mined for the Greek language.

Some scholars have attempted to establish other phonetic laws that might
account for the etymology of this portion of the lexicon, without depart-
ing from the Indo-European framework: Georgiev (1948) identified a series of
sound changes from PIE to Pre-Greek (PG) to explain part of the obscure ety-
mologies of Greek words, among which the shift of P1E *0 into PG *a; the preser-
vation of PIE *s in prevocalic and intervocalic position; the delabialization of



252 MERLIN AND PISANIELLO

labiovelars (PIE *k™, *g¥ > PG *k, *g); and the consonant shift (represented in
form of a Lautverschiebung in PG context) for which PIE *p, *t, *k > PG *p*, *t*,
*k" PIE *b, *d, *g > PG *p, *t, *k; PIE *b", *d"h, *g" > *b, *d, *9.)® This perspec-
tive implies that the Greek forms would be borrowed from the non-attested
Pre-Greek substrate, which is nonetheless a regular output of PIE according to
specific phonetic laws that differ from those occurring between PIE and Greek.
In the same attempt to establish consistent and regular sound changes, albeit
with different results, Mihaylova (2016) reconsidered the phonetic irregular-
ities from the perspective of ancient Balkan languages—allegedly Thracian,
Phrygian, and Macedonian—offering a proposal that agrees with the hypothe-
sis of a single substrate language, at least for those Pre-Greek words that appear
to be consistent with an Indo-European analysis.!® In the same direction of a
single substrate language, albeit of a different kind, Garnier and Sagot (2017)
identified a different substrate language, which they (quite unsurprisingly)
supposed to be a centum (and not satem) Indo-European language, spoken (but
unattested) in the western Mediterranean, which can account for obscure ety-
mologies for both Italic and Greek.

Palmer’s (1980) view is particularly relevant for the research on possible Ana-
tolian connections with Pre-Greek: he mentions “an age-long cultural drift from
Asia Minor” (1980:9) proved by archaeological evidence to which linguistic evi-
dence would allegedly correspond. After having discussed suffixes found in
both Greek and Anatolian languages (see Section 2.2 below), he also collected
evidence concerning phonemic patterns: because the word final plosives are
lost in Greek (e.g., *yohoxt- > ydAa) and final */m/ > /n/, the only consonants
that could occur in final position are /s/, /n/, /r/. This is almost the same for Ana-
tolian, wherein /I/ must be added. Moreover, initial */r/ is impossible in both
Greek and Anatolian (as well as in other languages of the Ancient Near East).20
In Palmer’s hypothesis, these putative phonetic correspondences would be the
result of a Luwian?! substrate in Greek, thus supporting the view that “speak-

18  Kati¢i¢ (1976:39-97) discussed Georgiev’s proposals and examples, including the re-
assessment by Hester (1957, 1965). This chapter of Katicic (1976) constitutes an insightful
survey of the scholarly research until that time. See also Mihaylova (2016).

19  Mihaylova (2016:308) adds a genetic argument to her proposal mentioning the findings of
King et al. (2008). Accordingly, there would have been affinities between mainland Greece
and the Balkans as well as between Crete and Anatolia rooted in the Neolithic. However,
genetic data should be approached with a degree of caution because they inform us pri-
marily about the populations and not the languages they used.

20  On these possible phenomena of convergence, see Volume 1, Chapter 15, Section 1.2 with
references.

21 In Palmer’s book, Luwian apparently refer to Luwic languages, rather than the single
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ers of different Anatolian dialects were involved in the occupation of Greece”
(Palmer 1980:16). Nevertheless, it must be said that this position is not widely
accepted today.

Other phonetic features have been invoked for the study of a putative Greek-
Anatolian linguistic area (e.g., Watkins 2001; Romagno 2015; Bianconi 2015),%2
among which the assibilation of PIE verbal ending *-¢ (athem. pres. 3sg.) in
Greek -ot has its counterpart in Hittite -z, which, however, does not occur in
Luwian, where the same ending is a non-assibilated -¢i.23

In EDG, phonetic alternations are among the most relevant features to rec-
ognize words as Pre-Greek (PG). As described in Beekes (2014:4—26), the phone-
mic system of PG has some characteristic features in both consonant and
vowel variation—most of which, as observed by Garnier (2015), are posed quite
axiomatically and without detailed argumentation. As for the consonant sys-
tem, voiceless plosives would alternate and interchange with voiced as well as
aspirated ones, for which no apparent conditioning factors are identified. Thus,
voice and aspiration, according to Beekes (2014:4), would not be distinctive
features in Pre-Greek. This Pre-Greek alternation would be similar to features
of some Anatolian languages, such as Lydian, where the likely allophonic dis-
tinction of [p] and [b] is concealed by the use of the single grapheme {(p)
to write both. However, it is worth remembering that the term Anatolian is
used by Beekes in a very broad sense, including not only Anatolian languages
in genealogical sense, but also (sometimes even primarily) in a geographic
sense, with reference to both Greek and proper Anatolian forms attested in
Anatolia.?* The discussion on the relationships between Greek, Pre-Greek, and
Anatolian lies at the core of Beekes's research. As Beekes (2014:3) concedes,
“In most cases [...] it is impossible to distinguish between substrate words and
loans from Asia Minor (the latter are from a later date).” According to him, as
a general rule, one should refer to uncertain words as Pre-Greek unless positive
evidence exists for an analysis as loans from a specific language of Asia Minor
or other neighboring regions. Furthermore, even when similarities exist that
would point to a common origin for a Greek word and for a word from one
or more Anatolian languages, unless a clear regular etymology can be found,

Luwian language. Another explanation of the same phonetic correspondence is that of
an areal convergence. See also Finkelberg (2006:42-64).

22 Thefocus of these studies is not Pre-Greek, yet they necessarily show points of connection
and affinity with studies on the prehistory of the Greek language.

23 See Cotticelli (2021:12). Cf. also Chapter 12.

24  For this remark, see also Simon (2018a:376). For a general comment on EDG, see in par-
ticular Meissner (2014) and Simkin (2o11). For a comment on single etymologies, see De
Decker (2016).
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one should not exclude the idea that a non-Indo-European common substrate
may have acted as the source for independent borrowings (such a case could
be exemplified by the pair Greek tToAVmy and Hittite taluppi-, described by
Beekes as formally Pre-Greek because of the vowels /a/ and /u/, but which we
might more cautiously characterize as not transparently analyzable as Indo-
European). However, despite his own call for caution, Beekes (2014:4—25) pro-
ceeds to develop a full reconstruction of the phonology and phonotactics of
what he calls the Pre-Greek language. His reconstruction is sensibly based on
the recognition of phonotactic patterns that are not possible—or at least, very
rare—in Indo-European as we reconstruct it today, and that would appear to
be regular in the thesaurus of Pre-Greek words.

Nevertheless, such alleged regularity is often limited to a small number of
examples, and, all in all, nothing proves that we are dealing with the consis-
tent phonological system of a unique substrate language. From the perspective
of phonology and phonotactics, Pre-Greek still appears as a fairly large set of
unusual lexical items of Greek that can only be categorized in a systematic fash-
ion.

2.2.2 Morphology

At the dawn of scholarly research into Pre-Greek, Kretschmer (1896:401—-409)
first observed that the Greek suffix -v0-, for which a foreign origin had already
been recognized, was recurrent in the common Greek lexicon (e.g., AaBvptv-
fog, ‘labyrinth’; uppwlog, ‘cord, line, string’; uivuvba, adv. ‘a short time’) but also
in onomastics (e.g., Eavdog) and especially in toponyms (e.g., Zaxuvvbog, ‘Zakyn-
thos’; Képvlog, ‘Corinth’). He had also previously provided parallels from Asia
Minor, such as "AAwda, Iiywda, Kdivvda, in order to clarify the etymologies
of similar Greek toponyms, which are often obscure. He thus established a
phonetic correspondence between -v8- and -nd-. A second class of toponyms,
namely those in -go- (e.g., Kvoogég, [Tapvagads), are also found in Greek territory.
In this case, however, according to Kretschmer (1896:405), it is more difficult
to identify the dividing line between Greek and Pre-Greek because this suffix,
unlike -v0-, is not at all foreign to Greek (e.g., diogdg ‘double, twofold’; mepiaadg
‘beyond the regular number, out of the common’; émooat ‘set upon’; for which
a Greek, Indo-European etymology is well established).

Despite frequent references to possible Greek renderings of Eastern pho-
nemes, the final picture resembles that of a substrate common to both Greek
and the languages of Asia Minor. For example, in an insightful discussion con-
cerning the Gr. Aaf0pwbog and the Carian AdBpoauvvdog,s after discarding the

25 Carian means there attested only in Caria. See now Labraunda inscriptions, e.g., nos. 6, 30,
3L



THE MEDITERRANEAN INTERFACE 255

hypothesis of a direct Carian borrowing on linguistic and cultural grounds,
Kretschmer (1896:404—405) integrates archaeological and epigraphic data (in
particular, the double ax symbol found in Crete’s caves) to complete the pic-
ture and reach the conclusion that -v8- is a suffix belonging to the language
of the aboriginal populations (in the terms of Kretschmer and his contempo-
raries, these were the aboriginal Carians of Crete). At the time of Kretschmer’s
research, Hittite remained undeciphered and the whole Anatolian group—
although the alphabetic languages of the first millennium were known to
the scholarship—was not yet unanimously recognized as belonging to the
Indo-European family. Giving this specific historical and scientific context,
Kretschmer (1896) concludes that the Pre-Hellenic substrate was of a non-
Indo-European type and common to both sides of the Mediterranean Sea.26

Of course, this narrative is now outdated.2? Nevertheless, there is no doubt
that such research paved the way for a new understanding of the Greek lan-
guage—not as a stand-alone entity, but rather within the framework of its
relations with surrounding languages and possible substrata. Laroche (1957),
following previous proposals (e.g., Forrer 1921), stated that the -ss- suffix in the
languages of Asia Minor should be identified with a Luwian derivational suffix:
thus, the toponym Parnassos would originally be a possessive adjective derived
from the noun parna, ‘house’ in both Luwian and Lycian.?8

26  As for the issue of connections between Greek and Asia Minor, see in particular
Kretschmer (1896:370—399), devoted to populations of Asia Minor (Lycians, Carians, Lydi-
ans, and Mysians) including a final section on the Eastern Asia Minor tribes; Kretschmer
(1896:401-409) addressing the issue of Pre-Greek indigenous populations of Greece; and
Kretschmer (1896:410-419) on the linguistic unity of the Greek language. Although
Kretschmer’s volume is nearly 130 years old (having been written when its author was
about 20 years old) and knowledge of Anatolian linguistics has made enormous strides,
it still contains valuable insights and is, at the same time, cautious and balanced in con-
sidering linguistic facts. For a contemporary review, see Conway (1898). For a more recent
one, see Morpurgo Davies (1972), on the occasion of the book’s reprinting in 1970.

27  Kretschmer continued the research and modified his positions in light of new findings
within the discipline. In particular, Kretschmer (1925) revisits the issue of Greek and Ana-
tolian toponyms by incorporating new data from the now deciphered Hittite as well as
Forrer’s 1921 discussion, which identifies the Luwian possessive suffix -ss- that also gave
rise to place names. Later, he also revisited questions of linguistic and cultural separa-
tion between “proto-Indo-Europeans” and “proto-Pelasgians” (1940), also reconsidering
the northern and western frontiers of Greek, such as the Balkan, Illyrian, Italic, and Mes-
sapic areas (1943).

28  See, in particular, Palmer (1980:10-16) and Finkelberg (2006) on Luwian and Lycian cor-
respondences. Chantraine (1933:368-371), mostly addressing the problem from a Greek
perspective, has considered the suffix -v8- of a Pre-Hellenic type, showing that the ety-
mologies of Greek words and toponyms containing it are obscure.



256 MERLIN AND PISANIELLO

The problem of toponymy persists in scholarly research. Among recent con-
tributions from the perspective of Anatolian linguistics, Yakubovich (2010a:9—
11) accepts the correspondence of morphemes, albeit with the caveat that it
would “not point to an original Anatolian substrate in Greece any more than it
bespeaks a Greek substrate in Bronze Age Asia Minor” (Yakubovich 2010a:10). It
is also possible to have the same productive suffix, -(a)nda or -(a)ssa, in words
having a different etymology: Milaw-anda and Tarhunt-assa are probably sec-
ondary formations, whereas Purushanda or Nenassa, still of unclear origin, may
refer back to an older stratum. Whatever their origin,2® these suffixes remained
productive in Asia Minor due to their reinterpretation as the adjectival suffix
-ant and the possessive suffix *-assa, respectively. Moreover, these toponymic
formations are found only in Asia Minor and, according to the author, there is
no other evidence of an Anatolian substrate in Europe. This leads to the con-
clusion that “Anatolian and (by implicature) Luvic linguistic filiation took place
within Anatolia” (Yakubovich 2010a:11).

Beyond toponymy, however, other alleged suffixes have been identified in
common words as well. Beekes (2014:27—-44), expanding Furnée’s approach
(1972), considered a number of suffixes, which he proposed to identify in differ-
ent words, thereby providing hints of a regular distribution.2® However, most
of them are rendered opaque by their adaptation to the morpho-phonology of
Greek, which results in a very speculative set of reconstructions. These suffixes
are described mostly in their phonological and phonotactical features, in an
attempt to identify a Pre-Greek substrate—which is meant as a unique, unat-
tested non-Indo-European linguistic stratum visible through its effects on the
Greek vocabulary. According to such a perspective, the -v6- suffix, for instance,
can show variants in mode of articulation, namely the voiceless/voiced/aspi-
rate alternation, the stop also having a non-prenasalized counterpart. Given
such premises, the suffix -v6-, which is realized as -av8-, -w6-, -uvé- (the latter
being quite rare), is placed in relation with the non-prenasalized variants -a0-,
-16-, -v8-; the voiced variants -avd-, -v3-, -uvd- (also without the nasal, hence -ad-,
-19-, -ud-); the voiceless and non-aspirated -at-, -tt-, -ut-; and, finally, the rare
nasalized variants -avt- and -vvt- (*-tvt- being unattested).

Examples of words containing this suffix include: atywv8o¢ (a bird), yvpyafég
(a basket), x0Bwdis (a bird), Axvbos (oil casket), Aipwvdeg (intestinal worms),

29  The etymological proposal of de Hoz (2004) is mentioned here as reference. For a compre-
hensive history of the problem, see Verhasselt (2011:273-277). See also Verhasselt (2009).

30  Thelist of 135 suffixes is based mostly on Furnée (1972) and, for toponyms, Fick (1905). See
also Katici¢ (1976:39—55) for a list of place names organized by the suffixes; in particular,
Katic¢i¢ (1976:51-52) provides a recapitulative table considering the fragmentary evidence
for the Pre-Greek system of derivations in toponomastics.
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paravlog/pdAavtog (a sword), as well as some proper names such Kaptdvdtog
and Méiav@og/Méravtog. The suffix is clearly identified only on the basis of an
alleged form (with a very generous and forgiving pattern of allomorphism),
whereas no there is no clear sign of potentially associated semantics. This
appears to be the case for most of the suffixes presented by Beekes; these,
from the perspective of general linguistics—rather than morphemes—should
be described as phonological clusters that may recur in the corpus and that
may or may not correspond (give or take a phoneme or two) to morphemes.

Based on this model of classification of alleged morphemes, Beekes pro-
ceeded to identify more than 1,000 Pre-Greek words, which would represent
lexical items borrowed into Greek from one or more substrate languages (in
Beekes’s view, only one). Of course, massive borrowing from a substrate is a
theoretical problem, because normally the direction of lexical borrowing is
the opposite (i.e., from superstrate to substrate). In DELG, Chantraine offers
a partial solution, speaking in favor of a general substrat méditerranéen (which
may also be understood as being composed by different languages) to which a
series of terms—often related to specific semantic fields endowed with a cer-
tain degree of technicity—belongs. In the introduction, Chantraine points out
that technical terms would likely be borrowed, but also that they can be formed
more or less arbitrarily (and, therefore, more obviously). Chantraine offers no
further explanation of his working hypothesis regarding the greater borrowa-
bility of technical terms, probably because it is generally accepted. However,
one may wonder how common these technical loans could be within a single
language, and whether this principle by itself can explain more than a thou-
sand Pre-Greek loans in Greek.

Although Beekes’s (2014) putative morphological analysis of Pre-Greek is
not based on semantic classification, the lexical collection is divided into dif-
ferent semantic categories, the largest being fauna and flora, followed by
equipment and utensils, human physiology, agriculture, construction, and some
others (Beekes 2014:47-164). However, it must be recognized that, because
Beekes’s classification does not originate from semantic grounds—but rather
from phonological and morphological observations—the value of this catego-
rization appears quite limited. For the purposes of this brief presentation, it
is also worth mentioning that Beekes’s collection includes only a very modest
number of Pre-Greek words that would have an Anatolian formal match (how-
ever, it should be borne in mind that loans with ultimate Anatolian etymologies
are excluded; they will likewise be treated separately in the present work, in
Chapter 14).3!

31 Kapiuy, allegedly also Lydian (Beekes 2014:95); xn@#v, -fjvog (Beekes 2014:88), of which it is
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2.3 Overall Discussion on Pre-Greek between Linguistic Data and
Methodology

Without a doubt, the question of Pre-Greek and its linguistic shape is a lin-
guistic one, but, more importantly, it is also a methodological problem. From
the point of view of the phonetics and phonology, there have been some
attempts to reconstruct a Pre-Greek language on the basis of the comparative
method, specifically by establishing competing sound changes that differ from
those known for the linguistic change from Proto-Indo-European to Greek.
However, sound changes occurring in inheritance processes are different from
phono-morphological adaptations possible in language contact, which lack the
mechanical aspect of the language change. For instance, the notion of variants
found in EDG suggests phenomena of loanword adaptations rather than sub-
strate phenomena.32 Moreover, the same issue intersects with that of dialectol-
ogy and standardization of Greek: alternative variants may in fact have existed
in other Greek dialects or varieties without having entered stably into stan-
dard Greek (see Section 2.1). On the morphological side, suffixes common to
both Greek and Anatolian languages have been identified, albeit without arriv-
ing at a final solution on the origin of the suffixes themselves. To date, the
tendency appears to favor assuming common formations but with indepen-
dent developments throughout the history of the individual languages, due to
re-analysis and reinterpretation (see Section 2.2). As regards the lexicon, the lit-
erature reflects a consistent trend in which technical vocabulary is thought to
be higher in the hierarchy of borrowability than common vocabulary, although
the tendency to borrow it from a substrate is somewhat surprising. Moreover, in
the analysis of vocabulary, the history of words must always be foregrounded,
considering the number and quality of attestations, the type of sources (e.g.,
epigraphic, literary, secondary literature such as glosses; see Chapter 13), and
the philological and linguistic tradition.

All of these points show the methodological complexity of the problem,
which has sometimes been reduced to the basis of theoretical principles that
can guide analysis of linguistic data (but occasionally risks forcing theory onto
the data). For instance, a theoretical premise may be that Pre-Greek must have
been a non-Indo-European substrate language (EDG, Beekes 2007, 2014); or,
rather, that Pre-Greek is instead a set of features belonging to an Indo-European

said that it was “also used for Asiatic people by the Anatolian Greeks, e.g. for the Persians”;
xudwvia (udAa) [n. pl.] ‘quinces, which is defined as “Folk-etymologically adapted from an
older Anatolian word” (Beekes 2014:60); and toA0my, which is a ball of wool of some sort,
matching Hittite taluppi- (Beekes 2014:73).

32 On this point, see also Garnier (2015) and Colvin (2016).
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Paleo-Balkan language (Mihaylova 2016) or, again, that it is a substrate of the
western Mediterranean area (which would also account for some Italic ety-
mologies, cf. Garnier and Sagot 2017). If it were necessary to clearly define
Pre-Greek, we would probably content ourselves with stating that the Pre-Greek
substrate is formed by the unknown languages, so far unattested, that were
spoken before and during the second millennium BCE in the area that would
become a Greek-speaking one. As to the number and genealogy of these lan-
guages, we will not commit ourselves to any specific hypothesis.33

Some of the scholarly research has assumed that, before the arrival of Greek-
speaking people, the whole geographical area—which includes Asia Minor,
Greece, and Crete—was not only culturally but also linguistically homoge-
nous. In the same direction, and drawing directly from Ascoli’s research, Pisani
(1938) developed the idea of unita indo-mediterranea (lit. Indo-Mediterranean
unity’), which he considered to be, first and foremost, a cultural unity.

In the same direction, as Finkelberg recently observed, after having briefly—
but acutely—reviewed the history of Pre-Greek substrate from the sides of both
dialectology and Anatolian connections:

We cannot of course exclude the possibility that some still unknown non-
IE languages had indeed been present in the region. Yet, as far as the
extant evidence goes, there are non visible traces of non-IE speakers to
the west of the Semitic languages of Syria and to the north of the Egyp-
tian of Africa. And although in default of a scholarly consensus as to the
provenance of the language of Linear A, we cannot be absolutely cer-
tain that the same would also apply to the linguistic situation in Minoan
Crete, the even spread of the suffixes -s(s)- and -nth- over Western Asia,
Greece and Crete strongly suggests that before the emergence of Greek-
speaking tribes the whole area in question was linguistically homoge-
neous. (Finkelberg 2014:136)

However, the last sentence may go too far. In our view, its reasoning would
surely be improved by replacing “linguistically homogeneous” with “culturally

33 See Merlin 2020, with references, for a discussion of some of the lemmas whose etymol-
ogy is disputed and could be traced back to a possible Pre-Greek substratum or show
some Anatolian influence. In particular, the discussion presented therein highlights some
complex methodological and content-related issues as well as some open questions. Par-
ticularly important are the issues concerning the relationship between linguistic and cul-
tural data and the fact that the existence of an Indo-European etymology does not a priori
exclude the possibility of linguistic contact between related languages.
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homogeneous,” because we do not have enough data to speak of linguistic
unity, unless Indo-European heritage is here understood in a very broad sense
considering its possible regional or areal peculiarities.

The explanations for an alleged homogeneous linguistic area have been
manifold, including an Anatolian substrate in Greece (not supported, however,
by archaeology) and a pre-Indo-European proto-historic homogeneous linguis-
tic area pre-dating the arrival of the Indo-Europeans and their differentiation
into the Greek and Anatolian branches. Other phenomena appear to favor a
picture of areal convergence in specific places of linguistic contact—in partic-
ular, between Greek and the Anatolian languages during the first millennium
BCE in the territories of Asia Minor. However, back-projections of later scenar-
ios are, by definition, risky and must be consigned to speculation.

3 The Greeks and the Ancient Near East

As individuals mostly educated within the so-called Western tradition, we are
generally accustomed to recognizing the Greeks as our own cultural ancestors
and to feeling that we are the direct heirs of their culture and tradition, rep-
resented (and even mystified) by the Greek ideals of freedom and democracy,
as well as all the manifestations of art, literature, science and philosophy. By
establishing such cultural roots, a pillar of the irreducible difference between
East and West is founded, too.

Thus, it has been assumed that the originality of Greek culture was already
established in the Classical Age, and that it was defined on the basis of oppo-
sition to a culturally different world—represented since the third millennium
BCE by the Oriental world, corresponding to western Asia and including the
Near Eastern political and cultural entities, namely Anatolia and Mesopotamia,
as well as the Levantine regions and Egypt. It is precisely of these connections,
contacts and conflicts between the Greek and Oriental worlds that scholars
from different eras—often with different and even opposite aims, methods,
intentions and perspectives—have sought the origins, in the texts of ancient
authors and in written materials of different ages and regions.

One might wonder what the Greeks really thought so and whether real evi-
dence truly exists for such an opposition in the texts coming from the Greek
past. The Homeric poems, which constitute part of the materials that will be
discussed in this chapter, certainly focus on the eastern boundary of the Aegean
world, but rather than representing an unbreakable hard border, this was a
communicating frontier. As will be emphasized once again in the next chapter
(Chapter 12, Sections 2.2—2.5), literary motifs of likely Oriental origin emerge in
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the early epics, thus testifying to the existence of a fluid geographical and cul-
tural boundary at best. Furthermore, as Thucydides observed in a famous pas-
sage at the beginning of the History of the Peloponnesian War (1.3.3—4), Homer
did not consider the Greeks a unified people nor one that stood in antithesis
with Trojans according to some character of barbarity, since this category does
not exist at that time.34

As is well known, the etymology of the word BapBapos is to be traced back to
language, the word indicating “originally all non-Greek-speaking peoples, then
especially of the Medes and Persians” (LsJ3%). Thus, the linguistic element pre-
vails over the ethnic element, or rather overlaps with it. The specific reference
to the Medes and Persians pushes forward the use of the word BdpBapog to the
second half of the first millennium BCE, when the Achaemenid dynasty estab-
lished its empire in the whole Near East, as well as in the eastern regions up to
the Indus valley. In particular, the Persians came as rulers of the regions that
previously belonged to the Lydian kingdom and the Assyrian Empire.

Herodotus, considered the first historian of Antiquity, who was born in the
Persian Empire and whose mother was Carian, narrates the deeds of both
Greeks and barbarians (Herodotus, 1.1 €pya neydio te xal Swpaatd, Té uév "EMyat
ta O¢ PapPdpotat); despite of the use of the word BdapPopog, Herodotus has
shown his impartial perspective and relativism, which earned him the epithet
of philobarbaros by Plutarch, who lived six centuries later as a citizen of the
Roman Empire.3¢ Despite the possible inauthenticity of Plutarch’s work against
Herodotus, it must be noted that during the time of Plutarch, the ideology of
classical Greece (of which the Romans saw themselves as the direct descen-
dants) was well established, as represented, on the other hand, by Plutarch’s
Parallel Lives, a series of paired biographies of the most famous Greeks and
Romans.

But even before the Roman conquest in the first century BCE, all of Asia
Minor had already been conquered by Alexander the Great, the young king
of Macedonia, a small peripheral Greek kingdom, who had been educated by
Aristotle in classical Greek culture. His expansionist actions had a considerable

34  ob3auod Todg Edpmavtag MVOpAsEY [...] 0d uiv 008E BapPdpous elpyie did & unde "EMvig niew,
g épot doxel, dvtimatov &g év dvopa dmoxexpiodat, “he [scil. Homer] nowhere named them
altogether [scil. as Greeks] [...] and he has not used the term Barbarians, either, for the
reason, as it seems to me, that the Hellenes on their part had not yet been separated off
80 as to acquire one common name by way of contrast” (Translation Smith, Loeb 1919).

35  The Lsj will henceforth be the reference work for the Greek vocabulary, but the reader
should also generally refer to the relevant entries in the recent Cambridge Greek Lexicon
(caL).

36  De Herodoti malignitate, 857a.
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cultural impact because they gave rise to a new historical, political and cultural
entity. Alexander’s death (323BCE) and the subsequent disintegration of his
empire conventionally mark the beginning of a new era, Hellenism (Droysen
1833), meant as the period when Greek culture and language spread to the east,
at that point unified under the single language of common Greek (xowy dtdAe-
xtog), which either was added to or replaced the language(s) previously spoken
in a given region of Anatolia and the Near East.37 Thus, although the histori-
cal construct of an opposition between East and West became more solid and
significant in the Hellenistic and Roman Ages (and even more so during the
Middle Ages as well as in modern and contemporary times), the actual geo-
graphical and cultural boundary remained fluid and blurry, making it difficult
to clearly distinguish different phases of contact and interaction.

The relevance of the diachronic extension and stratification of the contacts
between the Aegean and the Anatolian worlds became increasingly evident
with the decipherment of the Mycenaean language during the 1950s. Simi-
larly to the discovery of Anatolian, the previous fallacious attempts were due
to the graphemic system: Mycenaean tablets coming from both Crete and the
Peloponnese are in fact written in a syllabic writing system known as Linear
B. The decipherment of Mycenaean was guided by the hypothesis (perhaps
triggered by recent advancements in the knowledge of Hittite) that the lan-
guage of the Mycenaean tablets was not only Indo-European, but specifically
a form of Greek. Ventris and Chadwick (1953) demonstrated that Mycenaean
was a Greek dialect and, consequently, that the Greek language was attested
long before Homer and Hesiod, already in what corresponds to the Late Bronze
Age of the ancient Near Eastern chronologies. Thus, Mycenaean was recog-
nized as a very archaic phase of a Greek dialect, related to some later ones
(in particular, Arcado-Cypriot) but clearly distinguished from the Greek of the
first millennium and separated from it by a period of apparent illiteracy, which
corresponds at the historical level to the Greek Dark Ages, a historiographic cat-
egory describing the period that starts from the destruction of the Mycenaean
palatial civilization and ends with the appearance of the first Greek poleis.

It then became evident that the Greek language not only had coexisted with
the Anatolian languages of the 1st millennium, but in one of its most archaic
forms represented by the Mycenaean variety had also been spoken in the same
centuries during which the Hittite Empire had existed. This new state of the
art forced the classicists to overcome the romantic idea of a unitary, pure and

37  However, the koiné was a standard written language. Its rules were determined by the
concept of Hellenismos. On the latter, see in particular Morpurgo Davies (1987); Versteegh
(1987); Clackson (2015); Pagani (2015).
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uncorrupted Greek, essentially based on the classical Attic variety, analyzing
the linguistic varieties through the tools offered by the Greek dialectology.
As a side-effect, from the point of view of the language contact, the discov-
ery of Mycenaean opened the door to the possibility of investigating contacts
between the Greek world and the surrounding cultures as early as the second
millennium BCE.

4 Narrowing the Focus: Greece and Bronze Age Anatolia

Historical contacts between the Late Bronze Age Mycenaean world and the
Hittite—and, more generally, Anatolian—world have certainly existed, al-
though some overly optimistic characterizations of the relationship between
the Mycenaeans and the Near Eastern polities should be treated with caution.
In any case, despite some recent attempts at resuscitating Sommer’s now out-
dated views, it would no longer be productive to challenge the identification of
the Hittite Ahhiyawa with the Greeks.38

The existence of political contacts—and above all, the existence of Myce-
naean groups that were settled in western Anatolia—is a fundamental pre-
requisite to inquire whether the resulting socio-historical scenario triggered
phenomena of sociolinguistic relevance. As will be argued in this and in the
following chapter, data certainly exist that point to some degree of interfer-
ence between Greek and the languages of Anatolia; however, the difficult task
is assessing the intensity of these contacts and providing a suitable description
of the materials that are currently available.

As summarized by Bianconi (2020), the existence of contacts between the
Anatolian languages and Greek, also for the second millennium BCE, was
already noticed in the 1950s in the works by Pisani (1955, 1959, 1960), who first
proposed the idea of characterizing the Aegean—Anatolian area as a proper
Sprachbund (a set of languages that intensively influence one another in a very
strong fashion over a long period of time). Pisani’s interest was not limited
to the existence of lexical borrowings, but also included attempts at individ-
uating shared grammatical features.39 His results, and those of other leading

38  Note, however, that the largely accepted correspondence between Ahhiyawa and Ayatot
was recently challenged by Egetmeyer (2022), who rather suggested that Hittite Ahhiya
referred to the island of Chios.

39 Most notably, the use of the suffix -ske- in the Anatolian, Greek, and Armenian verbal sys-
tems; cf. Pisani (1959) (and more recently Puhvel 1991, but see also Chapter 12, Section
2.1.2). On the theoretical status of grammatical interference, cf. Volume 1, Chapter 15.
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Italian scholars who worked until the late 1990s, such as Gusmani (e.g., 1968,
1969) and Lazzeroni (e.g., 1960, 2006), were to some extent the precursors
and foundations of the works by Watkins, who revamped some aspects of the
hypothesis and, with his research on comparative phraseology, combined them
with the parallel problem of the cultural and literary contacts.*® At the same
time, in a very complex article that appeared in 2001, the same Watkins took
a more cautious position. In any case, these hypotheses of a strong relation-
ship between Anatolia and the Aegean world were already being challenged
by Laroche in the 1970s and, although they have been resuscitated from time to
time in the literature, they have received mixed consensus (a little more among
Indo-Europeanists, with scholars in the field of Oriental Studies and scholars
in Classics appearing more skeptical).*!

At the current stage of research, after significant advancements not only in
the Anatolian philology and linguistics but also in the fields of the history and
historical geography of Asia Minor and the ancient Near East, more analytical
and fine-grained approaches should aim at distinguishing between different
stages and different types of interference and contact.

In the next sections of this chapter, we will concentrate on the early phases
of this interface, by examining the evidence for language contacts between the
Mycenaean world and the peoples of Bronze Age Anatolia. The evidence puta-
tively emerging from Homer and the problem of the contact between Greek
and ancient Near Eastern literatures will be dealt with in Chapter 12. A dis-
cussion of lexical borrowings in Iron Age Greek will be offered in Chapter 14,
because it represents a diachronically and functionally different topic. Simi-
larly, the situation that emerges from the late glosses in the works by ancient
scholars and grammarians will be treated separately in Chapter13, as we believe
that each different type of evidence requires dedicated treatment.

5 The Problem of Mycenaean—Anatolian Contacts

As highlighted in Chapter 10, there is overwhelming historical and archaeolog-
ical evidence for interactions between the Hittite kingdom and the Ahhiyawa,
such that it is no longer viable to assert that the latter were not, in fact, Greek.
These contacts have some modest precursors in the pre- and proto-imperial

40  See also West (1997) and Bachvarova (2016).

41 See Bianconi (2021) for a recent overview on the history of the studies; recent contribu-
tions critical of the hypothesis are those by Hajnal (2014, 2017) and Cotticelli Kurras (2021),
all with further references to previous scholarship.
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phase of Hittite history, and seem to become more significant in a phase that
roughly corresponds to the second quarter of the 13th century BCE.4?

Differences exist, however, in the way historians may interpret the intensity
of the interactions and the level of integration of a Mycenaean polity in the
Ancient Near Eastern context to which Hittite Anatolia belonged. Optimistic
maximalist positions posit that the King of Ahhiyawa (sometimes even iden-
tified with the wanax of Mycenae, and at other times with a local ruler of an
eastern Greek settlement in Asia Minor or on the islands off the coast) was a
member of the diplomatic network of the post-Amarnian ancient Near East-
ern Great Kings. He would have steadily corresponded with the Hittite kings,
possibly even using Akkadian.*® This hypothesis is fertile terrain for cultivat-
ing the idea of intensive interactions, which, when we come to the matter of
language contact, may be suitable to support the idea of very strong and pro-
ductive interference. Other positions are more cautious; Giusfredi (2021-2022,
with reference to previous scholarship) suggests that the interactions were,
on the contrary, limited to specific historical contingencies, which, although
politically and culturally important, involved contacts between the eastern
periphery of the Greek world and the western periphery of the Anatolian
one.

In general, we prefer to keep a cautious approach, and to maintain that we
can safely assume the existence of contacts between the peripheries of the two
worlds. These contacts may have lasted longer than what is documented in the
available sources, but no solid reasons exist to assume that they were particu-
larly intensive, nor can one currently prove that stable direct contacts existed
between the Hittite core area and any Greek polities beyond those settled in
Asia Minor and on the adjacent islands. This scenario appears to fit with the
evidence from written documents, which will be discussed in the following sec-
tions dedicated to onomastic material, possible loanwords, and alleged cases
of grammatical interference involving Hittite (or Anatolian) and Mycenaean
Greek.

5.1 Onomastics
There is currently no evidence of Mycenaean onomastics in the languages of
the Hittite archives, with the sole exception of a few possibly Greek names

42  Foracollection of the data currently available about the Ahhiyawa problem, see Beckman
etal. (20m).

43  See Giusfredi (2021-2022) for an overview of the previous studies. A more realistic and
sensible analysis of how the correspondence must have taken place is that by Melchert
(2020Db).
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that are mentioned in texts relating to the Ahhiyawa texts and to the poli-
ties of western Anatolia. These are, allegedly, the names Alaksandu | ANéEav-
3pog, Attar(is)Siya | Atpetg or Telpeaiag (see Egetmeyer 2022:24—25), Kukkunni |
Kbwvog, Muksu | Méog, Tawagalawa [ EtepoxAérng, and perhaps the theonym
Appaliuna [ AnéMwv, one of AlakSandu’s gods in the treaty the king of Wilusa
signed with the Hittite king Muwattalli 11. Additionally, a hypothetical Luwian
or Luwic analysis has been proposed for the name of Homeric Priam as Pariya-
muwa (Starke 1997:458), which is quite convincing, but, as remarked by
Yakubovich (2010:123), represents an isolated case among the names of most
Trojan heroes. So, if the analysis is correct, it indicates nothing more than the
existence of a circulating name of Luwic origin in Greek at the turn of the first
millennium BCE, thus bearing no significance for the problem of the presence
of Luwic speakers in northwestern Anatolia or in Troy.

As we maintain that the strategies of phonetic adaptation in contact scenar-
ios show some level of regularity but are not entirely predictable, it would be
unproductive to dwell on the criticism of the hypothetical correspondences
between the Greek forms and the Cuneiform ones. That Alaksandu, for in-
stance, is no perfect phonetic rendering of the corresponding Greek name, is
self-evident; however, the similarities of the two forms, the geographical loca-
tion of Wilusa, and the lack of parallels as well as of a formal explanation in any
of the languages of Asia Minor show that an attempt at challenging the match
would be almost a petitio principii. The same or similar considerations may,
in principle, apply also to other names whose Greek counterparts are either
well attested or etymologically analyzable. Of course, although these names are
indeed in all likelihood Greek names transposed in cuneiform, this fact should
not induce anyone to try and connect the historical figures who bore them
with any known figures of the mytho-historical world of Bronze Age Greece.
In other words, if the correspondence Alaksandu / AAéEavdpog were real, this
would not mean that the WiluSean counterpart of Muwattalli 11 is to be in any
way identified with Alexander Paris. The same considerations are also valid for
the names Attar(is)siya | ‘Atpeis or Teipeaiag and Tawagalawa | "Etefoxdérng:*+
the formal identification of the cuneiform names with Greek ones is possible,
which is unsurprising giving the rather safe identification of the Ahhiyawa with
the Mycenaean Greeks; however, one should refrain from turning history into
science fiction by connecting the Ahhiyawean lord Attar(is)siya—who, in the

44  On this name, see Forrer (1924a:9-10, 1924b:114); opposed by Sommer (1934:56—59); see
now also Heinhold-Krahmer et al. (2019:67) and Melchert (2019b:360), the latter suggest-
ing a likely Luwian intermediation in the transmission from Greek to Hittite due to the
aphaeresis of the initial vowel.
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Madduwatta text, is said to have attacked Cyprus—with the Atreus of the Greek
mythology, seeking to establish the latter as a historical figure.

The same can be said for the correspondence between Anat. Kukkunni and
Gr. Kdxvog. The former name occurs in the treaty between the Hittite king
Muwattalli 11 and Alaksandu of Wilusa (CTH 76.A, NH/NS) and refers to a king
of Wiluga who was on peaceful terms with Muwattalli’s grandfather Suppiluli-
uma I The latter was a mythical son of Poseidon and the king of Colonae in the
Troad, killed by Achilles during the Trojan War. However, first of all, it is difficult
to establish whether the name had an ultimately Greek or Anatolian origin: on
the one hand, Kixvog means ‘swan’ and has a likely Indo-European etymology,*>
although it may reflect a folk etymological association; on the other hand, Ana-
tolian has an independent reflex in the onomastics, the Lycian female name
Xuxune, but its etymology is less clear.46 In any case, in the classical tradition,
Kuknos was not a king of Ilion before Paris, so one cannot safely identify the
two individuals.

On the issues concerning the name pairs Awariku | Warika and “Pdxiog and
Muksus | Muksa and Méog, see Chapter 10, Section 6.

Finally, as far as divine names are concerned, in the list of divine witnesses
of the treaty between the Hittite king Muwattalli 11 and AlakSandu of Wilusa
(cTH 76.A, NH/NS), the broken theonym |[...]x-ap-pa-li-u-na-as occurs among
the WiluSean deities (KUB 21.1+ iv 27), who follow those of Hatti:

(26) ... [DINGIRM™ him]antes (27) $A KUR VRUUlusa 410 KARAS 4 [...] x-ap-
pa-li-u-na-a$

“[a]ll [the deities] of the land of Wilusa, the Storm God of the army, the
god [...], Appaliuna.” (KUB 21.1+ iv 26—27)

Although there is a lacuna before the name, the name is generally assumed
to be complete, so that the determinative for god that can be seen before the
break should belong to a different divine name occurring between the Storm
God of the army and Appaliuna.#” As mentioned, it is generally believed that
Appaliuna matches the Greek AméAwv,*8 who in the Iliad fights on the Trojan

45 See EDG:799.

46  See Neumann (1976), who suggested a derivation from kunna- ‘right’ (on which, see
EDHIL:493-494).

47  Based on the photo, traces of a vertical wedge appear visible before the sign Ap, which
may point either to A or AN (i.e., the determinative ¢), so that one could restore either
[4]TAY-ap-pa-li-u-na-as or 'YV Ap-pa-li-u-na-as.

48  Since atleast Forrer (1931:141-144), challenged by Sommer (1937:176-182).
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side, and whose name, based on the variants (Cypr. AneiAwv, Dor. AméMwv),*9
could be traced back to a preform *Apelyon, the form allegedly reflected by
Appaliuna. Furthermore, Greek traditions connect Apollo with the Anatolian
milieu, specifically with Lycia,5° so that a correspondence between the Greek
name and the Anatolian form occurring in the Alak§andu treaty (provided that
it is complete) may gain some plausibility, although a shared divine name of
uncertain origin is not particularly relevant to the issue of the nature of the con-
tacts between Anatolian peoples and Greeks in the second millennium BCE.
Indeed, even if some connection between the Anatolian and the Greek form
can be established, the ultimate origin of the name remains problematic: vari-
ous Greek, Anatolian, Hurrian, and Semitic etymologies have been suggested,5!
whereas Beekes (2003) regards the name as belonging to the Pre-Greek substra-
tum language, which, in his view, stems from Asia Minor,52 and Oettinger (2015)
also traced back *Apelyon to a non-Indo-European language located in western
Anatolia. However, as long as Appaliuna is a hapax, any attempt to connect it
with a given language cannot but remain tentative.53

All in all, Anatolian onomastic data, although existing, surely cannot not
provide any safe evidence for the historical reality of the Trojan War and have,
in general, quite limited relevance for the issue of language contact between
Greek and Anatolian peoples. More interesting data are provided instead by
the shared common lexicon discussed in the following section.

49  See perhaps also the broken divine name ]pe-ro,-[ in the Mycenaean tablet KN E 842, to
be restored as [a]-pe-ro,-[ne], /apeljonei/ (dat.) according to Ruijgh (1967:274), although
other possibilities exist (see Blazek 2017:644).

50  See especially Beekes (2003:14-17), with references.

51 For a full listing (more than 25 different suggestions!), see Blazek (2017), who posited an
original Hurrian form *apell(i)=0=nni, ‘characterized by arrows.

52 The alleged Pre-Greek form is reconstructed by Beekes (2003:13-14) as *Apalun(-), which
would perfectly match Anatolian Appaliuna-.

53  Anatolian sources do not provide many data: although a Luwian origin for Appaliuna can
be suggested (see Brown 2004, who connects it with Hitt. appala- ‘trap, which is probably
a Luwian loanword), which would perhaps be consistent with an occurrence of the deity
in western Anatolia, Luwian texts show no trace of this god. Iron Age sources are also not
particularly telling: the Lydian god QAdéns (or QAjans, according to the interpretation of
the Lydian letter {d) suggested by Oreshko 2019) is sometimes regarded as corresponding
to Apollo, but, whoever this deity was, it is unclear whether the name could match Gr.
‘AméMwv (such a correspondence was originally established based on the mistaken read-
ing PAdans, but later challenged; see, however, Carruba 2002:76 fn. 3). Finally, in Lycian
sources, no Apollo-like divine names are found, and the personal name AmoM\é3otog trans-
lates Lycian Natrbbijémi in the trilingual inscription of the Letoon (N 320), suggesting the
divine name Natr- as corresponding to Gr. AméMwv (although the Lycian name may have
a Carian origin; see Beekes 2003:15-16).
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5.2 Loanwords

Turning to linguistic evidence for contact other than proper names, a number
of Mycenaean words have been regarded as loanwords from Anatolian lan-
guages. For some of them, such an explanation may be reasonable (although
never entirely certain), whereas others appear more problematic and plausibly
warrant exclusion from the number of possible Anatolian loanwords in Myce-
naean Greek.

The list of the most credited forms is not particularly long, and includes:
ku-wa-no (= xbavog ‘smalt’), with derived ku-wa-ni-jo and ku-wa-no-wo-ko, gen-
erally regarded as a borrowing from Hittite 4)ku(wa)nna(n)- ‘copper’; di-pa
(= 3¢mag ‘goblet’ in Homeric Greek), allegedly from an unattested Luw. *tipas-
‘cup’; ko-wo [kowos/ (~ x@ag ‘fleece’), usually regarded as borrowed from Car-
ian, but virtually from any outcome of the Luwic preform *hawa- ‘sheep’; the
much debated da-pu,-ri-to- (= Aafvpwlos), allegedly from AdBpug, a Lydian word
for ‘ax’; and mo-ri-wo-do- (= uérvfdos ‘lead’), from Lyd. mariwda- (< *merk™-
‘dark’).5*

These forms will be critically discussed, with references, in Chapter 14, to-
gether with the later alphabetic Greek lexical material for which an Anatolian
origin has been suggested. Here we will limit the discussion to a brief assess-
ment of their status and their relevance to the definition of the cultural con-
tacts between the Mycenaean world and Anatolia.

First of all, one should remark that the very limited number of Mycenaean
words for which an Anatolian origin has been invoked may simply be attri-
butable to the nature of the Mycenaean documentation, consisting mostly of
brief economic texts. Furthermore, if one takes into account that a number of
the (alleged) Anatolian loanwords attested only later in alphabetic Greek could
be traced back to the Mycenaean period, the number increases (although not
by much). Thus, a quantitative evaluation cannot provide truly solid data for
the interpretation of their historical value.

From a qualitative point of view, one can observe that all of them—with
the possible exception of the disputed labyrinth—refer to commercial goods
and provide evidence only for trade relations, which can also be conducted

54  Previously suggested Anatolian loanwords in Mycenaean that are no longer regarded as
valid include words currently explained as either probably inherited (as-za = of§ ‘goat’;
wo-no = olvog ‘wine’), or borrowings from Semitic without Anatolian mediation (ku-mi-no
= xVpwov ‘cumin,’ cf. Akkad. kaminu and Aram. kMwN rather than Hitt. kappani-; ki-to =
xtwv ‘chiton,’ cf. Akkad. kitéi ‘flax, linen, Ugar. kTN ‘tunica,’ Phoen. kTN ‘id.;’ etc.), or of
unknown origin (e-re-pa = é\éqag; ke-ra-me-u ‘potter; derived from the base later attested
as x€papog ‘pottery’; ki-u-ro- = xiovpog ‘basket’; su-za [sussa/ ‘fig-tree,’ from the base later
attested as adxov ‘fig’). For a discussion on these forms and references, see Simon (2018a).



270 MERLIN AND PISANIELLO

over long distances and do not necessarily imply direct and close contact
between cultures. Again, this may be attributable to the overwhelmingly eco-
nomic nature of Mycenaean documents—but if one also takes into account the
alleged Anatolian loanwords attested later in the alphabetic documentation,
after ruling out those certainly resulting from direct contact between Greek
and the epichoric languages on the Anatolian territory during the first millen-
nium BCE, the resulting picture is the same.

The Anatolian languages involved also provide relevant data. With the pos-
sible exception of ku-wa-no/xbovog ‘smalt, which, on the Anatolian side, can
currently be compared only with Hittite “"*4ku(wa)nna(n)- ‘copper’ (despite
some claims to the contrary, Luwian kuwannani- ‘eyebrow’ was likely unre-
lated, as argued by Giusfredi 2017), all the other alleged Anatolian loanwords
in Mycenaean can be traced back to western Anatolian languages, either as
direct sources or as mediators (Carian, Lydian, Luwian, and other undeter-
mined Luwic languages). Therefore, the assumption of intensive direct con-
tacts between Mycenaeans and Hittites is not supported by linguistic evidence.
It was, rather, the western periphery that may have had direct contacts with the
Mycenaean people.

All told, lexical interference between Mycenaean and the Anatolian lan-
guages of the Bronze Age does not support a scenario involving strong contact
situations. For the time being, to the best of our knowledge, Anatolian loan-
words in Mycenaean Greek are few, never entirely assured (and sometimes
also problematic; see Chapter 14), unidirectional (no Greek borrowings have
so far been recognized in Bronze Age Luwian and Hittite), likely involve only
the peripheries of both worlds, and essentially belong only to the economic
sphere, which cannot exclude indirect contacts.

6 Concluding Remarks

This chapter presents a number of open questions for which solutions are nei-
ther unambiguous nor always self-evidently available to scholars.

First of all, somewhat pessimistically, we might say that no consensus defini-
tion of Pre-Greek has been reached—and, of course, no conclusive description
has been provided. We can only say that in each of the approaches, the term
itself appears to mean something different, from a single substrate language to
a set of substrates in one or more areas of the eastern Mediterranean, for all
of which a positive identification may or may not be given, depending on the
views of the individual scholars. Moreover, the picture is complicated by the
fact that the research has spanned decades of the discipline’s history in which
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knowledge about Anatolian languages has progressively increased and rede-
fined possible contacts at the Aegean-Anatolian interface.

For this reason, the question on possible relationships between Greek, Pre-
Greek, and Anatolian languages has a strong methodological component. How-
ever, given the modest number of matching words that may have a common
substrate origin in Greek and Anatolian, the impact of the problem is likewise
rather modest. We will treat as Anatolian loans only those forms that can be
positively identified as such, without taking a final position on the indirect
reconstruction of possible early substrata that may—or may not—have also
influenced the historical lexicon of several Asia Minor’s Anatolian languages.

Secondly, we have shown that data on language contacts in Mycenaean
times between the Greek and Anatolian worlds are very scarce. Most of the few
(and uncertain) loanwords that can be identified involve names of commercial
goods, which do not require situations of strong and intensive language contact
to occur. In sum, the situation that emerges from the documentation is that of
a very limited and indirect contact involving only the peripheries of the two
worlds.



CHAPTER 12
Homer and Anatolian

Filip De Decker and Stella Merlin

1 Introduction

This chapter discusses the possible Anatolian influence on the Homeric poems.
Itis divided into three parts. First, an explanation is given for choosing the topic
of Homer and Anatolian. The second part focuses on the possible interference
in the Homeric verbal morpho-syntax, analyzing the use of the modal particle
and the indicative mood to mark non-realis (potentialis and irrealis) modality,
the use of the suffix -ox- to mark imperfectivity in past indicative verb forms,
and, finally, the use of the genitive case in the absolute constructions. The third
part discusses the possibility of an Anatolian influence on the phraseology and
literary topoi. Through a critical assessment of the existing literature on the
topics and a detailed analysis of selected passages and samples, the chapter
establishes that the assumption of contact-induced influence from Anatolian
into Homeric Greek cannot be substantiated in a conclusive fashion.

2 Homeric Greek and Anatolian

The Homeric poems are a privileged field of research on Aegean—Anatolian
contacts in the earliest ages. This statement originates from the basic assump-
tion, accepted by all scholars, that the Homeric poems (in the textual form in
which they have come down to us) are the result of a long compositional gen-
esis rooted in Mycenaean times (archaeologically dated ca. 1600-1050 BCE),!
when the Greeks were historically in relationships with kingdoms and peoples
of western Anatolia.

Homer is chosen because it is possible that some echoes of the earliest stages
of Greek language, parallel with the narrative contents of the poems,? have
been maintained there, whereas they are invisible in Mycenaean tablets due

1 See, e.g., Duhoux 2014d.
2 The Anatolian topic (the Trojan War) may have played a role influencing the literary and lin-
guistic transmission; see Hajnal (2017:2040, 2043). Cf. Section 2.6.
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to the very nature of the texts transmitted in Linear B: the latter are instead
relevant for lexical analysis.?

Given such premises, the first part of this chapter (Section 2.1) aims to search
the data for potential evidence of interference between the Greek and Anato-
lian branches at the morpho-syntactic level, whereas the second part (Section
2.2) will focus on phraseology and literary motifs in the epic genre of both sides
of the Mediterranean Sea.

2.1 Morpho-syntactic Isoglosses between Greek and Anatolian*

In this section, three morpho-syntactic isoglosses will be discussed. There

are several reasons for the choice of only these three. In the longest treat-

ment of the Graeco-Anatolian isoglosses, Bianconi 2015, only four morpho-
syntactic ones were discussed, while the others were mostly phonetic and/or
purely morphological ones. As much more research has been performed on
these latter ones and the syntactic features have received virtually no atten-
tion, we decided to specifically concentrate on the morpho-syntactic ones
in this subchapter (in general, we have to note that syntactic and morpho-
syntactic phenomena are still under-investigated when compared to etymo-
logical, phonological and morphological questions). The reason why only three
out of the four were treated is that the fourth one, the use of preverbs to mark
telicity, cannot be considered an isogloss as it is a common evolution, visi-
ble in other Indo-European languages as well (such as Dutch, German and

Latin), and it can thus not be excluded that this use developed independently

in Ionic Greek and Anatolian. The isoglosses that will instead be discussed,

are:

1) The use of a particle (called modal particle, MmP, in classical philology)
to distinguish between the realis and counterfactual construction in the
indicative, i.e., the particle conveyed counterfactual meaning;

2)  The use of the so-called iterative suffix -sk- in finite verb forms to mark
imperfectivity; and

3)  The use of the genitive in the absolute constructions.

3 Apart from Homer, the Homeric language and epic also include Homeric Hymns, Hesiod,
and indirectly we might add all the Homeric tradition up to Nonnos of Panopolis (5th cen-
tury CE).

4 Filip De Decker’s research was conducted during the project Particles in Greek and Hittite as
Expression of Mood and Modality (PaGHEMMo), which has received funding from the Euro-
pean Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation program under the Marie Sktodowska-
Curie Grant Agreement Number 101018097.
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2.1.1 The Modal Particle and the Indicative in Counterfactual
Constructions®

The construction of the counterfactual (unreal or irrealis) in Hittite is straight-

forward: the present indicative and the particle man are used for the present

and the indicative preterite, and man is used for the past, as can be seen in the

following example:®

man=us=kan Huzziyas kuenta nu uttar isduwati
“Huzzia would have killed them, but the matter became known.” (KBo 3.1
iin)

In this sentence, kuenta is a past-tense form and man is the modal particle.
There is a clear connection between particle and unreal meaning and between
past tense and past reference for the irrealis. It is alleged that the same applies
to Greek, namely that the MP marks the modality and the tense the tempo-
ral reference. Although most Greek grammars indeed state that the irrealis of
the present is expressed by the indicative imperfect and that of the past by the
aorist, the reality is in fact different.

Because this specific isogloss is discussed elsewhere in much more detail
(De Decker 2021), a relatively brief explanation will be provided here, aiming
to argue that the use of the modal particle and the indicative to mark unreal
events cannot be considered an isogloss between Greek and Hittite, because 1)
the data are taken from the Attic dialect, which poses geographic and tempo-
ral problems for the contact (Attic Greek dates from the 5th—4th centuries BCE
and Hittite from the 17th—12th centuries BCE, and Greek—Dbe it Attic or [onic—
was never in direct contact with Hittite); 2) the modal particle was not needed
for the modal meaning; 3) the modal particle did not have modal meaning; 4)
Greek has no unreal events referring to past and present, but distinguishes only
according to aspect; and 5) the optative was the original mood for the poten-
tial and unreal meaning—and not the indicative, as was visible from some
examples in Attic Greek—and was substituted by the indicative only within

5 Earlier scholarship, more examples, and different scenarios were discussed in De Decker
(2015:221-240, 2021.)

6 This was first described by Friedrich (1930); see also Friedrich (1960:139, 160); Hoffmann
(1984:27); Luraghi (1997:50); Hoffner and Melchert (2008:314—316); and Francia and Pisaniello
(2019:123—124). This is the Paradebeispiel, quoted in Friedrich (1930:288); Hoffmann (1984:27);
Luraghi (1997:50); and Hoffner and Melchert (2008:316). The translation is that by Friedrich
(1930:288); Hoffmann (1984:27); and Luraghi (1997:50), whereas Hoffner and Melchert
(2008:316) suggested “wanted to kill,” but Friedrich (1930:288) had already argued against this
translation long before Hoffner and Melchert.
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the history of Greek. Five examples will illustrate these observations. The first
shows that the mP is not needed to mark modality:

peta Oebg v’ €0€Awv xal TAGBeY dvdpa camaat.
“Easily, a god could save a man even from afar, if he so wishes.” (Od. 3.231)

In this example, the optative has potential meaning (a wish appears to be
excluded here), but is used without a modal particle. One could try to add the
particle against the codices, by writing 0gé¢ %’ £€0éAwv, but this is problematic
because it would then violate Wackernagel’s Law (because x(v) is a sentence-
particle, it should appear after the first word of the sentence, peia, and not 8eég).

Moreover, the MP in Homeric Greek does not mark modality, but instead has
a semantic and deictic meaning. The issue of the modal particle cannot be dis-
cussed in detail here,” but its use can be summarized as follows:8 it is used in
specific instances with a link to the present situation, and is omitted or dispre-
ferred in generic instances, in instances referring to the more remote future,
in voluntative contexts (wishes, purpose clauses, verba timendi, exhortations),
in optatives in conditional clauses (as they are old wishes), in sentences with
an undefined subject, in negative sentences, in repeated actions, and in forms
preceded by forms with a modal particle.

Two examples will make this clear (as discussed in Chantraine 1953:211 and
De Decker 2015:215, 218219, 2022b:5-6):

ol vO TI§ OO elmyot xaxwTePog AvTIRoAYTus.
“And now so a lesser character might speak when he meets us.” (Od. 6.275)

8¢ xév ot eimyaty 636V xal uétpa xerevhou.
“He will then reveal you the road and the ways to find your way home.”

(0d. 10.539)

In the first passage, Nausicaa feared that an undefined Phaeacian might see
her in the company of Odysseus and would chastise her for choosing a foreign

7 See De Decker (2021:138-170, 20224, 2022b) for more details and a critical discussion of the
scholarship, etymology, and examples.

8 See Monro (1891:266): “[t]he Subj. with xev or &v indicates that a particular future occasion
is contemplated,” Chantraine (1953:211—212): “[e]lles (sc. les particules modales) soulignent
un cas particulier, marquent une emphase et s'emploient avec le subjonctif éventuel plutot
qu'avec le subjonctif de volonté,” and Ruijgh (1971:286—288): “[e]n grandes lignes, Homeére
tend a employer la particule lorsqu'il s'agit d’'un fait temporaire, mais a s'en passer dans le cas
d’un fait permanent.”
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husband. The second line is taken from Circe’s explanation to Odysseus that
he must sail into Hades and speak to Tiresias, who will then advise him how
he and his men can return home unscathed. The first line refers to an unde-
fined character who could say something, whereas the second one refers to a
well-defined person, namely Tiresias. The difference in definiteness explains
the use and absence of the mP.

Below, I will give two examples in which the meaning is clearly unreal—
and yet in which not the indicative, but the optative is used—and a third in
which the imperfect refers clearly to the past.® Whereas the first one refers to
the past, the other could refer to both present and past, and the third has a form
of the present stem, showing that the tense usage—both in the optative as in
the indicative—is based on aspect and not on temporal reference (the opta-
tives are underlined, the indicatives are put in boldface, and the forms with
uncertain temporal reference are also italicized).

7 Yap &v Atpeidy viv otata Awproato.
“Indeed, son of Atreus, you would then have committed your last outrage.”
(Il.1.232)

1 &’ &v rioaduny, el pot SHvapis ye mapely.
“I would have made / make you pay, if the power had been / were inside
me.” (1l. 22.20)

713 xal v xe O mpbmav Nuap &g NENoV xatadivTa

714 "Extopa Sdupu yéovteg 680povto mpd TuAdwy,

715 €l dp’ éx dlgppoto yépwy Aaolat petnibda.
“And now they would have wailed for Hector, in front of the gates shed-
ding tears the entire day until the setting of the sun, had not the old man
addressed the people from his chariot.” (Il. 24.713—715)

At this stage, it should be clear that the indicative was by no means the only
mood in epic Greek to express the possible or the unlikely, but this was not the
case even in post-Homeric Greek, where we find passages in which the optative
refers to the unreal or possible in the past.1°

9 For more examples, see De Decker (2015:221-240, 2021:147-149).
10  Fora discussion of all instances, see De Decker (2015:224—225, 2021:147-149).
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2.1.2 The Imperfective Meaning of the Ionic-Epic -ox- Iteratives and the
Hittite -sk- Forms

Formations in -sk- occur in many, if not all, Indo-European languages, of which
only one example is provided here: of the root *jnehs- know, we have a
Greek and a Latin -sk- present formation: Greek y--yvw-oxw (with additional
reduplication), and Latin (g)no-sco. Besides the normal suffix that appears
throughout the entire inflection of the present stem of the verbs for which it
is attested, in Greek a suffix -ox- can be added to verb forms in the imperfect
and aorist of the indicative. It has been argued that these Greek forms, often
called epic-Ionic iteratives, have imperfective meaning and that the creation
of such forms was the result of contact with the Hittite forms in -$k-! How-
ever, there are four main problems with this isogloss. The first objection has
already been raised above, namely that these -sk- forms were attested only in
Hittite and not in the other Anatolian languages (the suffix appears in another
form), and that Hittite and Ionic Greek have never had direct contact. Second,
in spite of the name lonic-epic iteratives, these forms are indeed attested in
epic Greek, but it is unclear whether they are specifically Ionic, for they are
attested in post-Homeric poetry (including tragedy and comedy) and Homeriz-
ing prose (Herodotus), but not in the Ionic inscriptions, thus casting doubt on
the Ionic nature of the suffix. Recently, Jiménez-Delgado and Garcia-Zamora
(2022) compared the use of the iteratives in Herodotus with that of early epic
Greek, non-epic Ionic poets and later epicists. They were able to establish that
Herodotus’s use differed significantly from that of poetry (both in terms of the
verbs that used it as well as the contexts in which it could appear), and this fact
led them to conclude that the use of the suffix was not an epicism. The authors
argued that the absence of the suffix from the inscriptions can be explained
by the fact that such inscriptions never refer to repeated actions in the past
and, therefore, that this absence could not—and should not—be used either
to argue that the suffix did not belong to the everyday language or as evidence
that it was an epicism. However, this argument is not entirely persuasive: it is
true that Herodotus uses the suffix with many more verbs than Homer, but that
in itself does not exclude the possibility that it was an epicism—and, more
importantly, the fact that many more non-Ionic authors used it in their works
(also with verbs that never featured it in Homer or that did not even occur in

11 Pisani (1959:176-177) was the first to posit that the suffix was an isogloss of the languages
in Asia Minor (Ionic Greek, Hittite and Armenian), while Puhvel (1991) was the first to
explicitly state that the suffix was an isogloss between Hittite and Ionic Greek and that
it proved the existence of a Sprachbund between these two languages (however, unlike
Pisani, he omitted Armenian).
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Homer) makes it more likely that the suffix was an epicism and not an element
of contemporary Ionic. A third objection is that the suffix is attested through-
out the entire paradigm in Hittite, whereas that the Greek one is limited to the
past indicative. A fourth and final objection is that it is unclear whether these
forms are, in fact, imperfective in Greek.

After giving a brief overview of the scholarship on the Homeric aspect, the
iterative forms of the Iliad will be analyzed to prove that the iteratives dis-
play the same aspectual distinctions as the other verbs!? and that they are not
imperfective, contrary to the Hittite forms.!® Generally speaking, the distinc-
tion between aorist and imperfect in Greek is described in terms of momen-
taneous and punctual versus durative,'* which has never been worded more
accurately than by Pott (1833:57): “der griech. Aorist verhilt sich zum Impf. (und
Praes.) wie Punct zur Linie” (hence the description punctual), and in terms of
perfective versus imperfective, for which I will use the following definitions: “per-
fectivity indicates the view of a situation as a single whole, without distinction
of the various separate phases that make up that situation; while the imperfec-
tive pays essential attention to the internal structure of the situation” (Com-
rie 1976:16, accepted in Bybee et al. 1994:125-126 and in my opinion still valid
today). Greek aspect has been studied intensively, but comparably little atten-
tion has been paid to the noteworthy differences in aspect use between the
Homeric language and that of Classical (i.e., Attic) Greek, for in many instances
the imperfect and the aorist are used almost interchangeably, and the imper-
fect often appears where Classical Greek would require the aorist. In her recent
treatment of Homeric aspect, Napoli (2006) started from Vendler’s (1957) classi-
fication of verbs as being states, activities, accomplishments and achievements'
as well as his description of states as non-dynamic, durative and telic; activities

12 This has been argued before, as in Stolpe (1849, especially page 45); Curtius (1852:29,
1880:406); Tyn (1860); Giacalone Ramat (1967:115-116); Wathelet (1973:401-403); Zerdin
(1999:301, 325—326); Ittzés (2008: 13); and Kimball (2014). Daues (2009) did not discuss
the aspect of the iterative forms, although she conceded that the interaction of mean-
ing, suffix and aspect was much more complex, as one would expect from her analysis
(“Dass das Zusammenspiel von Lexembedeutung, Verbalaspekt und Suffix im Detail viel
komplexer ist, als im Rahmen dieses Beitrags dargestellt werden kann, wird freilich einger-
dumt,” Daues 2009:87).

13 See different analyses in Bechtel (1936); Dressler (1968); Hoffner and Melchert (2002:378—
381, 2008:317—322); Cambi (2007); Daues (2009); Francia and Pisaniello (2019:82-83); and
Inglese and Mattiola (2020).

14  See already Buttmann (1810:488-490).

15  Vendler’s schema has since become the standard starting point for verbal analyses, and in
spite of some of the problems it may entail (the list of criticisms and suggested improve-
ments is very long, as can be seen in Napoli 2006:24 fn. 1), it remains a reliable comparative
tool.
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as dynamic, durative and non-telic; accomplishments as dynamic, durative and
telic; and achievements as dynamic, non-durative and telic (Napoli 2006:32—
47). By then applying these classes to the verbs in Homeric Greek, she was
able to show that there was a clear correlation between perfectivity (the aorist
in this case), telicity and the use of countable, defined and animated direct
objects, so that “he killed X” would appear in the aorist, whereas “he killed ene-
mies” would be in the imperfect.

In what follows (and in spite of the criticism by Hollenbaugh 2018), these
definitions and the Vendler-Napoli analysis will be used as a guideline for the
investigation of the iteratives in the Iliad (in spite of the fact that Napoli did not
address the so-called iterative forms in her study). First, the data will be given.

In the Iliad, there are 134 certain instances of an iterative form, divided as
follows per tense:!6

TABLE 12.1 Data of the iterative forms in the Iliad per type of speech

Aorist Imperfect Overall
Speech 7 41 48
Narrative 21 47 68
Speech introductions 12 2 14
Speech conclusions 4 o) 4
Total 44 90 134

Per type of text and sentence, the data are

TABLE 12.2 Data of the iterative forms in the Iliad per type of clause

Aorist Imperfect Total
Main clauses 41 44 85
Relative clauses 3 40 43
Causal clauses o} 2 2

Temporal clauses

16 The forms &oxe, pdoxe | €paoxe and Bdoxe [ €Baoxe have been omitted because we do not
consider them genuine Ionic-iterative forms; the former is related to (Old) Latin escit and
the two latter forms have corresponding present indicative and non-indicative forms as
well.
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The following observations can be made regarding aspect use:
1)  There are more imperfects than aorist forms.
2)  Inspeechintroductions and conclusions, the aorist is more common than
the imperfect (but the data may be insufficient to allow for a judgment).
3)  The aorist is very rare in subordinate clauses.
The large number of imperfect forms is expected because these forms are
often used to express habitual, durative, frequentative and iterative actions,
and they are more often linked with the imperfective rather than with the
perfective. Thus, the forms in the imperfect are more common, and the pre-
dominant use of the imperfect in the subordinate clauses is also expected,
because most instances of subordinate clauses occur in a relative clause where
the habits and/or duration of a certain action are described (‘used to live, ‘used
to hold’) and they are either states or activities, categories without end point
for which the imperfective aspect is used. Because the aorist forms are the
fewest and somewhat surprising, I first discuss the passages with the aorist,
then those with the imperfect and finally those in which both tenses co-
occur.

Of the 44 aorist forms, 15 occur in what can best be called tic-actions,!” that
is, the use of the iterative forms to mark not a repeated action by one single per-
son, but rather the repetition of a single action by different persons.!® Because
these forms describe a single action that is completed by the actor assoon as the
other starts doing it, the aorist is used. This is particularly common in speech
introductions and conclusions.!® One example is the following:

¢ dpa TIg elmeaxe, uévog O’ paaoxey Exdatov.20
“So one would speak and he would incite the spirit of each of them.” (IL.
17.423)

In this instance, Homer describes how Greeks and Trojans incited each other
after the battle for Patroclus’s dead body began. This line does not state that

17 The instances are Iliad 2.271, 3.297, 3.319, 4.81, 4.85, 7.178, 7.201, 11.636, 17.414, 17.420, 17.423
(x2), 22.372, 22.375 (x2).

18  This specification was first made by Stolpe (1849:38—39) and Tyn (1860:682), and later by
Zerdin (1999:298) and Pagniello (2007), and is also visible in speech introductions of the
so-called ti¢-Reden; see De Decker (2015:275-276). Kluge (1911: 35-36) also mentioned this
analysis, but he explicitly denied its correctness. Because this use occurs especially with
undefined subjects such as Tig or dAkog, we use the term tic-actions, based on the coinage
Ti¢-Reden by Fingerle (1939:283—293) for speech introductions by undefined subjects.

19 The instances are Iliad 2.271, 3.297, 3.319, 4.81, 7.178, 7.201, 17.414, 17.420, 22.372.

20  The iterative forms are in bold face.
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one person incited his companion repeatedly, but rather that each soldier
encouraged his fellow soldiers. We are not dealing with one person repeat-
ing his actions, but rather with one action being repeated by several charac-
ters.

In other instances, the aorist is used to describe a completed action that was
repeated:

73 86 Tig & Tpwwv xoiAyg emt wual pépolto

744 oLV TOPL MNAElw, Xdpwv "Extopog dTptvavtog,

745 OV " Alag oltaoxe dedeypuévog Eyyel popd:

746  dwdexa 8¢ Tpomdpolbe vedv altoayeddv odta.
“Whoever from the Trojans rushed against the hollows ship with burning
fire, because of the incitements of Hector, Ajax would stab, taking them
with his long spear. Twelve he stabbed in man-to-man battle immediately
in front of the ships”. (Il.15.743—746)

This passage describes how Ajax tries to withstand the attacks by the Trojans
who are pushed forward by Hector. Driven forward by him, twelve warriors rush
at Ajax and he (A) kills each of them when they meet him. We are dealing with
a single battle episode in which repeated actions are described and the verb
‘stab, wound’ is an achievement-verb here: as soon as Ajax finishes stabbing
someone, he has finished and he can proceed to the next one. The difference
between ofitaoxe and odta can be explained whereby the latter summarizes the
killing of the twelve opponents, and because Ajax does not kill twelve men each
time, o0t does not have the iterative suffix.
As far as the imperfect is concerned, consider the following example:

490 0UTE moT’ eig dryopnv TwAéoxeto xudidveLpay

491 oUTE TOT’ €¢ mOAEOV, GG QOvileaxe pidov xijp

492 aDBL uévev, mobéeoxe & &UTHY Te TTONEMOV TE.
“He would never walk around in the gatherings that bring fame to men,
nor into battle, but his beloved heart continued to fade away, staying there
and did long for war cry and battle”. (Il. 1.490—492)

After withdrawing from battle out of anger with Agamemnon, Achilles regret-
ted his decision for having missed the warfare, and he was longing for bat-
tle again. The three verbs are activities, mwAéoxeto (‘walking around’), ¢6t-
vifeoxe (‘fade away’) and mobéeoxe (long for, desire’). These verbs describe
long-lasting activities without a clear end point; therefore, the imperfect is
used.
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Finally, we provide a passage in which an iterative form in the imperfect is
used in contrast with one in the aorist:

330 TAWYV & TOTEWY XEWMNALL TOMA ol A

331 EEEAOUNY, xal TavTa péprv Ayouéuvovt Sbaxov

332 Atpeidy: 6 &' 8miohe pévwv mopd vuat Bofjot

333 Oekduevos did madpa dacdoxeto, oM & Exeoxey.

334 N & dprotieaat Sidov yépa xal Pactiedot:
“Out of all these cities I took much and rich bounty, and gave everything
to Agamemnon, son of Atreus, as a gift. He stayed back at the swift ships,
received everything, divided little and kept much (to himself). Other gifts

he offered to the leaders and the kings”. (I/. 9.330-334)

When asked by the Greek embassy to resume fighting, Achilles answers that
he will not do so, emphasizing how he was dishonored and how they all share
the same fate. In the lines quoted here, a bitter Achilles outlines how a proto-
typical siege and conquest would evolve: he must sack the city and bring the
spoils to Agamemnon, who then divides a little and keeps most for himself,
offering some gifts to the other leaders. We note an interplay between syntax
and semantics here in the use of the tenses: the form €yeoxev is an activity-
verb and therefore the imperfective aspect is used, whereas Sagdoxeto (‘divide’)
and déaxov (‘give’) are either accomplishment- or achievement-verbs, and are
therefore in the aorist. The aspectual difference also shows the power balance:
whereas Achilles must give, Agamemnon divides a limited amount, but this
action is very punctual and limited (hence the aorist) whereas his act of keep-
ing most of the gifts is durative (hence the imperfect). Moreover, the meter
cannot have been the motivating factor, as Sacdoxeto, which is from Satéopar, is
metrically equivalent to the imperfect iterative form Satéoxeto. Subtly, Achilles
also hints at the fact that Agamemnon does not often hand out gifts by using a
simple imperfect, 3{dov, and not an iterative form, and that he himself must give
more than he has to sack cities by using plain aorist forms for the plundering
and conquering (dAdmaf’ and é£eAduny), but an iterative for the giving (86oxov),
for which a plain aorist would have been possible as well (d@xa is metrically
equivalent to déaxov).

The analyses of the passages quoted above prove that the epic iterative
forms are subject to the same aspectual distinctions as the normal verb forms.
Consequently, it is hardly arguable that these forms mark imperfectivity. This
fact, together with the general reservations as to time and space constraints,
lead us to conclude that the existence of this specific isogloss cannot be sus-
tained.
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2.1.3 The Use of the Genitive in Absolute Constructions

The existence of absolute constructions in different Indo-European languages
cannot be denied.?! In the oldest languages we find the genitive absolute (GA)
in Greek, the ablative absolute (AbA) in Latin, and the locative absolute (LA)
in Sanskrit (in Greek and in later Latin, we also find the accusative (AcA) and
nominative absolute (NA), which cannot be addressed here). Carruba (1966:41)
argued that certain participle forms with the genitive ending in -as such as
asandas ‘sitting’ or nuntara$ ‘hurrying’ proved that there was a genitive abso-
lute in Hittite as well (or that there had been one at a certain stage),?? but this
has not found universal agreement (see especially Holland 1987:165-166); in
spite of this, the use of the genitive in the absolute constructions in Hittite and
Greek has been used as evidence for language contact and even as an isogloss
(with Hittite influencing Greek). In this section, I will briefly discuss the ori-
gins of the genitive absolute and argue that the use of the genitive and the
rise of the absolute construction can be explained from within Greek itself and
that it is not necessary to assume that Greek borrowed the genitive absolute
from Hittite. Of course, the issue of the origin of the absolute constructions in
PIE cannot be discussed here. The question is whether they already existed in
the mother language; the fact that most old languages have them appears to
indicate that they did, but the fact that they all use different cases suggests the
opposite interpretation.

For the origin of the Ga, two different explanations have been given, and
examples for both of them can be found in Homer. The first is that the con-
struction was in origin a genitive noun with a conjunct participle that was then
reinterpreted as an absolute construction. The details differ, as many argue that
the genitive of time was the starting point,?® whereas others suspect that the

21 The most recent treatments are Keydana (1997); Maiocco (2005); and Ruppel (2013).

22 Carruba (19866; 41) catalogues these forms as Beispiele (oder Reste) des Genitivus absolu-
tus.

23 Buttmann (1810:521-522); Kithner (1835:666); Classen (1867:176—188) pointed out that in
many so-called absolute constructions, only a participle (without noun) was used and
therefore put the weight on the participle; they also noted that the temporal meaning
prevailed with the participles in the present and the causal with those in the aorist, but
because those in the present were much more common, he argued that they were orig-
inal and so also the temporal meaning and the other meanings were secondary and so
was the use of the aorist; see also Spieker (1885) and Kithner and Gerth (1898:387 with
explicit reference to Classen). Kriiger (1846:29—30) discussed the uses in Attic Greek, not-
ing that the Ga had a relation with the verb in the superordinated clause (which could
also be a notion other than the temporal one) and in Homer he interpreted the Ga as tem-
poral, but noted that some examples with conditional meaning could already be found
(1859:21).
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genitive of cause, and/or of circumstance and/or the object genitive might have
played a role as well.2* The second theory (as argued by Ruppel 2013: Chapter 2,
especially pages 39—41) considered the construction to be inherited. That poses
the problem as to where the case usage came from. Others maintain a non-
liquet.2> In our opinion, the explanation as a secondary construction is more
likely and it is possible to argue that all of the different usages of the genitive—
not simply the temporal one—played a role. and not simply the temporal one.
That the use of the genitive can be explained from within Greek can be shown
by the following three examples.

ol &' "Oduaebs udAa Bupdy dmoxtapévoto xorwd).26
“Because of his death Odysseus was very much enraged in his heart”. (IL.
4.494)

In these lines, Homer describes how the death of a friend caused anger and
grief in Odysseus. The genitive 100 is expected as genitivus causae with averbum
affectuum (here xoAwéy). The participle dmoxtapévoto is connected to tod and
the original meaning was “because of him Odysseus became enraged, because
| after he had died.” In this instance, both the temporal and the causal meaning
of the participle can be defended, although the causal one appears more likely.
In my opinion, this example illustrates how the absolute constructions could
have arisen. First, dmoxtapévolo was a participium coniunctum with to0, which
was a genitivus causae with xoAw8, but later tod dmoxtauévolo was interpreted
(or, better, could be interpreted) as an absolute construction “because / after
he had died, Odysseus became enraged.”

24  The first to argue this was Wentzel (1811:24—26), followed by Vogrinz (1889:326); Delbriick
(1897:484—485); Brugmann (1900:523—524); and Schwyzer and Debrunner (1950:398-399).
Gildersleeve (apud Spieker 1885:312) stated that although he initially agreed with the fact
that the temporal meaning was the original one, he had now become much more con-
vinced that all notions (including the ablatival ones) were the reason why the construction
could expand. Kunst (1922) argued that the temporal meaning prevailed with the partici-
ples in the present and the causal with those in the aorist, but did not argue (contrary to
Classen) that the temporal was the original meaning.

25  Keydana (1997:31): “Die Frage, ob ABs (sc. Absolute Konstruktionen, FpD) der idg. Grund-
sprache angehoren, ist nicht eindeutig zu beantworten.—34 So spricht zwar einiges fiir
ein schon spitidg. Alter der ABs, mit Sicherheit kann man aber weder ihre Existenz
bereits im Spatidg. noch ihre Entstehung in den Einzelsprachen behaupten).”

26  The genitive absolute (or the construction that could be interpreted as one) is in bold
face.
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g dipar puvgavtog 'Epwvieg €ayebov addnv.
“After he had spoken in this way, the Erinyes removed his / the power to
speak”2? (Il.19.418)

After Achilles received his new armor, he geared for battle and mounted his
chariot. At that moment one of his horses, Xanthos, started to speak and pre-
dicted his death, adding that they, his horses, would not be to blame for this.
This line concludes Xanthos’s speech. In this example, the genitival object of
gaxebov addny “removed the speech from” is not expressed, but at the same time
this understood object has a participium coniunctum with an adverb and a par-
ticle added to it, &g dpa pwvnoavtog. In this sentence, wg dpa pwwngavtog can
also be (re)interpreted as an absolute construction “after he had spoken, the
Erinyes removed the power of speech.”

The following example is quoted the most to show that the genitive abso-
lute had already been fully established as absolute construction in Homeric
Greek.

88 ol Tic éued {@vrog xal émt yBovi Sepxopévoto

89  gol xoiAyg mapd vyuat Papeiag xelpag moiaet

9o  TUMTAVTWY Aavadv, ovd’ v Ayapépvova iy,

g1 8 vy moAd dplatos évi oot eliyetan elvan
“No-one from all the Danaans will raise his heavy hands against you at
the hollow ships as long as I am alive and look upon the earth, not even
when you name Agamemnon who claims by far to the best in the army”.
(1. 1.88—91)

In these lines, Achilles emphatically reassures the seer Calchas that nobody will
ever be able to raise his hands against him as long as he, Achilles, is alive and
present in the army. Because €ued {dvtog xat €nti yBovi Sepxopévoto has no appar-
ent function in the sentence, contains two participles and is expanded by a
prepositional object, it is argued that this is a genuine absolute construction.
However, this explanation can be questioned. First of all, eped {@vtog xal émt
¥Oovi depwopévolo is used within the sentence and not at the end or at the begin-
ning (right- or left-dislocated) and second, it is indispensable for the meaning of
the sentence. The sentence does not mean “nobody will raise his hands against
you ..."” but rather “nobody will raise his hands against you because of me ...”

27  See also De Decker (2015:154-155). This verse was not discussed in Kunst (1922); Keydana
(1997); nor in Ruppel (2013:233—234, where she listed all Gas in Homer).



286 DE DECKER AND MERLIN

(emphasis mine). The interpretation of €ued as a genitivus causae and that of
{@vrog xal émt xBovi depxouévolo as conjunct participles is, therefore, certainly
possible and may even be preferable. It must be conceded, however, that the
structure of these specific lines points at a more elaborate poetic creation, with
the postposed conditional clause 008" #jv Ayauépvova elmys and the very force-
ful hyperbaton 0¥ (5 ... cupmdvtwy Aavadv (which appears in the same line as
Agamemnon, the culprit for the current problems).

After having discussed the examples and (hopefully) showing that the abso-
lute constructions originally had a defined function within the sentence, two
other important elements should be pointed out in this discussion. First, for
their absolute constructions, both Greek and Latin made use of the case that
was most often used in an adverbial sense (e.g., temporal, causal, circumstan-
tial, and in Greek a case that could be used with verba sentiendi and the verba
affectuum). This makes it much more probable that a construction in a case
with these nuances would evolve into an absolute construction and that the
assumption of a borrowing is very unlikely (it would not explain the Latin use
anyway). Second, it is also very difficult to see how a construction that was
uncommon at best (and in fact very rare, if not downright non-existent) in Hit-
tite would have been able to create a construction that became so commonly
used in Greek.

2.1.4 An Overall Assessment of the Alleged Morpho-syntactic Isoglosses
In light of the linguistic data presented and discussed here, inner-Greek expla-
nations are available for all of the alleged morpho-syntactic isoglosses: the
modal particle does not mark modality, but instead has a deictic meaning, and
the indicative is not the oldest mood in the constructions of the unreal; the
forms with the iterative suffix in Greek are not imperfective, but are instead
subject to the same aspectual differences as the verbs without that suffix; and
the use of the genitive in the absolute constructions can be explained from the
different uses of the genitive, such as cause, circumstance, and time.

Therefore, the adduced morpho-syntactic isoglosses do not pass the test and
cannot be used to prove linguistic contact between Greek and Hittite.

2.2 Phraseology and Literary Topoi

Phraseological correspondences are intended as interferences among parts
of texts. This also involves the fact that cultural contact is part of the ques-
tion. However, it should be kept in mind that although the two dimensions—
cultural contact and language contact—can very possibly overlap de facto (a
literary motif can be in fact modeled on a foreign tradition), they must be kept
separate de iure. This means that, theoretically, there is no need for correspon-



HOMER AND ANATOLIAN 287

dence between cultural traits, social practices, rituals, literatures, etc., and their
linguistic expression.28

Inrecent decades, a number of scholars from both sides of Greek and Anato-
lian studies have dealt with the possible interference at the level of phraseology
and formulaic poetic expressions, often inserting the research in the broader
paradigm of Indo-European poetry.2?

Among the earliest works in a contact perspective, a series of contributions
by Jaan Puhvel (1983;1988;1991;1993) focused on possible examples of syntactic
Anatolian influence in Homeric Greek, also considering the comparison of for-
mulaic scenes and literary topoi found in Homeric poems compared with the
Anatolian documentation.

The discussion will deal with some of those examples, found in the liter-
ature, for which a possible Anatolian influence cannot be ruled out a priori,
and was supported by some scholars with reasonable arguments. The choice of
examples was guided by the fact that they appeared in some of the most rel-
evant studies on the subject and that each of the scholars provided a slightly
different perspective on the same topic, which hence deserves discussion and
further study. For these reasons, data collection itself is far from simple and
straightforward, precisely because of the lack of consensus among scholars, as
will be evident from the examples discussed below.

2.3 The Verbal Form mpoSéovaty in Iliad 1.291
Puhvel (1988) proposed an Anatolian interference for the following passage:

€l O€ uw atyunmv EBega Beol aigv édvteg

Todvexd ol pobéouaty dveidea pubnoacdal;

“Even if the gods who live forever have made him a warrior,

do they therefore mpoféouva to speak reproach?” (Iliad 1.290-291)

The question concerns the meaning of mpo8éovaw: according to Puhvel, rather
than being a form of mpotiOyt ‘to put before, order, it would be a form of mpo-
Béw ‘to run before, to run ahead, comparable with Hitt. peran huwai-, with the
same meaning, both used in a figurative sense, the former with the meaning of
‘to let, to give free rein’ and the latter ‘to help along, expedite’ The Greek figura-
tive sense is thus modeled on the Hittite one, and the final sense is: “Even if the

28  Similarly to what happens in borrowing phenomena: a given object could be borrowed
by a culture from another, with or without the linguistic designation it has in the model
society (see Merlin 2020:502-503).

29  Fora precise and critical state of the art, see Dardano (2013:125-133) with references.
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gods have sponsored his battlefield prowess, does that mean that they also give
him free rein to spout insults to his commander-in-chief?” (Puhvel 1988:592).
In contrast, Aristarchus (3rd—2nd century BCE), among ancient commentators,
believed that the grammatical subject is ove{dea ‘reproach, reading the sentence
as “do the insults to be uttered run out of his mouth?” Although Puhvel is skep-
tical on this point, Chantraine (1948:17-19) collects a number of cases for which
a plural subject agrees with an unexpected plural verb, for both metrical and
semantic reasons (e.g., Il. 2.135 xai 81 Sobpa oéavme vedv xal omdpra AéAvvtal “and
the timbers of our ships have rotted away and the cables are broken” and Il.
15.713—714 TOMG 3¢ QATYaVO XOUAL UEAAVIETO XWTNEVTA BN UEV X XELPGV XAUA-
31g méaov [...] “and many magnificent swords were scattered along the ground,
black-thonged, heavy-hilted, sometimes dropping from the hands.”)3°

Puhvel goes so far as to speculate (albeit cautiously) sociolinguistic rea-
sons, imagining that the author of the text might have been non-native Greek
and perhaps Lydian, also recalling that “A Hipponactian touch of bilingualism
may not have been alien to whoever formulated the phraseology of 1.290—291"
(Puhvel 1988:152).

However, later studies have shown that there are not insignificant prob-
lems in both the Greek and Anatolian sides: Hackstein (2002:112—-115) traced
the verbal form mpoBéovawv back to mpotinut ‘to put before, order’ Nonetheless,
morphological problems persist in the lack of reduplication and the thematic
endings, but this can find complementary explanations, invoking the blurred
rules determined by the Homeric Kunstsprache.3!

Simon (2024)32 has stressed the fact Puhvel’s suggestions are, in fact, based
on a misreading and inaccurate interpretation of Anatolian texts: in one case,
the figurative sense as ‘to help’ is not appropriate (peran huwiyatallas=ma
mAnn|as® peraln huiyanza ésta [KUB 1948 i 13, dupl. KBo 14.3 iv 17-18], which
in accordance with HwW? (111:646, 803—805) means “The leader [lit. who runs
before] Ann[a] led [scil. the troop from Arzawa]).” In other texts (e.g., war-
ra$ uddani sumes mahhan para huyadduma in KUB 23.72 rev. 20) the Hittite
verb is a different one, namely para huwai- ‘herauskommen’ (Hw? 111:803),
which is, by contrast, considered the same verb by Puhvel (1988:592). The pic-
ture of Anatolian data could be improved by observing Luwian occurrences:

30  Translation by R. Lattimore, Chicago Homer.

31 This argument is mentioned in the review by Haug (2003a), then in the answer (Hack-
stein 2003) and the counter-answer (Haug 2003b). On this specific point, they both seem
to converge on the idea that mpo@¢ouauw is still partly unintelligible and that the force of
Kunstsprache is undeniable.

32 We wish to acknowledge Zsolt Simon for sharing his works before they were published.
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Hawkins and Morpurgo Davies (1993) focus on formulae containing the expres-
sion of ‘running before’ with the meaning of ‘help’ in the sense of ‘come to the
aid of someone, said of gods. This would be compatible with the idea of a Greek
semantic change of the verb mpoféw that also takes the meaning of ‘come to
help’ modeled on an image derived from Anatolian poetry. However, this solu-
tion does not appear to perfectly capture the meaning of the Homeric verse in
question.

From a different perspective, Dardano (2013:131-132), after presenting the
motif of the course by libation,33 argues that the proposal by Puhvel (1988) is
“un altro esempio di forzatura dei dati omerici alla luce della tradizione vicino-
orientale”: she follows Hackstein (2002) although the text gains little in terms of
meaning. By contrast, Hajnal (2017:2043) accepts Puhvel’s version, without any
particular discussion, thereby speaking in favor of the validity of the Homeric—
Hittite parallel.

Another possibility is to link the Greek form to a third verb, neither mpo-
8¢w nor mpotidnuy, but mpobinuy,3* a possible alternative form of mpocinut ‘let
come to or near one, admit, allow’ (Ls], s.v. mpoaint). This hypothesis makes
the Greek text clearer and comes closer to Puhvel’s interpretation, without
resorting to a figurative development of the verb mpoféw. Still, the relation-
ship with the Hittite formulae remains problematic, and at the same time the
answer may not be so definitively against a possibly contact-induced semantic
shift.

Finally, itis also possible that the Greek verb is a vestige of a previous formula
and then, in the genesis of the Homeric text, comes to be in a new structure
without completely losing its meaning. The final part of the verse, dveiSea uvéy-
cacBa, is also found in Il 20.246: EoT1 Yap dppotépolaty dveidea puubnoaadat “we
can both speak reproach,” in a different combination. In this sense, one may
also think of a secondary reformulation of formulae: for the verse in ques-
tion, mpoBéovav could have entered into such a particular construction with
the infinitive, because the second part of the verse was already available as a
formulaic expression.

33  Dardano (2013:129, with references) presents a case of a parallel between Hittite and
Homeric texts that did not lead to convincing results because the correspondences are
too vague or general. In I/. 3.298-301, it is stated that to the cursed the brain will flow like
wine. Starke (1997:483) considers this expression to be an echo of the ritual in which the
soul of the cursed shall flow like water (KUB 13.3 ii 29—iii 2), an image moreover widespread
in Akkadian literature. See also Dardano (2018) for a discussion on the verbs connected to
the semantic field of ‘pour’ in Hittite and other Indo-European languages.

34 See GI, s.v.
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2.4 Biting the Earth

Greek and Hittite show a similar expression used as figurative language, or sim-
ply euphemism, for ‘die’: the Hittite phrase GEg-in K1-an (= dankuin daganzi-
pan) waga ép, lit. “seize and bite the dark earth,”3> and the Greek yaiav 635
Adlopaun (IL. 2.418, 11.749, 19.59, etc.), lit. “to grasp the earth by biting with the
teeth.” The adverb 684§ belongs to the class of -§ adverbs (as 0§ ‘with the fist,
A ‘with the heel, per Schwyzer 1953:620 a crystallized genitive-ablative form);
despite the various explanations proposed (GEw, DELG), we think that both
the verb 63a&dw and ddd&w ‘feel pain or irritation, scratch oneself’ (Ls]) are
inherited. An etymological explanation is provided by Hesychius (o 64) ¢3d-
Eeu olg 9000t ddixvel “what bites with its teeth,” in which the active meaning
of ‘to bite’ appears as the action of the pain which bites, thus causing irrita-
tion.

Dardano (2013:138-144), recalling the distinction made by Kiparsky (1976),
assumes that in Homeric Greek it is a flexible formula, from both the lexical
and structural points of view: a lexical variant is 634& &\ov 003ag “they grasped
the soil with their teeth” (L. 11.749), also with a possible insertion as in 63¢& é\ov
dometov 0ddog “they grasped the large soil with their teeth” (Od. 22.269). This
expression for ‘die’ is used for common people, not heroes.

It is interesting to observe that in at least one case in Greek there is also an
optative form:

416 [...] moAéeg &' ug’ adTov ETalpol

47 Tpnéeg év xovinaty 88aE Aaloiarto yaltow.
“And numerous around him the comrades prone in the dust bite the earth
with their teeth.” (Il. 2.416—417)

Dardano (2013:143-144) concludes that, in this case, we are really dealing with
a possible Greek calque on the Hittite model, although it is an imperfect
calque, because the model is not faithfully reproduced in every part. In fact,
the absence of a perfect correspondence does not necessarily lead to a nega-
tion of a possible Anatolian influence on the Homeric formula. While Watkins
(2007) has shown the deep structure of superficially different formulae, West
(1997) has spoken of lexical renewal; and Garcia-Ramoén (2008) of Ersatzcon-
tinuanten,3® a concept that should not be used too easily but which still has

35 Dardano (2013), following previous interpretations, assumes that the Hittite formula
shows two imperatives in asyndeton, where ép is rather a discourse-marker, ‘come on!

36 One of the first works to inaugurate the perspective of content correspondences in Indo-
European poetic formulae was Campanile (1977).



HOMER AND ANATOLIAN 291

validity in some cases, especially in poetics, in the interpretation of both inher-
ited formulae or constructed after foreign models. It has been observed (see
Simon forthcoming-b), that such an image might be a universal one, based on
a natural phenomenon, also found in modern languages, both Indo-European
and otherwise.37

However, despite such an admittedly shareable observation, one should
not forget—especially with regard to idiomatic expressions and figurative lan-
guage—that they may have reached modern languages in a long and intricate
textual transmission spanning centuries of tradition, without resorting to the
idea that modern languages borrowed it directly from Greek or Hittite. Allin all,
although the image may be trivial in itself, the linguistic expression containing
areference to teeth, to the action of biting, to the earth, or even to dust, with the
euphemistic meaning of ‘dying’ is still relevant because it is not entirely trivial
and obvious.

Another point of discussion is raised by the phrase yato péiawa ‘black soil,
which appears in the Greek texts, although not in this specific formula. Hajnal
(2017:2043) claims that it is a foreign phraseme, from Hitt. dankuis daganzipas
(nom.), dankui daganzipi/takni (dat.) and the like, for which the Anatolians
were the transmitters but not the creators, having modeled it on Hurrian, on the
basis of a Hurrian—Hittite bilingual (Hurr. timerré eseni diri in KBo 32.13110 =
Hitt. kattanta tankuwai taknt (ibid. i 10). In Greek, the expression yola uéiava
essentially belongs to the high register, being attested fewer than 100 times,
mostly in Homer and related commentaries (as Eustathius) or scholia, then
also in Hesiod and some lyric poets (Alcman, Theognis, Bacchylides). Again,
if the image of the dark soil might be absolutely natural—even universal—
the formula, attested only in epic of epic-inspired texts, could be the echo of
correspondent formulae found in Near Eastern tradition.

2.5 Form and Meanings (and Rituality) of diétuayev

Hajnal (2018:2043), following Puhvel (1988:592—593), ascribes to the group of
translated borrowing the Hom. diétpayev ‘they part, a form of Siatpnyw ‘cut
through,’ an epic parallel of dwtéuvw possibly modeled on Hitt. Sarra- ‘cut;
leave. In fact, the etymology of this verb is not completely clear: DELG claims
that it morphologically belongs to téuvw, for which three stems are identified:
a)avocalic stem in /o/, as in tépog ‘chunk, fragment, et sim.; b) a bisyllabic stem
in /e/, like in Téuevog ‘piece of land, precinct’; and c) a zero-grade Ty, of which

37  Simon (2024) provides the following examples: Hungarian fiibe harap (‘to bite into the
grass’), German ins Gras beifSen, English to bite the dust.
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the verb dwxtuyw is a derivation, with the meaning of ‘to separate’ and in the
passive ‘to separate from each other, or ‘to part.38

In Homeric Greek, the verb appears in different constructions: it means ‘to
separate, to break, to cut’ in, e.g., [...] totuA&at xothov 36pu VAL xaAx® (Od.
8.507) “to split the hollow tree, with ruthless bronze.”3? It is also used in the
sense of ‘cross,’ although it may be not necessary to resort to a different mean-
ing, if one intends the action of crossing as separating into two parts at the
passage; this is the case, for instance, of vyéuevog t63e Aattpa Stétparyov (Od.
7.275—276) “I swam and crossed that gulf” (lit. “I crossed that gulf swimming”)
and similarly t68e Aaituo Swtpn&og enépnoa [...] adtdap &yw ye (Od. 5.409—410)
“I crossed this gulf, plowing through it,” although the verb appears as the par-
ticipium coniunctum to the full verb mepdw pass right across or through a space,
traverse, freq. of water’ (Lsj). Finally, it has the reflexive/intransitive meaning
of ‘to part’ in formulaic constructions such as To ¥’ &g fovAedoavte SiéTuayev:
1 pév émerta “so these two who had made their plans separated, and she [scil.
Thetis] ...” (Il. 1.531).40

Puhvel (1988:592—-593) quotes the following Hittite examples: l-anki=ya=as
Sarrattat “and he at once departed,” and n=at 1-anki Sarrer “they at once depart,”
which both belong to poetic compositions. However, as Simon (2024) rightly
observed, according to the CHD §:238, these specific occurrences would rather
have the meaning of ‘to cross all at once, which can be in fact an expansion of
the basic meaning, as mentioned before.

It is important to stress that in Hittite, as well, the meaning of ‘to part’ is
attested for the verb $arra, used in the middle voice, and frequently combined
with the preverb arha, e.g, DUMUY™=§Uu«NU»=ma=za arha sarrandat “His
sons, however, split up” KBo 3.4 ii 52—53; and also with hanti ERINY™-az=mi§=a
hanti $arrattati “But my troops split up into separate (groups)” KUB 58.48 iv15—
16 (see CHD $§:232).

Puhvel may not have chosen the best example, but the meaning of ‘to part’ is
nonetheless attested for this verb. Should we speak in favor of a sure semantic

38  EDG substantially follows this analysis, with the difference of establishing a different sep-
arate entry for the verb, as GEw previously did. For the morphology, Chantraine (1948:392,
400) claims first that Siétparyov is a secondary formation based on the third plural person
of the passive tpdyev, and then that, as often happens in Homer, the aorist passive has an
intransitive or stative meaning, thus the third plural form Siétpayev, of Siétpayny, means
‘se séparer’

39  Cf. dtpngog in Od. 12.173-174 “Then I cut through a big round cake of wax and kneaded a
little bit of it in my will-knit hands.” Translation by J. Huddleston, Chicago Homer.

40  The same formula appears in Od. 13.439 “so the two plotted and parted. She then [...]”
Translation by J. Huddleston, Chicago Homer.
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calque in Homeric Greek? As Puhvel (1993:36) himself observed in a comple-
mentary comment: “The reason was mainly that Statéuve ‘cut through'’ in extra-
Homeric Greek never has such a secondary sense, which is thus a peculiarity of
Asianic epic diction. Apart from this argumentum e silentio, the idea remained
hanging on a question mark.”

Therefore, it is not possible to give a definitive answer. The contact is pos-
sible, and it becomes more likely if we consider that we are in the domain of
poetic composition.

2.6 Between Language and Culture

Hajnal (2017:2042—2045) provides a classification of phraseological borrowings
from the Greek perspective, according to which the different case studies could
belong to three distinct groups, namely: a) translated borrowings, b) adoption
of foreign phrasemes, and c) reflexes of a foreign ritual, economic, or socio-
cultural practice.

Regarding the first group, let us add that a translated borrowing could be
alternatively referred to as a semantic calque, or a loan translation, being a
contact-induced semantic change occurring in a given lexical item which,
unlike a simple borrowing, does not share with the model the formal part (the
signifiant). The cases of both mpobévaw and diétpayev discussed above would
belong to this category, in accordance with Puhvel’s (1988) proposal. Accord-
ing to Puhvel (1993), also the Hom. év 8¢ uw adtév edpe “he found him there” is
modeled on Hitt. anda ... wemiya- ‘get together, meet.!

The twofold naming of Trojan heroes in the Iliad would be part of the same
contact phenomenon. According to Watkins (1998:206—211), for example, Hec-
tor’s son, called Skamandrios by his father, but Astyanax by the others (IL
6.402—403: 16V {’ "Extwp xohéeoxe Exapdvdptov, adtdp of Mot | Actudvaxt’ - olog
yap épdeto "TAlov “Extwp): the native Anatolian name would be the former (to
be connected with the river Skamandros, which also bears the Greek name of
Xanthos in Il. 20.74),** whereas the latter is the Greek one.

Also the Hom. xvdveat 0¢ppieg ‘dark eyebrows’ is added to this same category,
possibly modeled on CLuw. kuwannani- ‘eyebrow’ (Hégemann 2000:29). How-
ever, the picture is more complex: Giusfredi (2018) has shown that the mean-
ing of ‘eyebrow’ for Luwian kuwannani- is tentative and also that in Homer
the words related to xdavos (e.g., Il. 1.528 the dative plural xvavéyow) are used
as attributes of the word for ‘eyebrows, not being the word for ‘eyebrows’
itself.

41 For the etymology of Zxdpavdpog, see also Tsitsibakou-Vasalos (2000).
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The second group (that of foreign phrasemes) consists of structural calques,
namely those renderings of phrases, collocations and idiomatic expressions,
which can be very broadly defined as follows “A phrase [phraseologismus] is a
syntactically complex fixed expression” (Lehmann, LiDo, s.v. phraseologism).+2
The expression yala pédawa discussed above may belong to this category.

Hajnal considers a further example to be part of this same group, starting
again from Puhvel’s research (1983:221—-223, 1991:10-11), according to which the
first part of the Hom. Il. 6.73—74 ol uév Ayoudv xijpeg ént yOovi moviuvPoteipy |
€Ceadny, Tpwwv 3¢ Tpdg ovpavov edplv deplev “the dooms of Achaeans sank to
the nourishing earth, whereas [those of] Trojans raised up to the wide sky”
is compared with Hitt. ¢®elzi=mit=wa takna arsikket (KBo 6.13 i 6-8) “he has
planted my scale-tray in the earth.” It is worth mentioning that Puhvel does not
claim so explicitly that the Greek text is subordinate to the Hittite one; rather,
he observes that “the Homeric and Hittite usages reflect common idiom refer-
ring figuratively to a twin-scale, center-mounted weighing contraption such as
the Greek tdAavta and the Latin bilanx libra. Such idioms occur in actual rit-
ual and legal use in Hittite but survives only embedded in literary imagery in
the Asianic Homeric tradition” (Puhvel 1991:11).43 The mention of Latin leads
to the context of common Indo-European; however, possible contacts are not
ruled out, even if only at the level of imagery and connected phraseology within
the Greek of Asia Minor, which may have come into contact with Anatolian
patterns. Such Anatolianisms, as Puhvel defines them (1991:9-12), are not in
contradiction with a possible common inheritance, despite our scientific desire
to perfectly distinguish these components.

The third group is intended to contain those Greek reflexes of an Anatolian
ritual, economic, or socio-cultural practice, for which normally a phraseolog-
ical parallel is also attested, although this is not needed. The focus here is no
longer on linguistic expression limited to the morphology of single lemmas or
phrases, but instead addresses the text as a whole, its semantic content, and
possibly its overall textual structure.

In this perspective, the invocation of gods in I/. 3.276—280 has been analyzed
by Puhvel (1991:9-10) as modeled on Anatolian patterns, because of the pres-

42 This definition, together with anumber of similar ones, traces back to Bally’s seminal work
on stylistics (1951:66—79). Among the numerous works on phraseology, a general overview
of topics and approaches is provided by Cowie (1998) and Granger and Meunier (eds,
2008).

43  Such an “Asianic” component of the Greek text was again invoked in Puhvel (1993:36, see
above). See also Puhvel (1993:37): “In this manner it is possible to probe for an Asianic sub-
text of Homer and measure an underlay which resonates in many a peculiarity of Greek
epic utterance.”
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ence in Greek of Storm God, Sun God, rivers, and earth invoked as witnesses
of the oath. The main point is represented by the invocation of Zeus Idaean
and the Sun “who all sees and all hears.” Similarly, Starke (1997:483) claims
that the pacts and oaths described in the third book of the Iliad are influenced
by Hittite oaths of allegiance. Then, Watkins (2002:167-169) assumes that the
passage in Il. 5.472—474 provides an example of a quadripartite structure of
brotherhood and alliance modeled on an Anatolian pattern of social stratifi-
cation.
The Greek text is the following:

472 "Extop mjj 31 Tot uévog obyetar 6 mplv Eyeaxes;

473 @fic ov drtep Aa@v TOA EEEueY N Emicovpwy

474 olog oy yapBpolat xaatyvirolal Te ool
“Hector, where now is the force gone that before you had? You said once
that without men and allies you would hold the city alone with the aid of
your sisters’ husbands and your brothers. 44

Il. 5.472—474

The Anatolian counterpart is the text transmitted by the Proclamation of Telip-
inu (CTH 19, §1), where a quadripartite organization the two parameters of, on
one hand, blood and alliance, and on the other, close and distant, is described
below in the following table (reproduced and adapted from Watkins (2002:168—

169)

Hittite Greek Hittite Greek

Close male relatives by Brothers by birth  Close male relatives by Brothers by marriage
blood marriage

DUMUMS-§U SESME-§U Koagtywyrot LUM™ gaenas=ses$=a  youPpol

Partisans by kin fealty Partisans by birth  Partisans by allegiance Partisans by alliance
LUYShassannas$=$as Aaol ERINVF-§U gnixovpol

In the same article, Watkins (2002:171-176) analyzed the uses of the Greek
object referred as aiyis ‘(shield of) goatskin’ suggesting that they are rooted
in the Hittite cult object *VSkursas ‘hunting pouch, also basing his argument

44  Translation Murray, Loeb 1924.
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on stylistic parallels, e.g., Hitt. n=asta anda ... kitta ‘and inside there is ...’
(KUB 17.10+ iv 28—29; CTH 324.1) and Il. 5.740 in which the structure év &’ ...
appears with the meaning of ‘in it

The research of Bachvarova fits very well into this last category of Anato-
lian influences in epic Greek. In particular, Bachvarova (2016) collects and dis-
cusses, on the basis of a very extensive bibliography, a number of questions for
which a possible Anatolian influence in Greek could be supposed. As claimed
by the author (Bachvarova 2016:12), the aim of her book is to show how Greek
epics in the widest sense drew on Syro-Anatolian predecessors, by means of
an improved methodology in order to analyze the relationships between the
cultures (first and before the languages!) on each side of the eastern Mediter-
ranean, suggesting possible reasons at the basis of the East-to-West transmis-
sion of oral poetry and textual motifs.

Without wading into the details of the discussion (see also Yakubovich
2017b), some observations are worth mentioning: the new model for contacts
suggested by Bachvarova (2016, esp. 219—265) is that of the oral contact between
performers in religious contexts or festivals, a model that should replace that of
contact between scribes via written texts. The primacy of oral over the written
text is nonetheless visible in the “oral-derived texts that allows us to hear the
voices of illiterate singers, spell-casters, and storytellers, however indirectly”
(see Bachvarova 2016:178-182).

In our view, what such a model still has in common with the different sce-
nario of a written transmission is the concept of long-distance interaction (see
in particular Bachvarova 2016:199—218). All in all, the main idea, in Bachvarova’s
terms, is that Near Eastern rituals “[...] gave opportunities for Greek-speakers to
observe performers of verbal art and to borrow elements seen to be efficacious
or compelling” (2016:218).

Another important element in the discussion of cultural contacts is the so-
called survivals, that is, of the re-emergence in a given culture (and literature)
of elements that are not attested for a certain period but that come from a
different and earlier cultural context. One example is given by a passage by
Herodotus (7.39—40)# describing a ritual of purification for the army. As illus-
trated by Masson 1950, this passage has a parallel in a Hittite ritual of purifi-
cation, which has not only ancient but also modern parallels up to the 19th
century. The core of the ritual is to pass between the two parts of the sacri-
ficed victim. In the Greek text, Pythius of Lycia asks that one of his sons be

45  Alater version of a very similar ritual is transmitted by Livy (40.6, referring to the year
182 BCE) based in turn on Polybius. For further texts and references, see Masson (1950:10—
1).
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excused from the war so that he could take care of him as he is now an old
man (Herodotus 7.38). But Xerxes, deeply angered, orders instead that one of
his sons be sacrificed, his body divided in half and the army marched through
the middle.#6 Xerxes’s reaction seems disproportionately cruel; nonetheless,
the rite itself recalls the Hittite rite of purification, in this case a propitiatory
rite of good fortune, especially directed to the army.

To conclude, from the theoretical point of view, contemporary research aims
to distinguish the levels as much as possible. First, it is necessary to separate
the cultural data from the linguistic ones in the strict sense: on the one hand,
literary themes; on the other hand, linguistic correspondences. Second, the
hypotheses of linguistic correspondences should be screened according to cer-
tain parameters that can be summarized as follows: a linguistic feature may be
the result of a monogenetic or polygenetic development. The polygenesis of
features, likely to emerge independently, explains that two different languages
show the same linguistic feature, which can be due to a human universal (a very
common idea that could arise and be expressed in different languages with no
difficulty) or to an accidental similarity (e.g., Eng. ~ave and Germ. haben end up
resembling the It. avere (< Lat. habeo) despite not sharing its etymology, being
in fact cognates of Lat. capere ‘to grasp’). The monogenesis of features that are
unlikely to emerge independently accounts for both inherited and contact phe-
nomena. In some cases, however, as shown in the previous discussion, it is not
so obvious and simple to ascribe phenomena into a single type, as different
scenarios could be designed and suggested.

3 Concluding Remarks

In this chapter, we focused on Homer as an expression of a complex and lay-
ered literary reality and possible multi-level connections with the Anatolian
world. On the one hand, the linguistic analysis has shown that for each of
the morpho-syntactic isoglosses between Homeric Greek and Anatolian that
we considered (and that are often regarded as contact-induced phenomena),

46 Herodotus 7.39.3: &g 3¢ tadta mexpivarto, adtina éxéAeve Tolal mpooeTéTaxTo TadTa TPYITELw,
v [ubiov maidwy éEeupdvtag Tév Tpeafitatov uéoov dtatapely, Statapdvtag 3¢ Té Nitouo
Stabetva T8 pév éml Sekid tiig 8800 10 & €’ dplotepd, wal Tardty Siekiévan tdv otpartdy, “With
that reply, he immediately ordered those who were assigned to do these things to find the
eldest of Pythius’s sons and cut him in half, then to set one half of his body on the right
side of the road and the other on the left, so that the army would pass between them.”
Translation Godley, Loeb 1920.
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inner-Greek explanations are generally available. On the other hand, phraseo-
logical correspondences—provided that they do not reflect inherited features
or independent developments—can attest to cultural contacts only at the lit-
erary level, rather than suggesting a situation of proper language contact. In
conclusion, cultural influence at the level of literature and shared phraseolo-
gies seems the most likely scenario, while proper language contact is not con-
clusively proven.



CHAPTER 13

The Problem of the Scholarly and Late Evidence:
Anatolian Glosses in Greek

Stella Merlin

1 Introduction

In the previous chapters, we have focused on the Bronze Age evidence and
on the problem of a hypothetical early Pre-Greek substrate, which allegedly
may have affected different languages and groups of languages in the eastern
Mediterranean. In order to proceed with the evidence from the Iron Age and
the first millennium BCE in general, it is necessary to address the problem of
a specific type of lexical evidence—that deriving from the so-called glosses—
which must be taken into consideration. In previous scholarly studies, in fact,
it was often mixed with direct epigraphic evidence, even though an important
epistemological difference clearly exists.!

2 Types of Sources and Types of Evidence

In any ancient literate tradition, the written evidence can be categorized based
on how likely it is to reflect a true use of the language. In the case of the rela-
tionship between Greek and the Anatolian languages, this fact leads, first of all,
to the very obvious distinction between epigraphic and literary materials, even
though arguing that epigraphs reflect a less literary register is not necessarily
without risk. Epigraphs may indeed be extremely literary, or, on the contrary,
they can also be extremely schematic or even follow prestigious diaphasic tra-
ditions that reflect earlier stages of a language. However, even when one leaves
epigraphs aside and concentrates on the proper literary tradition—which can
be defined quite easily in the case of the Greek textual production—there
are two different types of evidence: on the one hand, the literary works; on
the other, the scholarly ones. This distinction is somewhat reminiscent of that
which lies between primary and secondary sources, respectively, even though

1 For a comprehensive theoretical overview, see Prosdocimi 1989.
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the concept must be transposed to the analysis of the canonized literary tra-
dition. More generally, one could argue that, with all the caveats we just men-
tioned, epigraphs are a more direct type of evidence than literary works trans-
mitted philologically to us, and in turn literary works are more direct than later
commentaries written by ancient scholars.?

Indeed, in the context of the research on the contacts between Ancient
Greek and the Anatolian languages, primary literary sources are expected to
be metalinguistically implicit, because their main aim is not to analyze lan-
guage, but rather to convey narrative contents and to produce some stylistic or
aesthetic effect. In other words, a foreign word used by a poet is not primar-
ily presented as such, but generally it is merely employed, or it may have been
chosen to produce some sort or text-pragmatic or rhetorical effect (which does
not necessarily depend on it being rare or perceived as foreign). Consequently,
the degree of metalinguistic awareness about lexical interference is usually not
explicitly declared, which prevents us from assessing the level of integration
of a lexical element into the target language in the synchronic perspective of
the author, who may have used a clearly foreign word or a word of foreign ori-
gin that was, by the time a work was composed, completely integrated into the
Greek langue. On the other hand, and exactly for this reason, primary literary
sources are generally considered to be more authentic than scholarly sources
in terms of language use, despite the possible constraints imposed by the liter-
ary genres. The primary literary sources for Ancient Greek are represented by all
the production belonging to different genres—both in prose and poetry—such
as epic, tragedy, comedy, historiography, geography, philosophy, and science.

By contrast, secondary literary sources are represented by the linguistic,
grammatical, and rhetorical production, with all the texts belonging to the
Ancient Greek scholarship, such as commentaries, scholia, lexica, and col-
lections of glosses. These were generally written starting from the Hellenistic
period (3rd—1st century BCE) and until the Byzantine and Medieval times (6th—
14th centuries CE).2 Defined as “text on text, text about a text” (Montanari et al.
2015: xi) such sources—having first and foremost a metalinguistic function—
are the erudite works directed to the commentary of different authors and
works of different times. Being directed to the analysis of language, they show
an explicit interest in the etymology, lexical selection, and stylistic choices. In
modern linguistic terms, ancient stylistics includes the analysis of morpho-

2 On the concepts of direct and indirect evidence, see Merlin et al. (2024a).
3 For the periodization of the Greek language, see, e.g., Jannaris (1897) and, more recently,
Christidis (2007).
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syntactic features.* Secondary sources are generally explicit (e.g., they report
a given form as dialectal or foreign) and show a high degree of metalinguistic
awareness (regardless, of course, of the actual accuracy of the analyses pro-
posed).5 In fact, scholarly evidence may be less indicative of true language use,
especially when the lemma considered is a ~apax figuring in only one author
of the scholarly tradition (e.g., u@Xaf is attested only in Hesychius p 2030 as
a possible Lydian gloss).® Furthermore, the large temporal gap between the
original work and the commentaries makes it impossible to establish whether
the linguistic awareness of the commentator is a good proxy for the linguistic
awareness of the literary author. Nevertheless, every linguistic item (word or
structure) transmitted by an ancient lexical collection is a precious clue that
opens the path for a deeper understanding of a broader picture.

2.1 The Scholarly Evidence: Glosses and Glossaries

From the perspective of the ancients, a gloss is any difficult or rare word that
needs an explanation, frequently taking the form of a paraphrase or of a sub-
stitution by a more common word or group of words. For instance, in a famous
passage of his Poetics, Aristotle mentioned ctyvvov as a Cyprian word, saying
that it is a common word for Cyprians, but an uncommon one for (other)
Greeks. The assumption is that a yAd&trta is any strange noun—or word, more
generally—intended as non-common (in some cases, even foreign) to a given
linguistic community taken as a standard, but which can instead be common in
a different one.” Our example is an isolated gloss; we are dealing with a literary
source (here Aristotle’s Poetics), which in this case also serves as the carrier of

4 For a general overview on authors and themes of the scholarly tradition, see Dickey (2007);
for the discussion on single problems, see Montanari and Pagani (2o11). See also Montanari
(2020).

5 However, this is not always the case, and the metalinguistic description can be incomplete.
Some words are not labeled as non-Greek by the ancient source; e.g., dvtixévawp (Hesychius
a 5421) must be the Greek rendering of Latin antecessor, even though the Roman/Latin origin
is not mentioned.

6 For a possible Indo-European etymology and possible Anatolian cognates, see Kaczynska
(2022).

7 See Poet. 1457b 3—6; cf. Rh.1406a 71f. For the word ofyuvov, see also Herodotus 5.9.3 in which
the same word has different meanings: it first indicates a people living in the north of Thrace;
for Ligurians in Massalia it means ‘merchant’ but lance’ for Cyprians. Such a homonymy
appears to be a coincidence, even though Herodotus briefly mentioned the passing of time
(also forlanguage change?) when he reports that Sigynnans considered themselves as Median
settlers. “These men’s borders, it is said, reach nigh as far as the Eneti on the Adriatic Sea. They
call themselves colonists from Media. How this has come about I myself cannot understand;
butallis possible in the long ages of time. However that be, we know that the Ligyes who dwell
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scholarly evidence, thus having in fact a metalinguistic function. The passage
mentioned above cannot be considered as literary evidence, because the word
is not inserted in any utterance for sake of stylistic effect; instead, it is merely
mentioned and explained. The example also serves us very well in showing how
the ancient author’s linguistic awareness can, in some cases, point to true lin-
guistic phenomena. In this case, it is worth noting that the form mentioned by
Aristotle as unusual can be indeed explained in the light of language contact,
comparing it with the Hitt. verb $ai-/Siye- ‘to throw’ (cf. siyattal ‘javelin’), even
though the details and the morphology of the possible loanword (apparently a
compound of some sort) remain obscure.

Similar examples of glosses in literary works are also provided by
Herodotus’s Histories, e.g., the word xixt said to be the Egyptian word for the
aMdTplov (namely the oéoeh Kimpiov) a medical plant, Ricinus communis,
from which the so-called castor oil is derived.® Strabo’s Geography also offers
some examples of glosses from different languages or dialects, e.g., meAeiog,
which would mean ‘old’ in the language of Molossians (Geogr. 7.fraa, 2) or,
in the Italic context, hirpos, which means ‘wolf’ in the language of Samnites
(5.4.12). Examples from Strabo are quite numerous because, in general, writings
characterized by geographic and ethnographic interests are prone to transmit
scholarly evidence involving both the peoples and the languages they spoke.
However, we cannot always be so lucky as to be able to identify or reconstruct
the original word based on the transcription or adaptation offered by Greek
and Latin scholars, so that a significant number of glosses remains obscure to
us because they are connected to languages and linguistic landscapes we are
unable to access in a direct fashion.

Although some literary works do contain glosses (as we have just shown),
the vast majority come from dedicated scholarly texts. These are the lexico-
graphic works, such as dictionaries, commentaries, and glossaries dedicated to
single authors and to specific periods, which, as previously stated, have a pri-
marily metalinguistic function and provide us with a wealth of material. There-
fore, evidence for unusual words, including those that were borrowed as the
result of interferences, can easily be found within lexical collections that were
composed until the Byzantine era (5th—12th centuries CE), such as those by
Hesychius and Stephanus of Byzantium, the Suda, the Etymologicum magnum

inland of Massalia use the word sigynnae for hucksters, and the Cyprians use it for spears.”
[Translation by A.D. Gobley, Loeb 1922].

8 The formal match with the k343 plant name has been considered very doubtful since Daw-
son (1929); other hypotheses exist (e.g., Helck 1971:522), but the identification of the original
Egyptian word remains uncertain.



THE PROBLEM OF THE SCHOLARLY AND LATE EVIDENCE 303

(EM), and many others.® All these works tend to reflect a stratified tradition
that goes back to the Hellenistic scholia and, more generally, to the practice of
commenting on a literary text from several perspectives, including linguistics
(provenance, etymology and meaning). Thus, it is possible, within these texts,
to look for indications of lexical borrowings that were explicitly considered as
such by the commentators. And when the focus is the presence of forms deriv-
ing from contacts with Anatolia, one may, of course, look for glosses that are
said to be used by a given people living in Anatolia, such as Lydians, Lycians,
and Phrygians (the term Anatolia is intended here in a geographical meaning,
thus including languages that belong to an Anatolian set areally and not only
genealogically).

Thus, opportunities exist, but so do some serious methodological limita-
tions, which, if overlooked, may produce an overconfident representation of
the material and of its meaning. In the analysis of the lexical material, many
contextual and paratextual aspects should, indeed, be duly considered: the
number of attestations of a form, the type of text in which it occurs, the pro-
file of the author(s), the knowledge of a given foreign culture and language
at the stage the text was composed, and the prestige of the code, if any. The
word ofyvvov ‘javelin, mentioned above as an example of Aristotelian gloss, is
attested only about 60 times in the entire corpus of TLG online,!° as opposed,
forinstance, to the gloss mémept ‘pepper, with atleast 3,000 occurrences in more
than a hundred texts, from the 6th century BCE onwards. Neither is consid-
ered by the ancient sources as being a truly Greek word: aiyvvov is said to be
Cyprian (whatever this might have meant), whereas ménept is included by the
grammarians in lists of foreign names because of the inflection as mémep, memé-
pews instead of *memépitog.!! Various etymological proposals could be made on
the etymology of these two words, perhaps considering the latter as belong-
ing instead to the category of Wanderwort (a circulating word that is attested
in a large superregional area and whose etymology ultimately cannot be pin-
pointed). The focus here, however, is to point out that both are labeled as for-
eign words by the ancient sources in a metalinguistic perspective, regardless of
their frequency. Because their actual frequency may have been more transpar-
ent to the ancient authors than it is to us (even though they never comment

9 For a list of works, see Dickey (2007:87-103). See also Tosi (2015:622—636). In particular, the
Lexicon, or Glossary, of Hesychius, which is among the main sources for Anatolian glosses
in Greek, is transmitted by a unique manuscript dating back to the 15th century cE, the
content instead being based on the work of Diogenianus, second century CE.

10 https://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/ last accessed in October 2023.

11 See Merlin (2023).
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on it), the number of occurrences in the available corpus may or may not be
correlated to their level of integration in the lexicon of the target language (cf.
also Chapter 14 for further discussion on the process and results of borrowing).

Finally, a terminological remark is necessary for the sake of those readers
who are better acquainted with Anatolian studies than Classical ones. Indeed,
the term gloss evokes for scholars in Hittite cuneiform studies the reference
to Glossenkeil? a peculiar paragraphemic marker used by cuneiform scribes
with a number of functions, which occasionally include the marking of an
unusual—and sometimes foreign—word. Although the metalinguistic label is
the same, the ways it is used in the two fields are completely different: a word
marked by a Glossenkeil by the Hittites may have been a foreign word, which
the Greeks would have called a gloss, but the metalinguistic function of the
gloss is generally not explicit in the case of the Hittite cuneiform tradition.
Although we referred to Glossenkeil and cuneiform glosses in Volume 1, here
we will continue to use the term gloss to refer to the linguistic material con-
veyed by glossaries. Interestingly, the process of metalinguistic discussion was
not unknown to the Hittites, but one of the most obvious examples of a pro-
cess similar to scholarly glossing is in fact not marked by any paragraphematic
marker. It deals of the sentence nu hattili tahaya halzai tahayan=ma=za hat-
tili U8 u.1 halzissanzi, “he calls out tahaya in Hattian—in Hattian, the barber
is called tahaya (lit. ‘they call the barber tahaya’)” in IBoT 1.36 i 65-66, where
the scribe indeed appears to wish to explain the meaning of an unusual word
within a text. This is in fact quite similar to what we encounter when Strabo
reports that a Lydian word related to the Mysians, possibly like pvaés or pvon,
means ‘beech’ (Geogr. 12.8.3) or apivéi is the word for ‘mouse’ in use by the Teu-
crians (Geogr. 13.1.64). But although the production of scholarly commentaries
was very widespread in the Classical world, cases of metalinguistic glossing in
Bronze Age Hittite cuneiform world are relatively uncommon, so the corpus
of late scholarly production by Greeks and Romans should be kept apart and
investigated with the proper analytical tools.

2.2 The Concept of Late Evidence

Because scholarly production tends to increase over time, even when dedicated
to the most ancient phases of the Greek literary production, it seems reason-
able to refer to the material conveyed by glossaries as late evidence, primarily
in opposition to earlier primary attestations of foreign words in ancient literary

12 For a complete assessment of the practice of Glossenkeil in Hittite texts, see Pisaniello
(2020).
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works or even in epigraphic materials. However, this label can and should also
be intended in relative terms, to emphasize the fact that the analysis is gener-
ally conducted on Greek scholarly collections that were written long after the
works they refer to—and, in some cases of alleged foreign words, long after
the disappearance of any written testimonies of the relevant Anatolian lan-
guages (in some instances, arguably even after the languages were dead). In
other terms, the late evidence represents the written memory of Anatolian
languages in a Greek text, considering that a target language can retain the
memory of a model language for a given period for a number of different rea-
sons that must be analyzed on a case-by-case basis, and which include scholarly
tradition.

Furthermore, it must be acknowledged that a dead language can continue to
affect a still-living language through a virtual dialogue with the written corpus.
This was, for example, a common situation in Europe during the Middle Ages,
when the written (classical) variety of Latin—at that time a dead language—
influenced both Romance and Germanic languages. One may certainly argue
that this is also the case for Homeric Greek, also considering its peculiarity
of being a stratified Kunstsprache that influenced the late epic genre (cf. also
Chapter 12).

Bearing this in mind, it is worth emphasizing that a gloss does not necessarily
indicate a synchronically existing word in Greek, but in some cases may instead
have served as an erudite piece of information. Moreover, a glossary such as
that of Hesychius undoubtedly had the practical purpose of giving access to
the lesser-known or unusual words in the literary text that the ancient philol-
ogist or exegete was to comment on. Such information may have reflected a
word that was formerly in use, or a word that the later scholar assumes to
have been in use at the time a literary piece was composed, or even a word
that sounds unusual and which the scholar, based on unclear sources and for
unclear reasons, seeks to explain as having derived from a specific geographi-
cal or ethnic area. The late evidence conserved, for instance, by a lexicographic
work, is probably a form of extended memory of a literary evidence, which
may still exist or be permanently lost in the vicissitudes of time (assuming that
it was an integrated lexical item and not merely an exotic foreignism in the
first place). Thus, the late linguistic material, without representing the ordi-
nary language use, can, in the best possible scenario, reflect the situation of
an earlier period during which interferences have taken place between living
languages, being effectively part of multilingual or interface systems. In the
worst-case scenario, however, it can be extremely misleading, with potentially
serious effects on our capability of reconstructing some languages of limited
attestation.
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3 Theoretical and Methodological Issues

Given the great heterogeneity of the linguistic material that can be taken into
consideration when dealing with ancient glosses, it is necessary to clarify the
object of the study. This is because the concept of gloss is not univocal: in par-
ticular, if for ancient writers a gloss is any term unusual in a given linguistic
community or with respect to a “standard” or more expected word (accord-
ing some principles of norm and prestige represented by the Hellenismos),'3
for the modern scholar it is necessary to identify some criteria that enable one
to select those that bear some significance for the study of ancient languages.
In our case, in the corpus of more than 50,000 glosses by Hesychius, one will
naturally want to identify those that are analyzable from the perspective of lan-
guage contact between Greek and other languages, and specifically those that
may have been connected with the Anatolian languages or the languages spo-
ken in Anatolia in a geographical sense.

3.1 Overt and Covert Items

Our proposal is to distinguish between overt and covert glosses (and in some
cases even super-covert as we shall see at the end of this Section). An overt gloss
is a gloss that is avowedly so in the ancient text under consideration, regardless
of its reliability (cf. Section 3.2), that is, when the text states that lemma x is the
word for y in a given language. A covert gloss, on the other hand, is a gloss that
can be inferred indirectly from the text, when, for example, a semantic field
is evoked or an extralinguistic reference is made. Examples will be provided
below.

According to Dorsi (1979:28),1* the analysis of possible glosses includes only
those words explicitly attributed by an ancient source to a given language, in
that case, Carian, following a philological and not a linguistic criterion, in the
sense that the interest is focused on the ancient sources, independently of their
effective value in terms of etymology. In other words, it doesn't really matter
whether the ancient source is essentially correct: what matters is how the lin-
guistic data are collected and presented by ancient authors (cf. Section 3.2).
Stephanus of Byzantium (6th century CE), for example, transmitted the Carian
gloss “gissa (ylooa) and went even further, saying that the Greek word yeigov

13 On the Hellenismos, cf. Chapter 12, Section 3.

14  Thisis the definition also adopted by Adiego (1992, 2007a) and Molina Valero (2010), even
though they concede the possibility to have some “covert” items, e.g., Tavs as a possible
Lydian gloss for Adiego (2007d: 769), or a Lycian form related to “YAapot for Molina Valero
(2010), as mentioned in Section 4.3.
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is a loanword from Carian, providing a linguistic description that is not sup-
ported by any Carian evidence at the present time. Nevertheless, the evidence
remains equally relevant, because Stephanus may have been referring either to
a primary literary source that has been lost, or to a situation of Greek—Carian
contact whose historical and linguistic boundaries have yet to be established.
This is a kind of overt gloss, even without the confirmation found in the lan-
guage concerned, such as Carian, Lydian, or Lycian.

However, this definition may be too narrow and thereby exclude some items
that could instead enrich the picture. Without relying on an overly broad defi-
nition like Schmidt 1868 (cf. also Bryce 1986), whereby every single mention of
the Anatolian region or language is considered in establishing ethnic glosses,
it should be observed that there are also intermediate cases: a kind of covert
gloss. For such words, the Greek source does not explicitly attribute a word to a
given language, but this can be recovered within the context or the possibility
of comparing it with other forms. However, the procedure is not without risk,
because in the absence of an explicit mention, the transmitted text is subject
to the modern scholar’s interpretation.

Let us offer some examples. For the entry facoaywépos (Hesychius B 267),
Hesychius said only that it can be found in Hipponax (Frgm. 154). Accord-
ing to a narrow definition of gloss, this item should, in theory, be excluded
from the analysis. However, it can be inserted in a series, including the afore-
mentioned glosses Bdoxe mixporéa and Baotiluxpdiea (Hesychius f 294 and
314, respectively) for which Hesychius explicitly said Avdioti ‘in Lydian, and
xpoMale (Hesychius x 4180), glossed without any mention of people or lan-
guage.

The entry 'I8apvag (Hesychius 1 168)15 is provided with different explana-
tions: some say it can mean ‘castrated’ or ‘barbarian’; others say that it is the
name of a diviner; still others that there is a city in Caria called Idarne, from
which the term for diviners originated. This passage could be compared with
that of Photius on the lemma "ISapvaiot (1 15):16 the meaning of ‘castrated’ is
here attributed to Callistratus (information absent from Hesychius), whereas
the meaning of diviners is said to be derived either from the name of the diviner

15 I8dpvag: 6 éxtoplag. of 82 BdpPapov: of 82 udvrewg Svopar of 8¢ mdAw Th Kaplag elvan 18dpwyy,
xal &7o TadTg Tovg udvtels Aéyeadat. ‘Idarnas: The castrated. Some [call by this] the bar-
barous. Some [said] that it is the name of a diviner. Finally, some other that Idarneé is a city
of the Caria, and the diviners are named as such from it.”

16 ’Idapvaiol pdvrelg and Tvog I8dpvov udvtews: ot 3¢ amd méAews Kopueiig. KoaXiotpartog 3¢
(FGrHist 348 F 6) ToUg éxtopiag. ‘Idarnaioi: diviners from [the name of] a certain diviner
[named] Idarno. According to some [it comes] instead from the city of Caria. Then,
according to Callistratus, [it means] the castrated (pl.).”
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Idarnos or from the city of Idarne in Caria—both not known elsewhere. Both
texts are elliptical: neither of the two says that 18dpvog is a Carian word, nor
what the exact shape of this word is in Carian. A Carian city is mentioned
together with the possibility that the name of the diviners was derived from
the name of the city, perhaps because many diviners come from this place, but
this may be an overinterpretation. Therefore, Td¢pvag cannot be considered an
overt gloss, but the philological context can be further investigated in order to
decide whether it is a kind of covert gloss. Perhaps a noun with a theme similar
to *idarn- was the Carian name for the diviners, although this hypothesis has
not been confirmed by the Carian data up to now. The frequency should also
be taken into account, considering that, according to the TLG corpus, the word
"Idapvatot is a hapax found in Photius and the word 'I8dpvag is found only in the
two texts quoted above.

Finally, there are the extreme cases of super-covert glosses that cannot be
included in a series and do not offer any foothold for reading between the lines.
Such a candidate could represent a sort of silent gloss for which the ancient
source did not specify the origin, for whatever reason. An example is Hsch.
1 1523: pvwor dovAeia (cf. Strabo, Geogr. 12.3.4), for which the hypothesis of a
Carian borrowing has been suggested by Simon (2019b:299—302) after Schiirr’s
(2013:28—29) identification of Carian mno- as ‘a person in personal dependency’
instead of ‘son’ (Adiego 2007a: 383). Although such glosses (in the philologi-
cal, classical sense of the term) do not indicate a long-term awareness of an
Anatolian word, they can still be considered from the perspective of lexical
interference.

3.2 Pertinence and Reliability of Ancient Glosses

The Anatolian glosses can be examined not only from a philological perspec-
tive, as will be shown in Section 4, but also from a linguistic one, according the
two parameters of pertinence (or relevance) and reliability.

First of all, one can inquire about the pertinence of a gloss for a given lan-
guage: does the Lydian or Carian gloss really represent a Lydian or Carian word?
In some rare cases, the scholarly evidence is confirmed by the attestations in
that specific language or in related ones, showing a perfect match between the
indirect evidence (the gloss) and the direct one. This is the case, for example,
of téyouv (Hesychius T 312) ‘stealer’ in Lydian, which has a very good chance
to reproduce a Lydian word, very plausibly existing if we compare it with the
Hittite verb taya- ‘steal.’ In other cases, we have no such confirmation, but this
does not diminish the value of the gloss. Another case is when the gloss is not
directed to the explanation of a word, but rather of a thing. The word Beaxxa-
pis (Hesychius B 107), for example, has recently been considered a Lydian gloss
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provided by Hesychius, although the text is not so explicit in saying that it is a
Lydian name, but rather a Lydian perfume.!” Very similarly, according to a Latin
scholium, the tiara is what some called pileum Phrygium, without assuming
that the word in itself is Phrygian, but only the cap.!8

The parameter of reliability shows the distance in terms of metalinguis-
tic knowledge between the ancient sources and modern research: an ancient
author can attribute to Carian a term now known to be Lycian (as in the case
of touvia; see below Section 4.3). Moreover, the very concepts of Lydian, Car-
ian, Lycian, and others may depend on a historical and geographical perspec-
tive rather than on a linguistic one. In particular, the attribution to Lydian
sometimes indicates a generic geographical origin, to the point of becom-
ing a sort of hyperonym of the languages spoken in Anatolia, known to the
Greeks.

It should also be kept in mind that the term Lydia itself denotes geographi-
cal and political entities with moving boundaries throughout history, from the
Iron Age kingdom of Lydia, whose last king Croesus was very famous among
the Greeks (contributing to the extended meaning of Lydian as Near Eastern
for the characters of luxury and softness), to a region of the Byzantine Empire.
Therefore, the analysis of a gloss from a late lexicon must take into account
these layers of information from earlier literary materials that accumulated
over many centuries.

4 Long-Memory Echoes of Anatolian Languages in Greek

To take a closer look at the Anatolian lexicon of which the Greek texts have pre-
served a long memory, one should first consider of which Anatolian languages
(and to what degree) Greek writers were aware. Such complementary research
is a vital part of the very complex issue of the historical contacts between
Greek-speaking communities and the non-Greek-speaking ones, together with
the ideological concept of barbariness in the Greek thought.

However, the problem is less complex when one limits the scope to the
Anatolian interface. Although glosses that are indeed likely to reveal actual
loanwords will be discussed from a technical perspective in Chapter 14, here
we will need to provide a general overview on this type of evidence, in order
to highlight the significance and limits of this type of evidence. The corpus of

17  Fora detailed discussion, see in particular Merlin 2020:490-492.
18  Asdiscussed in Obrador-Cursarch 2020a:413—414.
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reference is represented mostly by Lydian, Carian, and Lycian glosses in Greek
(plus a possible Sidetic one). Employing a geographical definition of Anatolian,
however, Phrygian glosses also must be briefly mentioned.

41 Lydian Glosses

The topic of Lydian glosses is one of the most investigated topics in Greek
lexical interference, because of its wide extent, but also because of the rel-
atively large volume of the material even when compared to its epigraphic
counterpart—not to mention the fact that the size of the corpus of glosses is
quite considerable when compared with the direct epigraphic data, so that the
interpretation of Lydian glosses has a strong significance for our understanding
of Lydian as a language. In other words, glosses constitute a significant portion
of the data employed to study Lydian, which obviates the need for the caution
one normally exercises with glosses when working with languages for which
a better epigraphic corpus is available. Although we will not attempt a com-
plete history of the studies, recent publications (e.g., Payne 2019; Euler and
Sasseville 2019; Merlin et al. 2024a, Merlin et al. 2024b) testify to the current
interest on Lydian glosses, in particular as they are presented in the Lexicon of
Hesychius.

As for the amount of evidence, Schmidt (1868)'° identified 32 Lydian glosses
in Hesychius, also including proper names (both personal and place names).
However, the reference for Lydian glosses is Gusmani’s Lw (1964:271—278). This
list of 46 words, as stated by the author, is based on previous research and
includes mostly Greek testimonies, but also a couple of Latin ones (?balim
and [Pisas]). Square brackets are used, in that work, to indicate those glosses
falsely attributed to Lydian by the ancient sources (cf. Section 3.2), whereas
question marks indicate that a gloss is dubious or has been transmitted in a
corrupted way. In Gusmani’s collection, 24 are the sure Lydian glosses (half of
which are found in Hesychius), whereas 17 show a question mark, and 5 are
pseudo-glosses. A more recent discussion is also provided by Adiego (2007d:
769—771), which is focused on the indirect testimonies represented by glosses,
most of them found in Hesychius and Hipponax.

19  The edition of Hesychius by Schmidt (1868) closed with a final appendix devoted to the
Glossai Ethnikai, including, among the others, 36 Phrygian glosses and 32 Lydian glosses,
together with 5 Carian, 4 Lycian and 1 Sidetic. Obviously, the index was compiled before
any knowledge of Anatolian languages as a genealogical branch of Indo-European. What
is important to highlight is that all the ethnikai words listed there belong both to Greek
dialects and different languages (e.g., Lydian, Persian, Egyptian, Latin) according with the
way they are mentioned in the Hesychian text.
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The occurrences of the adverbial Avdioti may also point to some possible
Lydian glosses, although a degree of caution is warranted when dealing with it.
Morphologically, the ending -ioti is used in Greek to derive an adverb, usually
described as indicating a glottonym; for example, ‘Pwpaioti means ‘in Latin’
However, the vast majority of the occurrences of the adverb are related to a
non-linguistic meaning. Cratinus (s5th century BCE, Fragm. 256.4), speaking
about the dance of the slaves, used Avdioti not in the sense of ‘in the Lydian
language, but rather ‘according to the Lydian mode of music.’ Plato (4th cen-
tury BCE) in Republic (398e 10) also mentioned the Lydian mode inspired
by the Pythagorean system of relationships between music and ethics: Ionic
and Lydian harmonies are said to be soft, convivial (producing inebriety), and
relaxed. The use of Avdioti as a glottonym is much more limited; it is found in
Hesychius, where it occurs twice (in Bdoxe mixporéa, B 294, and Baoti{oxpdiea,
B 314).20 This adverb is merely one of the ways used to indicate a Lydian word,
together with the simple nominal expression Avdot, or by Avdoi accompanied
by a verb of speaking, most commonly Aéyw (“the Lydians say so-and-so”). Thus,
it must be observed that, even in this case, the mention of Lydians can refer not
only to the linguistic expression, but also, more generally, to a cultural product
somehow related to Lydia and Lydians (see Section 3.2). The same issue exists in
later materials, and it is even amplified by the longer chronological hiatus sepa-
rating the commentators from the materials they discuss. Among the Byzantine
lexica, the adverb AvSioti is, for instance, found in Suda, where Sardanapalus is
presented as dressed in the manner of the Lydians. This is again a historical
gloss, not a linguistic one (which pertains to an almost legendary character in
a myth of opulence that in the Greek imagination enveloped the entire Near
East).

4.2 Carian Glosses

In the famous Homeric Catalogue of Ships, Carians, alone among the barbar-
ians, were said to be BapBapwovol (Il. 2.867). This adjective has given rise to
discussions and commentaries since ancient times.2! Moving on to modern
times, Adiego (2007a: 7-12, 455) offers a highly valuable and detailed overview
of the Carian glosses, building on the previous studies on the same topic ever
since the seminal efforts by Sayce (1887). Previously, the paper by Dorsi (1979)
had been the main reference work, and it contained the list of the six glosses, all

20  For these two glosses and their possible relation with the Lydian language, see in part.
Merlin et al. (2024a:71-77).
21 E.g., Strabo 14.2.28; for a detailed discussion, see Saviano 2017 with references.
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of which are transmitted by Stephan of Byzantium: dAa ‘horse,’ fdvda ‘victory,
véAa ‘king, goboa(v) ‘tomb, yiocoa ‘stone, and xéov ‘sheep.’ Three divine names
are added: "IuBpapog and Mdoapig (again in Stephanus) and 'Ogoy®a, attested
in Strabo and Pausanias. Finally, three dubious words are also reported by Dorsi
(1979): Tdfa ‘rock, Tovaairot ‘dwarves, pigmies, and topvwa ‘stick,’ the last one
possibly being a Lycian gloss instead.

The short list of alleged Carian glosses provided by Schmidt (1868) could
also be mentioned among the very first surveys. Still, it derives from a differ-
ent text (by Hesychius) that is, in fact, excluded from the most recent surveys,
which prefer discussing only the glosses by Stephan. The five Hesychian Car-
ian glosses are collected according to different criteria: éAevfépiog (€ 2020) ‘free’
is the (in fact Greek) epithet of Zeus in Plataea (Boeotia) and in Caria; 6&v-
dxavdog ‘oxyacanth’ is the name that the people of Caria and Phrygia gave to
a plant; puxe (1 1842) ‘mute (?)’ is included possibly due to a bad reading of
Fxdpig; and, finally, for Madowlog (1 420) ‘Mausolus’ and Anxdbiov (An608ov for
Schmidt, A 855) there is no explicit mention of Caria and Carians, but Schmidt
considers them to be Carian on the basis of an extra-textual knowledge, the for-
mer because he was a Carian satrap and the latter perhaps a Carian product.
However, for the word Anxtfiov, the meaning of ‘kind of wheat with beautiful
fruits’ diverges significantly from that of ‘ampoule, flask’ attested in the extant
Greek texts, and the synonym Anxvéndév given by Hesychius in the description
is a hapax; therefore, the interpretation presents some difficulties. Finally, the
most interesting proposal by Schmidt (1868) is 18wy, a city in Caria (s.v. 18dp-
vag 1168); however, it is a toponym, rather than a gloss, and Hesychius is not fully
explicit about it (cf. Section 3.2).

As Adiego (2007a:326) stated, as of today, none of the Carian glosses found in
Greek are validated by a counterpart in Carian inscriptions—a situation oppo-
site to that of the Lydian ones, at least some of which are normally accepted by
modern scholars.

4.3 Lycian Glosses

Evidence of language contact between Greek and Lycian is first explorable
within bilingual inscriptions (see Chapter 15), which makes the relevance of the
glosses less significant than it is for Lydian. This is fortunate indeed, because
ancient scholarly evidence on the Lycian language is rather sparse. The list
provided by Schmidt (1868) contained three toponyms (Ttyovtiea, Eivatov and
[Martoapyis, now read as Iatapdn Yic) and one appellative used in Lycia for Apollo
(Epeblpog, now read as 'Epefinog after Latte 1953). As in the case of the last two
Carian glosses mentioned above, these are not genuine overt Lycian glosses,
because none of them is not categorized as such by an ancient scholar (cf. Sec-
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tion 3.1). With similar inclusive purposes to those of Schmidt, Bryce (1986:216—
252) added a list of all the mentions of Lycia and Lycians in both Greek and
Latin texts.

Molina Valero (2010), following the narrower and more precise definition of
gloss that can also be found in Adiego (1992:52; see also Dorsi 1979:28) selected
five glosses from Bryce’s list: mivapa ‘round,’ mdtapa ‘basket, and topvia ‘stick’ by
Xanthians, in Lycia; then Eustathius transmitted gipAés ‘a passive man, which
can instead be a Greek word used in Lycia during the 12th century cEg, and Tg-
Avpol, a local variant for LéAvpor, this last one appearing to affect more the
level of phonetic variation rather than being a genuine gloss. Molina Valero
(2010:462—463) added a final word: "YAapo, for which Stephan, reporting a pre-
vious tradition, said is the name of fruits, speaking about a Lycian city. This case
may be similar to that presented for 'Iddpvyv for the Carian glosses: the gloss is
not completely self-evident but can be recovered from the context (cf. Section

3.1).

4.4 Phrygian Glosses

The reference work for Phrygian glosses is the detailed study by Obrador-
Cursach (2020a:412—424), which mentions 29 of them. Only four are confirmed
by Phrygian inscriptions (3éxog, YAoUpea, Léueley, xixAny),2? seven are consid-
ered very probable, for 11 the relationship with Phrygian is unclear and, finally,
seven must be excluded for phono-morphological features unexpected for
Phrygian (e.g., f¢3v with an unexpected voiced stop),2 or because they in fact
belong to a different language (e.g., &evveg is Greek, and 3dog is an Aramaic
borrowing).24

4.5 A Sidetic Gloss?

The Glossary of Hesychius glossed the word Lerydpy as 6 tétti& mapd Lidvtaig
“the cicala among Sidetics.” But one might wonder whether that is a real Sidetic
gloss. In fact, the language of Side is too poorly attested to provide an answer (cf.
also Chapter 16). Moreover, the word is a hapax found only in Hesychius. EDG
(2010:497) suggests a possible Pamphylian etymology for a geographical reason,
because Side is located in Pamphylia. As happens with other names of peoples,
such as the Lydians or Lycians, the information given by the ancient glossogra-
pher does not necessarily correspond to languages, but instead to dialectal or
diatopic varieties of Greek in regions different from the Greek mainland or in

22 Obrador-Cusarch (2020a:424).
23 Obrador-Cursach (2020a:416).
24  Obrador-Cursach (2020a:418-419, 422).
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particular ethnic communities. The word may also be a borrowing from Vulgar
Latin cicala; this also fits with the late attestation found in Hesychius.

5 Concluding Remarks

Our knowledge of the Anatolian gloss in the works by the Greek grammari-
ans and scholars pre-dates the rediscovery of the Anatolian languages. Today,
Anatolian linguistics makes it possible to analyze both the overt and the covert
glosses, confirming or disproving the explanations provided in antiquity. Ac-
cordingly, glosses will be mentioned in the next chapter, dedicated to lexical
interference between Greek and the languages of Asia Minor, but only when
the interpretation of a given word as a loan from an actual Anatolian language
is possible according to the methods of modern linguistics.



CHAPTER 14

The Problem of Lexical Borrowings from Anatolian
Languages into Greek

Stella Merlin and Bartomeu Obrador-Cursach

1 Theoretical Premises

11 Loanwords and Related Phenomena

This chapter is dedicated to the phenomena of lexical interference at the
Aegean interface in search of Anatolian loanwords in Greek, together with
some other related contact phenomena, such as Wanderwdérter and glosses.!
We will pay particular attention to those forms that may go back to the oldest
languages, namely Hittite and Luwian, deferring to the next chapter a detailed
analysis of the phenomena of interference between Greek and Lycian, Lydian
and Carian, respectively, the only cases for which we have evidence of a sce-
nario of linguistic contact between speakers and living languages (see Chap-
teris).

For the theoretical framework, we refer to that presented in Volume 1 (Chap-
ter 15, Section 1), with two further remarks that are specific to the problem of
categorizing contacts involving alphabetic Greek. The first has to do with the
graphemic dimension and can be observed when an Anatolian word is tran-
scribed in the Greek alphabet. An example is that of pivdig, a common noun
indicating a Lycian authority for the maintenance of tombs, attested in some
Greek inscriptions from Lycia, such as TAM 11, 1, 62, partially reconstructed;
Petersen-Luschan 1889, Reisen 11 22, 27 in which it appears in the phrase dvev
g pivdog ‘without the mindis. Some recent studies (e.g., Simon 2018a:379) do
not include the word pivdig in the analysis of possible loanwords, instead con-
sidering it a transcription of a local word into the Greek alphabet.2 However,
it is conversely possible to recover this item because of its insertion within a
Greek text and observing its rendering of the foreign word in Greek. From a

1 The direction of lexical interference in the Bronze Age appears to be exclusively from Anato-
lian languages to Greek. To date, there is insufficient evidence for an influence in the opposite
direction; see Hajnal (2017:2041). On glosses, see Chapter 13.

2 For the same reasons, other words are excluded by Simon (2018a:379): the possibly Luwian
u@Av ‘a plant’; the Lydian words (or even only things) xdv3avAog ‘Lydian meal or sauce;,’ xapixy
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theoretical point of view, there are two approaches to the graphic rendering: on
the one hand, to consider them pure foreignisms (and in some cases, perhaps
even code-switches) and on the other hand, to see in the graphic adaptation a
certain degree of adaptation, albeit minimal, which makes these lexemes fall
perfectly within the category of loanwords. Now, if we consider the morpholog-
ical inflection, attested in pivdiog, it seems possible to speak in favor of a Lycian
borrowing into the local variety of Greek.

Second, in the analysis of lexical interference, metalinguistic sources are of
particular importance, starting with ancient sources such as glossaries (e.g.,
Hesychius, Suda, Photius; cf. also Chapter13). Although we will continue to use
the term gloss to refer to the linguistic material conveyed by glossaries (as is the
habit in classical philology), our attention is directed in particular to glosses
understood as metalinguistic information, that is, words of language B appear-
ing in a text in a language A mentioned to be explained—for example, Strabo
reporting that a Lydian word related to the Mysians (and thus possibly resem-
bling uvads or puay) means ‘beech’ (Geogr. 12.8.3)3 or that opivéi is the word for
‘mouse’ in use by the Teucrians (Geogr. 13.1.64).

According to this metalinguistic perspective, every single Greek gloss that
can be traced back to some Anatolian language is valuable for our knowledge
not only of linguistic contacts, but also of the languages in question. The gloss
can represent not only an occasional foreign word, but also a real borrowing,
more or less adapted and integrated into the Greek lexicon and for which the
Anatolian source word or text may or may not exist. Whether behind a gloss
there is an occasionalism or even a code-switch pertaining to the parole or a
real loanword integrated in the langue, the linguistic system of the target lan-
guage, this must be established on a case-by-case basis, according philological
(both textual and linguistic) criteria.

1.2 Etymological Dictionaries and Approaches to the Non-native
Lexicon

The study of the etymology of Greek words has existed since the beginning

of the Greeks’ metalinguistic reflection on their own language. The scholarly

‘soup of blood and spices, xadv ‘(name of) a priest, u@af ‘(kind of ) wine, udyadig ‘stringed
instrument and a Lydian flute’; and, finally, the Cilician 00dwv kind of felt-shoe made of goat
hair’

3 [...] érvporoyodvreg kol T8 vopa T8 TV Muav 8t Ty 850nv oltwg dvopdovaty of Audol “estab-
lishing as the origin of the name Mysians, because the Lydians call the beech-tree as such.” It
is noticeable that such a possible Anatolian gloss provided by Strabo has disappeared from
the Greek etymological dictionaries and studies.



THE PROBLEM OF LEXICAL BORROWINGS FROM ANATOLIAN LANGUAGES 317

literature we know in the form of commentaries and scholia on the works
identified as constituting a canon begins in the library of Alexandria with the
Homeric exegesis in the 3rd—2nd centuries BCE and continues with the lexico-
graphic collections and, in particular the Etymologica, but also the Glossaries
(e.g., Hesychius or Photius, mentioned above), which we could define as proto-
encyclopedic collections on the knowledge of the time.*

Leaving aside a discussion of the ancient practice of etymology, here we will
focus on the modern etymological dictionaries that constitute the reference
for studies of the Greek lexicon. At present, etymologists have three dictionar-
ies at their disposal, all written from the 1960s onwards and all three equally
consulted and considered, without each successive study rendering its prede-
cessor unusable. These are the Griechisches Etymologisches Worterbuch by Frisk
(GEW, 1960); the Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque by Chantraine
(A-A1968; E-K 1970; A-I11974; P-Y 1977; ®-Q 1980), normally consulted in the
posthume version with Supplements of 1999 (DELG); and, finally, Beekes’s Ety-
mological Dictionary of Greek (EDG, 2010). Because the three dictionaries are
very different in terms of approach, their concomitant use becomes comple-
mentary; indeed, the entries contained and analyzed are not always the same,
precisely because of the different choices made by their authors. For instance,
the aforementioned word pivdig is not included by Frisk, whereas it is cautiously
presented as a possible Lycian loanword by both Chantraine and Beekes.

Essential information on the research perspective can be found in the fore-
words: first of all, they all claim to have relied on the work of their predecessors,
in particular Frisk and Chantraine on Boisacq’s 1916 dictionary® (itself based on
Prellwitz 1905) and Beekes on Frisk and Chantraine. For the purposes of our
research on lexical interference between the Greek and Anatolian branches, it
is superfluous to recall that in Boisacq'’s time there was very little knowledge of
Anatolian languages (and if there was any, it was only of the alphabetic ones).
This does not change the fact that the use of such works, in addition to con-
stituting a matter of interest for the researcher in the history of thought, may
sometimes contain useful references to hypotheses that were progressively dis-
carded but that could instead find new applications.

The bibliography is an important point. Frisk writes on this regard: “Es hat
m.E. keinen Sinn, diesen Ballast verfelhlter oder schlecht unterbauter Hypothe-
sen, die ja nur fiir die Geschichte der Forschung von Interesse sein konnen,

4 The issue of the etymology is addressed by a multitude of studies, of which we mention, very
selectively, Reitzenstein 1897; Lallot 1991; Belardi 2002; Crevatin 2002; Sluiter 2015; Zucker and
Le Feuvre 2021.

5 Reviewed, among others, by Brugmann 1920.
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weiterzuschleppen” (Frisk, GEw:viii).6 Similarly, Chantraine states that “la bib-
liographie est une bibliographie limitée et choisie”” (DELG:viii), and Beekes
claims to have exercised some “strategic choices” (EDG:x) in the treatment of
bibliographical references, focusing on the most recent relevant publications.
All three authors state that they focus on the Greek lexicon and refer to Indo-
European dictionaries—first and foremost Pokorny’s—for the reconstruction
of the inherited forms and the comparison of Greek with other Indo-European
languages.

The question of lexical interference (and thus of borrowings in and from
Greek) is not set out theoretically in the preface by Frisk, although in the course
of the dictionary he makes use of these categories of Fremdwort and Lehn-
wort, assuming a distinction, proper to German linguistics, between foreign
words (which could perhaps also include code-switches and transcriptions)
and loanwords. For the latter, phono-morphological adaptation and integra-
tion into the lexicon of the target language is always envisaged. Chantraine
starts from a number of basic assumptions. As for the interference phenom-
ena, one such assumption is that the technical lexicon is more susceptible to
borrowing—and, therefore, expressions that give a word as aloanword because
it belongs to a technical lexicon, such as architecture (e.g., yeioov) or cook-
ing (e.g., xapvuy), often recur in the dictionary. The other is the substantial
agnostic position with respect to the phenomena of substrate, openly stated by
the author, whereby reference is made to a generic Aegean or Mediterranean
stratum in the absence of further data.8 It is precisely this point that is more
thoroughly explored by Beekes’s dictionary—which, despite being the most
recent publication as well as being written in English—conveys a perspective
that is peculiar to the author and still much debated. Beekes’s dictionary, in
fact, starts from a theory developed by Furnée 1972 in the wake of Kuiper’s
1956 and deepened by Beekes’s own research of more than 30 years, namely
the identification for a large portion of the Greek lexicon of borrowing from a
non-Indo-European substrate called Pre-Greek (pG) by virtue of a coherent sys-
tem phono-morphological correspondences, thereby explaining the presence

6 “In my opinion, there is no use in continuing to carry this body of disconfirmed or poorly
supported hypotheses, which, after all, can only be of interest to the history of research.”

7 “Bibliography is limited and selected.”

8 “[...] de nombreux vocables dont nous ignorons l'origine et que l'on désigne souvent par
les terms d’égéen ou de “méditerranéen’, qui dissimulent pudiquement notre ignorance”
Chantraine (DELG:ix). [Translation: “[...] many terms whose origin we do not know and that
we often designate by the terms of Aegean or ‘Mediterranean, which modestly hide our igno-
rance.”]



THE PROBLEM OF LEXICAL BORROWINGS FROM ANATOLIAN LANGUAGES 319

of different variants and recognizing a set of typical suffixes. The issue is partic-
ularly relevant because words that are instead borrowings from an Anatolian
language can be classified as PG words, based on the assumption that PG was a
language spoken before the arrival of the Indo-European people on both sides
of the Mediterranean Sea (cf. Chapter 11).

13 State of the Art

Over the past 100 years, Anatolian etymologies have been proposed for about
200 words of the Greek vocabulary by different scholars and from different
languages of the Anatolian branch. One of the earliest works is that of Sayce
(1922) who, following Ramsay (1917: 268), proposed a small selection of Greek
words with an Anatolian etymology (the five words dvp ‘air,’ iywp ‘ichor, juicy
part of blood, xopés ‘a song with music, lament, olvog ‘wine, and oxdg ‘cop-
per’) together with two possibly Phrygian loanwords (see Chapter 8).

The research was in its early stages: as knowledge of Anatolian languages has
grown, the description has become more detailed. Some Anatolian etymologies
have been abandoned, either because a Greek origin has been revealed (e.g.,
avp ‘mist, haze, clouds, proved to be inherited from PI1E */hyeus-er) or because
they are indeed borrowings—albeit from an eastern, but non-Anatolian lan-
guage, as is the case of Semitic languages (e.g., xttwv ‘chiton, linen garment’
from Phoen. k7n). Although some Anatolian influence was guessed from the
beginning, some etymologies are still unknown in the absence of any support-
ing data; for example, among those presented by Sayce (1922), iywp, xoppds, and
yoaxds still lack any convincing etymology.

In the past 15 years, a number of studies have appeared that are specifically
dedicated to the issue of lexical interference between Greek and Anatolian lan-
guages and, in particular, to defining which possible lemmas should be taken
into account. As pointed out in one of the most recent works (Simon 2018a:376—
377), these also include the studies of Yakubovich (2010a), Hawkins (2010),
Gasbarra and Pozza (2012), and Hajnal (2014, 2017).° In each of these studies,
a list of lexemes is given, some of which are shared by two or more, such as
d¢émag ‘goblet, xdpPoros ‘cymbal, xOpuBaxog ‘crest of a helmet; falling head-first,
or uoAvPdog ‘lead’ (see Section 2.1). According to Simon (2018a:380), fewer than
30 of the nearly 180 lexical entries proposed to have an Anatolian origin are
truly Anatolian. The vast majority of alleged Anatolian borrowings are lexemes
for which the alleged Anatolian origin is not proven because, on the one hand,

9 To these, we add in particular Oreshko 2018b; Merlin and Pisaniello 2019; Giusfredi and
Pisaniello 2021a; and Obrador-Cursach 2019—2020, as well as the research that is gathered
in the present book.
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incorrect comparisons have been made, and on the other, there is no Anato-
lian counterpart that can serve as a model for the target language. This category
includes many Anatolian glosses transmitted by Hesychius, of which we have
no attestation but that may nevertheless reveal a lexical interference (see Chap-
ter13).

The research on Greek—Anatolian lexical interference can produce very dif-
ferent results depending on the theoretical framework, which is supported by a
specific terminological apparatus. This is why scholars, before conducting any
survey of alleged loanwords, have felt the need to specify what the criteria were
for selecting words based on the definitions given to loanword, Wanderwort,
cultural word, and the like. However, the definitions are neither unique nor
unambiguous—and, consequently, neither are the lists of terms. It is widely
acknowledged that a significant portion of Greek vocabulary is non-native
(which is by no means a problem, if we consider, for example, the Romance
lexicon of present-day English) and may go back eastern influences of various
kinds, including Anatolian languages, or substrate (see also Chapter 11). Never-
theless, Anatolian is sometimes used in a generic way, rather than with precise
reference to an Anatolian language in genealogical terms.

2 Linguistic Analysis of the Relevant Lexicon

In what follows, we will first present those Greek words for which an Anatolian
origin is quite commonly accepted (Section 2.1), followed by the most discussed
loanwords on which no consensus has been reached (Section 2.2). Whenever
Hittite and Luwian serve as model languages for any alphabetic Greek word, it is
unnecessary to specify that these are unlikely to be direct borrowings. However,
this does not preclude the possibility of mediations (linguistic or textual) that
may result in the transmission of a Hittite or Luwian word to Greek. The issue of
Mycenaean, which is treated separately in Chapter 11, is a different one (given
its higher chronology than that of all other Greek dialects), consequently com-
patible with the more recent period of attestations from Hittite and Luwian.

2.1 Anatolian Borrowings in Greek

There is only one word with a Hittite counterpart found in Mycenaean times:
ku-wa-no- ‘smalt’ [kuwano-/ (DMic.q15-416, alphabetic Greek xvbovog, 1, ov
‘enamel, lapis lazuli, blue copper carbonate’), considered a loanword from Hit-
tite ku(wa)nna(n)- ‘copper, ornamental stone’ (Simon 2018a:396 § 85; cf. Chap-
ter 11). The Greek word shows the retention of the initial voiceless velar stop
and preserves the -(u)wa- sequences (a simplification uwa > u could be possi-
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ble),!9 with the secondary loss of intervocalic /w/ in the alphabetic form. The
only divergence is the simplification of /n:/ as /n/ in Greek and the lack of any
trace of the n-stem. Because it is the sole Hittite word found in Greek, an inter-
mediate language cannot be totally ruled out, although only the simplification
of /n:/ could be alleged as a feature pointing to it, if it means anything at all.!

Less clear is the case of xOmaoatg, swg, 6 ‘short frock, which was connected
with Hittite kupahi- ‘headgear’ by von Blumenthal (1930:27-30). Leaving aside
semantics (‘headcloth’ > ‘frock’), the phonetic shift 4 > oo has been taken as an
obstacle that allows us to reject the relationship between both words (Simon
2018a:397-398, following the dictionaries). However, this is not a problemif one
assumes a prior shift 4 > & of an intermediate language (found in the Anato-
lian Iron Age languages)'2 and a palatalization in contact with the front vowel.
Then, an intermediate form *kupaki- > *kupaki- explains the form ximagaig,
where {go)!® may show the common outcome of *-k- in some ancient Greek
dialects, including Ionic and Lesbian.*

Also, Bopfira ‘cake made of poppy and sesame’ implies an intermediate if
it goes back to Hittite purpura-, purpuri- [porbura/i-/ ‘ball, lump; ball-shaped
breads or cakes.’ Because of the initial voiced stop in Greek and the //r-shift,
Simon (2017e and 2018a:387 § 26) argues for a transmission of the Hittite noun
via a Luwic dialect. Note, however, that the word, transmitted only by Hesy-
chius (f 817) is a mere gloss and perhaps only reproduces a word of a specific
region, or even a foreign word. A similar situation can be found in the gloss

10 On this shift in the Anatolian languages, see Rieken 2001.

11 The simple phonotactics of this word does not provide useful information on this point,
and Hajnal (2017:2041) even classified it as a “migrant cultural word.”

12 Atleastinsome positions, it includes late Luwian (Hawkins and Morpurgo Davies 1993:60)
but it certainly occurs in Lycian (Melchert 1994:305—307), Carian (Adiego 2007a:260) and
Lydian (Melchert 2004). See also the spelling problems of the royal name in the recently
discovered HLuw. inscription TURKMEN-KARAHOYUK 1: ka+ra/i-td-pu-sa (§1) vs. hd+ra/i-
td-pu (§3, Goedegebuure et al. 2020:31). Alternatively, Kloekhorst (2018) has recently
argued that the phonetic value of the Proto-Anatolian outcome of */, was [q:] instead
of [x]. According to him, the uvular [q:] became [k] in Lycian {x) (but [y] and {g) in
intervocalic position; Melchert 1994:68-71) and Carian (k), while it became [y:] in Hittite
and Cuneiform Luwian <{-hh-). In any case, this does not affect to the purposes of this
paper.

13 Theform with {tt) found in Alcaeus’s xvmdrtides (Frgm. 15 B = 54 D) is expected to occur in
Attic, Euboean, Boeotian, or even in Cretan Greek, but not in the Lesbian poet. The trans-
mission of this fragment by Athaeneus (24.626f.) can explain such form. Modern editors
unanimously correct it as xurdooides.

14  As found in Doric and Lesbian xapdoow, Ionic wnpdoow, Boeotian xapvttw, and Attic
xpUTTwW ‘to be a herald, officiate as herald; announce, a denominative verb derived from
*karuk- ‘herald, messenger’ with the suffix -yo-.
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3oAmau ‘little flat cake’ (Hesychius 8 2172, said in Kos according to him), with
a variant SoABai (Hesychius 8 2171).15 The word has been compared with Hit-
tite turpa ‘kind of cake’ (Neumann 1961:78-79, EDG:346). Again, the comparison
appears reasonable, but it shows the same peculiarities of fopfiAa: the initial
dental stop shows a voicing in the Greek rendering and a confusion between
the laterals /1/ and /r/ as often observed in Hieroglyphic Luwian (cf. Melchert
1994:259, which has been explained by Rieken and Yakubovich 2010:216—217 as
the result of flapping [¢]). Despite the plural inflection of 36Ama, the a-stem is
preserved.

In our list, two borrowings from Luwian occur: Myc. di-pa DMic. 175 (cf.
Chapter 11) / 3émag, aog, 16 ‘goblet’ and €0paog, ov, ¢ ‘a kind of wand’ are con-
sidered to be loanwords from Hieroglyphic Luwian tipas- ‘bowl’ and Luwian
tuwarsa- ‘vine(yard), respectively.'® As can be seen, the treatment of the initial
dental stop differs. It has been explained as borrowings from different dialects
(on the first, see Simon 2016d and 2017e:248—350). Note that 3¢nag also shows
the adaptation of /i/ as /e/, which is easy to assume (even more so if we con-
sider that Luwian had fewer phonemic vowels than Greek). By its side, the
[th/ in Bbpoog for an original /t/ can be explained through the concept of over-
differentiation, because Luwian has only one possible voiceless dental stop in
this position whereas Greek had two: /t/ and /t"/.17 Finally, the common Ana-
tolian simplification («)wa > u is found in the Greek rendering.

From unclear Luwic dialect(s), two borrowings have been accepted: ydyya-
uov, ov, T ‘small round net for catching oysters’ from a Luwic cognate of the
Hittite verb kank-/kank- ‘to hang, and wxdv3aviog / xdvduvtog ‘Lydian meal or
sauce’ from Luwic hantawatt(i)- ‘king’ (as in Luwian, Lycian, and Pisidian). As
in the case of 3¢mag, the initial voiced stop of the first word is interpreted as
a dialectal variant of Luwian (see Simon 2018a:389 § 36, with exhaustive refer-

15  The voicing of /p/ in 36Aman > SoABai can be explained in its post-sonorant position. The
accentuation is not clear.

16 The Luwian origin for Greek 80poog is not commonly accepted. See a summary of the dis-
cussion in Simon (2018a:391 § 47), who does not consider ToAdTy as a loanword in Greek,
but rather as an inherited word in order to avoid the different dental outcome. This last
feature is the main problem scholars emphasize in rejecting the borrowing of tuwarsa-
(see, e.g., Yakubovich 2010a:147).

17 According to Weinreich’s classical definition (195318) of this basic type of interference
in rendering a secondary phonic system: “[o]ver-differentiation of phonemes involves
the imposition of phonemic distinctions from the primary system on the sounds of the
secondary system, where they are not required.” Here Greek is the primary system that
imposes a phonemic distinction on Luwian, the secondary system here. The typical exam-
ple of this phenomenon is found in Hindi/Urdu retroflex [t] for the English apical [t] as
in [te:bl] for English ‘table’ (British /'terbal/).
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ences). Note also that xdvdavAog appears to be a secondary folk etymology of
xdvdutog in light of the famous royal name. Moreover, xgvdutog is surprisingly
close to the Luwian form hantawatt(i)- ‘king’ and implies only the Iron Age Ana-
tolian shift of (h) to k also assumed for kupahi- > xbnacag. The shift -nt- > -v3-
can be considered a mere postnasal voicing that could be an allophone in the
model language.!8

Another word can be added to this list: Myc. ko-wo (DMic. 396—397) / x®ag,
a0g, T6 ‘soft, hairy animal skin; fleece. It has been widely considered a borrow-
ing from Carian (see Simon 2019b:297-299) in light of two late glosses that
report that xoiov or xéov was the Carian word for ‘flock’ (Adiego 2007a:8-10).1
The gloss x6ov is explained as inherited from Proto-Anatolian *Hawo- ‘sheep’
(PIE *hye/oyo- ‘id."), with the velar Carian shift of *H to {q) (Adiego 2007a:8—
10). Although the value of this Carian letter is still debated, the Greek render-
ing with » for Carian {q) is shown by Carian personal names read in Greek
inscriptions: e.g. gtblems = KvtPeinpug, Kotfehyuos and gladis, glaris = Kohoh-
315, KvhaAdis. Leaving aside the easy explanation for the gloss, the Mycenaean
form ko-wo- ‘sheepskin’ (DMic. 396—-307) can be analyzed in Carian terms, but
Carian is not attested until the 6th century BCE (a similar problem is found in
16AuBdog; see Section 2.1). In any case, any Luwic form *hawa- [xawa-] (proto-
Carian?) may be also the source of Mycenaean ko-wo- [kowo-/ because Myce-
naean Greek-speakers could perceive [x] as /k/?2°and [a] as /o/ (see above xopB-
| xapB-). The alphabetic x&ag ‘fleece’ appears to be a derivative: kowo- > *koo- >

18  The voicing in this position is regular in the Luwic languages such as Luwian (Melchert
1994:40), Lycian (Melchert 1994:282 and 300), and Pisidian (Simon 2017d:32), very likely
also in Carian (Adiego 2007a:246): see, e.g., the word for ‘king’ identified in Luwian
xandawati- ‘king’ (transcribed as hantawatti-), Lycian xritawat(i)- (see also Milyan
xritawaza ‘rule’ TL 44d:67), Carian kdow-/kdou-/kdu- (Adiego 2019a:23—24), and Pisidian
Idefetig (a personal name).

19  The first is found among the scholia ad Illiadem (14.255): T6 3¢ mpdBatov xolov ot Kapeg dvo-
udlovaty, 86ev Kg ) mohuBpéupwy “The Carians call the flock kofon. Hence (the epithet) Kos
which feeds many.” However, editors commonly correct xoiov as xéov after a second gloss
by Eustathius ad Iliadem 14.255: Etepot 3¢ Kdov Eypopav év auatodf] mavteAel Sid 0o punpdv
0, xal £ adtod guvanpobot Ty K@v spolws 1@ cdov o@v. Paat 8¢ tods Kapag olitw xodelv té
mpoRara. 6Bev xal 1) vijoog Kég g moAvBpéupwy 3t ebfoatav. “Others spelled Kdon [instead
of Kos] by the changing of the long vowel into two omicra and for this reason they take
Kés like séon after son. It is said that Carian call so the flock. Hence the island of Kos [is]
also [described] as ‘feeding many’ because of its good pastures.”

20  Agood parallel is found in Spanish borrowings in Catalan, a language lacking [x]: see, for
example, jamén [xa'mon] > [ka.'mon] and ojo ['0.x0] > oco ['0.ko] (used only as ‘beware’);
also, in personal names: juan [xwan] > [kwan] and Borja ['borxa] > ['borks]. This last
example is an interesting one for sociolinguists: borja ['bor.39] ‘hut’ is actually a Cata-
lan (and Aragonese borja ['bor.dza], modern ['bor.ffa]) word (a loan from Arabic T
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*ko+as-. The ending -og has been explained as the influence of other nouns in
-ag like the inherited déuag ‘living body or corpse, xépag ‘horn’ and xpéag ‘flesh,
meat’ (DMic. 307 n. 9). However, the presence of -¢- in forms other than the
nominative-accusative singular remains unexplained (EDG:812).2!

There are two Lycian borrowings in Greek: pivdi, tog, ¥ ‘Lycian institution’
from Lycian mifite/i- and mdtpa, ag, ¥); métpa, o, ¥ ‘daughter-in-law;’ a Lycian
cognate of Hieroglyphic Luwian piyatr(i)- ‘donation’ (Schiirr 1999). In both
cases, the sounds of the original form are preserved in Greek, with the sole
exclusion of /j/, which is lost in Greek. Moreover, Lycian 7it is commonly found
as noting /d/ in foreign words. Thus, both renderings make a full match. There
is a Greek word attested only in Greek inscriptions from west Anatolia that may
have a Lycian origin. Greek xopftov, 16; xapfew, t6; xopufo- ‘grandchild’ is very
similar to Lycian xahba ‘grandson, descendants’ (with nasalization in TL 44a:31'
xahb{a)),?? a cognate with Hittite ~assa- ‘descendant, Luwian hams(i)- ‘grand-
son,’ Lydian esa- ‘offspring’ (Lw 5), and, probably, Carian PN ksbo. These words
go back to *h,éms-o- ‘to be born’ (EDHIL:323), as also found in Hittite has-¢ /
hass- ‘to give birth. If the word has this origin, it must be linked to Lycian due
to the aspiration of *s, a sound preserved in other languages. The presence of mi
in the Greek form may reflect the nasalization (as in xdhb{a)) via unpacking??
or, if fallen (as in the most common xahba), {u@)» may indicate a fortition of /b/
after the spirantization of the Greek stop, the so-called betacism (/b/ > /v/; note
that it is a late word). Alternatively, midtpa / métpa has been connected with
Proto-Anatolian *komb-(e)i- ‘small,’ as Hittite kappi- ‘small’ (Neumann 1961:61
and EDHIL:439), although the root is not attested with the meaning ‘descen-
dant’ and does not occur in the corpora of the Iron Age.?* In addition, both
mdtpa [ métpa and xopPlov / xapfew have two different spellings of the vowel
in the root. This vacillation can be attributed to differences in the vowel sys-
tems of the two languages. In the first instance, the model form *pijetr(i)-, a
Lycian cognate of Hieroglyphic Luwian piyatr(()-, contains the vowel /e/ (rep-

/burdz/ ‘tower; ultimately from Greek mopyos ‘id.) borrowed in its onomastic use in Span-
ish (famous after the Argentinian writer Borges ['bor.xes]).

21 Nominative-accusative plural xtex and dative plural xceaw with xpéa and xpéaaw. It never
occurs in genitive or dative singular. One wonders whether Lycian xawa- ‘sheep’ could be
the origin of alphabetical Greek x&ag ‘fleece’ by assuming that the first Lycian (a) [a] was
perceived as an open-mid vowel, features only found in the long [2:] {w) in Greek.

22 Onthe phonotactics details of the Lycian word, see Martinez-Rodriguez 2019.

23  Basically, the target language split the nasalized vowel as two sounds: oral vowel + nasal
consonant. This phenomenon is well known in borrowings to languages with nasalized
vowels to languages lacking these sounds (Paradis and Prunet 2000).

24  Neumann also included the genitives xaviy and xaviprov.
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resented by {e}), a sound absent in most Ancient Greek dialects, which could
be interpreted as either the short /a/ {a) or /e/ {e). The divergence between
xouB- and xaup- can be explained because Lycian {a) represents /a/, an open
back unrounded vowel different to the Greek /a/ {a) and more open than /o/
{0).

Greek has borrowed at least one noun from Carian: indeed, éppnveis, wg, 6
‘interpreter, translator’ is explained as going back to Carian armon ‘interpreter’
One must consider that the aspiration occurred as the result of a folk etymology
after the theonym ‘Eppij¢ ‘Hermes.’ It may also explain the divergent vowel /e:/
for (o). A second Carian word in Greek can be seen in the gloss yvyai ‘grand-
fathers’ (Hesychius y 972). If the correction of the gloss is accepted (nanmot for
mapumol; see Simon 2017€:388 and 2019b:296—297), it is the Greek adaptation of
qug, which also occurs in personals names such as I'vyog and even with the
Lydian PN I'tyns (cf. Adiego 2007a:334 and 408 for a Carian connection). Note
the Greek rendering of Carian {q) as /g/ or [y] in Greek.

As far as we know, Lydian is the Anatolian language most represented in the
Greek loanwords, although the evidence is based quite heavily on glosses (see
Chapter13). There are two clear words: xadyg, ov, 6 ‘priest, which renders Lydian
kawe- ‘priest, and mdApvg, vdog, 6 king, which is a clear loanword from Lydian
gaAmu- ‘king’ In the last word, Greek /p/ for the consonant {q) (perhaps /kw/
or /k%/; Gérard 2005:57) shows the alphabetic Greek development of its ancient
labiovelars, which can be used to classify it as an early borrowing.? If the cor-
rection is accepted, note the divergence with the gloss *xoaApetv ‘Lydian king’
(Hesychius x 3169, in accusative),26 which very likely shows the preservation of
the labiovelar. Feasibly, Hesychius here did not provide a borrowing, but rather
a barbara vox. It may show that the Lydian borrowing pre-dates the Greek shift

25  See Gusmani (1994:277): “ein sehr altes Lehnwort in der Sprache der jonischen Einwohner
der kleinasiatischen Kiiste,” and Gérard (2005:32 fn. 87): “les Grecs on varisemblablement
emprunté ce mot lydien fort t6t, avant la transformation des labio-vélaires” (see also Gér-
ard 2005:57 fn. 305). Note that gaAimu- was very important in the decipherment of the
Lydian letter (q). The word has been considered a Luwian borrowing (or, atleast, a Luwic
borrowing in Lydian) in light of the personal name Kwalanamuwa, which means ‘having
the strength of the army’ (first in Carruba 2006:404; see also Loiacono 2018—2019:98-108,
who studies K&Amud][, and, with some remarks, in Yakubovich 2019a:310-313).

26 The manuscript reads xooA33¢eiv, but angular letters are often confused, and the correction
was considered by some scholars (see Gusmani 1964:274). Alternatively, Euler and Sas-
seville (2019:126 and 128 fn. 12, following a prior proposal by Heubeck 1959:15-30) suggest
a connection with QAddns, recently identified by them as the Lydian king Kpoioog instead
of the god equivalent to Apollo. In any case, it is clear that Greek {xo) here represents the
synchronic Lydian [k¥], a sound not found in alphabetic Greek.
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*k* > p. The use of Greek (A} /1/ for Lydian (A} (perhaps /£/)?7 is coherent
with the lack of a palatal lateral approximant in Greek. The same rendering
is found in mAaigtov, ov, 16 ‘long quadrangle, rectangle,’ suggested to be a loan-
word from Lydian pAaso- ‘burial installation.’ It is interesting to observe that
Greek lacks any letter to represent a sound like the Lydian {8} = /¢/ because
it is not a phoneme in this language. For this reason, {1c) may show another
example of unpacking. Lydian {§) may have been a voiceless palatal fricative
whereas Ancient Greek had only voiceless alveolar fricative /s/. In such a sce-
nario, it is easy to assume that the palatal articulation of Lydian (§) = /¢/ was
perceived as having the presence of the front vowel [i]. Leaving aside its inflec-
tion, Greek xatyg is an exact rendering of Lydian kawe-. Only the preservation
of Lydian /w/ can be surprising, but the sound may have been perceived as part
of a diphthong /aw/ instead of the syllabification /ka.wes/.

Melchert (2008a) suggested that Mycenaean mo-ri-wo-do (Alphabetic Greek
uéAvP3og, ov, 6, 1) or uéALPos ‘lead’) is a borrowing from Lydian mariwda- ‘dark,
although the word is attested only as a theonym. This implies the shift r > /,
not strange in loanwords but unparalleled, and the rendering /o/ for /a/, which
is not coherent with gadmu- > mdApvg. The Mycenaean occurrence shows that
the rendering of /wd/ as {($8) is an inner-Greek development, as well as the
apocope in the original second syllable. Finally, A4y3og, ov, 1) ‘(white) marble’ is
suggested to render Lydian *lukda- [lugda/ < *luk-iyo-, which implies only the
allophonic voicing of /k/ in contact with /d/.28

After describing the phonetic adaptation of the accepted Anatolian bor-
rowings, their morphological adaptations may be considered. The Hittite word
ku(wa)nna(n)- ‘copper, ornamental stone’ shows a-stem as well as n-stem
forms. Because it is inflected as a thematic noun in Greek (already in Myce-
naean ku-wa-no- ‘smalt’), it seems likely that Greek took this word from its
a-stem variant. The same can be found in Greek 60paog, ov, ¢ ‘a kind of wand’ in
comparison with Luwian tuwarsa- ‘vine(yard). The same is also found in xoufo-
‘grandchild,’ very likely a loanword from Lycian xahba. Even two Lydian bor-
rowings show the same adaptation: Greek péAvpdog, ov, 6, 1) lead’ (Mycenaean
mo-ri-wo-do- [moliwdo-/) from Lydian mariwda- and AdySog, ov, 1 ‘(white) mar-
ble, if its Lydian prehistory is accepted (see above).

27  Onthe value of this letter, I follow the traditional view (as found, e.g,, in Gérard 2005:62).
Sasseville has presented an alternative: Lydian I} represents /r/, while (A stands for /xi/
(see Euler and Sasseville 2019:127).

28  Among the Anatolian languages, such common voice assimilation also occurs in Pisidian:
*hy(e)ntowo- > *hantawa- > *kdawa- > Tdafa, I3aBos (see Melchert 2013:35, also in Simon
2017d:38-39).
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However, an Anatolian a-stem occurs as a Greek a-stem: the gloss fopfiAa,
a/vs, 1 ‘cake made of poppy and sesame,’ if it is actually a loanword from Hittite
purpura-, purpuri- [porbura/i-/ ‘ball, lump; ball-shaped breads or cakes’ via a
Luwic language. One wonders whether this fact shows that the word was never
used in Greek (and that the gloss only cites a foreign word), or whether it has
to do with a different transmission (a late borrowing?).

The i-stem of Hittite kupahi- ‘headgear’ is preserved in Greek x0mooolg, gwg,
0 ‘short frock’ < Hittite kupahi- ‘headgear, if the etymology is accepted. This is
also the case of pivdig, 10g, an assured borrowing from Lycian misite/i-. In a sim-
ilar way, maApvg, vdog ‘king’ preserves the u-stem of Lydian gadmu- ‘king’

The s-stem Hieroglyphic Luwian tipas- bow!’ is followed by 3émag, acg, 10
‘goblet, which shows the Greek intervocalic fall of /s/ (via /h/ between both
stages). As happens in many anthroponyms, Lydian kawe- ‘priest, a noun in -,
is rendered in Greek xady, -ov, 6 following the inflection of masculine nouns
of the first declension in eta (cf. moAityg, gen. moAitov). Finally, the consonant
stem of Carian qugq is rendered as an @-stem in yvyai ‘grandfathers. The remain-
ing words adduced as Anatolian borrowings are not considered at this point
because we do not know their original forms (ydyyouov, xdvdavlog, mdtpa) or
because they are derivatives in Greek (€puvveds, mhaiatov).

At this point, it is worth contrasting the information derived from the analy-
sis given above with the adaptation of the anthroponyms. Of course, onomastic
transmission has its own ways and cannot be used in the comparison with Hit-
tite or Luwian, because among the Anatolian languages used in the Iron Age,
only Lycian, Carian, and Lydian are fully proven to have a direct contact with
Greek.?? Even so, such material is sufficiently abundant to help in the explana-
tion of some problematic points and in confirming other data.

So far, the Greek rendering of Lycian names is the most studied case in Ana-
tolia due to the works by Adiego (2020a) and Réveilhac (2018). If we take the
clear borrowing Lycian miriti > Greek pivdig, we can find good parallels for the
phonetic treatment and the morphological adaptation: {m) for  as in mula >
Molag (TL 32, bilingual), <i) for t as tiluma (TL 44) > Tihopag, {iit) for vd as in
griturahi > Kovdopaaig (TL 59, bilingual)3° and, finally, the preservation of the

29  There is a strong continuity of Luwian onomastics until Roman times in Greek inscrip-
tions from Cilicia, which admits an easy Luwian analysis; see the case study on the survival
of the theonym Sarruma by Adiego (2019a). However, such data are too distant in time to
be compared and, what is worse, we do not know which stage of the language such per-
sonal names reflect, if Hellenization did not fully occur.

30  Note that there is also an example of Greek vt for Lycian {iit): Piriteusi (N 306) > ITivtav-
1. Moreover, the Lycian digraph (it} in initial position is used to represent /d/ of foreign
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original i-stem is found in many names, e.g., huzeimi = Ogapg (N 308, bilin-
gual).3! In a similar way, the double Greek rendering of *pijetr(()-, madtpa, and
métpa can be also compared to onomastic adaptation: esedeplémi > AgeSemhe-
us and hlmmidewe (TL 139) > EAuidava. The Greek preservation of the initial
{p) and the loss of /j/ {j> can be compared to Prijenube > IlptavoPag (TL 24,
bilingual). On xopf- instead of xauB-, see Ariiprama > Euppopog (and Eufpac-
Mog).

Among the Luwic languages of the first millennium BCE, Carian is the most
cryptic, and advances are still being made in our understanding of its alpha-
bet.32 As far we know, there are two Carian words in Greek: yvyai ‘grand-
fathers’ and €punveds ‘interpreter, translator’ As has been seen above, £ppy-
vevg was identified with the theonym ‘Epuijs through folk etymology, some-
thing which has altered the sounds (the initial aspiration and the vowels) and
the morphology (it is a derivative). Despite being a corrected gloss, yvyal as
‘grandfathers’ is coherent with qug, the Carian word for ‘grandfather’ used in
personal names such as Tvyos, dqug—Idayvyos and the Lydian king’s name
T'oyvs (Adiego 2007a:334—335).23 In fact, yuyai appears to share the same inflec-
tion with this last personal name (following the inflection of the moAityg, ov
type).

In Greek maApvg, vdog, we can see how the Lydian u-stem of gadmu- ‘king’
is followed by the Greek loanword with a common dental extension for the
oblique stems. However, $rkastus is inflected as an o-stem in the Greek theonym
Zvpydotw (dative)3* and, in the opposite direction, there is a clear Greek o-
stem name adopted as a Lydian u-stem: aliksantru- (Lw 3, Lw 50) from Greek
AXéEavdpos. In addition, the goddess artimu- (Lw 1, Lw 5, LW 23, etc.) has an
u-stem but it occurs as an i-stem in Greek as "Apteutg, Phrygian artimitos (B-
o5, genitive) and Lycian ertémi (N 311, 312, and 325). Although the etymology of
this theonym remains an open question, the same distribution can be found in

personal names: cf. Greek AnpoxA[ei]dng rendered as ritemuxlida in the bilingual N 312 and
Old Persian *Darayaus > Lycian ritarijeusehe (gen.sg. in TL 44).

31 However, it is not systematic. For example, Lycian Purihimeti has three different adap-
tations in Greek: ITuptpartig, Hopiuartis (spelling variant Iopeipartig), and IupiBdyg (bilin-
gual).

32 See Adiego (2019b) for the recent identification of a new lateral, (I}, as found in the king’s
name pilipu for Philip 1v (Greek d{umnmog).

33  The Greek rendering y for the initial Carian {q) remains unclear. In internal position,
Adiego (2007a:260) compared it to the lenition process seen in Lycian (xuga /kuya/).

34  Onitsoccurrences, see Avram (2019). The same rendering is found in Old Phrygian Dd-102
surgastoy (dative).
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the gloss *xoauely, if the correction and identification with Lydian gaAmu- are
accepted.3®

In the adaptation of Lydian kawe- ‘priest, Greek xaivg, ov, 6 follows the
tendency of inflecting personal names in -e following moAityg, ov type; com-
pare, e.g., manes (e.g., LW 43) with Mdvyg, ov. Whereas the preservation of
Lydian /k/ and /a/ is clear in xadyg, the preservation of /w/ is not regular in
all Anatolian personal names: together with ‘AAvdttyg, which follows Lydian
welwet36 (with the drop of the initial sound), there are Greek adaptations of
names containing the same root *walwa- such as Ododag (KPN 388 §1134-1),37
which preserves only the initial /w/. In the case of Lydian mariwda- as péiv-
B3og, Mycenaean mo-ri-wo-do- /moriwdo-/ also shows the preservation of the
sound (by the way, still not lost in this ancient Greek dialect). As happens in
other Anatolian languages, this last word also shows how Lydian a-stem nouns
occur as o-stems in Greek. This is also suggested for Abydog ‘(white) marble,
if the Lydian etymology *lukda- [lugda/ < *luk-iyo- is accepted. Note, how-
ever, that it is not systematic, because Lydian personal names are commonly
inflected as a-stems in Greek: cf., e.g., nannas (Lw 20) and nanas (78) found
in Greek inscriptions from Lydia (among other places) as Navvog (KPN 351352
§1013-1024) and Navag (KPN 348-349 §1013-1010). Finally, mAaigiov, ov, t6 ‘long
quadrangle, rectangle, from Lydian pAaso- ‘burial installation, is a derivative
diminutive in -tov. The Greek rendering of Lydian (p) as 7 is coherent with the
bilingual inscription Lw 40, where Lydian Partara- occurs in Greek as Iapto-

pas.

2.2 Disputed Anatolian Borrowings in Greek

Before commenting on the evidence, we now must present a few cases of
alleged borrowings that remain disputed. Greek dydwy, v, v) ‘name of a mea-
sure, chest, box’ has been compared with Hittite aganni- ‘bowl.38 The identifi-
cation of both words is very enticing, despite the simplification of /n:/in /n/ (cf.
ku(wa)nna(n)- ‘copper, ornamental stone’ > Myc. ku-wa-no- ‘smalt’ /kuwano-
/), the over-differentiation of the plain velar as aspirated (cf. 8poog), and the
different stem. However, this word is a Wanderwort spread across the whole

35  See Loiacono 2020; Merlin et al. (2024b:292—294).

36  Onthe form walwet on Lydian coins and its possible form *walwat(es) or *walwat(as), see
Dale (2015). His discarded interpretation of kukal=im as “I am a son/descendant of Gyges”
instead of “I am of Gyges” does not affect this question.

37  The name is attested in Isauria. Both welwet and Odadag may go back to walwa-, the Ana-
tolian word for ‘lion’ (as in HLuw. LEO(ANIMAL)-wa/i-sa in TELL AHMAR 6 § 31).

38 See also Volume 1, Chapter 14, Section 2.2.
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Near East (e.g., Akkadian agannu and Middle Egyptian én ‘pot’ Wb 1140), and
the source for the Greek word cannot be determined (as Simon 2018a:386 §18
claims).

A similar problem is found in xdpnAog, ov, 6, ¥ ‘camel3? The ultimate source
for this word must be found in the Semitic languages (e.g., Aramaic ML, Neo-
Assyrian gammalu). However, as can be seen, Greek xduniog shows an unex-
pected initial devoicing. Yakubovich (2016a:87)#° considered that Hieroglyphic
Luwian kamar(a/i)- (ASSUR letter F+G § §28, 31) served as an intermediary
between the Semitic word and the Greek. However, Rosot (2013:43-44) and
Giusfredi (2020a:54) posited that an intermediary between both forms was not
needed; the former adduced that Hebrew pileges | pileges ‘concubine’ occurs as
moMaxis ‘id.” in Greek® while the latter stated that “the devoicing of an initial
stop can easily happen in contexts of adaptation.”

More problematic is Greek x0meMov, ov, 16 ‘bulbous drinking vessel, beaker,
goblet! The word has been compared with two Anatolian words: Hittite
kukupalla- ‘a vessel’ (Gasbarra and Pozza 2012:191) and Cuneiform Luwian or
Hittite hupalla/i- ‘skull, scalp’ (Hajnal 2014:111). Both words present problems
when compared with Greek: if kukupalla- is taken as the origin of Greek x0meA-
Aov, one must assume the “the unexplained dereduplication as well as the unex-
plained -7t- instead of /b/” (Simon 2018a:398 § 93) while Aupalla/i- implies only
the shift 4 > x (see above xOmagaig and xavdavAos). Of course, if Aupalla/i- is
preferred, it is necessary to assume an intermediary language (which could also
explain Greek -n- for Simon’s adduced /b/ in Hittite) as well as a meaning devel-
opment.

Furnée (1972:258) connected xvaépy, g, ¥ ‘base, bottom; yawning chasm,
gulf’ with Hittite AusSelli- ‘pit, dump. Simon (2018a:398 § 97) considered this
possible only if a Luwian transmission is assumed to explain /1/ > /r/, a reflect
of the postvocalic flapping [r] (cf. Rieken and Yakubovich 2010:216—217). If
accepted, it would be another case of ¢<h) rendered as x.

The noun AaBdpwlog is one of the most frequently discussed words concern-
ing Anatolian borrowings in Greek. It has long been connected with AdBpug,
a Lydian word for ‘ax’ according to Plutarch (Quaes. Gr. 302a).#2 Interestingly,

39  Seealso Chapter 4.

40  Grimme (1925:17) was the first to consider an intermediary necessary and pointed to Hit-
tite.

41 Among Rosof’s list of early Semitic borrowings in Greek, there are no more examples for
such devoicing and differs from Semitic /g/ > Greek y found in yavAds (cf., e.g., Akkadian
gassu, Aramaic (Hatra) G, Syriac gassa; see Rosot 2013:31-32).

42 xai Awog dyopa xaaoxevdaag ToV TEAEXVY Evexeiplae, xal AaBpavdéa ov Bedv mpoayydpevae:
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the episode Plutarch describes takes place in Caria, where a Zeus Aafpaivdog
is recorded in Greek inscriptions. However, the main problem with this com-
parison is Mycenaean da-pu,-ri-to-jo, a genitive depending on the theonym
po-ti-ni-ja ‘lady’ in the tablet jo (KN Gg(1) 702, cf. DMic. 156). Therefore, there is
a problematic evolution /d/ > /1/, for which reason some scholars rule out the
comparison.*3

The comparison with onomastic materials should also be approached care-
fully when correspondences are not assured. For example, the word mpivog, ov,
6, ] ‘holm-oak, kermes oak’ was compared with the Carian toponym ITpwvacadg
(GEW11595). Although it is very common that a phytonym becomes a toponym,
and Ipwacads is the most similar word to Greek mpivog found in the area, we
do not know the etymology of that Carian toponym and cannot conclude that
both words are related. The same can be said of Greek aidy, v, ) ‘pomegranate
(tree) with its many variants (EDG:1329). The word was connected in ancient
times with the homonymous Polionym in Pamphylia. The coins of this city
show a pomegranate and the ethnic siduawriis ‘Sideans’ in Sidetic (< *si(n)dua
+ -uann(i)-, cf. Luwian -yann(i)-, Milyan -wrin(i)-, Lycian -7in(i)-, and Carian
-yn-).** However, a folk etymology could work here, although the most com-
pelling argument for caution is that we do not know the origin of the word
*si(n)dua, such that the Anatolian and the Greek words could be a shared loan-
word from a third language. The word has been also compared with Hittite
“18¢addu(wa)- ‘a type of tree/woody plant’ (CHD s.v.).4

Obrador-Cursach (2019—2020, accepted by Simon 2022:65) has recently ana-
lyzed Greek mipyog ‘tower’ as a loanword from a Lydian cognate of Hittite
parku- | pargay- < *b%g"-u- ‘high’ (EDHIL:637). Although*prkus, the recon-
structed from, remains unattested, it explains the word’s lack of aspiration, the
vocalism of the first syllable, the initial voiceless stop, and even the voiced sec-
ond stop after /r/ by adducing Greek Zvpyacotog and Phrygian Surgastoy (dative)
as rendering of Lydian srkastus (Lw 11).

Greek oAy, n¢, 1) ‘a kind of cake made of barley, sesame and poppy’ is very
similar to Hittite Siluwa- | Siliwa- ‘a kind of cake’ (see Neumann apud Tischler

Avdol ydp AdBpuv’ Tov méNexu dvouddouat “and he constructed a statue of Zeus and placed
the ax in its hand, and called the god Labrandeus because the Lydians call the axe labrys.”

43 See, e.g,, EDG: 819 and Yakubovich (2002:107). See, however, the most optimistic view by
Valério (2017).

44  On this legend and its variants (siduawsiis), see now the detailed study by Ferrer (2023),
who also confirms the value of the Sidetic letter (w by the alternation with {u).

45  As can be seen, the identification of the phytonym is assured only by the determinative,
but the exact species is unknown. On a proposal for the internal reconstruction for Sidetic
sidua- and Greek ¢{dv (and variants), see Simon (2018a:403 §131).
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2006:1039). Note that {$) in late Greek can denote /w/, and only an apocope is
needed to match both words. However, we do not know the sources of the gloss
by Hesychius and “we cannot be sure that we are dealing with a loanword and
not with the transcription of a local word” (Simon 2018a:403—404 §132, with
references).

Laroche (1966b:163) suggested that the noun géiog, ov, 6 ‘mass or lump of
iron (in throwing)’ is derivative from Hittite Sulai- / Suliya- ‘lead. Despite the
expected vocalism /u/ and the different stems of the Hittite word, Laroche’s
proposal has been considered plausible albeit dubious by Simon (2018a:404
§137), whereas Egetmeyer (2010:301—-302) does not rule out a shared borrowing
from a third language. Unfortunately, we do not know the origin of the Hittite
word.

Neumann (1961:94-65) cautiously connected Greek atAeyyls, i3og, 1] ‘scraper
for scraping off oil and dust, curry-comb’ with istalk- ‘to level, flatten’ by consid-
ering a noun derived from this root parallel to his hypothesized Hittite *istalkis.
The intermediation of Lycian, which he suggested to explain the incompat-
ibility with a direct Hittite borrowing (the vocal shift and the lack prothetic
i- in the Greek forms), does not fit at all (Simon 2018a:405 §139). In any case,
the Greek form has some variants (e.g., aTAryyls, atAayyls, ateryis, oteAyyls, ate-
Aeyyis) which can be inferred as representing an original from *st/-, which is
very rare in this language (Simon 2018a:405 §139) and never found in inherited
words.

The noun ToAb7Y, 15, V) ‘a clew of wool or yarn’ is generally accepted as aloan-
word from Cuneiform Luwian taluppa/i- lump, clod (of clay and dough),#6 but
a Greek inheritance has been also defended as possible by De Decker (2015:13,
followed by Simon 2018a:406 §146). If aloanword is preferred, toAdmy shows the
Greek perception of Luwian [a] as [o] as found in Mycenaean ko-wo- [kowo-/
and the epigraphic kinship term xouf- ~ xauf- (see above). For the possibility
that a Pre-Greek substrate is involved, cf. also Chapter 11.

Finally, very problematic is topavvog, ov, ¢ ‘absolute ruler, which has long
been considered an Anatolian borrowing in light of Luwian tar(ra)wani- ‘high
official, ruler’*” Nowadays, this hypothesis is often rejected,*® but the Greek
word remains unexplained. The main argument for dismissing the connection
is the vocalic divergence in the first syllable: Greek tip- cannot follow Luwian
tar- (Simon 2018a:406 §150).

46  First, in Furnée (1972:35 n. 33 and 340), accepted by Melchert 1998; Yakubovich 2010a:147;
Gasbarra and Pozza 2012:190; Hajnal 2014:111; and Hajnal 2017:2042.

47  Onthis title, see Giusfredi 20009.

48  E.g,in EDGus20 (without argument). It is not included in Hajnal's (2017:2042) list of clear
Anatolian borrowings in Greek.
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3 Summary and General Discussion

According to recent research, the accepted Greek borrowings from Hittite are
very few—about a dozen—with no agreement among scholars as to which
(and how many) actually exist. Among those accepted by a near-majority of
scholars are Gr. x0avog, 1, ov < Hitt. ®ku(wa)nna(n)-; Gr. §énag, aog, T ‘gob-
let’ (Myc. di-pa-) < HLuw. tipas- ‘bowl’ (Pre-Greek instead, according to Beekes
2014:142, and possibly a Mediterranean word, according to Chantraine 1933:421,
cf. Chapter 11); Gr. 80pagog, ov, 6 < Luw. tuwarsa-, x0upayog, ov, 6 < Hitt. kupahi-
(Pre-Greek instead, as per Beekes 2014:142); and Gr. péAvpdog, ov, 6, 1} < Lydian
mariwda- ‘dark, words for which a detailed analysis has been provided above.
Indeed, although this situation is unsurprising given the lack of a linguistic
boundary directly involving Hittite and Greek, several details—as well as the
very number of accepted loans—depend first of all on the criteria used by each
scholar in determining when a given Greek word is etymologically a true bor-
rowing from an Anatolian language.

Among recent and overarching contributions, Hajnal (2017:2042)*° posits
a set of four criteria, at least three of which must be fulfilled before a term
can be considered even a candidate for classification as a loanword. These are:
a) phonological correspondence between the two words, including possible
phonetic adaptations of Greek as the target language; b) correspondence in
meaning; c) the absence of another possible source form; and d) the presence of
phonological or morphological traces of the model language. In our view, such
conditions are not all equally representative: in particular, d) could be included
within a), and if a), b), and d) concern internal linguistic aspects of the word
form, c¢) concerns an external aspect related to the existence or non-existence of
other comparanda. Thus, upon the appearance of a comparandum from a third
language not previously considered, the picture must be revised: in such a case,
we may have found a Wanderwort instead of a loanword, or a loanword from
another language—not from the language previously postulated—or even a
word that was inherited by one of the languages and then transmitted to neigh-
boring languages by contact.

If we compare the lists of (alleged) Anatolian borrowings in Greek that
scholars have compiled, we find that they are not the same. Each of these stud-
ies proposes, more or less explicitly, a set of criteria for including or excluding
certain lexemes. There is also no agreement on the terminology to be used;
for instance, the word xbavog—which is present in all recent surveys—is for
Simon (2018a:380—381) the only almost assured loanword falling into the cate-

49  Itappearsin a handbook devoted to Indo-European studies. See also Hajnal (2014).
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gory of Kultur- or Wanderwdrter, whereas per Hajnal (2017:2041), it should not
even be taken into consideration because the two categories (i.e., loanword and
migrant cultural word) must be kept separate. This seemingly minor distinction
has implications for the overall picture, leading to the identification of an even
smaller number of Anatolian loanwords in Greek; for Hajnal (2017:2042) there
are only six: 3émag, xduorov, xOpPoyog, ximeMov, uéAvpdog, and Tordmy. These
words are defined as Hittite cultural words. In other terms, according to Hajnal’s
methodology, the category of cultural word encompasses not only loanwords,
for which the corresponding word in the source language is assured, but also
Wanderworter (or migrant words), for which a unique source language cannot
be established with certainty. Thus, the distinction between the two concepts
is merely methodological and depends on our ability to reconstruct the origin
of a borrowing process, no matter how simple or complex it may have been.

Having raised the problem of the definitions, it is still possible to draw some
conclusions. An important one regards the word classes involved, because all
the words are nominals. Furthermore, they generally indicate physical objects
or qualities, rather than abstract concepts. This is consistent with the hypothe-
sis of the borrowability scale: nouns and nominals (e.g., x0avog is attested as an
adjective), predominantly over verbs, are the content words representing the
lexical interference that normally correspond to casual contact (see Thoma-
son and Kaufman 1988:74—76 and Volume 1, Chapter 14). In the list of certain
or possible borrowings between Greek and Anatolian, there are no verbs or
other parts of speech. At first glance, a very different situation emerges for
the (alleged) loanwords from the Pre-Greek non-IE substrate in the account
of Beekes (EDG, and 2014): several verbs, but also adverbs and interjections—
as well as abstract expressions—are included in the list of forms. However,
a closer look appears to reveal that the fundamental argument of Beekes’s
Pre-Greek theory lies almost exclusively in phono-morphological alternations,
rather than in semantics and word-class taxonomies, thereby allowing for the
possibility of dialectal variation internal to the Greek language (see above,
Chapter 11).

Grammatical interference (of which we have no evidence for the earliest
period and Mycenaean age, apart from phraseological correspondences that
are dealt with separately; see Chapter 12) has certainly existed, but it partic-
ularly affected the languages of the first millennium BCE in specific areas of
contact (see Chapter 15).

31 Phonology and Morphology
Beyond the linguistic analysis provided for the single words in Section 2, it is
worth observing that some phonological phenomena are common to a group of
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borrowed nouns, although the complete regularity and coherence in the target
language should not be expected for lexical interference. As for the consonan-
tism, the Anatolian (Hittite or Luwian) initial laryngeal and fricative [x] (or
whatever corresponded to the /-signs of the Cuneiform and Anatolian hiero-
glyphic syllabaries) is rendered by [k] in Greek (e.g., x0uparov, xuaépy, xOmeA-
Aov), which is also the rendering of the voiceless velar [k] as in xbavog; the
presence of an initial voiced stop in Greek as opposed to a voiceless stop in
Hittite (ydyyapov, BopPvAa) points to an intermediate Luwic dialect. Different
forms of simplification, such as degemination (as in &ydvy or xdavog) or haplol-
ogy (as in xdmeMov), may also occur and are not so typologically exceptional.
As for the vocalism, a Luwian or Luwic /a/, which might have corresponded
to [a], can be rendered as (o) in Greek, as a representation of [0] because the
Anatolian model could have been perceived as an open-mid vowel, as in x&ag
or x6ufiov, or possibly because of the assignment of gender in the target gram-
matical system that, contrary to Luwic, distinguished masculine and feminine
nouns and mostly assigned -a-themes to the former group, and -o-themes to
the latter and to neuters. Finally, some words show the lowering of [e] in [i]
(e.g., démag from tipas-).

From a morphological point of view, there is a substantial correspondence
in stems: -i stems are adapted as -i stems (xVmago1g), and the same occurs with
s-stems (3émag); a-stems are inflected following the first declension of Greek
when adapted as a-stems (BoppiAa) and following the second declension when
analyzed as o-stems. All in all, except for the glosses (for which nothing can be
said about the declension), all the words are apparently inserted into a regular
Greek declension, and the reproduction of the stem is normally preserved—
which is again unsurprising, because all new words and neologisms tend to
acquire regular unmarked morphological behavior, a tendency that also applies
to loanwords.

3.2 Frequency and Productivity in the Target Language
The case of glosses, for which we possess virtually no grammatical information,
is indeed an extreme case in a continuum that differentiates words depending
on the amount of attestation and evidence. Glosses such as the Hesychian op-
BoAa and S6Ama, as well as oiAfy (Hesychius and Dioscorides Pedanius), could
therefore be isolated phenomena of code-switching, or perhaps references to
a part of tradition lost to us, or even local words not recorded elsewhere (see
Chapter 13).

Nevertheless, even for words that are actually directly attested in texts, evi-
dence within the Greek vocabulary of individual lemmas is not the same. There
are highly attested terms, such as 3¢mag (more than 500 occurrences in the TLG)
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or Ypaog (more than 400), in all textual genres, as well as other terms that are
attested in restricted contexts (e.g., dxdvy). In this sense, because the available
evidence is highly unbalanced, it is difficult to define every single word as a
truly integrated loanword. Certainly, a term like démag is highly likely to be a
true loanword; this is proven by the fact that the model word is attested in the
source language (HLuw. tipas-). The Gr. 3émag is perfectly integrated into the
Greek lexicon and a small number of derivatives are attested as well, which
indicates morphological integration and productivity (noun déractpov, n. with
the same meaning, and adjective demaatpaios, adj. ‘in/of a cup’).5°

On the basis of the typology of loanwords described in Volume 1 (Chap-
ter 14, Section 1.1.3), the majority of Greek loanwords belong to the adapted
category, as there is no evidence of foreign words that would be external to any
inflectional Greek pattern. The second criterion, that of productivity, is strictly
dependent on the attested documentation; for example, xvpuforilw ‘play cym-
bals’ is the attested denominal verb from xdufoov, ov, T, possibly modeled
on Hitt. “®huhupal-, and it forms a series of derivatives together with xvufa-
AMaThg, 0D, 6 (m.) and xupuBariotpia, ag, 1) (f.) both indicating a ‘cymbal-player.
The word 80paog, ov, 6 (likely from Luw. tuwarsa-) is also highly developed, both
in derivation and in composition (e.g., fvpgéw ‘make into thyrsi, upgopopéw
‘bear the thyrsus, Gvpaopavig, e, ‘who raves with the thyrsus’). For other possi-
ble loanwords there is no attestation of derivatives (e.g., &y, ng, ) without
this precluding the word from being a true loanword—or perhaps better, in
this case, a Wanderwort—Dbecause the exact model language cannot be deter-
mined.

4 Concluding Remarks

This chapter sought to emphasize 1) the importance of transmission and 2) the
flexibility in the reproduction of the source language by the target language. For
the first point, it should be remembered that contact can occur in a synchronic
stage of coexisting living languages (e.g., Greek and Anatolian languages of
the first millennium BCE) but also diachronically between two written literary
texts. Moreover, mediation forms multiple networks in which two types of fac-
tors act simultaneously, namely linguistic factors (transmission from language

50  According to Chantraine (1933:421-422), neuter nouns in -og formed a non-homogenous
group, which includes archaic terms (often indicating traditional and religious objects)
and possible borrowings.
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A to Cvia a language B) and textual factors (a gloss in Hesychius commenting
on Hipponax), for each of which the diachronic dimension and the course of
time is involved.5!

Consider the following example of language mediation seen above (Sec-
tion 2.2): Is the word camel in contemporary English a loanword from Semitic?
The answer is both yes and no—ultimately yes, at the end of the transmission
chain, but not directly. It may be more accurate to say that came! entered the
English lexicon through the Old North French variant camel (which retains the
Latin /k/ of camelus rather than the affricate seen in other French variants,
such as chameau in Modern French), which itself was inherited from Latin.
Latin borrowed the term from the Greek xdpnAog, which, in turn, was bor-
rowed from a Semitic language, as mentioned earlier—with the intermediation
of Luwian according to Yakubovich (2016a:87), though this is unnecessary for
Rosot (2013:43—-44) and Giusfredi (2020a:54). In this sense, English camel should
be defined as a Romance borrowing, rather than a Semitic one. This is histor-
ically and geographically corroborated by the relationships between English
and French during the 17th century cE. The same reasoning could be applied
to ancient languages, albeit with a substantial difference in the quantity and
quality of documentation, which is often scarce, fragmentary, or both.

Definitions of what loanwords are, and how they differ from other forms
of contact—such as code-switching or other forms of occasional quotation—
provide valuable research guidelines. In our analysis, we have preferred to
adopt the broadest possible view, not in terms of the quantity of lemmas col-
lected (which would go far beyond the limits of the research) but rather in
terms of the representativeness of the phenomena. Therefore, glosses or local
renderings of foreign terms have not been excluded a priori. The picture is
complicated by the fact that fine-grained etymologies for closely related lan-
guages requires a clear definition of the rules of historical phonology in order to
determine which forms are deviating from the genealogical transmission and
thus susceptible to being included among contact phenomena. However, in
some cases, neither Greek nor Anatolian etymology is assured with complete
certainty. Therefore, the study of lexical interference consists of more or less
supportable hypotheses that must always consider the philological analysis of
texts as well as context and geo-historical plausibility.

51  See Merlin et al. 2024a.



CHAPTER 15

Greek and the Anatolian Languages of the First
Millennium: Lycian, Lydian, and Carian

Elena Martinez-Rodriguez and Stella Merlin

1 Introduction!

This chapter addresses language contact between Late Anatolian languages
and Greek from a synchronic perspective, that is, it considers the material
that roughly corresponds with the written stages of Lydian, Lycian, and Car-
ian. The denomination of Late Anatolian languages responds to the dating of
their corpus of inscriptions, attested only during the first millennium BCE.2
Diachronic considerations may be only circumstantially included, for they are
referred to in Chapter 14. The chronological framework of the present corpus
of study is more difficult to delimit at the end of the written phases, for indirect
material—especially onomastics—endure beyond the Hellenistic and Roman
periods. Other types of indirect evidence, such as glosses, are treated in Chap-
ter 13.

The variety of linguistic landscapes that the Greek language of Anatolia
presents in this period is generally described by means of the historico-cultural
events of Classical times, rather than from epigraphic materials, which, in addi-
tion to being under-studied, also entail the problem of the dispersal of pub-
lications that complicate a corpus delimitation. Brixhe (1993) has provided a
valuable study of the linguistic picture of Greek in Anatolia, through direct doc-
umentation and in the contemporaneous written phases of the Late Anatolian
languages. The author emphasizes the strong Ionian element in Caria during
the 4th century BCE, explained by continuous contacts with the Ionian territory
and the influence from Miletus, which would have displaced a primary Doric
dialect of the area at an early stage. In contrast, only after the Carian satrap

1 We are grateful to Ignasi Adiego for his valuable comments on Section 2 of this work.

2 On linguistic grounds, these languages are traced back to, at least, a contemporaneous phase
with their sister languages of the second millennium: Hittite, Palaic, and Luwian. On the his-
torical geography of these territories during the second millennium BCE, see Gander 2022.
For its possible correlations with the Lydian-speaking communities, see Yakubovich 2010a:77,
Roosvelt 2012, and Simon 2021b.
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Mausolus (361BCE) became incorporated into the government do Ionian traces
appear in Lycia, whose Greek inscriptions in the 4th century BCE have Attic as
its Greek dialect. The use of Attic in Lycia may have been triggered by a polit-
ical event, namely their accession to the Delian League in 470 BCE.2 Whether
this event also displaced primary Doric dialectal elements is difficult to state,
because most of the doriophonic evidence is based on foundational mythogra-
phy and our limited knowledge of the first Greek migrations to coastal Anatolia.
Most of the studied Greek documentation of Anatolia belongs to an elevated
register, attested in official dynastic texts and poems, which do not necessar-
ily reflect the use of the Greek vehicular language of the territory. Bearing in
mind all these considerations, multilingual documents containing Greek and
one of the Late Anatolian languages, listed below, are at the moment the most
significant texts for the direct study of language contact in this chapter.

In Classical times, Late Anatolian-speaking communities occupied the west-
ern and southwestern territories of Anatolia. Located in the north, Lydia was
delimited by the Kaikos and the Meander rivers, whereas the eastern frontier,
bordering Phrygia, varied over time. Caria is located between Lydia, with the
Meander River as the natural border, and Lycia—the Indus River being a dif-
fuse boundary between the territories. In turn, Lycia, on the peninsula between
the modern gulfs of Fethiye and Antalya, borders Pisidia to the east. These
collineations naturally create confluence areas between Anatolian-speaking
communities: Tralleis and its surroundings, between Meandros and Mount
Messogis, is an area of Lydo-Carian convergence, whereas the region around
Telmessos shows a coexistence of Carian and Lycian elements (see Section
2.1.2).

All three languages employ individual epichoric alphabets, the moment of
reception and adaptation of which is still disputed.# The first inscriptions in
Lydian and Carian date back to the Pre-classical period (7th—6th centuries
BCE), coinciding with the moment of expansion and prosperity of the Lydian
Empire. Early Carian inscriptions bear the particularity of being placed in
Egypt, where most of the Carian corpus is attested, a fact that responds to

3 The Athenian hegemony after the Persian Wars drove the gradual introduction of Attic ele-
ments into the Ionian dialect from Anatolia that developed into the koinification of the Greek
language, which spread and imposed after the conquest of Alexander the Great in the year
333BCE.

4 They appear clearly related to the Greek alphabet, although not necessarily derived from it
in a direct way. The dating of the earliest documentation in Phrygian, its proximity to the
Lydian alphabet, the possible interference of secondary models, and the individual innova-
tions, are some of the elements in an ongoing discussion around the kind of Greek donor of
these alphabets. An updated state of the art is provided in Adiego (2018).
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the employment of Carian mercenaries by Pharaoh Psammetichus I (664—
610 BCE). Somewhat later, the first epigraphical evidence in Lycia dates to the
end of the 6th century BCE, the recent find of a graffito at Patara likely being
the earliest document (Diindar and Réveilhac 2021).

The fate of all three territories was affected by the Persian conquest of Ana-
tolia, led by Harpagus, the Median general of Cyrus the Great. The destruction
of Sardis in 546 BCE was rapidly followed by the annexation of the rest of the
territories to the Achaemenid Empire. By the end of the 6th century BCE, Sardis
rises as the satrapal center of the Persians in the West, from where diverse
military operations are managed, from the Ionian Revolt against Darius I (499—
494BCE), which followed the Median Wars (First 492—490BCE, and Second
480—479BCE), to various uprisings. In the course of these events, the different
Late Anatolian entities are inevitably involved in the confrontations between
Persians and Greeks, in some cases switching between factions. Lycia’s case
is especially notorious, having joined the Athenian Delian League in 470 BCE,
only to defect to the Persian side in the early phase of the Peloponnesian War in
429 BCE. Caria played a prominent role in this scenario after the suppression of
the Satraps Revolt (372—362 BCE), when Artaxerxes placed Lycia under the con-
trol of the Carian satrap Mausolus and brought its dynastic system to an end.
The Carian Hekatomnid dynasty, of a marked philhellenic tendency, had made
Greek its administrative language, a fact that impacted the annexed Lycia.

The conquest of Alexander the Great in 333 BCE triggered the rapid decline
of the local alphabets, although the exact moment when the local script ceased
to be employed is disputed. In the case of Lydian, Gérard (2005:20) follows Gus-
mani'’s chronological classification (1964:17-19 and 1980:15-17), which, contra
Melchert (2008b:56), places some inscriptions in post-Classical times (3rd—1st
centuries BCE). In the case of Carian, at least one inscription would be post-
Hekatomnid (C.Ka 5, end of the 4th century BCE.; Adiego 2007a:155), whereas
Lycian dating of post-Classical inscriptions is highly controversial (Rix 2015 for
Hellenistic inscriptions, refuted by Christiansen 2021). In all likelihood, these
languages may have endured in the spoken register in the private sphere dur-
ing the Hellenistic period.

The corpora of the Late Anatolian Languages consist of ca. 120 Lydian
inscriptions (Melchert 2001a), including coin and seal legends; ca. 206 Lycian
inscriptions (Melchert 2001b, Christiansen 2019b) with about 100 coin texts
(Morkholm and Neumann 1978); and ca. 250 Carian inscriptions (Adiego
2007a) with about 50 coin legends (Konuk, in Adiego 2007a). The Lycian corpus
contains a fourth language, Milyan (or Lycian B attested in only two inscrip-
tions, TL 44c:32—65, d1—71, and TL 55), whose linguistic filiation remains an
open question (see recently Kloekhorst 2022a:69—70). The Greek bilinguals are
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two Lydian—Greek bilinguals (Lw 20 and Lw 40), nine Lycian—Greek bilinguals
(TL 6, 23, 25, 32, 45, 56, 65°, 72, 117, N 312, 320, NN 343), six quasi-bilinguals
(TL 44¢:20-31, 70, 134, 139, 143, N 302), and five Carian—Greek bilinguals (C.Hy 1,
C.Si2, CKi1, C.Kas, G1). The epigraphic genres contained are mostly funerary
epitaphs, cult regulations, honorary decrees, and dynastic historical accounts.

The presence of relevant innovations attributed to the Luwic group in Lydian
has prompted the connection between the Southern Anatolian group and
Lydian (Rieken 2017:303), although it still remains a matter of debate whether
these common traits are attributable to a genealogical affinity or to an areal
phenomenon. Among the shared innovations with the Luwic languages, as
stated by Rieken (2017) and Melchert (2003c), are the 1sg. pres. *-wi (Lyd. -u/-w,
Lyc. -u); nom.pl. *-insi (reflected in Lyd. acc.pl. -§ [¢], nom.pl. Lyc. -"i and Car.
-§), and two structural innovations: the substitution of the genitive case for a
relational adjective (Lyd. -li-, cf. Luw. -assa/i-, Lyc. -ehe/i-/-ahe/i-), and the i-
mutation (insertion of -i- before case ending in casus rectus of the common
gender, but extended to neuter endings in some adjectival stems in Lydian;
on which see Sasseville 2017). On the verbal morphology level, it is relevant to
quote the incorporation of the verbal stem *duwV- ‘to put, place’ > Lyc. tuwe-,
Lyd. cuwe- (Melchert 2003), whose origin is not exempt from debate. Other
common traits include the loss of the laryngeal in the factitive suffix -a- < *eh,
(vs. Hitt. -ahh-) in both Lydian and Luwic, or the verbal and nominal forma-
tions derived with the causative-iterative suffix *-éye/o- (Sasseville 2020:550).
Recently, it has been proposed that the Lydian infinitive ending -/ connects to
the Luwic infinitive forms (Lyc. -ne/-na) through a rhotacism phenomenon -/ <
*-ra < *-na from *-una (Sasseville 2021). However, the linguistic filiation of this
language is still vigorously debated (recently, Kloekhorst 2022a; Yakubovich
2022).

2 Phonetic and Morphological Interference

Onomastics have played a relevant role in the decipherment and understand-
ing of the Late Anatolian Languages at the early stages of their investigation.
However, this type of material is not suitable for inferring information regard-
ing ethnic linguistics on the subjects bearing these names, because onomastics
are more susceptible to being borrowed among neighboring languages, or to
traveling long distances due to concrete historical events. In spite of the lim-
itations that this material presents in terms of accounting for language con-
tact, punctual adaptations, as well as secondary remodeling, are—as in com-
mon lexicon—relevant from the synchronic phonetic and morphological view-
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points. Languages find different adaptation mechanisms to convey sounds that
their phonetic repertoires lack in relation to the target language. Choosing an
approximate sound, either in mode or point of articulation, or, from the graphic
point of view, combining two different graphemes, are some of the processes
that can be detected in the adaptations between Greek and the Late Anatolian
languages. In addition, adapted lexicon and onomastics may have undergone
further changes according to the phonetic and morphological constraints of
the language of reception. Due to the volume of adaptations, onomastics are
much more informative than lexicon in this regard.

2.1 Onomastics

Obstruents, digraphic notation, and voicing. Among the Greek graphemes rep-
resenting two consonants, only & /ks/ presents a clear digraphic adaptation in
these Anatolian languages: Lyd. S, Lyc. xss (Mil. xzz).5 Furthermore, digraphic
notation can be found word-initially in the Lycian representation of dental
voiced stops ({fity /d/, e.g., Ntemuxlida from Anpox\[et]dnc),® while in inter-
nal position Lyc. {fit) is representing the Greek nasal sequence /nd/ (e.g., Lyc.
Milasaritra from Meljoavdpos).

Conversely, in some examples, Carian letters () and {3) appear digraphi-
cally represented by Greek: Car. PN (I)fr- > Gr. IuBpacaig, or Car. dars > Avda-
pws/Avdpoows. In these cases, the Greek rendering coincides with the poten-
tial origin of the clusters (respectively, *mb and *nd), although the synchronic
value of Carian () and (3 is still disputed among, respectively, /mb/—/nd/,
[mb/—/nd/, or /b/—/d/ (Adiego 2007a:247).7

Finally, the digraphs (M) and {Ad) appear in the adaptations to the Carian
lateral sound {A) (Kidara = Gr. Kix3apa, Kidhapa, KON § 510; PAeg-$ = ITeAdnxog
KPN §1234, Qladis = KohaAdig, LGPN V.B 240), showing an alternation between
(M) and (A3) that is likely to reflect a lateral geminate with a dental artic-

5 Lyc. Xssérizija (Mil. Xzzdta-) from ZovBiog; Lyd. AAiksdntru-, Lyc. Alayssaritra, Aliyssdfitra
from AXéEavSpog. However, no examples of this endure in Carian (Eavdufeps is likely to be
adapted from Car. kSatybr-; Adiego pers.com.).

6 Historical voiced stops underwent a loss of sonority in initial position in Lycian-Lydian-
Carian (e.g., Car. PN Piks < *b"eh,-, Lyc. v. ta- ‘to put’ < *d"eh;-, Lyd. n. kdna- ‘woman’ < *g*ona-).
Despite the lack of examples, this word-initial constraint may have endured in the synchronic
adaptation of Greek onomastics, according to some tentative correspondences: Car. PrKidas
[pryidas/ = Bpayytau (?), Lyc. Tiwiddeimija = *Awr(e)Beuis (?), Lyd. Paki = Bdxyog (?).

7 Inarecentcontribution, Adiego (2020b:105-107) analyzes the Saqqara Carian sub-corpus and
defends the argument that the nature of the Carian graphemes §, 3, y, A in fact responds to
biphonemic heterosyllabic values (8 = /m.b/, /m.b/, 8 = /n.d/, /n.d/, y = /n.g/, mn.g/, A= /1d/,
.d/, [, [L1)).
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ulation in Carian (Adiego 2007a:249, 2020b:105; see fn. 7). Furthermore, this
Greek rendering recalls the much-discussed Lydian name QAddn-,2 the oddity
of whose /-Ad-/ cluster has been already noted and connected with a possible
Carian origin by Melchert (apud Gérard 2005:32), on which see below (Section
2.1.2).

Sonorants. In Lydian, word-initial voicing finds another constraint in the
case of dentals: Lyd. Lamétru- from dialectal Gr. Aapdtyp (rather than Ion.-
Att. Ayunmp, Gérard 2005:57), and Lefs / Lews from dialectal Gr. Aetg (Heubeck
1959:35, Gérard 2005:47).9 In light of this phenomenon, the name of the Cim-
merian ruler Lygdamis (AvySauig), as reported by Greek historians (e.g.,
Herodotus 1.61), might be explained through Lydian intermediation (cf. adap-
tation in NAss. Dugdammé, Valério 2017:54—55).

However, it is difficult to state to what extent this alveolar sound-change is
typological because, conversely, it is found in at least two Greek adaptations
from Lycian: Zémure > Afpvpa, and Dapara- > Aarnapa, the second appearing
in a bilingual text (TL 6).1° This seemingly points to Lyc. (D-) being perceived
fricative enough as not to choose Gr. /t/ or /d/ for the adaptation, but the lateral
coronal fricative [Iz] argued to be behind the /1/ in the Greek Aamapa counter-
part (Valério 2015:340).

The discussion around the adaptation of the dental voiced feature is further
complicated by the disputed value of the Lydian letter traditionally transcribed
as {(d), which plays a major role in establishing the when and how of differ-
ent Greek adaptations. Two explanations stand: {d) with a synchronic value
as a voiced fricative /d/ (Melchert 2004b with references) or as an approxi-
mant palatal /j/ (Oreshko 2019; see Chapter 7). According to Melchert, it is the
adjectival derivation that would have produced the outcome with dental in

8 Sasseville (Euler and Sasseville 2019) proposes phonetically interpreting QAddns as
[kwridans] and connecting it with Gr. Kpoloog, where Lyd. () is a palatal flap [¢i] and {d)
[8] rhotacizes to [z].

9 Very differently, Oreshko (2019:197 fn.7) regards them as independent outcomes, being
Lamétru- of Balkan-Aegean origin, and Lew-/Lef- an inherited word (< *dej-y-d-s, cf. Lyd.
ciw- ‘god’ < *di-ey-s). According to him, initial voiced dental develops into either a voice-
less/fortis dental /t/ or liquid /1/, as in these cases.

10  Thealleged identification of the Lycian toponym Zagaba with AayBog/AxyBy (KON § 669)
is another possible example of the interchange between Lyc. (z) /ts/ and Gr. A in initial
position (cf. middle position > Gr. g, Adiego 2020a:50). Three Greek inscriptions from Lycia
attest Aamapa in late Hellenistic times and Roman times (LGPN V.B g7), which renders the
bilingual example Aamapa a true synchronic attempt to reflect an initial Lyc. /D-/. Contra
Oreshko (2019:201 fn.13), who regards the Greek form in TL 6:4 as an incorrect restora-
tion by Kalinka (1901); see new autopsy by Christiansen (2020:180) showing crystal-clear
lambda.
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the gentilic of the Lydian capital Sardis: *sfar-iye/o- > Lyd. sfarda- ‘Sardian’ (cf.
i-stem *Sfar(i)- ‘Sardis’), hence > Gr. Zdpdeig. Oreshko (2019:198-199) regards
the Lydian phonetic realization as /sfar-ja/, with an eventual synchronic for-
tition of the approximant in contact with a dental trill (/rj > rd > rd/) that
is reflected in the adaptation with dental of Greek (Zdpdeig) and Old Persian
(Sparda, cf. Aram. and Hebr. Sprd; see Chapter 7).1! Compare, in this sense, the
likely Lydian mediation in the adaptation of the Moon God epithet Tiapov, from
Luw. tiyammali-, as evidence for the approximant value of Lyd. {(d) (Pisaniello
2021).

The second problem with the Greek rendering of the Lydian ethnonym
Sfarda- concerns the absence of adaptation of the fricative /f/ phoneme in Xdp-
Jetg,'2 which Persian did perceive. In light of this, Greek and Persian ethnonyms,
despite having the same source, probably adapted it in different moments.
As long known (Gusmani 1964), the form registered by the historian Xanthus
(reported by Ioannes Lydus) as Evdpis represents the closest adaptation to the
Lydian toponym *Sfar(i)- (<*Swar-, Gusmani 1975:172).1® As for the approxi-
mant phonetic value in the Lycian data, its adaptation in Greek is not preserved
in non-rhotic contexts (cf. lapapag from Lyc. ljamara-, IpavoPog from Lyc. Pri-

Jjenube-, MAaawaet from Lyc. Mlejeusq).

Aspiration. Lycian and Greek have in their phonetic repertoire an aspirated
sound; in the latter, this occurs only word-initially. Nonetheless, Greek never
notates the aspiration of Lycian (Mavamipuiog from Mahanepijemi-, upifo-
™s/vpatis from Purihimete/i-, Lioaypag from Zizahdma-, Aa from Lyc. Hla-).
The sigmatic rendering of Qriturahi- as Kovdopaaotg is instead explained as hav-
ing Carian or Milyan as the original source (*s > Lyc. 4, Mil./Car. s; cf. also, ITopa-
awatis, vs. Lyc. Purihimete/i-; see 2.1.2 below). In turn, Lycian writes the Greek
initial aspiration (Lyc. Herikle from ‘HpoxAfjs), in light of which its absence in

11 Therefore, a conditioned change, different from the traditional assumption that {d rep-
resents /d/ in all contexts and on etymological grounds (Melchert 2004b, and Oreshko
2019 with references).

12 Itisimportant to note that Lydian presents a graphic alternance between {f) and (w), the
extent of whose phonetic implications is difficult to ascertain. There exists a certain con-
sensus in assuming that forms where this alternance occurs may represent a voiced frica-
tive value [v] (Gérard 2005:60). However, the borrowings where it takes place show two
different sources, either voiced fricative (w/f) /3/ (Luw. Kubaba ~ Lyd. Kuwaw|Kufaw), or
voiceless fricative in contact with a sibilant (w/f) /f/ ( Ju_/s/ but ) /f s/ (Gr.Dial. Aeig ~
Lyd. Lews/Lefs).

13 Homeric "Ydv is connected to Sardis by Zgusta (KON §1398-1) after many classical ref-
erences (e.g.,, Strabo 9.407). Garnier and Sagot (2020:172) trace the place name back to
*b3-neig ‘rich in water’ and reconstruct PA *su-wdr-o- ‘rich in water’ > Lyd. *suwar(i)- ‘Sardis’
(CLuw. nt. war- ‘water’).
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Exeteija from "Exatoiog can be explained as either a Milyan adaptation (cf. Erikle
from HpaxAfg), or as an orthographic interference from Greek alphabet, which
does not represent aspiration at the moment when Lycian is attested.!4

Other phenomena. Some adaptations from Greek show an apparent aphaere-
sis of /a/ in Lycian: Nagura from ‘Avaryépag, Padrita/Pedrita- from Agpodita,
Ténegure|/Ténagure from ‘Abyvorydpag, AmoMwvidov (gen.) from Pulenjdah
(gen.).’5 The phenomenon is commonly attested in Sidetic and Pamphylian,
and particularly affects the theophoric names of 'Afvva and ‘AméMwv; for this
reason, and as indicated by Skelton (2017:114), this phenomenon may reflect
a lexical interference rather than a phonetic phenomenon (e.g, Sid. ®andor,
Pamph. Oavadwpug from Abnvédwpog; Sid. Pordor, Pamph. ITehadwpug from
AmoM63wpog).

Judging from its initial palatal stop, the case of Lyc. Katamla, designating the
Carian Hekatomnids, appears to have been adapted not from Gr. ‘Exatépvog,
but rather from Car. ktmrio- (Adiego 2007a:244), the variant of Sinuri (cf. The-
ban ktmno-). In turn, the initial-vowel restoration in Lyc. Ekatamla responds
to a direct influence from Greek. In Carian, possible aphaeresis examples (e.g.,
Ktai- < ‘Exataiog) are difficult to distinguish from the actual defective notation
of vowels that this language extensively presents (Adiego 2007a:238—239 with
compilation).

Stem morphology. The prehistory of Lycian nominal class formation shows
the secondary recategorization of u-stems into the a-stem or consonantal
stems class (Martinez-Rodriguez 2019:224 with references). This constraint
is reflected in the integration of the Greek u-stem into the Lycian s-stem
inflection in the case of Lyc. Zeus- from Zelg, where the paradigm is created
from the Greek nominative, and also in the consonantal velar stem of Greek
(Thuraxxs(i)- from Owpa, Xelijanayssa- from Koddvak).16

As for the adaptations of Anatolian names in the Greek stem morphology,
some dialectal features have been identified by Brixhe (1993): several Carian
names show the dental extension for genitives, a typical Ionian trait (Kop-
Eag/Kop&adog, IMedexws/Ilehexwdog), whereas in Lycian, dative singular in -et

14 I owe this valuable observation to Federico Giusfredi. Note that another variable to con-
sider is that the source of Lyc. Exeteija is Ionic Greek, and thus, a psilotic form "Exaratos,
which is, in addition, particularly common in Caria (Adiego pers.com.).

15  Pinike from Emwixiog (Neumann 1979:30) is controversial (cf. from ®oivi§ sec. Metzger
1972:164).

16 Contra Oreshko (2020a:32 fn.56), who denies the borrowing Lyc. Zeus from Gr. Zetg on the
argument that the wrong adaptation of the stem would indicate an unexpectedly low level
of Greek knowledge, inflectional recategorization is to be seen as a true sign of integration
of an adapted word in the spoken language.
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and genitive inflection under the s-stem are Attic traits (e.g., dat. MAaavoet from
Lyc. Mlejeusi, gen.sg. IuptBatovs from Lyc. Purihimeteh), in clear correspon-
dence with the general areas of influence of these dialects (see Introduction).
The Doric element is the most residual, despite some isolated examples in the
common lexicon (see Section 2.2 below). On the explanation that genitives
in /-a/ in Greek inscriptions from Lycia (gen. Koapua, Aa, Optaxia, Iptoavopa,
Apxeaipa) equate to the Doric inflection (Merlin and Pisaniello 2019:96), per-
haps arising from the influence of neighboring Rhodian (Réveilhac 2018:533),
one might also consider the creation of asigmatic genitives in masculine -a
and -o nouns in Greek from Lycia and Caria (Brixhe 1993:78, cf. gen. ‘Exa-
Topvw, in the Greco-Carian bilingual C.Si 2, and the Greco-Lycian bilingual
N 320).

Tendencies. In Lycian and Carian, the popularity of names in /-kle/ adapted
from -xAfjg, with loss of final /-s/, is widely attested: Lyc. Perikle from Iepuchis,
Terssixle from Ogpadiis/ TepPpuchiis, Herikle (DN) from ‘Hpouchiig; Car. Lysikla-
from Avoud\iig, Nik[-—]la- (Nik[ok]la-| Nik[uk]la-) from NixoxAiig, Urskles from
'Opatxdijs. Note that the Lycian adaptation with (k) /c/, rather than (x) /k/, as
also Carian <R> [c/ or /ki/, do not correspond to the Greek phonetics, which
may be due to a secondary palatalization produced by the contact with /1/
(Adiego 2020a:48). Alternatively, and at least for the case of Lycian, epigraphic
interference produced by the formal coincidence of the Greek and Lycian letter
<k> may have played a role, arising from the coexistence of the two alphabets.

Calques. The most representative example of a calque in onomastics is Lyc.
Natrbbijemi from AnoMédotog (‘given by Nir-; with reflexes on Greek from Caria
NetepBiuog), which is, in turn, the example accounting for an alleged influence
of Greek names formed with participles in Lycia and Pisidia (Melchert 2013:48).
However, the fact that most examples are to be reconstructed ('Opvenetuis from
Lyc. [**Urnepijémi/ from Gr. Meylotédotog, Schiirr 2007:36),17 or that we may
be confronting the generalization of a lexicalized element in the Anatolian
names of indirect transmission (°mtg, °miag, °meag, °Brog, °Piag, °Bvg, OmIuLS, °OTEL-
g, °meptg, etc., Houwink Ten Cate 1961:176-177), casts doubts on an assumed
structural influence.

Another source of discussed calques are divine epithets. Here, too, the de-
bate hinges on diachronic considerations, and the option of punctual trans-
lations based on parallel equivalences cannot be discarded: e.g., Malija hrix-
uwama = ABywa emioxomog (cf. *sri-huwa- ‘to run’ > ‘to observe’ > ‘to assist,

17 On this example, furthermore, the fact that Meyiotédotog is a unicum in the Greek ono-
mastic corpus makes it likely that the direction is from Lycian to Greek (Adiego 2020a:46).
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Garcia-Ramén 2015:133), or Car. Trqude kAmu=3 = Zedg atpdriog (cf. *kuwalan-
muwa- ‘the power of the army’vel sim., Loiacono 2018-2019:139-145, Valério and
Yakubovich 2022).

On the basis of the correspondence in the bilingual TL 72 of Lyc. mahdi
nelez[.] with Gr. ol Oeol dyopaioy, it has been proposed that neleze Trqqgrit- in
N 324:8 is the local equivalent to Zedg dyopaiog (Neumann 2007:239), from
which the form zeusi gardi (TL 44b:62) has, in turn, been proposed to be its
adaptation, reinforced by the idea of a Lycian aphaeresis (Melchert 2014:68;
see counterarguments in Oreshko 2020a:32 and fn.23).

A final problem concerning these types of correspondences is the mediation
of folk etymology or reintroduction of already adapted elements. An example
of this situation occurs in the bilingual TL 25, where Lyc. Xssbezé corresponds
with PN Iéprag (cf. mépmak, axog, 6, ‘handle of a shield’), a name unattested
in the Greek corpus—with the exception of a reference to a dog’s name by
Xenophon (Cyn. 7.5, Merlin and Pisaniello 2019:94). If the connection responds
to that of a calque (Hajnal 1995:35 fn. 28, DLL 109), its direction remains unclear.
The fact that the Lycian form contains (xss, normally employed for the Greek
rendering of <§), and that the Greek form is unattested in the rest of the per-
sonal names corpus, speaks against a plain calque (Adiego 2020a:46), for which
reason the mentioned phenomena of a reintroduction of an already adapted
elements as also folk etymology may be operating.

2.11 Readoption and Remodeling Processes: Back and Forth between
Anatolian and Greek

Readoption and reintroduction of toponomastics were common processes,
not only identified in widely known examples registered by the literary tradi-
tion (e.g., Gr. Avxia and Hitt. Lukka), but in all likelihood operative in shorter
spans of time. Some onomastic doublets or triplets that present a clear pho-
netic correspondence appear to account for this phenomenon: e.g, Carian
adaptation Uliade from Gr. ObAady, a particularly common name in Caria
explained by its resemblance to Gr. YAttog/OAlatog, in turn adapted from gen-
uine Car. Wijat-/Wliat- (Adiego 2007a:428). In a similar manner, the Lycian
form Ipresida-, traditionally connected to Luw. Immaraziti- (NH § 450), has
been proposed by Adiego (2011) to be the adaptation of Gr. Tuppacidyg, a form
with dental extension that Greek might have created from an already existing
Lycian or Carian word (cf. IuBevs, InBpac(a)is, Lyc. ipre-, Luw. im(ma)ra/i- ‘open
field").

Lydian also presents this situation, albeit in a diachronic trajectory that
poses more problems to trace back and difficulties to integrate within the epi-
choric evidence. This especially concerns the names that endured in the Greek
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historiographical tradition, an important indirect source of Lydian. Regarding
how the data from literary tradition can be integrated into a Lydian histori-
cal scenario, the double and triple naming of Lydian dynasts, as reported by
Herodotus (1.7), has been interpreted to reflect a process of reconversion of
names, titles, and appellatives by foreign communities, ultimately creating an
overlapping of names of one individual that would have endured over the
local designations. The most representative example is the triad Sadyattes—
Candaules—Myrsilos (Zaduvdttyg, Kavdadins, Mupaitos), the last king of the
Heraclid dynasty (ca. mid-7th century BCE), where the first designation would
be the original name, the second an appellative based on the title, and the
last a reinterpreted patronymic, showing a fossilized li-adjective from Mbpaog
(Adiego 1999—2000).18

A second question revolves around how the internal analysis individually
connects with the synchronic and the diachronic evidence of Lydian. In this
sense, some names of the literary tradition recall Lydian epichoric onomas-
tics: e.g., Advdrtyg, cf. Lyd. Alu- (Lw 49:2, 4a1, 4b:2), and coin legend Walwet
(Dale 2015);!° Kpoioog, cf. Karo- (Lw 1011, 27:2, 25:4, 24, 26:1);2° and IOy, cf. coin
legend Kukalim (Dale 2015).2! Although they do not necessarily imply a direct
adaptation, they may respond to processes of remodeling and readoption, over
larger spans of time, thereby accounting for long and continuous interactions
between Lydians and Greeks (cf. double reception of Lyd. gaAmu-; see Chap-
ter 14), for which reason much of the discussion around these names focuses
on the ultimate identity of the Anatolian element from a diachronic perspec-
tive.

18  As for KavdadAng, the first part of the name is etymologically connected to Luw.
hantawatti- and Lyc. x7itawat(i)- (Carruba 2003:154), but explained as the adaptation of
Car. kdow- ‘king’ reconverted into a title (Yakubovich 2010a:94-95).

19  Walbwet (cf. Luw. walwa(i)- ‘lion’), parallelly adapted as OvaAag; cf. recent finding of coin
the legend Alya (Gander 2019) showing the same iconographical motives as the Walwet
coin, and reflecting the first part of the name ‘Alvdttyg, which could have been secondar-
ily adopted by Lydian.

20  Synchronically adapted as Gr. Kapoug (Gusmani 1988:186); Carruba (2003:155'°) analyzed
Kpoloog as an ethnic appelative *K(a)rwijassi- ‘the Carian’ (< *Kar(k)-wi( ja)-assa/i- ‘of the
Carian woman’), in clear reference to Croesus’s Carian maternal ancestry; Sasseville (Euler
and Sasseville 2019) regards it as the reflex of Lyd. QAddn-; see fn. 8.

21 DUy, reported by Assyrians as Gug(g)u in the Rassam Cylinder (Pedley 1972:82), would
present an assimilation */xuya-/ > [yuya-/ (Yakubovich 2017) in relation to epichoric PN
Kuka- (coin legend; Dale 2015 with references). The name is etymologically connected
to the Anatolian word for ‘grandfather’ (Hitt. Auhha-, Luw. Auha- and Lyc. xuga-) and
presents reflexes in other Luwic languages: e.g., Car. PN °qug (Adiego 2007a:334), T'vyog
(Caria, KPN §239), Kovyag (Lycia, KPN § 717).
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2.1.2 Interference among Late Anatolian Languages and Areas of
Confluence

The attribution of certain phonetic traits in Greek adaptations to an Anato-
lian language can appear diffuse in cases of proximity to bordering territories.
This is illustrated by the rendering of the site Tralleis, placed north of the
Meander River (and thus beyond the natural frontier of Caria with respect to
Lydia), which presents the adaptations TpaMelsc—TpaA3els. The Greek alterna-
tion (M\)/(A3) appears in adapted Carian names, but it is also discussed in
relation to the Lydian anthroponym QAddn- and its uncommon /1d/ cluster (see
above). Therefore, besides the proposal of a Carian origin, one might also con-
sider the possibility of an interference due to areal proximity (note that, to the
present date, the Anatolian epigraphy found at Tralleis is Carian, C.Tr1, C.Tr 2).

The interference of an area of confluence could operate in some Greek adap-
tations occurring in Lycian territory, which might better respond to Milyan
phonetics (e.g., Kivd° names; Martinez-Rodriguez 2021a). In this case, the sit-
uation is further complicated by the geographical undefinition of the Milyan-
speaking community, whose designation is a modern convention, and for
which reason other casuistry cannot be discarded.

Besides bordering aspects, concrete historical events appear responsible for
inter-Anatolian interference as well. For instance, the annexation of Lycia to
the rule of the Carian satrapy in 360 BCE and the instauration of the cult of the
King of Kaunos by the Hekatomnid Pixodarus, may account for the Greek ren-
dering Kovdopaatg in the Letoon trilingual (N 320G:9) of Lycia (cf. Lyc. Qriturahi,
*s > Lyc. h, but Car. s).

2.2 Common Lexicon

Evidence of linguistic contact from the common lexicon is substantially limited
in both directions, and concerns mostly the Lycian material (on its endurance
in Lycian, Lydian, and Carian glosses, see discussion in Chapters 13 and 14).
In this section too, the question remains as to whether borrowings have been
integrated into the language or respond to punctual adaptations. This situation
applies to Lyc. trijere- from Gr. Tpmpv, €05, 1] ‘trireme, while, in the other direc-
tion, Gr. pivdig, tog, 1) from Lyc. misite/i- ‘funerary authority’ and Gr. xaiyg, ov, 6
from Lyd. kawe- ‘priest. The idea of a simple Greek transcription of either alocal
or foreign word (Simon 2018a:379) is difficult to demonstrate with the available
material.22 However, one must consider that the existence of inflected forms—

22 Asdiscussed below, titles and epithets are susceptible to becoming punctual adaptations
or calques, for which reason a loanword Lyc. *gara- from d&yopd ‘assembly’ is far from
assured based on the equivalence dat.sg. zeusi gardi (TL 44b:62) = Zebg dyopaiog. On the
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as the derivations pev3ityg, ¢ and pevdita, of, from Gr. uivdig (from Lyc. misite/i-),
or fem. *xadelg (acc.sg. xadey, IGRom. 4.1755) from Hipponactean xatyg in an
epichoric inscription from Sardis—implies that the words became integrated
into the Greek language at some point. Here the discussion revolves around
how the linguistic context of these communities is to be defined in order to
account for either a borrowing into Greek, or Greek of Anatolia showing sub-
strate elements during the Hellenistic and Roman periods when the local lan-
guages ceased to be used, at least at the written level.

More assured, albeit somewhat problematic, is the Lycian loanword sttala-
‘stele. On account of its phonetics, Lyc. sttala- is traditionally argued to be bor-
rowed from a Doric dialect (Dor. otdAa, vs. Ion-Att. atAy). According to the
areas of influence of the Greek dialects over coastal Asia Minor during the Clas-
sical Period (v. Introduction), the diminished presence of Doric would point to
sttala- being an early loanword in Lycian. Note, however, that its endurance is
restricted to inscriptions commissioned by the aristocratic social class, that is,
the local dynasts: Xeriga (TL 44a:1, 44c:5, 7) and the strongly Hellenized Car-
ian satrap Pixodarus (N 320:23, 33—34 and perhaps TL 45b:8). For this reason,
and in light of the existence of a Lycian verb stta-, it cannot be ruled out that
we are looking at a proper Lycian derivation from the Lycian verb stta-, syn-
chronically developed in analogy to the Greek word for ‘stele’. In this sense,
Lycian is productive in showing figurae etymologicae: pijété pijatu “(he) gave
a gift” (TL 57:4-5), fite-pddéhadé pddénehiimis “((s)he) assigned a comman-
der” (N 320:2—4, cf. N 320G:2—3 xatéatyoe dpyovtag, pace Melchert 2018), and,
regarding the discussed case, sttati sttala “a stele will be placed” (TL 44c:5).23

Some borrowings can be safely established through diachronic and compar-
ative evidence: Greek from Lycia midtpa, ag, v (/miétpa) ‘daughter-in-law; would
be the adaptation of an unattested derivative of v. pjje- ‘to give’ by means of a
-tr-suffixation (cf. Luw. piyatr(i)- ‘donation, Schiirr 1999; see phonetic analy-

apheresis feature that characterizes other adaptations from Greek to Lycian in onomas-
tics (see Section 2.1). Doubtful discussed loanwords, also based on a phonetic closeness in
Lycian, include Lyc. driimdma- from Gr. duwuog ‘blameless’ (Neumann 2007 s.v. and Ore-
shko 2020a:32, but not accepted by Schiirr 2012:32), and Lyc. manaxine from Gr. povoyéwng
‘only, single.’ In these cases, the meaning attributed from Greek is poorly supported by the
contextual evidence of the inscriptions.

23 Ontheetymology of Lyc. stta- (*steh,-), see Garcia-Ramon (2015:121), pace Oreshko (2020a:
31-32) (and earlier Melchert 2008a:54, in light of the oddity of Lyc. s¢¢- cluster), who argues
for a borrowing of both stta- (Gr. lot/ictdw) and sttala- (Dor. otdAa) in the 12th-uth
centuries BCE “resulting from the situation of a high-level Greek-Lycian bilingualism.” In
parallel, the /a/-timbre is attested in the Roman-era form gt@Ma (< Aeolic) and in the
Isaurian theonym XtaMog (Obrador-Cursach and Corral-Varela 2023:242).
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sis in Chapter 14);2* Greek from Lydia and Caria, respectively: xoauBew/xéupog
‘small, cf. Lyc. xahba- ‘grandson’ (see analysis in Chapter 14); Gr. mbpyog, ov, 6
‘tower’ from unattested Lyd. “prkus (cf. Hitt. parku-/pargay- ‘high’; Obrador-
Cursach 2019—2020); or Gr. TdApvg, v30g, 0 (/TIdAuvs) { Lyd. gadmu- (/gaimAu-)
[kwalimiu] (cf. Post-Myc. Greek *4* » p), whereas other connections remain
more tentative: e.g., tad¢ and tavoog ‘great’ (Hesychius T 259—260), cf. Lyd.
tawsa- ‘great, powerful’ (Gérard 2005:46); or vixtptag (Hipponax Frgm. 28.5;
Hesychius v 577 SovAéxdoudog ‘born-slave’), proposed to be a borrowing from
Lyd. *nikud(V-) ‘nobody’ (negative particle + relative adverb ‘where’ (Watkins
2007:119-120).

As mentioned in relation to toponomastics, popular etymology may have
mediated in cases where phonetics do not correspond. Such is the case of the
sole secure Carian loanword in Greek: éppnvels, éwg, 6 ‘interpreter’ from Car.
armon, where both the initial aspiration and the /e/ vocalism are due to folk
association with the god ‘Epuijs (Adiego 2010a:153).

A final group concerns calques, most of which require an etymologization
discussion to account for their semantics, and which are in all likelihood to be
regarded as simple equivalent terminology in each language (Gusmani 2007):
Lyc. asaxlaza- = Gr. émiueAnt|g ‘manager, curator, pddénehmnme/i- = Gr. dpxwv
‘ruler, epewétliiime/i- = Gr. mepiowog ‘dwelling round,’ Lyd. Serlis srmlis = Gr. vew-
moivg ‘temple worker’ However, in the case of nom.pl. epewétléméi = meplioixol,
an identification between mepi ‘round about’ and epe-(wé)-t/- has been analyzed
by Adiego (1993) on the grounds of a derivation from PIE *k*el-/k*/- (> Lyc. t-,
cf. *kvei- > Lyc. ti ‘who’), preceded by the local prep. epi (cf. Luw. appa- ‘behind’),
and compared to lexicalized participles (e.g., tideime/i- ‘son’), establishing the
meaning as ‘the ones that stand/move behind.’ In addition, note that the Lycian
word can be taken as an exact calque if the second element °r2méi is connected
to the lexeme rime/i- ‘building’ (DLL: 42), thus calquing Gr. olxog, ov, 6.25

Typological parallelism is a final element that concerns the discussion
around calques, likely operating in the case of the equivalence between Lyc.
kumehe/i- (N 320:27) = lepelov (N 320G:25) ‘sacrificial animal’ (pace Oettinger
1981:11), where a semantic derivation to *kume/i- ‘sacred’ (DLL: 33—34) is con-
ceivable (Oreshko 2020a:33).26 However, it is unlikely in the case of Lyc. priinezi
(je)- ‘household member’ from oixelog (contra Rutherford 2002:204—206) be-

24  Brixhe (1999a:89-91) explains it as a regional variant mdtpa ‘father’s sister, aunt.’

25  Nonetheless, the expected inflection of the nominative plural form would be **-rimi.

26  Lyc. ahiitdi (N 32017), which in the bilingual is translated as objuata ‘dwellings’
(N 320Gus5), is tentatively referred in previous literature as another example of Greek
calque (Rutherford 2002:205, cf. Lyc. *ah- ‘to be’ and Gr. vta/odaia ‘possessions’). How-
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cause, as already observed by Brixhe (2007:933), it is not employed by Greek in
filiation to denote this meaning.

3 Grammatical Interference

In this section, we address the question of grammatical interference between
Greek and the three main Anatolian languages of the first millennium we are
dealing with, namely Lydian, Lycian and Carian.2”

Handbooks and general references tackle this issue from the point of view
of both Greek and Anatolian studies. In particular, one may mention the arti-
cles collected in the Encyclopedia of Ancient Greek Language and Literature.
Melchert (2014a, 2014b) on Greek and, respectively, Lycian and Lydian, cer-
tainly contains references to grammatical phenomena, whereas van den Hout
(2014), who writes about Greek and Carian, refers mostly to the phonologi-
cal level. The contributions of Adiego (2007b, 2007c¢, and 2007d) on all three
languages in contact with Greek also discuss grammatical aspects, as does the
work by Brixhe (2007). Finally, Hawkins (2010) offers an overview on the inter-
actions between Greek and the languages of Asia Minor.

These contributions normally address the subject in terms of the possible
relationships and of the available evidence of linguistic contact between Greek
and each of the Anatolian languages of the first millennium BCE. In our presen-
tation, we would like to propose a general approach to the languages of the first
millennium, thus following a thematic organization of the contents. As such,
we will start from the phenomena rather than from the single languages.

3.1 Phraseology and Formulae

The study of phraseology and formulae involves not only lexical and grammat-
ical interference, but also the problem of linguistic and textual interference,
which may be limited to written, literary language or may extend to other
varieties of a language as a system. In the rather rigid texts that make up the
corpora of interest, the study of phraseology may address a number of differ-
ent formulaic expressions, such as filiation formulae, curse formulae, or other
more-or-less fixed and recurrent expressions that are more difficult to catego-
rize. Phrasemes, when borrowed, are generally translated (or calqued), which
makes bilingual documents the ideal materials where such phenomena may be

ever, it has been argued that, if segmented as tah7itdi, a connection with Lyc. $9e- ‘place
of sacrifice’ (DLL:74) can be drawn (Schiirr 2016a:125).
27 For minor languages, see Chapter 17.
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found. Due to the nature of the corpora, the Lycian corpus is that which offers
formulaic material in bilingual documents. However, methodological problems
arise that should be explained in a linguistic fashion.

In his 2020a paper, Oreshko, basing on the previous work by Rutherford
(2002), includes among phrasemes and formulae a number of semantic
calques, including Lyc. kumehi/i- ‘sacred’ for Gr. tepeiov, and Lycian prinezije for
Greek oixelog. Because in these cases no morpho-syntactic pattern is induced
or modified by contact, we preferred to mention them when dealing with the
lexical level (see Section 2.2 above). On the other hand, when the borrowed
formula impacts the grammar or basic semantics of the linguistic material
employed in the target language, the possibility of interference becomes much
more compelling.

For instance, the formula (Arppi) atli ehbi, meaning ‘for himself, has been
described as a calque of éavtd® ‘for himself’ (Seyer 2006; Melchert 20144, but cf.
the observations by Oreshko 2020a:34). The idea that interference is at work
is indeed quite convincing, because in this case there is a pleonastic repeti-
tion of a reflexive element (-# occurs in Wackernagel position, and then the atl;
ehbiformula also occurs).?8 The fact that some redundancy can be expected for
emphatic purposes, as Oreshko (2020a:34) appears to suggest, does not obliter-
ate the semantic and grammatical pleonasm, which makes Greek interference
at least a possibility that one should take seriously. Unfortunately, such exam-
ples are not numerous, and some—such as that involving Gr. £otw dpudtwAog
el ‘be a sinner toward’ and Lyc. siimati (pddé), or the possibility that Lyc.
alaha- ‘concede’ is calqued on Gr. suyywpfjoai—depend on uncertain analyses
and etymologies by Schiirr (2010: 149-151) and Oreshko (2019, 2020a), respec-
tively.

The possibility of identifying phraseological interference also exist in mono-
lingual documents when we are dealing with highly formulaic textual sections
in geographical areas of contact. One such case regards the analysis of com-
mon strategies in the morphological formation of patronymics. In a recent
reassessment, Obrador-Cursach (2021b) traces the salient stages of the debate
by proposing an overview of the formation of patronymics in Asia Minor dur-
ing the first millennium, considering the Anatolian languages, Phrygian and
Greek.

According to Obrador-Cursach (2021b:55-58), during the Iron Age different
linguistic strategies existed in order to express the relation of filiation. Some

28  Note, however, that the analysis of -ti as a reflexive pronoun is not completely certain. See
Kloekhorst (2011) for a different interpretation.
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languages have at their disposal more than one strategy (e.g., Greek or Lycian),
whereas for some other languages no alternatives have been recorded (e.g., Car-
ian or Lydian).2%

A first strategy is that of using the so-called genitival adjective, an adjective
morphologically derived from the genitive of the father’'s name by means of a
suffix which thereby hosts the mark of agreement with the proper name of the
son or daughter to which it refers. In this case, the word for ‘son’ or ‘daughter’
may or may not be expressed. The attested suffixes for such a genitival adjective
are numerous. In Lycian, we find -4 and its variants -47 and he.3° In Lydian, we
find -li-. Aeolic Greek has adjectives in -yo- that show a similar function. Below,
we provide a couple of relevant examples from the Anatolian corpora of the
Iron Age:

Lycian:
tikeuképreé ... urtaqijahii kbatru
PN.acc. PN.GenAdj.acc.sg. daughter.acc.sg.

“(to) Tikeuképre, daughter of Urtaqija” (TL 25a:5-6, Tlos)
And Lydian:

manelid kumlilid silukalid
PN.GenAdjnom-acc.sg. PN.GenAdj.nom-acc.sg. PN.GenAdj.nom-acc.sg.
“Manes (the son) of Kumli- (the grandson of) Seleukia” (Lw 1:4, Sardis)

In Greek, the derived patronymic adjective could be formed through several
suffixes: -10g, -(1)3ag, or -twv. Thus, in Greek we find patronymics such as, e.g,,
the Homeric Tehapéviog for Ajax, and TInAeidyg, or Aiaxidng for Achilles, son of
Peleus and grandson of Aeacus. As summarized by Weiss (2010:110), the suffix
-106, tracing back to an PIE *-ijyo-, was used to form deverbal adjectives, such
as dytog ‘sacred’ from d&Zopart ‘respect, worship’ and genitival adjectives, such as
owTyplog ‘saving, salvific’ from owtp ‘savior, protector.’ This derivational suffix,
having the meaning of ‘belonging to, pertaining to’ ends up being a patronymic
in some Greek dialects, as in the Homeric examples quoted above. As discussed

29  For a summary, see the recapitulative table in Obrador-Cursach (2021b:58).

30  According to Adiego (2010b), the different forms of the genitival adjective found in Lycian
can be explained on the basis of an analogical creation and depend on the grammatical
case according to the following scheme: genitive + nom.sg.: -4; genitive + acc.sg.: -hii; gen-
itive + loc.sg.: -he (Adiego 2010b:6).
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by Obrador-Cursach (2021b:59) such a formation is common to Mycenaean and
Aeolic, a fact for which different explanations can be suggested: first, an inde-
pendent development; second, a common inherited feature; and third (but not
completely in contradiction with the previous point), an archaism of a periph-
eral area which at least in Aeolic remained as such due to the influence of
similar structures in the neighboring Anatolian languages.

The forms in -i8ag/idv¢ have been treated as borrowings from Lydian in Dar-
dano (2o11), improving the previous analyses by Kearns (1994) and Keuren-
tjes (1997). However, the chronology of the Mycenaean attestations and the
existence of the Lydian suffix -/i- in building patronymics make the picture
less convincing, as extensively analyzed by Obrador-Cursach (2021:61-66, with
references). It is worth noting that Greek alphabetic inscriptions lack any
patronymics in -idag/idng, which instead occur sparsely in the Cypriot syl-
labary.3! All in all, the most common and widespread Greek expression of the
relation of filiation remains the genitive case of the name of the father.

The situation of Carian regarding patronymics is more opaque. It has been
debated whether the value of Carian forms in -§ was that of a true genitive
or rather that of a genitival adjectives, although the former solution appears
preferable (Melchert 2010c:178-179). Furthermore, the identification of mno-
as the word for ‘son’ is also not without problems.32 In any case, the overall pic-
ture changes little, in the sense that Carian may have displayed one or more
strategies of patronymic expression, from the use of the genitive (with or with-
out the noun for ‘son’) to the use of an adjective.

psusoAs  mals: mnos
PN.gen.sg.C PN.gen.sg.C son.gen.sg.C
“of PsusoA, son of Mal”.33 (C.Ka 1, Kaunos)

Finally, the presence of the noun for ‘son’ has been the subject of a previous
study on the Lycian—Greek bilinguals (Merlin and Pisaniello 2019). At least in
bilingual texts, where the pressure of the Lycian version of the text certainly
played a role, the presence of vidg (normally not present in monolingual doc-
uments) was indeed almost certainly triggered by the Lycian pattern featuring
tideimi. The opposite phenomenon, namely the omission of tideimi in Lycian

31 Occurrences are reported in Obrador-Cursach (2021b:61).

32 See eDiAna s.v. mannawa- for detailed discussion (https://www.ediana.gwi.uni-muench
en.de/dictionary.php?lemma=776). For a different analysis of mno-, see Martinez-
Rodriguez (2021b).

33 Cf. Adiego 2010a:170, with caveats.
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because of a Greek model, is more difficult to evaluate (also because of the
scarcity of documentation), but in at least one instance (N 312), this appears to
be the case (Merlin and Pisaniello 2019:99).

3.2 Syntactic Features

3.2.1 Word Order

If the question of patronymics and filiation formulae is, first of all, a morpho-
logical and morpho-syntactic problem, the patterns of word order lead us into
the core of syntactic analysis. It would be superfluous to remark that when
discussing the syntax of Iron Age languages—and, consequently, their rela-
tionships with Greek—the picture cannot be homogeneous precisely because
of the nature of the documentation available to us: for Lycian we have fairly
extensive texts but also some Lycian—Greek bilinguals, whereas for Lydian we
have few Lydian—Greek bilinguals and even understanding the texts remains
quite difficult. As for Carian, we have a Carian—Greek bilingual from Kaunos,
and a very fragmentary bilingual stele from Athens.

Accordingly, the Carian material, which is only partly understood (cf. Adiego
2007a:295-300), does not offer examples of contact-induced alterations of the
word order. In Lydian, variations in the word order are attested (Rizza 2013),
but no indication exists that these were influenced by interference with Greek.
Lycian, on the other hand, once again offers more data.

The study of word order can be addressed at both the phrase and sentence
levels. The former level concerns the analysis of NPs from the perspective
of the relative order of modifiers and noun, such as the case of the expres-
sion ‘nobody else’ that is found in funerary inscriptions, as studied by Macedo
(2021). After having collecting data from Greek epigraphic material from Asia
Minor, Macedo analyzed these formulae in the light of the information struc-
ture, noting that the fronted object, which is marked by a contrastive focus,
may produce a reverse word order in the element of the NP, depending on the
position in which it occurs within a clause. This is interesting because the phe-
nomenon occurs both in Asia Minor Greek and in Lycian, with étepog/dMog
3¢ o03eig/undeic and Lyc. kbi tike occurring clause-initially and Lyc. tike kbi and
Gr. o0delg/undelg €tepog/dMog occurring clause-internally (or, in Macedo’s fine-
grained model, post-verbally). Quite clearly, the two languages mimic each
other, although Macedo’s claim that the original order is dictated by Lycian
depends on chronological bias (the Lycian specimina are older than the Greek
ones) and not on structural consideration on typology of the two languages.

Whereas general clause and sentence architecture usually relies on clause-
level contextual conditions, such as the above case, the proper sentence-level
phenomena regard the major constituents in the sentence, which generally
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affect the possible orders of subject, predicate, and internal argument. It is well
known that many ancient IE languages followed an unmarked sov order, even
though Greek is indeed less rigid than other languages of the family. In the
Greek inscriptions of Asia Minor, however, it is unusually common to find a
fronted object, especially the expressions to0to 0 pvijpe, or 0 pviiua téde, in
initial position (e.g., H ii 34, TL 6, TL 117), mimicking Lycian topicalized objects
in both bilingual and monolingual texts.34

Another similar phenomenon that we find is the initial position of the verb
in the Greek sentence, which in the Letoon trilingual, regardless of the debate
on the unmarked word order in Lycian (Garrett 1994:30—31, but cf. also Ruther-
ford 2002, and Chapter 6), definitely mimics the structure of the Lycian entries.
The phenomenon has been described by Rutherford (2002:212—216), and may
be explained as depending on an unmarked word order of Lycian (in case it
was indeed—and quite unusually—vso) or, more likely, on an information-
ally marked one. In either case, the order in Greek depended on the order in
Lycian.

3.2.2 Presence of Determiners

Because Greek and Anatolian behave differently with respect to the parame-
ter of expression determination and definiteness, the observation of possible
interference at the phrase level with regard to the expression of such features
is particularly significant, as well.

The absence of the definite article in some Greek contexts where we might
expect it may have depended on interference with Anatolian, although this is
generally not the only possible explanation. For instance, in all the Greek doc-
umentation, and not only in Asia Minor, proper names in epigraphs regularly
bearno article (cf. Réveilhac 2021:89). In Asia Minor, especially in Lycian—Greek
bilinguals, some patterns emerge. For instance, before yvvy) ‘woman, wife, the
article is normally expressed, whereas it can be omitted before vidg ‘son, as
in the case of TL 117, where the two form an inconsistent coordinative struc-
ture wherein the first noun is determined but the second one is not (see Merlin
2022).35

More interesting is the analysis of other parts of speech that may express def-
initeness, such as demonstrative adjectives and pronouns, which exist in most
languages and in Greek may be combined with the very article, thereby produc-
ing a number of possible patterns (e.g., 10 pvjpua, T0070 6 puvijua, uvijpe téde). In

34  For the presence of a similar phenomenon involving Aramaic in TL 152, see Chapter 6,
above.
35  Cfr. TL 23, 7ol téxvoig ‘the children, with the article expressed.
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these constructions, the article is generally present, and its absence appears to
be irregular and sporadic, while the demonstrative generally corresponds to a
similar form of Lycian.

3.2.3 The Function and Regency of Prepositions

A peculiar set of interference phenomena appears to affect a trio of preposi-
tions and/or adverbials: 1) the Greek preposition and preverb éni, 2) the quasi
homophone Lycian adverbial and preverb epi, and 3) the Lycian preposition
and preverb Arppi. On the one hand, in a small number of (admittedly quite
obscure) occurrences, Greek éni appears to have influenced the very function
of Lycian epi, changing its meaning from adverbial ‘backward’ to ‘on, upon.6
On the other hand, the use of Greek éni with the dative and the use of Lycian
hrppi, also with the dative, match each other in bilingual contexts (e.g., TL 56;
Rutherford 2002:56). Nevertheless, in this case as well, it is difficult to speak
of mutual or unidirectional influence because both forms are grammatical in
their own language.37

3.2.4 Connective and Conjunctions

Finally, connectives and conjunctions also must be addressed, because the
typological structures of Greek and Anatolian diverge in this respect as well.
Lycian se is a typical Anatolian connective and, as such, it occurs frequently
in clause-initial position due to its pragmatic function of marking logical con-
nection between two clauses. Greek, on the other hand, uses a proper coor-
dinating conjunction, xai, both for coordinating words and phrases and for
coordinating clauses and sentences. What appears to occur in the Letoon bilin-
gual is that the occurrences of xai in clause-initial position are much more
frequent than expected, which has been described as a result of the influence
of Lycian clause-initial se (Blomqvist 1982:17-18; Rutherford 2002:207—208, see
also Melchert 2014: 68). This phenomenon seems a convincing example of
interference at the level of the document—thus, rather than being proof of
proper interference between languages, it is best described as a case of trans-
lationese.

It is also interesting to notice that the very connective se in Lycian, contrary
to other connectives attested in Anatolian (such as the nu of Hittite and the
a of Luwian), coordinates not only clauses but also noun phrases, e.g., Arppi:
ladi ehbi se tideime “for his wife and children” (TL19). In this respect, it behaves

36  SeeMelchert (2014a:68, with further reference), but cf. the different analysis in eDiAnas.v.
*opi (https://[www.ediana.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary.php?lemma=3087).
37  On this topic, see also Dressler (1964) and, recently, Daues (2009:59).
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as a proper coordinating conjunction, thus sharing the functions of Greek xai.
Whether this could be seen as a change induced by contact (Melchert 2014:68),
or whether it was merely a trivial typological development, remains open to
discussion.

4 Concluding Remarks

The chapter has dealt with the study of possible first-millennium linguistic con-
tacts between Greek, on the one hand, and Lydian, Lycian, and Carian on the
other. For the study of lexical interference, the onomastic material proves to
be of primary importance for these languages, not so much on the level of
cultural-historical reconstruction, but more so on that of the phenomena of
phono-morphological adaptation intervening in the recipient language. The
data for analysis are unbalanced, depending on the size and quality of the
different corpora: whereas for Lycian there are numerous elements (and, con-
sequently studies concerning the syntactic level), for Carian and Lydian the
situation is less felicitous. Conversely, for Lydian, lexical interference appears to
be the most investigated, notleast because of the substantial number of glosses
handed down to us by tradition.

Some final considerations concern methodological aspects. First, our anal-
ysis shows that in the search for the possible connections between Anatolian
and Greek proper names or common lexicon, the principles of historical lin-
guistics should always be applied, thereby separating as much as possible the
comparison from the reconstruction, which is ultimately of little help in rec-
ognizing interference phenomena. Second, there is not always a bidirectional
Greek—Anatolian language influence, and the presence of intermediate lan-
guages and areas of convergence among Anatolian languages is also frequent.

As for grammatical interference, due to the prevalence of data, the Lycian—
Greek interface is the only one that has produced any significant results. Inter-
ference has been proposed in both directions, but Lycian is more frequently
described as the model language; however, the reasons offered for this model
are not always convincing, as in the case of the parallelism of Lyc. tike kbi and
Gr. o03elg/undeils €tepog/dMog, in which Lycian is treated as the model simply
because the oldest examples are attested in Lycian.



CHAPTER 16

Late Languages of Marginal Attestation:
Pamphylian, Sidetic, and Pisidian

Stella Merlin and Valerio Pisaniello

1 Introduction

In this section, we introduce three languages attested in a circumscribed geo-
graphical area located roughly in the central part of southern Anatolia: Pam-
phylian, Sidetic, and Pisidian, which are presented in order of relevance to
the study of language contact. These languages pose a number of problems
in terms of documentation, interpretation of texts, and genealogical filiation.
However, they also provide some interesting data for the study of language con-
tact.

Pamphylian is a Greek dialect, but, unlike other Greek dialects, its docu-
mentation includes only epigraphic evidence (and plausibly some glosses in
scholarly tradition); no literary texts have come down to us. Sidetic and Pisid-
ian are Anatolian languages and probably belong to the Luwic branch. They are
also attested only by epigraphs, which mostly include personal names.

Their chronology is not entirely consistent: whereas Pamphylian and Sidetic
display coeval documentation and plausibly were in contact with each other,
Pisidian documentation is significantly later.

2 Pamphylian

Pamphylian is a little-known language attested in around 300 inscriptions writ-
tenin an epichoric Greek alphabet and in coin legends, coming mostly from the
city of Aspendos, and to alesser extent from the sites of Syllion, Perge, and Selge
in Pamphylia, the ancient name of a region that lay between Lycia and Cilicia,
on the south coast of Asia Minor, under Pisidia.

2.1 Pamphylian People and Language

That Pamphylian is included in a chapter about minor Anatolian languages
may be surprising. As a matter of fact, from a genealogical point of view, it
has been proved, since Brixhe (1976a), that Pamphylian is a marginal dialect
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of Greek, which had many chances to strongly interfere with Anatolian local
languages attested in the same period. The languages that were in contact with
Pamphylian were Lycian and Sidetic, the latter a language that is transmitted
by fewer than a dozen of inscriptions from the city of Side, which in fact was
located in the very region of Pamphylia.

The people of Pamphylia are not mentioned by the Iliad and the Odyssey
and start appearing in literary Greek sources in two sporadic occurrences in the
Archaic and early periods: the elegiac poet Tyrtaeus (7th century BCE) and the
great tragedian Aeschylus (6th—5th centuries BCE).! Later, Herodotus quoted
them a few times in different parts of his Histories,? often including their name
among others that indicate more or less neighboring populations, or eastern
ones in general, such as Carians, Lycians, and Cilicians, but also Paphlagonians
or even Egyptians.

Pamphylians are also mentioned in the Bibliotheca® by the historian
Diodorus of Sicily (first century BCE), and by Arrian of Nicomedia in his work
Periplus of the Euxine Sea* (second century CE), as well as by other ancient his-
torical, geographical, and scholarly sources.

2.11 Strabo’s Pamphylia

The region of Pamphylia and its inhabitants are frequently mentioned in
Strabo’s Geography: in the second book, devoted to a general overview of ter-
ritories and their geographical boundaries, Pamphylia appears in the descrip-
tion of the Anatolian Peninsula, which is named Asia, as the continent (Geogr.
2.5.24), and Pamphylians figure as the last population living beyond the Tau-
rus mountains (Geogr. 2.5.32; see also 11.12.2). In Geogr. 13.3.27, commenting on
Homer's geography, Strabo listed a number of names that are not found in the
Homeric poems. Among these, Pamphylians appear, along with Milyans, Pisid-

1 Tyrtaeus (fragm. 19) mentions Pamphylians as one of the Dorian tribes together with Hylleis
and Dymanes. In Aeschylus (Supp!l. 548-555) the chorus briefly introduces the land of Asia,
mentioning the regions of Phrygia, Mysia, Lydia, Cilicia, and Pamphylia.

2 Herodotus1.29.1 (people under Croesus’s control); 3.90.2 (Pamphylians together with Ionians,
Magnetans of Asia, Aeolians, Carians, Lycians, and Milyans formed the first administrative
provinces or satrapies created by Darius, to whom they owed 400 silver talents); 5.68.13 (Pam-
phylian as the original name of one of the three Dorian tribes, cf. Tyrtaeus); 7.91.7, 9 (Pam-
phylians are said to provide the Persians with 30 ships and carry Greek weapons; moreover,
they are defined as the descendants of those Trojans who were wrecked with Amphilocus
and Calchas); 8.68.32 (in the speech directed to Mardonius pronounced by Artemisia, the
commander of the Carian navy allied with the Achaemenid Empire against the Greeks, Pam-
phylians are said to be bad servants together with Aegyptians, Cyprians, and Cilicians).

3 Bibliotheca Historica 2.2.3.3—4; 11.2.1.8;18.3.1.9 passim.

4 Periplus Ponti Euxini, 27.16.
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ians, Mariandynians, and Cappadocians. Strabo will return to this issue at the
end of Book 14 (see below).

Pamphylians are then present in a different passage of Book 14, which con-
tinues and closes the description of the Asia Minor started in Book 13. In a
passage concerning the Lycian city of Daedale (Geogr. 14.3.2.) it is said that
the Pamphylians, along with the Cilicians, used to practicing piracy; that the
Cilicians auctioned off prisoners, pretending they were free men, in their own
shipyards located in the Pamphylian city of Side; finally, that Pamphylians by
their dishonest conduct had extended their control even as far as Italy. In con-
trast, the Lycians, who could have followed the example of their neighbors,
always played by the rules. Then, the account of Herodotus (7.91) is reported,
according to whom the Pamphylians were the descendants of that miscella-
neous throng (Aa@v pryddwv Tvév, Strabo 14.3; translation Jones, Loeb 1929) who
accompanied Amphilocus and Calchas from Troy. Then, guided by Mopsus, all
these peoples crossed the Taurus, some remained in Pamphylia, while some
others moved to Cilicia, Syria, and even Phoenicia.

For our purposes, the detail concerning this possible mixedness of the Pam-
phylians should be emphasized in order to check how much the etymology of
the people’s name (map-guAog ‘of every race’) may have prompted the choice
of the word prydadeg ‘mixed.” In fact, etymologically, the name of the people is
quite similar to the adjective mauguAog found in Plato (Pol. 291a), Aristophanes
(Av. 1063), and the Bible (Macc. 2.8.9) with the meaning of ‘of mingled tribes
or races, LSJ, 8.V. TAU-@uAog, ov, (uAn, gdAov). However, it would appear that
this etymological connection is not accepted by Strabo, according to whom the
Pamphylians were not a mixed people and also because, in his view, a people
could be either Greek or barbarian, but not a mix of the two (see below, on
Strabo 16.5.25).°

Regarding the etymology, Stephanus of Byzantium (s.v. ITapguAia, Ethn.16.9)
reports that the Pamphylians took their name from Pamphylé, a daughter of
Rhacius and the seer Mantio (and a sister of Mopsus). By contrast, a scholium
in Dionysius Periegetes (850.5) describes Mopsus as having defeated Calchas

5 TH.LG, vol. 6as.v., reports two separate entries. The first is Pamphylia as omnes genus populo-
rum in a testimony of Simmachus Ebionite (second century CE) in reference to Gen. 14.1. The
second, much more extensive entry, describes Pamphylia as a region of Asia Minor collecting
its main sources. The structure of the lexicon, in two separate entries, suggests a homonymy
that does not in fact provide for an etymological connection between the region of Pamphylia
and the idea that it is composed of all peoples. However, as noted by Brixhe (1976:145) accord-
ing to an oracle of Suedra (Cilicia Trachea), it is not impossible that Pamphylians themselves
referred to this kind of connection.
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and having reached Cilicia, where he married Pamphylé, daughter of Cabderus,
and became king of the region. He then named it Pamphylia after his wife.6

Finally, it is worth giving attention to a long passage toward the end of the
book (Geogr. 14.5.22—29), in which Strabo claims to add some further remarks
about the peoples of Asia Minor. In particular, the ancient geographer criticizes
the false claim of Apollodorus of Athens in his work on the Catalog of Ships that
the Anatolian Peninsula was in the shape of a triangle, nullifying the consider-
able distance between Sinope (or Amissos, according to other authors, Strabo
points out) and Issos, which constitute the ends of the isthmus (§22). In § 23,
Strabo quotes Ephorus of Cyme, who counts 16 peoples (to which Apollodorus
then added the Galatians) in the Anatolian Peninsula, except the mixed ones,
including three (unspecified) Greeks and 13 barbarians: these include the Pam-
phylians.

But though Ephorus said that this peninsula was inhabited by sixteen
tribes, of which three were Hellenic and the rest barbarian, except those
that were mixed, adding that the Cilicians, Pamphylians, Lycians, Bithy-
nians, Paphlagonians, Mariandynians, Trojans, and Carians lived on the
sea, but the Pisidians, Mysians, Chalybians, Phrygians, and Milyans in the
interior, [...].7 (Strabo, Geogr. 14.5.23, 1-8)

Strabo first wonders which were the mixed peoples (ot uryddes, §25) and then
which were the Greek peoples (§26). In the two passages, it is interesting to
observe a series of comments related to cultural and linguistic aspects: Strabo
states that, in fact, mixed peoples do not exist, but rather that a people either
is Greek or ceases to be Greek, becoming a barbarian people—or the opposite
can happen, in the sense that, in case of mixing, the preponderant part makes a
people either Greek or barbarian. Regarding the Greek peoples, Strabo finds it
difficult to divide them into three tribes, because he counts either two, if Athe-
nians and Ionians (on one side) are paired with Dorians and Aeolians (on the
other side), or four, if they are kept separate (cf. 8.1.2)

6 The passage in Strabo 14.5.7 mentions part of the military expeditions of (Publius Servilius
Vatia) Isauricus, proconsul of Cilicia, who after conquering the cities of Pamphylia proceeded
beyond the Taurus, conquering the capital of the Isaurians and thus winning the agnomen of
Isauricus.

7 Dyoavtog 3¢ Tod Epdpou 14Tt v Xeppbvnaov xatowel Tad Ty éxxaidexa yévn, Tpia uév ENnvuca
& O¢ Aowma PapPapa xwpls TOV pryddwy, Emt BaAdtty pév Kitiees xal Happuot xal Adxiot xal
BiBuvol xai IagAaydves xai Maptavduvol xai Tpdeg xai Kapeg, ITioidat 8¢ xal Muaot xai XdAvBeg
xal Ppvyeg xal Midbat év Tfj pegoyaia | ...].
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Then, returning to questions of Homeric exegesis (§ 27), Strabo again reports
Apollodorus’s view that the peoples that Homer does not mention either were
not yet settled in Anatolia at the time of the Trojan War or were under the rule
of others (cf. above). Finally (§28), Strabo points out that Homer mentions
some peoples who are completely unknown in his time, such as Cauconias,
Solymi, Ceteians, and Leleges. Obviously, this kind of ancient reading implic-
itly assumes that the Homeric text represents the historical era coeval with the
Trojan War.

2.1.2 Ancient Sources on the Pamphylian Language

Beside commenting on the Pamphylian people, the ancient sources also dis-
cuss the Pamphylian language. The Etymologicum Magnum (EM 391.16—21)
reports an interesting phonetic-phonological observation: Argives, Lacones
(Spartans), Pamphylians, Eretres (in Euboea), and Oropians (between Attica
and Boeotia) do not pronounce the intervocalic /s/, but instead replace it
with an aspiration so that, for example, povowd [muzi'ka] becomes pwixd
[mohi'ka].® This latter form may indeed correspond to a gloss, but we cannot
be certain. Surely it is an example of the phenomenon described. This ancient
observation cannot be corroborated by any known features of Pamphylian, but
it may be worth noting that other cases of consonantal weakening are instead
attested, such as the weakening and deletion of the voiced velar /g/, e.g., MidAng
< Meyddng; MudAitoug < MeydAttoug (see, e.g., Panayotou 2015:429).

Eustathius of Thessalonika, commenting on Homer, provided another char-
acteristic feature of the Pamphylian language: it would be the insertion of a
beta in the pronunciation of some words, and the shift in accent, e.g., ¢dog
- @dfog, déhiog - Pafeiog, dpodw — dpoufd (Bezzenberger apud Ramsay and
Sayce 1880, also quoted by Brixhe 1976a:142). However, we must guess that for
Eustathius, who lived in the 12th century CE, the use of beta was a graphic
device to mark something else and likely an approximant [w], being evidence
of the phenomenon known as betacism. This is confirmed by the etymology:
BaBehiog, perhaps to be corrected in &BéAiog and thus compared with the Hesy-
chian gloss dfeiiaxév (a 104), which is derived from the PIE stem *seh,u-el-

8 Cassio (2016:19) confirms this feature for Laconic, Argolic, Elean, and Cypriot, affirming that
“il mutamento si € realizzato indipendentemente nei vari dialetti e ad epoche diverse (a
Sparta ¢ antico, a Creta e Cipro recente), e dato che era in genere percepito come un tratto
‘provinciale’ le iscrizioni oscillano molto tra forme con X e forme con (H) = [h]” [the muta-
tion occurred independently in the different dialects in different ages (earlier in Sparta, later
in Crete and Cyprus], and since it was generally perceived as a ‘provincial’ feature forms with
¥ and forms with H alternate largely in the inscriptions].
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‘sun.’ As Brixhe (1976:47) points out, with many examples, that the outcome of
Proto-Greek */w/ was always maintained in Pamphylian (“Sans préjuger de son
articulation [...] nous devons constater que 'héritier du */w/ protogrec con-
stitue un phonéme vivant en pamphylien jusqu'a la disparition du dialecte”). As
for the accent, this may be related with the hypothesis that Pamphylian devel-
oped an intensive accent (see Brixhe 1976a:146).

It is sometimes claimed that the ancients considered Pamphylian a barbar-
ian language from this passage from Arrian (Anab. 1.26.4) according to which
the language spoken in Side is a fapPapixd @wvij, ‘a foreign language. However,
the comment concerns Sidetic rather than Pamphylian. It is also true that Side
islocated in Pamphylia and that Hesychius reports possible glosses in reference
not only to Pamphylia in general but also to individual cities, such as words
used by ITepyaio, that is, the inhabitants of Perge (e.g., aifetdg, a 1676; dxpupa,
o 7290; BovpxuTaplaaos, B 963; kdpxopa, x 3636). Nevertheless, in the case of
Arrian’s commentary, as Rizza (2018) explains, it seems correct to assume that
the gww1 of Side is precisely Sidetic, the Anatolian language known to us (see
Section 3 below).

In general, apart from the few observations above and some sporadic glosses
by Hesychius (see below), we have no explicit information from the ancient
scholars on the classification of the language spoken by the Pamphylians, even
though different positions were taken regarding their geographical and his-
torical origins, which may certainly have contributed to the lack of definite
knowledge.

2.1.3 Pamphylian as a Marginal Greek Dialect

Turning now to modern scholarship, although researchers often treat Pam-
phylian as not fully classified (i.e., not traceable to a Greek dialect subgroup;
e.g., Colvin 2010:203), all emphasize that it is a Greek variety, that, due to his-
torical and sociolinguistic events, came to assume a marginal position among
the Greek dialects.

Previously it was considered as part of the Achaean group, together with
Arcadian and Cypriot. Filos (2014 s.v. Pamphylian) stated that “it may be more
accurate though, to describe Pamphylian as the language of the Greek colonies
of Pamphylia, particularly Aspendos, Perge, Syllion and Side. In fact, Pam-
phylian was a rather idiosyncratic, non-standard linguistic variety of Greek
spoken for the largest part of the first millennium BCE in the central southern
coastal area of Pamphylia in Asia Minor [...]”

Since 1976a, Brixhe emphasized the specificity of Pamphylian as a marginal
Greek variety that, on the one hand, was influenced by the surrounding Ana-
tolian languages but, on the other hand, was capable of innovating indepen-
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dently from the other Greek dialects, in some cases introducing phenomena
that would later be typical of the koiné, such as the reduction of /16/ > /i/, the
neutralization of the opposition /nd/ : /nt/, or the spirantization of intervo-
calic plosives. In general, in line with Brixhe (1976a:150), we will not attempt a
clear-cut dialectal classification of Pamphylian, because this does not appear
necessary in order to provide a description of its main linguistic feature and of
the available corpus.

2.2 Sources and Studies

2.2.1 Inscriptions and Coin Legends

The corpus of inscriptions has been edited over the years by Brixhe, begin-
ning with his doctoral thesis, published in 1976a, often referred to as pGp
(Dialecte grec de Pamphylie). This first work was followed by six supplements
that appeared in journals, either authored by Brixhe alone or produced in col-
laboration with other scholars, bringing the current total of inscriptions to 289,
all dating between the 5th century BCE and the second century ck.?

The epichoric writing system is a Greek alphabet with some peculiarities:
the lack of graphemes indicating long vowels, the sign {(Y) marking [u] instead
of [y] (a feature also present in the Ionic and Attic systems), two special
graphemes, namely (4') for /ts/, later /ss/ or /s/; and <{M) (Pamphylian
digamma, also found in Carian) for the semivowel /w/, which is also marked
by the usual Greek digamma f, from the 3rd—2nd centuries BCE (B) and {®}.10

2.2.2 Pamphylian Glosses

Besides coins and epigraphs, some putative Pamphylian materials mentioned
in the ancient scholarly tradition come from lexicographic sources. Schmidt
(1868) collected nine Pamphylian words within the Hesychian text, consider-
ing only the cases in which IMapgOAtot or ITappiiia were explicitly mentioned.
Sayce, in the final section of Ramsay and Sayce (1880), quotes the more exten-
sive collection of glosses made by Bezzenberger (1880), which also includes
Hesychian references to single cities (as Side, Perge, Aspendos) together with
some of the EM’s occurrences and a testimony from Eustathius. This list of

9 The supplements are the following: Brixhe (1976b, 1988a, 1991, 1996 ); Brixhe and Tekoglu
(2000); and Brixhe et al. (2007). See also Brixhe (2012). The full corpus of inscriptions,
based on DGP (Brixhe 1976a) and supplements but nonetheless very useful for a com-
prehensive overview, is collected in Appendix 5 of Bianconi (2019). We thank Michele
Bianconi for sharing his unpublished writings. Since then, Tekoglu and Kose (2022) has
also appeared.

10  For more on the alphabet, see Filos (2014, with references).
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about 30 words, completed by the glosses detected by Metri (1954), is presented
in Brixhe (1976a:141-143). The glosses, in addition to reporting lexemes peculiar
to the Pamphylian dialect that are not usual in other dialects, especially in the
Attic-Tonic “standard,” adds phonetic information, such as &3pt for dvdpt (Hesy-
chius a 1200) or the already mentioned &BeAtondév (Hesychius a 104).

2.2.3 Research and Studies

As for Pamphylian as a Greek dialect, Ramsay and Sayce (1880) and Meillet
(1908) were among the first scholars to attempt a description of this language.
Overall grammatical sketches are also found in general volumes devoted to
Greek.!! The common denominator of these descriptions is the definition of
Pamphylian as a peculiar, sometimes aberrant, isolated, idiosyncratic dialect
of Greek, perhaps (in accordance with part of the ancient tradition) imported
in Asia Minor by some Doric tribes, or in successive waves by different dialect-
speaking communities, in order to justify the combination of different features.

Brixhe’s many years of research (1976a with all following supplements) have
provided unsurpassed reference works for the detailed description of the cor-
pus as a whole, the overall perspective on the available materials and open
problems, and the depth of analysis.1? His writings have proven to be extremely
important not only for knowledge of the Pamphylian corpus in its textual com-
ponent, but also for possible links with surrounding languages. Therefore, in
this chapter we shall be leaving aside the isoglosses shared by Pamphylian and
other Greek dialects (all can be found in the aforementioned references) to
focus on aspects of possible linguistic contact with Anatolian languages. In the
case of Pamphylian, we will need to take into consideration, on the one hand, a
possible Lycian interference, and on the other hand the possible adstrate influ-
ence primarily exerted by Sidetic.

In fact, some works are devoted to single aspects of possible interferences
(e.g., Dardano 2006 on the Pamphylian vocalism, describing possible connec-
tion with Lycian, and Dardano 2007 on the peculiarity of this dialect of using
the vowel /a/ as a connecting element in compounds found in onomastics,
which is explained as a case of interference of the Luwic substrate). Such
investigations, although focused on particular aspects, offer materials that con-
tribute to the overall analysis of language interference in the Aegean—Anatolian
area.

11 Some of the reference work include Buck 1955; Colvin 2007; Filos 2014; Panayotou 2014;
and Cassio 2016, all provided with further bibliography.
12 See Neumann (1980). Cf. Doria (1979), who emphasized some points of detail in terms of

phonology.
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More recently, Skelton (2017) addressed an overview structured according to
different levels of linguistic descriptions. In particular, typological approaches
and models of language contact are applied to the studies of ancient languages,
together with tentative comparisons with today’s linguistic contexts (for Pam-
phylian the tentative comparison with Singlish, the variety of English spoken
in Singapore).

2.3 Anatolian Influences in Pamphylian
2.3.1 Phonological Data
As first pointed out by Brixhe (1976a:146), some linguistic features of the Pam-
phylian Greek dialect can be traced back to an Anatolian influence. These
features essentially belong to the phonological level and are summarized in
the following traits: hints of intensive accent, frequency of aphaeresis and
metathesis, persistence of glide after /u/ and /i/ (both long and short) in hia-
tus, neutralization of final /6/ : /ii/, weakening of final nasal (with possible
emerging of nasalized vowels), conditioned weakening of voiced initial and
intervocalic /g/, and the rhotacism of /d/.

Building on these observations and selecting some of the traits identified
by Brixhe, Skelton (2017) firmly asserts the influence of Anatolian—in fact,
Lycian—on Pamphylian, going so far as to claim that:

structural influence from Anatolian on the phonology of Pamphylian
was so extensive that the consonant inventory of Pamphylian appears
less Greek than Anatolian, with the loss of distinctions in voicing and
aspiration, the development of voiceless and voiced fricatives, and the
retention of /w/ and the introduction of /j/ as a phonemic glide. There
is also influence on the vowel system, with the introduction of syllabic
consonants and nasalized vowels, and possibly the reduction of the num-
ber of instances of /o/ and heterosyllabic sequences of vowels.” (Skelton
2017:114)

Independently, Bianconi (2019:335-363), after listing the traits identified by
Brixhe (1976a), reorganizes the topics, selecting five case studies, namely: a)
lowering of the open-mid front unrounded vowel, b) aphaeresis, c) rhotacism,
d) weakening of voiced velar, and e) linking vowels in compounds. The litera-
ture on the topic is examined for each of these traits, describing linguistic facts
and potential theoretical explanations.

As for the first point, the research of Dardano (2006, 2007) is considered,
according to which a correspondence is found, on one hand, between Lycian
{e) and Greek {a) (e.g, Lycian Purihimetehe : Greek ITupatiog (bilingual
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TL 6:1-2); Lycian Pubieleje : Greek ITuaAnt (bilingual TL 17:4-5)) and, on
the other hand, between Lycian {a) and various Greek vowels, namely Greek
{ay, {e), (), in the Lycian transcriptions of Greek names (e.g., Lycian Xeli-
Jjadnaxssah (TL 16:2) : Greek KadhdvaE; Lycian Alaxssa[7i]tra (TL 29:9) : Greek
ANéEavdpog; Lycian Milasdritra (TL 44a:45) : Greek Meloovdpog). Bianconi
(2019:339), although considering Dardano’s arguments in favor of a Lycian
influence entirely plausible, advances the hypothesis of a possible influence
by a late form of Luwian.

The aphaeresis, basically of the initial () shown by Pamphylian proper
names in comparison with their correspondents in the rest of Greek dialect,
has been identified as a characteristic trait of Pamphylian on the basis of a
majority criterion, given the fluctuation (even in the same inscription, e.g., ®op-
Siatg Appodiaiv, no. 20)!3 of forms with and without this phenomenon, the latter
being in any case a minority. The conclusions reached by Bianconi (2019:342),
in the wake of Brixhe and Dardano, are those of a trait that is indeed the
result of linguistic contact. The inconsistency of the evidence, whereby the
phenomenon is limited to some nouns (and not in all their occurrences), may
suggest a situation of bilingualism that results in the presence of proper names
in both standard Greek and interfered epichoric forms.

The issue of the rhotacism of /d/ in intervocalic contexts is more complex: as
in the previous case, Pamphylian inscriptions show both rhotacism (e.g., ®1pa-
paw < *Pypddav, no. 99, 113; Emitiuipan < “Emttinidav, no. 125), and the retention
of intervocalic /d/ (e.g., Aswvidag, no. 25; Oavadwpug, no. 26). Again, this may be
a contact phenomenon because it is also found in other Anatolian languages—
although, in fact, it is not attested in Lycian, the language generally regarded
in terms of substrate.* The category of flap has been invoked (Rieken and
Yakubovich 2010) assuming that such a rhotacism should instead be under-
stood as a change into an alveolar flap [r]. Sasseville (2021), reconsidering the
phenomenon in the Anatolian languages, finds it also in Lydian and proposes
that it may be an areal trait typical of the first millennium BCE. The idea that the
same phenomenon may have affected Pamphylian as well, advanced by Bian-
coni (2019:352), appears convincing both from a linguistic perspective and in
the terms of a geo-historical identification of the area of convergence.

13 This inscription is doubly interesting because the first form is affected by both apheresis
and metathesis, which may suggest the presence of liquid syllabic (or sonorant) conso-
nants, as in Lycian (but also projectable in Proto-Indo-European). On the problem of
syllabic liquid in Greek and on Pamphylian data, see now the discussion by Van Beek
(2021:137-139).

14  In Merlin and Pisaniello (2020), the correspondence between Lyc. Pinale and Gr. ITivapa
is discussed, showing possible answers to this unexpected equivalence.
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Regarding the weakening of the intervocalic voiced velar, Brixhe (1976a:88)
states that this is a common phenomenon that does not require an explana-
tion by language contact. Bianconi (2019:358), on the other hand, observes
that the two aspects are not mutually exclusive: language contact (as in the
case of the definite article; see below) may trigger or counter internal linguis-
tic change, accelerating or conversely blocking its development. The idea that
the weakening of Pamphylian velars was induced by the influence of Anato-
lian languages has been discussed since the 1960s, with a pioneering study by
Szemerényi (1968) and a series of objections by Wallace (1983), which Bian-
coni (2019) duly discusses. Although Bianconi’s work much better character-
ized the contexts conditioning the weakening in the different languages that
exhibit it, the one issue left unresolved appears to be the chronology of the
change. As already discussed in Volume 1 (Chapter 15, Section 3), the loss of
these stops in Luwian is conditioned by phonemic voice, which, in turn, was
certainly annihilated by the time Pamphylian Greeks would have entered into
contact with Luwic speakers (Federico Giusfredi, personal communication).
Therefore, there is no reason to assume that a change occurring more than
one thousand years before would have affected the phonotactics of languages
at a synchronic level. If anything, we may expect initial /g/ to be devoiced,
but not dropped. Thus, this hypothesis appears to be weaker than the oth-
ers.

The last phenomenon that is usually attributed to contact with the Anato-
lian languages is the presence of a linking vowel {«) instead of (o) in com-
pound proper names, as the final vowel of the first component. A list of exam-
ples is offered by Bianconi (2019:359-363), whose analysis generally—if with
due caution—tends to confirm the conclusions by Dardano (2007), who suc-
cessfully compared forms like ITehadwpov for AmoMédwpog (no. 59, with several
related forms), or ENMagiiov for ‘EMI¢ptog (no. 134), to names attested in the
cuneiform Hittite corpus such as Mizra-muwa or Mitanna-muwa, which also
exhibit an /a/ vowel that replaces the theme of the first part of the name. All in
all, in this case, Dardano’s hypothesis, cautiously but successfully supported by
the follow-up analysis by Bianconi, appears linguistically and areally convinc-
ing.

2.3.2 Morphology and Syntax

Turning to the morphological and syntactic levels, first of all, it is easy to
observe that very little can be said about the morpho-syntax of Pamphylian
because the texts available to us are very short (a couple of lines) and, because
they are funerary inscriptions, often limited to a list of names. Only two texts
are of a significant length, but these are damaged and difficult to interpret.
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It can be said that nominal and verbal inflection are mostly in line with that
of other Greek dialects; however, according to Skelton (2017:115-116), there are
two notable exceptions. The first is the ending -1t instead of -o1, which is not
only common to West Greek but should also be connected with Lycian.!® The
second is the third-person imperative active -8v, seemingly corresponding to
the Lycian -tu and -(")tu.

As far as syntax is concerned, Skelton (2017:115-117) highlights three traits
that, from her perspective, fall within the phenomena of interference: 1) the
lack of the article (except for b foAéuevug, nos. 3 and 13, considered as a loan of
legal formula); 2) the use of the dative instead of the genitive after prepositions
with an ablative value; and 3) the construction xat vt with the imperative with
the meaning of negative imperative. These examples would find confirmation
in situations of language contact nowadays, in terms of substrate lending gram-
mar to the superstrate, which means that the Pamphylians should, in this case,
be Anatolian-speakers who have imperfectly learned Greek. Because we dare
not speculate as to the composition of a population based on indirect sociolin-
guistic hints, we will limit ourselves to examining the three hypotheses from a
linguistic point of view.

If the aberrant use of dative and the phrase xot vi with the imperative appear
at least possible, the case of the alleged lack of the definite article warrants
some caution. First, the absence of the definite article may simply depend on
the geographical marginality of Pamphylian: because we do not know for sure
how old the dialect was, it is impossible to exclude the possibility that it sep-
arated from Greek before the full grammaticalization of demonstratives into
articles (consider, as a comparandum, the very different typology of articu-
lation in peripheral languages like Romanian and Sardinian, which postpone
clitic definite articles, as opposed to all other languages derived from Latin,
which prepose them). The idea that the quasi-absence of articles was, indeed,
an archaism, is defended also by Brixhe (2000). If, however, these typologi-
cal considerations appear too speculative, it is the very epigraphic corpus that
presents a major problem. Indeed, in the funerary inscriptions of virtually all
regions of Greece, there is a strong tendency to omit the definite article (cf.
Chapter 15, Section 3, for discussion and references).

2.3.1 Onomastic Data

Finally, as regards the lexical level, it is important to emphasize that most of
the material is given by onomastics, whose analysis follows rules different from

15 However, this feature could also be described as an archaism in Greek.
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those employed for common vocabulary. As shown above, onomastic material
can be studied with reference to the phonological and morphological aspects.
The phono-morphological level can be analyzed by comparing it with other
forms, both in terms of model and replication, assuming the possibility of inter-
ference (if the pattern is Anatolian, what is the replicated form in Pamphylian?)
and in terms of variation from other dialects (how does the same form occur
in the other Greek dialects?).

A more classical approach, however, consists in the mere classification of
onomastic material according to the language of origin. Dedicated studies that
examined the corpus of personal names from Pamphylia in this perspective are
Brixhe (1976a:146-147), Dardano (2012), and Skelton (2017:10).16 Although the
forms considered are not all those that have been attested, the general tendency
indicates a majority of Greek names, a large minority of Anatolian ones, and
only a few that go back to different origins (including Semitic). Now, although
there is certainly some value to this approach, one should always remember
that the language of origin of the name a person bears is often unrelated to the
cultural and linguistic profile of that person. The only thing that we can safely
assess, based on this picture, is the general profile of the Pamphylian onomas-
tic culture, which is mixed and has two unsurprising main components: Greek
and Anatolian.

2.3.2 Theoretical Discussion

In the previous section, dedicated to data analysis, some theoretical and meth-
odological observations found in the studies or proposed in this brief overview
have been already made. Such comments will be collected once again here, in
an attempt to provide a more general picture.

First of all, the importance of Pamphylian for the study of linguistic contact
in ancient societies could hardly be overstated. It is a Greek dialect, but it has
remained isolated from the motherland and, at the same time, it was in contact
with Anatolian languages that we know.

When dealing with specific contact-induced features, three potential sce-
narios appear to emerge:

1)  Agiven feature is an inherited one, common to both Anatolian and Greek
dialects, which has been preserved in Pamphylian as an archaism, based
on the isolation and the separation of Pamphylian in the early stages of

16 Dardano (2012) is by far the most extensive and detailed work, which collects the largest
corpus of onomastic materials as well as a sound theoretical discussion.



LATE LANGUAGES OF MARGINAL ATTESTATION 373

inner-Greek development or language change, which involves, by con-
trast, other Greek dialects. This may be a way to read the near absence
of the definite article, assuming the possibility that language contact pre-
vents the process of grammaticalization (demonstrative > article) in such
a dialect.

2)  Afeature has a diachronic areal diffusion. This could explain Pamphylian
rhotacism and other substrate phenomena.

3) Agiven feature has a contact-based synchronic explanation: Pamphylian
converges in some features with surrounding Anatolian languages in the
same span of time, as in the case of adstrate phenomena (e.g., the verbal
endings discussed above).

For each feature, one explanation may be more plausible than another, with the

understanding that the nature of the evidence does not allow us to attempt a

truly comprehensive analysis of the language system. However, it is important

to emphasize that inheritance, inner development, and contact are not mutu-
ally exclusive, although a solution combining these phenomena may compli-
cate the picture.

2.4 A Final Remark

In sum, although Pamphylia is an extremely important example of a multi-
lingual area from the ancient world, viable avenues toward firm conclusions
remain limited. Linguistically, we have a modest knowledge of the Anatolian
languages with which it was in contact, and historically speaking, the percep-
tion of the non-Greek element as barbarian in the classical sources imposes
serious caution when working with the information coming from ancient his-
torians and geographers.

Modern interpretations also tend to diverge. Some authors have argued that
Pamphylian is more Anatolian than Greek (Skelton 2017), and others maintain
that the language’s internal archaisms should be emphasized without resort-
ing to language contact (Lopez Eire and Lillo Alcaraz 1982). Some see it as an
anticipatory variety of the koiné (Filos 2014), whereas others, perhaps more
wisely, balance these positions by considering linguistic features on a case-by-
case basis (Bianconi 2019).

3 Sidetic
From the city of Side in Pamphylia comes a small corpus of epigraphs written in

a peculiar local alphabetic script that attests a language most probably belong-
ing to the Anatolian branch of the Indo-European family (seemingly close to
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Lycian),'” which has been given the name of Sidetic based on the findspot of
the inscriptions.

The writing system used for Sidetic inscriptions is unique, different from any
other alphabet found in first-millennium Anatolia (whether Greek, epichoric,
or Semitic), and it remains a matter of debate between those who argue for a
Greek origin and those who posit a Semitic one.!® Its uniqueness was also prob-
ably acknowledged in ancient times, as emerges from the following well-known
passage of Arrian (Anab. 1.26.4), in which, as shown by Rizza (2018), the gww
of Side is best explained as referring to the visible language, to the language in
its written form:1%

Alexander then reached Side. Sidetans are Cumaeans from Cumae in Aeo-
lis; and they tell this account about themselves, that, as the first envoys
from Cyme landed in that country and disembarked for the foundation,
they soon forgot the Greek language and immediately spoke a barbarian
language, not however that of the neighboring barbarians, but a language
peculiar to themselves, which had never existed before: since then the
Sidetans barbarized in a different way from the other neighbours.2?

The Sidetic script was deciphered by Bossert in 1950 (with later adjustments),?!
but the language is still poorly known due to the limited extent of the corpus.
Indeed, direct Sidetic sources include ten inscriptions (mostly very short coin
legends) as well as some documents whose Sidetic status is not assured;?? to

17  See Pérez-Orozco (2007:125).

18  See, e.g., Brixhe 1969 (Semitic origin, perhaps with Greek intermediation), Neumann
1978 (from a cursive Greek script); Carruba 1992; Pérez-Orozco 2005, 2007 (basically an
Aramaic-derived alphabet with some Greek influences).

19  See also Brixhe 2018:170-171.

20 AAéEavdpog 8¢ &ml Bidvg flet. elot 8¢ of Tidfirou Kupodor éx Kopng thg AloAidog: xal obrot Aéyovaty
Umep opdv TOVde TOV Adyov, 8T1, W xaThpdy TE € TV YTV Exelvyy ol TpdrTot &x Kdung ataAév-
Teg xal el obxiou® eEEPnoa, adtixa Ty uév ‘ENMESa yAdooav eEehdBovto, e0BUg 3¢ BapPapov
puwvi egay, 008E TAV mpoaypwy PapPdpwy, dANd ilay @@y olimw Ttpdahev odoay THY wviv:
ol ExToTe 00 xatd Tovg dAovg TTpoaywpoug idfat eBopBdptlov.

21 See, e.g.,, Neumann 1968, 1978; Brixhe 1969; Sevorogkin 1975; Pérez-Orozco 2003; Schiirr
2016b; Pérez-Orozco 2020; Zinko and Zinko 2020; and Simon 2021c. An overview of the
different transliteration conventions with further references can be found in Rizza 2016.

22 The corpus is collected in Nollé 2001; the coins are included in Atlan 1968. See also Rizza
2005; Pérez-Orozco 2007; Zinko and Zinko 2016, 2020; and Rizza 2021. Alfredo Rizza (per-
sonal communication) informed us that “from 2020 the Side archaeological mission of
the Eskisehir Anadolu University, directed by Prof. Dr. Feristah Alanyali, has uncovered
some new Sidetic evidence, of particular note a monolingual stele of about twenty lines,
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these one could add personal and place names only indirectly attested in Greek
and Roman sources. Sidetic inscriptions are dated to the 4th and 3rd centuries
BCE; afterwards, only inscriptions in Greek are found.

As far as the issue of language contact is concerned, one should first men-
tion that, among the small Sidetic corpus, a subcorpus of Greek-Sidetic bilin-
gual inscriptions can be found, comprising only three documents, the so-called
Artemon and Apollonios inscriptions, and the bilingual of Seleucia-Lyrbe.23
Unfortunately, such inscriptions are quite short and consist mostly of personal
names, which also are the only clear elements found in these texts.24

The Artemon inscription is engraved on a small altar. The Greek version,?5
preceding the Sidetic one, lacks the first line, so that one can read only the
personal name Aptéuwy, a patronymic for which different readings have been
suggested, but currently read as Abnvépiog,26 and, finally, yapiompia ‘thank-
offerings.’ The Sidetic version is less clear, except for the two personal names
corresponding to those occurring in the Greek version (artmon danpijs). All the
rest is quite obscure, and various hypotheses have been suggested concerning
the possibility of identifying in the Sidetic text either the name of a deity (or
deities) to whom the inscription was dedicated, or something matching Greek
xoptotpla, or perhaps some verbal form.2?

In the Apollonios inscription, the Sidetic text, consisting of only a single
incomplete line, precedes the Greek text, which is a full dedication of four
lines that also includes the signature of the engraver. The Greek texts says:
“Apollonios, (son) of Apollodoros, (son) of Apollonios, set up this image of
himself to all the gods. Mnaseas, (son) of Artemon, Sidetan, made (it).”?8 The
Sidetic text is less informative: we surely recognize the personal name of the
dedicator and the onomastic formula (polonij pordors polonijas), followed by
masara, plausibly to be connected with Luw. massana/i- and Lyc. mahana- ‘god’

a long stele with a list of personal names, and a pair of ‘election’ cards. The Anadolu Uni-
versity team with colleagues from the University of Graz are studying the materials, and
the publication of the documents has been entrusted to Michaela and Christian Zinko
(Graz), with the collaboration of Alfredo Rizza (Verona). Notwithstanding the substantial
untranslatability of the monolingual document, thanks to the recognition of some Greek
lexical borrowings we were able to assume that the document carries a decree for the cel-
ebration of benefactors of the city.”

23 See, e.g., Adiego 2014:244-248.

24  On Sidetic personal names, see also Zinko 2016.

25  Published in Nollé 1993 no. 19.

26  See Rizza 2019 for the history of this reading. Cf. also Rizza 2021:582—584.

27  See Rizza 2019 for an updated edition including all previous suggestions.

28  AmoMwviog AmoModipou Tod AmoMwviov dvebnxev [ei]xdva VY éoutod Beols maot.
[M]vagéag Aptéumwvos Xidntys émoi]nae.
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and thus matching Gr. 8eoi. The last word in the Sidetic text—unfortunately
fragmentary—reads tue[..., which has been explained as representing either
the Sidetic cognate of Luw. tawa- and Lyc. tuwe- ‘put, place, matching Gr. dvé-
Bxev, or the Sidetic cognate of Lyc. huwedri- ‘all’ (< *suwedri, cf. Luw. Suwatar
‘fullness’), thus matching Gr. ndat.29

The last bilingual inscription, the bilingual of Seleucia-Lyrbe, poses more dif-
ficulties in reading, but has recently received a new interpretation.° The Greek
text includes only the name of the dedicator (Ebéumorog) with his patronymic
(Xid0g) and an ethnic designation (Tupepteds, allegedly from *Tymerissos,
which would be, according to the editors, a variant of the city of Tyberissos, in
Lycia), followed by the verb avédyxev. The Sidetic version, if it has been read
correctly, includes only the first three elements found in the Greek version,
eumpol sdits timenezas, without the verb. Given the form of the ethnic in the lat-
ter text, one could suggest an identification with the Lycian city of Tymnessos
rather than Tyberissos, but the Greek form appears not to fit with such a read-
ing. Unfortunately, because the inscription is currently missing, it is impossible
to check it.3!

As a general remark, in these bilingual inscriptions, the Sidetic versions
(although sometimes unclear) appear to be secondary to the Greek versions:
in two of the inscriptions, the Greek text precedes the Sidetic text, and when
the Greek follows the Sidetic (as in the Apollonios inscription), it is longer and
more informative than the Sidetic version. However, a comprehensive evalu-
ation of the relationships between the Greek and Sidetic versions is currently
hampered by our poor knowledge of the Sidetic language.

In addition to bilingual inscriptions, some relevant data for language contact
are provided by onomastics and a very limited number of loanwords. As stated
by Pérez-Orozco (2007:126), Sidetic inscriptions include “una mezcla de nom-
bres griegos y anatolios, casi a partes iguales,” which show some quite regular
phenomena of adaptation; for example, Sidetic adaptations of original Greek
names starting with a vowel consistently undergo aphaeresis, cf. Afyvofiog >
Sanpijs (gen.adj.); AmoMwviog > polonij; AmoMédwpog > pordors (gen.adj.). It is
possible that some phenomena of adaptation could be explained through Pam-
phylian intermediation, because Greek names occurring in Sidetic inscriptions
somewhat match the form they display in Pamphylian, whereas those occur-
ring in the Greek versions of bilingual inscriptions match the koiné forms.32

29  See Nikolaev 2017, with previous references.
30  Magnelli and Petrantoni 2020.

31 See Rizza 2021:577.

32 See Pérez-Orozco 2007:126.
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In particular, the aforementioned aphaeresis is a feature shared by the Pam-
phylian and Sidetic renderings of Greek personal names. However, the Sidetic
forms do not perfectly match the Pamphylian ones, which may thereby guar-
antee their Sidetic status and rule out the possibility that they were instead
Pamphylian forms in Sidetic texts. Compare, e.g., Sid. polonij vs. Pamph. ITeAo-
viwg (= AmoMaviog) and Sid. pordor vs. Pamph. IeAddwpug (= AmoddSwpos).
Furthermore, aphaeresis is a rather common phenomenon (for example, it also
occurred in Luwian and Lycian adaptations of foreign names), so we cannot
be certain that its occurrence in Sidetic adaptations of Greek personal names
should be regarded as a Pamphylian interference phenomenon. One should
note that it does not occur in the Greek loanword anademat- (see below),
although the phonetic context is different, and, more generally, Sidetic data are
too scarce to substantiate any definitive conclusions.

As far as loanwords are concerned, only two Greek common words are cur-
rently attested in Sidetic documentation, always adapted to Sidetic phonol-
ogy and morphology: istratag from Gr. otpatayés ‘army leader, commander’
(and perhaps istratagej-, possibly from *otpatayeia, variant of otpatyyle, unless
iStratagejas should be rather explained as istratag ejas)3® and anademat- ‘offer-
ings’ from Gr. dvadMpata (unless one should instead segment anaSematas as
anadema tas).3*

Beyond proper names, two possible Sidetic words are found in Greek
sources: {etydpn occurs in the lexicon by Hesychius, glossed as 6 tétti& mopd
Yidvtaug, “the cicada, according to the Sidetans,”3® while Aaépxivov is given by
Galenus (14.72) as the name of the xapnnaiov (Valeriana Dioscoridis) at Side in
Pamphylia.3¢ Of course, the actual Sidetic status of these words is by no means
assured.

4 Pisidian

Until quite recently, the Pisidian language was known only from a small corpus
of fewer than 50 very short funerary inscriptions in a Greek-derived alphabet
from the area of Tymbriada (2nd—3rd centuries CE), near the source of the river
Eurymedon.

33 See Pérez-Orozco 2007:138.

34  See the discussion in eDiAna, s.v. Sidetic anademata (https://www.ediana.gwi.uni-muenc
hen.de/dictionary.php?lemma=185).

35  See Brixhe 1976a:84-85 and eDiAna s.v. Sidetic {erydpy ‘cicada’ (https://www.ediana.gwi
.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary.php?lemma=1252).

36 See eDiAna s.v. Sidetic Aaépxtvov ‘Valeriana dioscoridis’ (https://www.ediana.gwi.uni-mue
nchen.de/dictionary.php?lemma=1027).


https://www.ediana.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary.php?lemma=1185
https://www.ediana.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary.php?lemma=1185
https://www.ediana.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary.php?lemma=1252
https://www.ediana.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary.php?lemma=1252
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A first edition, comprising only 16 inscriptions, was provided by Ramsay
(1895), who also first labeled the language Pisidian after Strabo (13.4.17). Such
a designation was later challenged by Shafer (1950), who pointed out that the
inscriptions cluster on the northeastern border of Pisidia, whereas the infor-
mation given by Strabo on the Pisidian language does not seem to fit that area.
Thus, according to Shafer’s reconstruction, the language of the Pisidian inscrip-
tions may instead be Cilician. The same corpus compiled by Ramsay was also
given by Zgusta (1957) and Metri (1958), with some corrections to Ramsay’s
word division and interpretation. New discoveries have since increased the cor-
pus: one new inscription was added by Borchhardt et al. (1975) and six more
by Brixhe and Gibson (1982). Brixhe’s 1988b edition included 21 texts (two of
the inscriptions published in Brixhe and Gibson 1982 were not included), to
which 15 new inscriptions must be added published by Brixhe et al. (1987), four
more published by Brixhe and Ozsait (2001), and two others coming from the
middle Eurymedon valley published by Fuhrmann and Neumann (2005). The
corpus compiled by Adiego (2012) comprised 44 inscriptions. Subsequently,
two more inscriptions from the middle Eurymedon have been published by
Brixhe and Ozsait (2013). Currently, the most recent edition by Brixhe (2016)
comprises 49 northern inscriptions (N 1-49) and four southern inscriptions
(s1—4). Finally, two unintelligible inscriptions from Pisidia have been published
in Bean (1956:151; no. 48, from Osmankalfalar) and Bean (1959:76; no. 19, from
Biigdiiz = SEG 19:755), but these are not included in the Pisidian corpus.

The linguistic material provided by these inscriptions is quite scant in that
they mostly consist of onomastic formulae including only personal names;37
nevertheless, this has allowed scholars to suggest that the Pisidian language
belonged to the Luwic subgroup of the Anatolian branch.38 Furthermore, some
Pisidian personal names and toponyms were also indirectly known from Greek

37  See already Ramsay (1895:356): “Les inscriptions paraissent mentionner essentiellement
les noms et la parenté du mort.” Very different analyses of the texts, since proven to be
wrong (see already Zgusta 1957), were provided by Brandenstein (1933-1934) and Shafer
(1950), also later defended by Hemer (1980).

38  See, e.g, Melchert 1994:44—45 (based only on the presence of a genitival adjective). See
also an earlier claim by Shafer (1950:258), based on the nominatives ending in -a: “in the
present state of our knowledge Pisidian is at least as likely to be related to Lycian as to
Greek or Latin.” Pisidian would be closer to Lycian according to Zgusta (1963:480-481),
but closer to Sidetic according to Neumann (1978:874 fn. 6), whereas Starke (1999) regards
it as a late form of Iron Age Luwian (see also Lebrun 2012:353 and, far more cautiously,
Melchert 2003b:177), which has recently been rejected by Simon (2017d), who suggests
that Pisidian was either part of the Carian-Lycian-Milyan dialectal continuum or a late
development of Milyan.
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sources, but their status as genuine Pisidian names is questionable. The new
inscriptions that have been found in the area of Asar Kale, on the middle course
of the Eurymedon, include a complete, 13-line inscription (Kesme 2), which is
currently the longest Pisidian inscription.3® However, because these new texts
are mostly unintelligible, no significant progress has been made in the under-
standing of the language, and our knowledge still relies on personal names.

An interesting point is the late date of Pisidian inscriptions, which are
generally dated to the 2nd—3rd centuries CE. According to the analysis of
Bru (2017:242—244), this could be a “caractérisation linguistique de l'anthro-
ponymie a posteriori,” as a form of differentiation of cultural identity by means
of language, following the model of the Greek language (from which they take
the alphabet and the funerary epigraphic tradition), which had successfully
imposed itself as the official language of the Roman East.

Given the nature of its corpus, Pisidian currently does not provide any data
that would be particularly relevant to the investigation of language contact in
ancient Anatolia. As for the writing system, one may note that the southern
inscriptions employ both the common digamma (F) and the Pamphylian one
(M), whereas no digamma is found in the larger corpus of northern inscriptions.
From a linguistic point of view, no bilingual inscription is currently found, but
some northern inscriptions (N 31, N 34 and perhaps also N 30, although the lat-
ter’s place in the Pisidian corpus has recently been challenged*?) featuring both
Pisidian and Greek names show an interesting phenomenon of code-switching:
Pisidian names (or names perceived as such) are inflected according to Pisid-
ian grammar, whereas Greek names follow the Greek inflection, even within
the same phrase, e.g., Myt Titov, Tatt Titov, Néueatg Myvig, “Meni (Pis.) son
of Titos (Gr.), Tati (Pis.) son of Titos (Gr.), Nemesis (Gr.), son of Meni (Pis.)”
(N g1).4

As for place names, an Anatolian etymology appears most likely for some
40 toponyms attested in the area of ancient Pisidia (besides other place names
of different origins, mostly Greek); however, given our very limited knowledge
of the Pisidian language—currently reliant solely on personal names—it is
impossible to determine whether the Anatolian language (or, perhaps better,
one of the Anatolian languages) to which these toponyms belong can be iden-
tified with the language we label Pisidian.*?

39  See Brixhe and Ozsait 2013; Brixhe 2016 (text S 2); Adiego 2017.

40  See Obrador-Cursach and Adiego (2017), who advocate a purely Greek interpretation.

41 See Brixhe (2016:89-91, 127) and Bru (2017:240—242).

42 Forageneral overview on Pisidian toponomastics and some examples, see Locatelli (2021).
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5 Concluding Remarks

In this chapter, we have dealt with three minor languages of Anatolia: Pam-
phylian, Sidetic, and Pisidian. The latter two are Anatolian languages, whereas
Pamphylian is essentially a Greek dialect for which, however, a number of inter-
ference phenomena have been found that have led some scholars to consider
it more Anatolian than Greek. The minor-language status of this trio, attested
in southern Anatolia, is dictated by the smallness of their respective corpora,
being more or less reduced—particularly for Pamphylian, which is marginal
even in geographical terms.

We have discussed possible contact phenomena, proposing an interpreta-
tive grid that intends to analyze them from epigraphic and philological points
of view, seeking solutions that consider both diachronic and synchronic as-
pects, as well as inheritance, inner development, and contact.

Finally, referring to minor languages, it is worth remembering that some
other populations are mentioned in ancient sources, such as Cauconias,
Solymi, Ceteians, and Leleges in Strabo 14.5.28. For those languages we have nei-
ther testimony, nor inscriptions, nor literary text. These are ethnonyms, which
historians and archaeologists may study order to trace their corresponding
material cultures. In addition to the ethnonyms (and often related to them),
there are the glottonyms—the names of languages—a particular class of which
is formed by those glottonyms not corresponding to any linguistic product.
In other words, we know that a language existed in a certain area, or that
some people spoke a given language, but we have no direct attestation of this
language—at least, not yet.

This scenario could be further enriched by drawing attention to such evi-
dence—both cultural and linguistic—that, despite a lack of actual correspon-
dence in any documented historical reality, may nonetheless offer interesting
insights upon which to broaden ongoing research.



CHAPTER 17
Conclusions to Volume 2

F. Giusfredi, A. Matessi, S. Merlin and V. Pisaniello

First-millennium Anatolia represents a very complex and articulated area, both
linguistically and historically. Several cultures seem to have emerged, result-
ing in written traditions and sociolinguistic scenarios that interacted with each
other in complex ways.

In the Anatolian mainland, Syro-Anatolian or Neo-Hittite principalities,
inheriting Hittite cultural traits, engaged in a quadripartite cultural and polit-
ical interaction with Assyria, Phrygia and Urartu. By contrast, in Central Ana-
tolia there is no uncontroversial evidence that Luwian hieroglyphic literacy re-
emerged or was re-introduced before the early 8th century BCE. The southeast-
ern part of this area entered the sphere of Assyrian political action around the
mid-gth century after the campaigns by Shalmaneser 111 in the region known
from Assyrian sources as Tabal. During the second half of the 8th century, Phry-
gia also entered the international scene.

The case of northern Syria is quite different. Based on the linguistic evidence,
the defining feature of this area is the interference between Luwian and Semitic
languages, especially Aramaic and Phoenician, which created a diverse cul-
tural continuum broadly enclosed between Assyria, the Taurus mountains and
the upper Orontes valley. This area was home to some of the earliest attested
Syro-Anatolian polities, namely Karkemis on the Euphrates and the partly mys-
terious and much-fabled kingdom of Palastin in northern Syria. Cilicia was
another area of complex cultural interactions, possibly involving all the lin-
guistic milieus that we addressed in this volume, with the presence of Luwian,
Phoenician and perhaps (allegedly and quite debatably) Greek.

Moving westwards, western Anatolia is a complex and fascinating area of
interface, with civilizations that were part of the Anatolian cultural and lin-
guistic network and, at the same time, co-existed with the Aegean world during
both the second and the first millennium BCE. The best known among the late
polities is the kingdom of Lydia, with its capital city Sardis, for which we possess
historical information that pre-date the Achaemenid conquest. Other areas,
such as the Lycian region, emerge later in the sources, and their textual produc-
tion reflects even more the complex features of the Aegean-Anatolian interface
during the ages of Persia and the Hellenistic stage.

Turning to linguistic data, we tried to organize this volume in a fashion that
attempts to reflect the complexity of the geo-historical scene. The first part

© F. GIUSFREDI ET AL., 2025 | DOI:10.1163/9789004729704_018
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was dedicated to Anatolia and Syro-Anatolia, with the identification of areas of
interference between Anatolian and Semitic.

First of all, we have the case of Cilicia, where Luwian mostly interacted
with Phoenician, while the sociolinguistic role of Greek, in spite of some opti-
mistic scholarly reconstructions, still appears very meager. Nevertheless, Cilicia
interestingly behaves as a very specific area: moving eastwards, one encoun-
ters Zincirli/Sam’al, that presents a different sociolinguistic panorama, featur-
ing a complex interaction between at least five different varieties or languages
(Luwian, Phoenician, Sam'alian, Old Aramaic, and the peculiar Aramaic dialect
of the kTMw stele). The rest of the Syro-Anatolian area is strongly polarized: the
Tabal region does not show significant traces of Semitic interference, at least
for the Middle Iron Age, while the rest of Syria presents different cases of Luwo-
Aramaic contact, with syntactic interference possibly at work in some southern
texts from Hama.

Language contact with West Semitic also concerns the other Anatolian lan-
guages of the later first millennium, spoken in areas that were part of the
Achaemenid Empire, in which Aramaic was one of the official languages. And,
of course, Anatolian languages of the first millennium are also the bridging
point between the two parts of the volume, because of their extensive contacts
with Greek, which brings us to the problem of the Western interface.

While we tried to also provide a study of the interferences between Greek
and the Western Anatolian languages (mostly, but not exclusively, Lycian and
Lydian), the analysis of the Aegean world moved on different paths as well. The
problem of the sociolinguistic contacts during second millennium BCE is dis-
cussed from two different perspectives. Firstly, we considered the Pre-Greek
hypothesis, which turned out to be quite problematic as it is treated inconsis-
tently by different scholars. Secondly, we proceeded to examine the contacts
between Mycenaeans and Anatolian peoples, which, while historically certain,
do not seem to have generated much evidence for direct language interference.
The situation changed, of course, during the first millennium, when Western
Anatolia became an area of intensive co-existence of Greeks and locals, with a
rich circulation of loanwords and Wanderworter, which can be found in direct
sources, or in secondary sources such as the collection of glosses by the classi-
cal and late antique scholars (as we argued, however, one should be cautious
when using the latter, indirect kind of evidence). Cases of possible grammati-
cal interference emerge only occasionally both in monolingual and in bilingual
materials, although it is often impossible to establish if they reflected a true
change in the language or if we are dealing with cases of translationese.

When comparing the results of this second volume with those published in
the first one (Giusfredi, Matessi, and Pisaniello 2023), the impression is that the
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evidence for sociolinguistic interference is, for the full and late first millennium,
significantly richer. This may, of course, be a case of documentation bias. In
other words, it may simply depend on the larger number of corpora and on the
extension of the alphabetic Greek one (as opposed to a Bronze Age situation
that was necessarily centered around the Hittite archives). But it is not impossi-
ble that the intensification of language contact was, in fact, also a true historical
tendency. One should indeed consider the growth of long-distance trades and
the birth of structured superregional empires such as the Neo-Assyrian and the
Achaemenid ones. It seems quite reasonable to conclude that the lively circu-
lation of loanwords or Wanderworter in the East Aegean area or the diffusion
of Semitic languages, at least in the written medium, to regions in which they
were not present before, may also depend on a lively network of long-distance
connections between what, with conventional labels that should certainly be
revised, we still call the East and the West.
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APPENDIX 1
A Note on the Language of Kalasma

Elisabeth Rieken and Ilya Yakubovich

During the excavation campaign in Bogazkoy in 2023 (Andreas Schachner,
Deutsches Archdologisches Institut), a well-preserved cuneiform text (now
published by Daniel Schwemer as KBo 71.145) was recovered in Bogazkdy-
Hattusa between the foot of Biiyiikkale in the south and the foot of Ambar-
likaya in the north. Immediately, the find attracted a great deal of attention, as
it contained a recitation in a previously unknown language said to be recited
“in the town of Kalasma” ("*Ka-la-a$-mi) or—if the emendation as "*Ka-la-
as-mi-{liy is correct—"in the language of Kalasma.” This town is located to
the north-west of the core area of the Hittite empire and to the west of the
Pala lands, near modern-day Bolu. Regardless of the reading, "*VKa-la-a$-mi or
URURg-la-as$-mi-{[i), it is clear that the language of the text, now known as “the
Kalasma text”, must be the one spoken in Kalasma.

The fragment preserves the lower half of an upright rectangular single col-
umn tablet. Differently from the prototypical tablets found in the Hattusa
archives, the tablet under discussion has a rather rough and uneven shape, but
its surface is well preserved. It is inscribed in an unusually large script, with sign
shapes associated with the second half of the 13th century BCE. The first eight
lines after the break feature Hittite ritual instructions, describing an offering
of meat, wine and bread to an unnamed deity, probably %10 dupattanassi- “the
Storm God against downstriking” (scil. of the ritual lord). Line 9’ introduces
the recitation in (the language of) KalaSma. The Kalasmian text extends over
the rest of the obverse (obv. 10'—20") and continues over the three lines of the
reverse (rev.1-3). An Akkadogram, QA-T1 “completed” written on a separate line
and a double paragraph line mark the end of the entire text. The non-Hittite
part of the text does not use any determinatives or heterographic spellings
(Akkadograms or Sumerograms), which fits in with the overall findings, as Hat-
tusa scribes typically use heterographic spellings very sparingly in non-Hittite
text passages. The text seems to be a field note taken by a scribe in Kalasma,
intended to be integrated into a large-size archival tablet reporting about the
procedures of the entire ritual.

Although the genre of the text that follows the Hittite introduction, a short
incantation embedded in a ritual, is well-known, its linguistic features diverge
sufficiently from those of any other language attested thus far in the Hattusa
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archives in order to posit a new language. At the same time, the combinato-
rial analysis has demonstrated beyond doubt that Kalasmian possesses roots,
suffixes and endings that are also known from the other daughter-languages
of the Anatolian branch of Indo-European (e.g., -un(n)i ipl.pres.act.; -ta 2/3sg.
pret.act.;-ru 3sg.imp. medio-passive; -(u)war verbal noun nom.-acc.sg.; -a nom.-
acc.pl.n.; -du personal pronoun 2/3sg.dat.-loc.; -mu personal/reflexive pronoun
1sg.dat.-loc.). Others, like tawinzi nom.-acc.pl.c. of taw(i)- ‘eye’ and -Summa
enclitic 1pl. possessive pronoun nom.-acc.pl.n, can be immediately understood
by way of their etymological cognates (for a detailed discussion, see Rieken,
Yakubovich, and Schwemer 2024).

A preliminary analysis of the lexical, phonological and morphological fea-
tures of the short KalaSmian text permits the conclusion that its language is
not identical with Luwian, but perhaps close enough to classify it as Luwic; cf.
Luwic *#st- > #t- or 1pl.pres.act -un(n)i. At the same time, the dat.-loc.sg. ending
-iya and Siu- ‘god’ are reminiscent of Hitt. -iya and siu- ‘id’, while maus- ‘to satiate
oneself’ is shared with Palaic, and the sound change *sk > zk, if correctly pos-
tulated, represents an exclusive isogloss between Palaic and Kalagmian. Most
surprisingly, Kalasmian generalized the pronominal nom.-acc.sg.n. ending -d
to nominal stems, a feature that is otherwise only found in Lydian in the first
millennium BCE. All in all, the geographical position of Kalasmian to the north
of the centre of the Anatolian linguistic area, but halfway between its Eastern
and Western fringes is compatible with the assumption that the language under
discussion participated in the lively linguistic exchange in second millennium
Anatolia and shared isoglosses with more than one of its neighbouring sister
languages.



APPENDIX 2
The Language of KBo 19.164+

David Sasseville

Another recorded language found in the archives of Hattusa is the one of KBo
19.164+, which had been noticed first by Corti (2003) and then by Soysal (2004).
In 2023, I presented at the 12th international Hittitology conference in Istan-
bul a philological and morphological approach on this obscure language and
argued that it is a Kaskean language. In the forthcoming paper, I also introduce
the direct joining of four fragments, i.e., KBo 19.164 + KBo 37.30 + KBo 51.238
+ KBo 48.173, that I made at the Museum of Anatolian Civilizations at Ankara,
based on some suggestions made by Corti. The first link between this text and
the Kaskean culture that is discussed is the equation of the deity 4U-e-ha-nu-
up-t[e-ni ...] (KBo 37.30 iv 8') with the one of %10 ha-nu-up-te-ni mentioned in a
treaty with Arnuwanda I as one of the Storm gods of the Kaskeans (KUB 23.77a
obv. 12). Further, the morphological approach on the language yields a number
of affixes that match the ones obtained in von Schuler’s (1965:83—107) analysis
of the Kaskean language based on onomastic data.

The language in question makes use of logograms and determinatives, which
facilitates the interpretation of some words, although the highly fragmen-
tary context makes any attempt at translating in vain. Most attested words
tend to be very long, e.g., |x-takadduruwitta, ustepittahsisi, katappinapsi[p(-),
haukuwaizzatte, hawipurali, and hawahsisi, making this language look like an
agglutinative one. Fragmentary words are also highly useful, since they show
similar affixes betraying the highly productive morphology of the language,
e.g., |-parahsipi, |-eruwesi, (-)ashapéni, wetahapar|a-, astepent|a-, and pizup-
pittie[(-). Therefore, the recognition of important suffixes and prefixes such as
-hsi, -ruwi, -éni, -itta, ma-, ha-, ta-, we-, and probably pi- allows us to analyze
more precisely Kaskean toponyms and personal names such as VrVPittalahsi,
URV[Shapitta, VRV Daistipassa, ® Tippurruwi, ™Pihatahi, and ™Hataipta-. Further-
more, the language of the text shows the use of full reduplication in words
like dummudummuhsi and taritarihs$i (cf. ""VTaritara), which is also common
in Kaskean names, e.g., ™Herheri- and ™Pististi-. A broader analysis of the
Kaskean data recoverable from Hittite contexts leads to the recognition of
the patronymic function of two Kaskean affixes, ie., pi- and -éni, attested
in ™Himuili§ pitahustis ‘Himuili, son of Tahusti, ™Pazizis pituntuna| ‘Pazizi,
son of Tuntuna, ™Tuttu pihapzupi ‘Tuttu, son of Hapzuppi, [T |atili pidupiy|
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‘Tatili, son of Dupiy[}, fUtati pitagatténi ‘Utati, daughter of Pitagatti, Kattittahi
mTatileni ‘Kattittahi, daughter of Tatili, and fUtati zagasaluwasseni ‘Utati,
daughter of Zagasaluwassa.

The Kaskeans are well known from historical sources and, therefore, it
should not surprise us that their language turns out to be recorded by the Hit-
tites. Even though these people were considered to be more primitive, their
rites would have nonetheless found their way into the Hittite capital, which is
what the text of KBo 19.164+ appears to transmit. Provided that the identifica-
tion of this language as Kaskean is correct and that more pieces are recovered,
it would open up a new path towards the more exact study of the Kaskean cul-
ture and the traces it left in the Hittite world or in any other nearby culture.



References

Abou-Assaf, Ali, Bordreuil, Pierre, and Millard, Alan R. (1982). La Statue del Tell Fekherye
et son inscription bilingiie assyro-araméenne. Paris: Editions Recherche sur les civil-
isations.

Adaly, Selim F. (2018). The Neo-Assyrian Kingdom'’s Interest in Central Anatolia: Rela-
tions With Melid, Tabal, Phrygia and Lydia. In: K. Koroglu, S.F. Adaly, eds, Assurlular:
Dicle'den Toroslar'a Tanrt Assur’un Kralliji /The Assyrians: Kingdom of the God Assur

from Tigris to Taurus. Istanbul: Yap1 Kredi Yaymlar, pp. 276—-299.

Adams, Matthew]., and Cohen, Margaret E. (2013). The ‘Sea Peoples’ in Primary Sources.
In: A. Killebrew, and G. Lehmann, eds, The Philistines and Other “Sea Peoples” in Text
and Archaeology (Archaeology and Biblical Studies 15). Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, pp. 645-664.

Adamthwaite, Murray R. (2001). Late Hittite Emar: the chronology, synchronisms, and
socio-political aspects of a late Bronze age fortress town (Ancient Near Eastern stud-
ies. Supplement 8). Peeters: Leuven.

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (1992). Glosses i pseudoglosses caries en fonts gregues. In: J. Zara-
goza, and A. Gonzalez Senmarti, eds, Homenatge a Josep Alsina. Actes del Xé Simposi
d’Estudis Classics, Tarragona 28-30 de novembre del 1990. Tarragona: Diputacié de
Tarragona, pp. 51-54.

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (1993). Licio epewétlriiméi. Aula Orientalis 11, pp. 139-145.

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (1995). Contribuciones al desciframiento del cario. Kadmos 34,
pp- 18-34.

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (1999—2000). Kandaules Myrsilos. In: M. Molina, I. Marquez Rowe
J. Sanmartin, eds, Arbor Scientiae. Estudios del Proximo Oriente Antiguo dedicados
a Gregorio del Olmo Lete con ocasion de su 65 aniversario (Aula Orientalis 17-18).
Sabadell: Editorial Ausa, pp. 453—454-

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (2007a). The Carian Language (Handbook of Oriental Studies
1/86). Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (2007b). Greek and Carian. In: A.-Ph. Christidis, ed, A History of
Ancient Greek from the Beginnings to Late Antiquity. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, pp. 758—762.

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (2007c¢). Greek and Lycian. In: A.-Ph. Christidis, ed, A History of
Ancient Greek from the Beginnings to Late Antiquity. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, pp. 763-767.

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (2007d). Greek and Lydian. In: A.-Ph. Christidis, ed, A History of
Ancient Greek: from the Beginnings to Late Antiquity. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, pp. 768—772.

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (2010a). Recent Developments in the Decipherment of Carian.



392 REFERENCES

In: R. van Bremen, and M. Carbon, eds, Hellenistic Karia. Proceedings of the First
International Conference on Hellenistic Karia, Oxford, 29 June-2 July 2006. Bordeaux:
Ausonius Editions, pp. 147-176.

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (2010b). On Lycian Genitives in -4, -he. In: R. Kim, N. Oettinger,
E. Rieken, and M. Weiss, eds, Ex Anatolia Lux. Anatolian and Indo-European stud-
ies in honor of H. Craig Melchert on the occasion of his sixty-fifth birthday, Ann
Arbor/New York: Beech Stave Press, pp. 1-8.

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (2011). Avatares licios de luvita im(ma)ra/i- ‘campifa. E. Lujn,
J.L. Alonso, eds, A Greek Man in the Iberian Street. Papers in Epigraphy and Linguis-
tics in Honour of Javier de Hoz (Innsbrucker Beitrédge zur Sprachwissenschaft 140).
Innsbruck: Institut fiir Sprachen und Literaturen der Universitit Innsbruck, Bere-
ich Sprachwissenschaft, pp. 327-335.

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (2012). Minima Pisidica: nota sobre la estructura de una inscrip-
cién pisidia de Timbriada. In: G. Borghello, and V. Orioles, eds, Per Roberto Gusmani.
1. Linguaggi, culture, letterature 2. Linguistica storica e teorica. Studi in ricordo. Udine:
Forum, pp. 17—26.

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (2014). Las inscripciones plurilingiies en Asia Menor: hacia una
clasificacién tipoldgica y un andlisis funcional. In: W. Eck, and P. Funke, eds,
Offentlichkeit—Monument—Text. x1v Congressus Internationalis Epigraphiae Grae-
cae et Latinae. 27.—31. Augusti MMx11. Akten (Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum. Auc-
tarium. Series Nova 4). Berlin: De Gruyter, pp. 231-269.

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (2017). The longest Pisidian inscription (Kesme 2). Journal of Lan-
guage Relationship 15, pp. 1-18.

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (2018). Local Adaptations of the Alphabet among the Non-Greek
Peoples of Anatolia. In: S. Ferrara and M. Valério, eds, Paths into Script Formation in
the Ancient Mediterranean (Studi Micenei ed Egeo-Anatolici, N.S., Suppl. 1), Roma:
Consiglio Nazionale delle Ricerche, pp. 145-162.

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (2019a). The Survival of the God Name Sarruma in Cilician Names
in the Greek Sources. Altorientalische Forschungen 46 (2), pp. 147-160.

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (2019b). A Kingdom for a Carian Letter. In: I.-X. Adiego, J.V. Gar-
cia Trabazo, M. Vernet, B. Obrador-Cursach, and E. Martinez Rodriguez, eds, Luwic
dialects and Anatolian. Inheritance and diffusion (Barcino Monographica Orientalia
12, Series Anatolica et Indogermanica1). Barcelona: Universitat de Barcelona, pp. 11—
50.

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (2020a). Adaptacion griega de nombres licios, adaptacion licia
de nombres griegos: aspectos fonolégicos. In: C. Ruiz Darasse, ed, Comment sécrit
lautre? Sources épigraphiques et payrologiques dans le monde méditerranéen
antique. Bordeaux: Ausonius Editions, pp. 43-60.

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (2020b). Consonant Clusters, Defective Notation of vowels and
Syllable Structure in Caromemphite. In: R. Kim, J. Mynarova, and P. Pavik, eds,
Hrozny and Hittite. The First Hundred Years. Leiden/Boston: Brill, pp. 95-119.



REFERENCES 393

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (2020c). The Lycian Name of Iranian Origin Midrapata and Its
variants. Gephyra 20, pp. 105-111.

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (2021). Observacions sobre la nova inscripci6 luvia jeroglifica del
gran rei Hartapu (TURKMEN KARAHOYUK1). In: LL Feliu, A. Millet, and J. Vidal, eds,
“Sentido de un emperio”. Homenatge a Gregorio del Olmo Lete (Barcino. Monograph-
ica Orientalia 16). Barcelona: Edicions de la Universitat de Barcelona, pp. 13—22.

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (2023). Carian and Greek personal names in contact. News from
the Lands of the Hittites 77, pp. 9—27.

Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier, and Obrador-Cursach, Bartomeu (2021). The Iman touch: a coin
legend in Phrygian. Kadmos 60 (1-2), pp. 99-115.

Akkaya, Mustafa (1991). Objets phrygiens en bronze du tumulus de Kaynarca. In: B. Le
Guen-Pollet, and O. Pelon, eds, La Cappadoce méridionale jusqua la fin de [époque
romaine. Etat de recherches. Paris: Editions recherche sur les civilisations, pp. 25-28.

Akkermans, Peter M.M.G., and Wiggermann, Frans A.M. (2015). West of As$ur: The Life
and Times of the Middle Assyrian Dunnu at Tell Sabi Abyad, Syria. In: B. Diiring, ed,
Understandng Hegemonic Practices of the Early Assyrian Empire. Essays Dedicated To
Frans Wiggermann (Publications de I'Institut historique-archéologique néerlandais
de Stamboul 125). Leiden: Nederlands Instituut voor het Nabije Oosten, pp. 89—
123.

Albright, William F., and Moran, William L. (1948). A Re-Interpretation of an Amarna
Letter from Byblos (EA 82). Journal of Cuneiform Studies 2 (4), pp. 239—248.

Alessio, Giovanni (1944-1945). Suggerimenti e nuove indagini sul problema del sostrato
“mediterraneo”. Studi Etruschi 18, pp. 93-157.

Alt, Albrecht (1948). Die geschichtliche Bedeutung der neuen phonikischen Inschriften
aus Kilikien. Forschungen und Fortschritte 24, pp. 121-124.

Anfosso, Milena (2020). The Phrygians from Bpiyeg to ®ptyes: Herodotus 7.73, or the
Linguistic Problems of a Migration. In: D.M. Goldstein, S.W. Jamison, and B. Vine,
eds, Proceedings of the 31st Annual ucLa Indo-European Conference. November 8th
and gth, 2019. Bremen: Hempen Verlag, pp. 17-35.

Anfosso, Milena (2022). Remarks on the Neo-Phrygian Funerary Curse Apodosis pe ewg
xe Lepehws xe Tw) TitTeTinpevog ertov. In: B. Obrador-Cursach, and 1.-X. Adiego, eds,
Phrygian linguistics and epigraphy: new insights (Barcino Monographica Orientalia
20, Series Anatolica et Indogermanica 3). Barcelona: Edicions de la Universitat de
Barcelona, pp. 27-60.

Anthony, David W. (2007). The Horse, the Wheel, and Language: How Bronze-Age Riders

from the Eurasian Steppes Shaped the Modern World. Princeton: Princeton University
Press.

Aro, Sanna (2003). Art and Architecture. In: H.C. Melchert, ed, The Luwians (Handbook
of Oriental Studies I/68). Leiden/Boston: Brill, pp. 281-337.

Aro, Sanna (2013). Carchemish Before and After 1200 BC. In: A. Mouton, I. Rutherford,



394 REFERENCES

and I. Yakubovich, eds, Luwian Identities. Culture, Language and Religion Between
Anatolia and the Aegean. Leiden: Brill, pp. 233—276.

Aslan, Carolyn C. (2009). End or Beginning? The Late Bronze Age to Early Iron Age
Transition at Troia. In: C. Bachhuber, and R.G. Roberts, eds, Forces of Transforma-
tion: The End of the Bronze Age in the Eastern Mediterranean (British Association of
Near Eastern Archaeology Publication Series 1). Oxford: Oxbow, pp. 144-151.

Atlan, Sabahat (1968). Die Miinzen der Stadt Side mit sidetischen Aufschriften. Kadmos
7 (1), pp. 67-74.

Avram, Alexandru (2015). Ein Altar aus Nakoleia und seine griechisch-phrygischen
Inschriften. Gephyra 12, pp. 199—229.

Avram, Alexandru (2019). Phrygian Personal Names in Phrygian Inscriptions. In: G.R.
Tsetskhladze, ed, Phrygia in Antiquity: From the Bronze Age to the Byzantine Period.
Proceedings of an International Conference ‘The Phrygian Land over Time: From Pre-
history to the Middle of the 1st Millenium AD; held at Anadolu University, Eskige-
hir, Turkey, 2nd-8th November, 2015 (Colloquia Antiqua 24). Leuven/Paris/Bristol:
Peeters, pp. 305—-349.

Bachvarova, Mary R. (2007). Suffixaufnahme and Genitival Adjectives as an Anatolian
Areal Feature in Hurrian, Tyrrhenian, and Anatolian Languages. In: K. Jones-Bley,
M.E. Huld, A. Della Volpe, and M.R. Dexter, eds, Proceedings of the 18th Annual ucLa
Indo-European Conference, Los Angeles, November 3—4, 2006 (selected papers). ( Jour-
nal of Indo-European Studies Monograph Series 53). Washington: Institute for the
Study of Man, pp. 169-189.

Bachvarova, Mary R. (2016). From Hittite to Homer. The Anatolian Background of Ancient
Greek Epic. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Bagg, Ariel (2011). Die Assyrer und das Westland. Studien zur historischen Geographie
und Herrschaftspraxis in der Levante im 1. Jt. vu.Z. Leuven/Paris/Walpole, MA:
Peeters.

Bally, Charles (1951). Traité de stylistique frangaise. Seconde édition. Paris: Klincksieck.

Barnett, Richard David (1953). Journal of Hellenic Studies 73, pp. 140-143.

Bauer, Alexander (2014). The ‘sea peoples’ as an emergent phenomenon. In: Y.
Galanakis, T. Wilkinson, and J. Bennet, eds, Avpuara. Critical Essays on the Archae-
ology of the Eastern Mediterranean in Honour of E. Susan Sherratt. Oxford: Archaeo-
press, pp. 31-39.

Bauer, Anna H. (2015). Morphosyntax of the Noun Phrase in Hieroglyphic Luwian. (Brill's
Studies in Indo-European Languages & Linguistics 12), Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Bauer, Anna H. and Yakubovich, Ilya (2023). More Loanwords in Late Luwian. In:
Y.H. Grekyan, ed, By God’s Grace. Ancient Anatolian Studies presented to Aram Kosyan
on the Occasion of his 65th Birthday (Ancient Near Eastern Studies Supplement 61).
Leuven/Paris/Bristol: Peeters, pp. 19—29.

Bayun, Lilia (1992). A Phrygian Word in Hieroglyphic Luwian. Journal of Ancient Civi-
lizations 7, pp. 131-140.



REFERENCES 395

Bayun, Lilia and Orel, Vladimir (1989). ®puruiicko-aHaronuiickue I3bIKOBbIE OTHOLIIE-
Hus. In: V.P. Neroznak, ed, ITaneobarkarnucmuxa u anmuurnocms. Moskva: Nauka,
pp. 180-195.

Bean, George E. (1956). Notes and Inscriptions from the Cibyratis and Caralitis. The
Annual of the British School at Athens 51, pp. 136-156.

Bean, George E. (1959). Notes and Inscriptions from Pisidia. Part 1. Anatolian Studies 9,
pp- 67—117.

Bechtel, George (1936). Hittite Verbs in -sk—: a Study of Verbal Aspect. Ann Arbor:
Edwards Brothers.

Beckman, Gary (2019). Hatti’s Treaties with Carchemish. In: N. Bolatti Guzzo, and
P. Taracha, eds, “And I Knew Twelve Languages”. A Tribute to Massimo Poetto on the
Occasion of His yoth Birthday. Warsaw: Agade Bis, pp. 32—42.

Beckman, Gary M., Bryce, Trevor R., and Cline, Eric H. (2011). The Ahhiyawa Texts (Writ-
ings from the Ancient World 28). Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature.

Beekes, Robert S.P. (2002). The Prehistory of the Lydians, the Origin of the Etruscans,
Troy and Aeneas. Bibliotheca Orientalis 59, cols. 205—241, 441-442.

Beekes, Robert S.P. (2003). The Origin of Apollo. Journal of Ancient Near Eastern Reli-
gions 3, pp. 1-21.

Beekes, Robert S.P. (2007). Pre-Greek. Glotta 83 (1-4), pp. 13-17.

Beekes, Robert S.P. (2014). Pre-Greek: phonology, morphology, lexicon (edited by S. Nor-
bruis). (Brill Introductions to Indo-European Languages 2). Boston/Leiden: Brill.
Belardi, Walter (1954). Una nuova serie lessicale indomediterranea. Rendiconti

dellAccademia Nazionale dei Lincei V111, 9, pp. 610-644.

Belardi, Walter (2002). Letimologia nella storia della cultura occidentale. Biblioteca di
Ricerche Linguistiche e Filologiche. 52.1—2. Roma: Il Calamo.

Bemporad, Andrea (2006). Considerazioni sulla fine dell'impero ittita. KASKAL 3,
pp- 69-80.

Benati, Giacomo (2014). The British Museum Excavations at Karkemish (1911-1914,
1920): A Summary of the Activities and of the Methods Employed. In: N. Marchetti,
ed, Karkemish. An Ancient Capital on the Euphrates. Bologna: Ante Quem, pp. 52—65.

Ben-Shlomo, David (2013). Philistia During the Iron Age 11 Period. In: A.E. Killebrew,
and M. Steiner, eds, The Oxford Handbook of the Archaeology of the Levant: c. 8ooo—
332BCE. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 717-729.

Benveniste, Emile (1966). Titres et noms propres en iranien ancien (Travaux de I'Institut
d’Etudes Iraniennes de I'Université de Paris 1). Paris: Klincksieck.

Berndt-Ersoz, Susanne (2006). Phrygian Rock-Cut Shrines Structure, Function, and Cult
Practice (Culture and History of the Ancient Near East 25). Leiden/Boston: Brill.
Bertoldi, Vittorio (1937). Plurale mediterraneo in residui fossili. In: Mélanges de lin-
guistique et philologie offerts a Jacques Van Ginneken a loccasion du soixantiéme

anniversaire de sa naissance. Paris: Klincksieck, pp. 157-169.



396 REFERENCES

Best, Jan (2001). The First Inscription in Punic. Vowel Differences in Linear A and B.
Ugarit-Forschungen 32 (In memoriam Cyrus H. Gordon), pp. 27-35.

Bianconi, Michele (2015). Contatti greco-anatolici e Sprachbund egeo-micrasiatico:
stato della ricerca e nuove prospettive. Archivio glottologico italiano, 100 (2), pp. 129—
178.

Bianconi, Michele (2019). The Linguistic Relationships between Greek and the Anatolian
Languages. PhD Dissertation. University of Oxford.

Bianconi, Michele (2020). The linguistic relationships between Greek and the Ana-
tolian languages: University of Oxford, 2019. Journal of Greek Linguistics, 20 (1),
Pp- 133-145.

Bivar, Adrian D.H. (1961). A ‘Satrap’ of Cyrus the Younger. The Numismatic Chronicle and
Journal of the Royal Numismatic Society 1, pp. 119—-127.

Bivar, Adrian D.H. (1985). Achaemenid Coins, Weights and Measures. In: I. Gershevitch,
ed, The Cambridge History of Iran, Volume 2. The Median and Achaemenian Periods.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 610-639.

Blanchard, Vincent (2019). Arslantepe, capitale du royaume de Malizi/Melid. In:
V. Blanchard, ed, Royaumes oubliés. De lempire hittite aux Araméens. Catalogue de
lexposition présentée au musée du Louvre du 2 mai au 12 aoiit 2019. Paris: Lienart,
pp. 187-193.

Blazek, Vaclav (2017). Apollo the Archer. In: F. Logozzo, and P. Poccetti, eds, Ancient
Greek Linguistics. New Approaches, Insights, Perspectives. Berlin/Boston: De Gruyter,
pp. 643-661.

Blegen, Carl W. (1928). The coming of the Greeks: 11. The geographical distribution of
prehistoric remains in Greece. American Journal of Archaeology 32 (2), pp. 146-154.

Blegen, Carl W,, Boulter, Cedric G., Caskey, John L., and Rawson, Marion (1958). Troy.
Vol. 1v: Settlements VIIa, viIb, and vIII. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Blomgqvist, Jerker (1982). Translation Greek in the Trilingual Inscription of Xanthus.
Opuscula Atheniensia 14 (2), pp. 1—20.

Boisacq, Emile (1916). Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque étudiée dans ses
rapports avec les autres langues indo-européennes. Heidelberg: Carl Winter / Paris:
Klincksieck.

Bonfanti, Annarita Stefania (2022). Creating a Culture. An analysis of the culture of the
Kingdom of Bia / Urartu in its geographical and historical context. PhD Dissertation.
Universita degli Studi di Pavia.

Borchhardyt, Jiirgen, Neumann, Giinter, and Schulz, Klaus (1975). Vier pisidische Grab-
stelen aus Sofular. Kadmos 14 (1), pp. 68—72.

Bordreuil, Pierre (2010). La ville de KR et 'expulsion de Masana'zemis dans I'inscription
phénicienne de Cebelireis Dagi. Semitica et Classica 3, pp. 227—233.

Bordreuil, Pierre (2019). Un terrain sens dessus dessous: a propos du champ donné par
Mitas a Kulas dans I'inscription phénicienne de Cebelireis Dagi. In: A. Ferjaoui and



REFERENCES 397

T. Redissi, eds, La vie, la mort et la religion dans l'univers phénicien et punique. Actes
du viiéme congrés international des études phéniciennes et puniques. Hammamet,
9-14 novembre 2009. Volume I: Présence phénicienne et punique en Méditerranée,
urbanisme, architecture. Tunis: Institut National du Patrimoine, pp. 73-78.

Borker-Kldhn, Jutta (2000). Nachlese an phrygischen Fundplitzen. Reallexikon der
Assyriologie und Vorderasiatischen Archdologie 24, pp. 35—69.

Bossert, Helmuth Th. (1933-1934). Bit hilani—des Rétsels Losung? Archiv fiir Orient-

forschung 9, p. 127.

Bossert, Helmuth Th. (1950). Schrift und Sprache der Sideten. Belleten 14, pp. 1-14 [=
Scrittura e lingua di Side in Panfilia. La Parola del Passato 13, pp. 32—46].

Bousquet, Jean (1975). Arbinas, fils de Gergis, dynaste de Xanthos. Comptes rendus des
séances de [Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres 119 (1), pp. 138-150.

Bousquet, Jean (1986). Une nouvelle inscription trilingue a Xanthos? Revue Archéologie
1, pp. 101-106.

Bouthillier, Christina, Colantoni, Carlo, Debruyne, Sofie, Glatz, Claudia, Hald, Mette M.,
Heslop, David, Kozal, Ekin, Miller, Bob, Popkin, Peter, Postgate, Nicholas, Steele, Car-
oline S., and Stone, Adam (2014). Further Work at Kilise Tepe, 2007—2011: Refining
the Bronze to Iron Age Transition. Anatolian Studies 64, pp. 95-161.

Brandenstein, Wilhelm (1933-1934). Die Sprache der Pisider. Archiv fiir Orientforschung
9, PP- 52-54-

Bretschneider, Joachim, and Van Lerberghe, Karel (2008). Tell Tweini, ancient Gibala,
between 2600B.C.E. and 333B.C.E. In: ]. Bretschneider, and K. Van Lerberghe, eds,
In search of Gibala. An archaeological and historical study based on eight seasons of
excavations at Tell Tweini (Syria) in the A and C fields (1999—2007) (Aula Orientalis
Supplementa 24). Sabadell: Editorial Ausa, pp. 1-68.

Brixhe, Claude (1969). L'alphabet épichorique de Sidé. Kadmos 8 (1), pp. 54—84.

Brixhe, Claude (1976a). Le dialecte grec de Pamphylie. Documents et grammaire (Bib-
liotheéque de I'Institut Francais d’Etudes Anatoliennes d’Istanbul 26). Paris: Libraire
d’Amérique et d'Orient Adrien-Maisonneuve.

Brixhe, Claude (1976b). Corpus des inscriptions dialectales de Pamphylie. Supplé-
ment 1, Etudes d’Archéologie Classique 5, pp. 9-16.

Brixhe, Claude (1983). Epigraphie et grammaire du phrygien: état présent et perspec-
tives. In: E. Vineis, ed, Le lingue indoeuropee di frammentaria attestazione. Die
indogermanische Restsprachen. Atti del Convegno della Societa di Glottologia e della
Indogermanische Gesellschafi, Udine, 22—24 settembre 1981. Pisa: Giardini, pp. 101-133.

Brixhe, Claude (1988a). Corpus des inscriptions dialectales de Pamphylie. Supplément
11. In: C. Brixhe, and R. Hodot, eds, L/Asie Mineure du Nord au Sud. Inscriptions
inédites. Nancy: Presses universitaires de Nancy, pp. 165-254.

Brixhe, Claude (1988b). La langue des inscriptions épichoriques de Pisidie. In:
Y.L. Arbeitman, ed, A Linguistic Happening in Memory of Ben Schwartz. Studies



398 REFERENCES

in Anatolian, Italic, and other Indo-European Languages (Bibliothéque des Cahiers
de I'Institut de Linguistique de Louvain 42). Louvain-la-Neuve: Peeters, pp. 131—
155.

Brixhe, Claude (1990). Comparaison et langues faiblement documentées: 'exemple du
phrygien et de ses voyelles longues. In: J. Dor, and J. Kellens, eds, La reconstruction
des laryngales. Liege: Université de Liege, pp. 59—99.

Brixhe, Claude (1991). Corpus des inscriptions dialectales de Pamphylie. Supplément
111 In: P. Goukowski, and C. Brixhe, eds, Hellénika symmikta: histoire, linguistique,
épigraphie. Nancy: Presses universitaires de Nancy, pp. 15-27.

Brixhe, Claude (1993). Le grec en Carie et Lycie au 1ve siécle: des situations contrastées.
In: C. Brixhe, ed, La koiné grecque antique: Tome 1, Une langue introuvable? Nancy:
Presses universitaires de Nancy, pp. 59—82.

Brixhe, Claude (1996). Corpus des inscriptions dialectales de Pamphylie. Supplé-
ment 1v. Kadmos 35 (1), pp. 72—86.

Brixhe, Claude (1999a). Du lycien au grec. Lexique de la famille et de la société. In:
A. Blanc, and A. Christol, eds, Langues en contact dans lantiquité. Aspects lexicaux.
Nancy: Association pour la Diffusion de la Recherche sur 'Antiquité, pp. 81-105.

Brixhe, Claude (1999b). Prolégomeénes au corpus néo-phrygien. Bulletin de la Société de
linguistique de Paris 94, pp. 285-315.

Brixhe, Claude (2002). Interactions between Greek and Phrygian under the Roman
Empire. In: J.N. Adams, M. Janse, and S. Swain, eds, Bilingualism in Ancient Society.
Language Contact and the Written Word, Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 246
266.

Brixhe, Claude (2004). Corpus des inscriptions paléo-phrygiennes. Supplément 11. Kad-
mos 43 (1), pp. 1-130.

Brixhe, Claude (2007). Greek translations of Lycian. In: A.-Ph. Christidis, ed, A History
of Ancient Greek from the Beginnings to Late Antiquity. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press pp. 924-934.

Brixhe, Claude (2008) Phrygian. In: R.D. Woodard, ed, The Ancient Languages of Asia
Minor. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 69—8o.

Brixhe, Claude (2012). Timbres Amphoriques de Pamphylie (Etudes Alexandrines 23).
Alexandrie: Centre D’études Alexandrines.

Brixhe, Claude (2016). Stéles et langue de Pisidie (Etudes Anciennes 61). Nancy: A.D.R.A
| Paris: De Boccard.

Brixhe, Claude (2018). L'identité de Sidé. Entre vérité et réalisme politique: de la lég-
ende a l'histoire et a la langue. Kadmos 57 (1-2), pp. 137-174.

Brixhe, Claude, and Gibson, Elsa (1982). Monuments from Pisidia in the Rahmi Kog
Collection. Kadmos 21 (2), pp. 130-169.

Brixhe, Claude, and Neumann, Giinter (1985). Découverte du plus long texte néo-
phrygien; I'inscription de Gezler Kéyii. Kadmos 24 (1-2), pp. 161-184.



REFERENCES 399

Brixhe, Claude, and Ozsait, Mehmet (2001). Nouvelles inscriptions pisidiennes et grec-
ques de Timbriada. Kadmos 40 (2), pp. 155-176.

Brixhe, Claude, and Ozsait, Mehmet (2013). Cours moyen de 'Eurymédon: appari-
tion du pisidien. In: H. Bru, and G. Labarre, eds, LAnatolie des peuples, des cités
et des cultures (11e millénaire av. J.-C.—ve siécle ap. J.-C.). Colloque international de
Besangon. 26-27 novembre 2010. Volume 2. Approches locales et régionales (Collection
ISTA 1277). Besangon: Institut des Sciences et Techniques de I'Antiquité, pp. 231—
250.

Brixhe, Claude, and Tekoglu, Recai (2000). Corpus des inscriptions dialectales de Pam-
phylie. Supplément v. Kadmos 39 (1-2), pp. 1-56.

Brixhe, Claude, Drew-Bear, Thomas, and Kaya, Durmus (1987). Nouveaux monuments
de Pisidie. Kadmos 26 (2), pp. 122—170.

Brixhe, Claude, Tekoglu, Recai, and Vottéro, Guy (2007). Corpus des inscriptions dialec-
tales de Pamphylie. Supplément v1. Kadmos 46 (1-2), pp. 39—52.

Brown Edwin L. (1992-1993). The Linear A Signary: Tokens of Luvian Dialect in Bronze
Age Crete. Minos 27—28, pp. 25-54.

Brown, Edwin L. (2004). In Search of Anatolian Apollo. In: A.P. Chapin, ed, xaPI=:
Essays in Honor of Sara A. Immerwahr (Hesperia Supplements 33). Princeton: The
American School of Classical Studies at Athens, pp. 243—257.

Brown, Michael, and Smith, Stefan L. (2016). The Land of Carchemish and its Neigh-
bours during the Neo- Hittite Period (c. 190-717BC). In: TJ. Wilkinson, E. Pel-
tenburg, and E.B. Wilkinson, eds, Carchemish in Context. The Land of Carchemish
Project, 2006—2010 (Themes from the Ancient Near East BANEA Publication Series
4). Oxford/Philadelphia: Oxbow Books, pp. 22—37.

Bru, Hadrien (2017). La Phrygie Parorée et la Pisidie septentrionale aux époques hellénis-
tique et romaine. Géographie historique et sociologie culturelle (Mnemosyne, Supple-
ments 401). Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Brugmann, Karl (1900). Griechische Grammatik. Miinchen: Beck.

Brugmann, Karl (1920). Boisacq, E. Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque,
étudiée dans les rapports avec les autres langues indo-européennes. Indogermanis-
che Forschungen 3839, pp. 3—7.

Bryce, Trevor (1986). The Lycians. Volume 1. The Lycians in the Literary and Epigraphic
Sources. Copenhagen: Museum Tusculanum Press.

Bryce, Trevor (2005). The Kingdom of the Hittites. 2nd ed. New York: Oxford University
Press.

Bryce, Trevor (2006). The Trojans and their Neighbours. London: Routledge.

Bryce, Trevor (2012). The World of the Neo-Hittite Kingdoms. A Political and Military His-
tory. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Bryce, Trevor (2016). The land of Hiyawa (Que) revisited. Anatolian Studies 66, pp. 67—

79.



400 REFERENCES

Bryce, Trevor (2018). The Kingdom of Ahhiyawa: A Hittite Perspective. Studi Micenei ed
Egeo-Anatolici NS 4, pp. 191-197.

Buck, Carl D. (1955). The Greek Dialects. Chicago: Chicago University Press.

Bunnens, Guy (2006). A new Luwian stele and the cult of the Storm-God at Til Barsib-
Masuwari, Leuven/Paris/Dudley: Peeters.

Burns, Bryan E. (2010). Mycenaean Greece, Mediterranean Commerce, and the Forma-
tion of Identity. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Buttmann, Philipp (1810). Griechische Grammatik. Fiinfte, vermehrte und verbesserte
Ausgabe. Berlin: in der Myliussischen Buchhandlung.

Bybee, Joan, Perkins, Revere, and Pagliuca, William (1994). The Evolution of Grammar.
Tense, Aspect and Modality in the Languages of the World. Chicago: Chicago Univer-
sity Press.

Cambi, Valentina (2007). Tempo e Aspetto in ittito con particolare riferimento al suffisso
-ske/a-. Alessandria: Edizioni dell'Orso.

Campanile, Enrico (1977). Ricerche di cultura poetica indoeuropea. Pisa: Giardini.

Carruba, Onofrio (1966). Das Beschwdrungsritual fiir die Gottin Wisurijanza (Studien zu
den Bogazkoy-Texten 2). Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz.

Carruba, Onofrio (1977). Commentario alla trilingue licio-greco-aramaica di Xanthos.
Studi Micenei ed Egeo-Anatolici 18, pp. 273—318.

Carruba, Onofrio (1979). Commento alle nuove iscrizioni di Licia. In: O. Carruba, ed,
Studia Mediterranea Piero Meriggi dicata. Pavia: Aurora, pp. 75-95.

Carruba, Onofrio (1992). Lalfabeto di Side. Rendiconti dell'Istituto Lombardo, classe di
Lettere, Scienze Morali e Storiche 125, pp. 274—275.

Carruba, Onofrio (1999). Ar/¥/¥azuma. Kadmos 38 (1-2), pp. 50—58.

Carruba, Onofrio (2003). La Lidia fra 11° e I° millennio. In: M. Giorgieri, M. Salvini, M.-
C. Trémouille, and P. Vannicelli, eds, Licia e Lidia prima dellellenizzazione. Atti del
Convegno internazionale. Roma, n1-12 ottobre 1999. Roma: CNR, pp. 145-169.

Carruba, Onofrio (2006). Il nome della Lidia e altri problemi lidii. In: R. Bombi, G. Cifo-
letti, and F. Fusco, eds, Studi linguistici in onore di Roberto Gusmani, vol. 1. Alessan-
dria: Edizioni dell'Orso, pp. 393—411.

Carruba, Onofrio (2008). Annali etei del Medio Regno (Studia Mediterranea 18). Pavia:
Italian University Press.

Carter, Elisabeth, Eissenstat, Cigdem, Hill, Christopher, and Swartz, Lynn (1999). The
Kahramanmarag Archaeological Project Survey 1997. Arastirma Sonuglar: Toplantust
16 (2), pp. 569-576.

Casabonne, Olivier (2002). Quelques villes et capitales ciliciennes 4 I'age du fer:
toponymie et géographie historique. Anatolica Antiqua 11, pp. 185-191.

Cassio, Albio Cesare (2016). Storia delle lingue letterarie greche. 2nd ed. Milano: Mon-
dadori Education.

Castellano, Lorenzo (2018). Staple economies and storage in post-Hittite Anatolia: con-



REFERENCES 401

siderations in light of new data from Nigde-Kinik Hoyiik (southern Cappadocia).
Journal of Eastern Mediterranean Archaeology and Heritage Studies 6, pp. 259
284.

Cathcart, Kevin J. (1996). The Curses in Old Aramaic Inscriptions. In: K.J. Cathcart, and
M.L Mabher, eds, Targumic and Cognate Studies: Essays in Honour of Martin McNa-
mara. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, pp. 140-152.

Cau, Nicola (2003). Nuovi antroponimi indigeni nelle iscrizioni greche della Licia di eta
ellenistico- romana, I11. Studi Ellenistici 15, pp. 297—340.

Chantraine, Pierre (1933). La formation des noms en grec ancien. Paris: Klincksiek.

Chantraine, Pierre (1948). Grammaire homérique. Tome I: Phonétique et morphologie.
Paris: Klincksieck.

Chantraine, Pierre (1953) Grammaire homérique. Tome I1: Syntaxe. Paris: Klincksieck.

Childs, William A.P. (1979). The Authorship of the Inscribed Pillar of Xanthos. Anato-
lian Studies 29, pp. 97-102.

Childs, William A.P. (1981). Lycian Relations with Persians and Greeks in the Fifth and
Fourth Centuries Re-Examined. Anatolian Studies 31, pp. 55-80.

Christiansen, Birgit (2019a). Granaries in Urartu and Neighboring States and the Monu-
mentalization of Administrative Records. In: P.S. Avetisyan, R. Dan, and Y.H.
Grekyan, eds, Over the Mountains and Far Away. Studies in Near Eastern history and
archaeology presented to Mirjo Salvini on the occasion of his 8oth birthday. Oxford:
Archaeopress, pp. 134-143.

Christiansen, Birgit (2019b). Editions of Lycian Inscriptions not Included in Melchert’s
Corpus from 2001 In: L-X. Adiego, ].V. Garcia Trabazo, M. Vernet, B. Obrador Cur-
sach, E. Martinez Rodriguez, eds, Luwic dialects and Anatolian. Inheritance and dif-

fusion (Barcino Monographica Orientalia 12, Series Anatolica et Indogermanica 1).
Barcelona: Edicions de la Universitat de Barcelona, pp. 65-134.

Christiansen, Birgit (2020). Grave Matters. Legal Provisions for a Proper Final Rest in
Classical Lycia. In: M. Zimmermann, ed, Das Xanthostal in archaisch-klassischer
Zeit. Eine archdologisch-historische Bestandsaufnahme (Die hellenistische Polis als
Lebensform 7). Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht GmbH & Co, pp. 166—262.

Christiansen, Birgit (2021). Palaeographic Dating of Lycian Inscriptions. A Critical
Review of Former Studies and a New Approach. Hungarian Assyriological Review
2, pp. 27-63.

Christidis, Anastasios-Phoivos, ed (2007). History of Ancient Greek: from the Beginnings
to Late Antiquity. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Cifola, Barbara (1988). Ramses 111 and the Sea Peoples: A Structural Analysis of the
Medinet Habu Inscriptions. Orientalia N.S. 57 (3), pp. 275—306.

Cifola, Barbara (1991). The Terminology of Ramses 111’s Historical Records with a Formal
Analysis of the War Scenes. Orientalia N.S. 60 (2), pp. 9-57.

Cifola, Barbara (1994). The Role of the Sea Peoples and the End of the Late Bronze Age: A



402 REFERENCES

Reassessment of Textual and Archaeological Evidence. Orientis Antiqui Miscellanea
1, pp. 1-23.

Clackson, James (2015). Latinitas, EMyviopés and standard languages. Studi e Saggi Lin-
guistici 53 (2), pp- 309—330.

Clackson, James (2017). The lexicon of Armenian. In: J. Klein, B. Joseph, and M. Fritz,
eds, Handbook of Comparative and Historical Indo-European Linguistics. Berlin/
Boston: De Gruyter, pp. 1115-1132.

Classen, Johannes (1867). Beobachtungen iiber den homerischen Sprachgebrauch.
Frankfurt: Winter.

Cline, Eric H. (2014). 1777 B. C.: The Year Civilization Collapsed. Princeton: Princeton Uni-
versity Press.

Cline, Eric H., and Stannish, Steven M. (2011). Sailing the Great Green Sea? Amen-
hotep 111's “Aegean List” from Kom el- Hetan, Once More. Journal of Ancient Egyp-
tian Interconnections 3 (2), pp. 6-16.

Cohen, MarkE. (2015). Festivals and Calendars of the Ancient Near East. Betsheda, Mary-
land: cDL Press.

Cohen, Yoram, and D’Alfonso, Lorenzo (2009). The Duration of the Emar Archives and
Absolute Chronology of the City. In: Y. Cohen, and L. D’Alfonso, eds, The City of Emar
among the Late Bronze Age Empires History, Landscape, and Society Proceedings of
the Konstanz Emar Conference, 25.—26.04.2006 (Alter Orient und Altes Testament
347). Miinster: Ugarit Verlag, pp. 3—25.

Colvin, Stephen (2007). A Historical Greek Reader. Mycenaean to the Koiné. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Colvin, Stephen (2010). Greek Dialects in the Archaic and Classical Ages. In: E.J. Bakker,
ed, A companion to the Ancient Greek language. Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell,
pp. 200—212.

Colvin, Stephen (2016). R.S.P. Beekes Pre-Greek: Phonology, Morphology, Lexicon.
(edited by Stefan Norbruis). Leiden: Brill, 2014. The Journal of Hellenic Studies 136,
Pp- 309-310.

Comrie, Bernard (1976). Aspect: An Introduction to the Study of Verbal Aspect and
Related Problems. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Consani, Carlo (2008 [2010]). Il greco dal periodo prealfabetico all’eta ellenistica e le
lingue dell’'area egea. AIQ2N 30 (2), pp. 341—428.

Consani, Carlo, ed (2023). Lingue e scritture nell’Egeo pregreco. Trieste: Edizioni Univer-
sita di Trieste.

Conway, Robert Seymour (1898). Review of Kretschmer’s “Einleitung in die Geschichte
der griechischen Sprache.” The Classical Review 12 (9), pp. 460—462.

Cooney, Kathlyn M. (2022). The New Kingdom of Egypt under the Ramesside Dynasty.
In: K. Radner, N. Moeller, and D.T. Potts, eds, The Oxford History of the Ancient Near
East, Volume 3. From the Hyksos to the Late second Millennium Bc. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, pp. 251-366.



REFERENCES 403

Corti, Carlo (2003). Perché a Hattusa si recitava in ‘lingua’ sconosciuta? Nouvelles
Assyriologiques Bréves et Utilitaires 2003 (4), pp. 114—116.

Corti, Carlo (2017). The North: Hanhana, Hattena, IStahara, Hakpis, Nerik, Zalpuwa,
Tummana, Pala and the Hulana River Land. In: M. Weeden, and L.Z. Ullmann, eds,
Hittite Landscape and Geography, Leiden/Boston: Brill, pp. 219-238.

Cotticelli Kurras, Paola (2021). On the Concept of an Anatolian-Greek Language Area.
Old World. Journal of Ancient Africa and Eurasia 1, pp. 1-19.

Cowgill, Warren (1965). Evidence in Greek. In: W. Winter, ed, Evidence for Laryngeals.
2nd ed. The Hague: Mouton, pp. 143-180.

Cowie, Anthony Paul (1998). Introduction. In: A.P. Cowie, ed, Phraseology. Theory, Anal-
ysts, and Applications. Oxford: Clarendon Press, pp. 1—20.

Crevatin, Franco (2002). Letimologia come processo di indagine culturale (Quaderni di
AIQN, Nuova Serie 5). Napoli: Istituto Universitario Orientale.

Cross, Frank Moore, and Stager, Lawrence E. (2006 ). Cypro-Minoan Inscriptions Found
in Ashkelon. Israel Exploration Journal 56, pp. 129-159.

Crystal, David (2008). A Dictionary of Linguistics and Phonetics, 6th ed. Malden, MA/
Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell.

Cuny, Albert (1910). Les mots du fond préhéllenique en grec, latin et sémitique occi-
dental. Revue des Etudes Anciennes 12 (2), pp. 154-164.

Curbera, Jaime (2013). Simple Names in Ionia. In: R. Parker, ed, Personal Names in
Ancient Anatolia (Proceedings of the British Academy 191). Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, pp. 107-143.

Curtius, Georg (1852). Vermischte etymologien. Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende Sprach-

forschung 1, pp. 25-36.

Curtius, Georg (1880). Das Verbum der griechischen Sprache, seinem Baue nach
dargestellt. Zweiter Band. Leipzig: Hirzel.

D’Agata, Anna Lucia (2022). Networks of similarities, worlds of shared practices: On
the use of the term koine for the connections between Cilicia and Cyprus in the first
centuries of the first millennium Bc. In: G. Bourogiannis, ed., Beyond Cyprus: Inves-
tigating Cypriot Connectivity in the Mediterranean from the Late Bronze Age to the
End of the Classical Period (Aura Supplement g). Athens: Athens University Review
of Archaeology, pp. 263—272.

D’Agostino, Anacleto (2020). Tracing Fire Events and Destructions of Late Bronze Age
Date: The End of the Hittite Building on the Citadel of Ugsakli Héyiik. In: S. de
Martino, and E. Devecchi, eds, Anatolia between the 13th and the 12th Century BCE
(Eothen 23). Firenze: LoGisma, pp. 69—93.

D’Alfonso, Lorenzo (2012). Tabal: An Out-group Definition in the First Millennium BC.
In: G.B. Lanfranchi, D. Morandi Bonacossi, C. Pappi, and S. Ponchia, eds, Leggo!
Studies Presented to Frederick Mario Fales on the Occasion of His 65th Birthday. Wies-
baden: Harrassowitz, pp. 173-194.



404 REFERENCES

D’Alfonso, Lorenzo (2014). The Kingdom of Tarhuntassa: A Reassessment of Its Time-
line and Political Significance. In: P. Taracha, ed, Proceedings of the 8th International
Congress of Hittitology, Warsaw, 5-9 September 20m. Warsaw: Wydawnictwo Agade,
pp- 216—235.

D’Alfonso, Lorenzo (2019). War in Anatolia in the Post-Hittite Period: The Anatolian
Hieroglyphic Inscription of TOPADA Revised. Journal of Cuneiform Studies 71,
pp- 133-152.

D’Alfonso, Lorenzo (2020a). An Age of Experimentation: New Thoughts on the Multiple
Outcomes Following the Fall of the Hittite Empire After the Results of the Excava-
tions at Nigde-Kimik Hoyiik (South Cappadocia). In: S. De Martino and E. Devec-
chi, eds, Anatolia between the 13th and the 12th Century BCE (Eothen 23). Firenze:
LoGisma, pp. 95-116.

D’Alfonso, Lorenzo (2020b). Origine e sviluppo dei monumenti rupestri a gradini (Step
Monuments) d’Asia Minore: considerazioni sulla base dei monumenti dell’Anato-
lia centro-meridionale. In: M.E. Balza, P. Cotticelli-Kurras, L. d’Alfonso, M. Giorgieri,
F. Giusfredi, and A. Rizza, eds, Citta e parole, argilla e pietra. Studi offerti a Clelia Mora
da allievi, colleghi e amici (Bibliotheca di Athenaeum 65). Bari: EdiPuglia, pp. 177—
194.

D’Alfonso, Lorenzo (2023). City-states, canton states, monarchy and aristocracy: The
political landscape of the Early Iron Age in central Anatolia within the context of
the Eastern Mediterranean (11th—gth century BCE). In: F. Di Filippo, L. Milano, and
L. Mori, eds, ‘I passed over difficult mountains”. Studies in Honor of Mario Liverani
(dubsar 28). Miinster: Zaphon, pp. 49—78.

D’Alfonso, Lorenzo, and Lovejoy, Nathan (2023). Rulership and the Gods: The Role of
Cultic Institutions in the Late Bronze to Iron Age Transition in Anatolia and North-
ern Syria. In: C. Mora, and G. Torri, ed, Administrative Practices and Political Control
in Anatolian and Syro-Anatolian Polities in the 2nd and 1st Millennium BCE (Studia
Asiana 13). Firenze: Firenze University Press, pp. 167—214.

D’Alfonso, Lorenzo, and Payne, Annick (2016). The paleography of Anatolian Hiero-
glyphic stone inscriptions. Journal of Cuneiform Studies 68, pp. 107-127.

D’Alfonso, Lorenzo, and Pedrinazzi, Matteo (2021). Forgetting an Empire, Creating a
New Order: Trajectories of Rock-cut Monuments from Hittite into Post-Hittite Ana-
tolia, and the Afterlife of the “Throne” of Kizildag. In: J. Ben-Dov, and F. Rojas, eds,
Afterlives of Ancient Rockcut Monuments in the Near East (Culture and History of the
Ancient Near East 123). Leiden: Brill, pp. 114-160.

D’Alfonso, Lorenzo, Basso, Elena, Castellano, Lorenzo, Mantovan, Alessio, and Vertu-
ani, Paola (2022). Regional exchange and exclusive elite rituals in Iron Age central
Anatolia: Dating, function and circulation of Aligar-1v ware. Anatolian Studies 72,
Pp- 37-77.

D’Alfonso, Lorenzo, Matessi, Alvise, and Mora, Clelia (2019—2020). Kinik Héyiik and



REFERENCES 405

South Cappadocia after the end of the Hittite empire: new results and a reassess-
ment. News from the Lands of the Hittites 3—4, pp. 33—69.

Dale, Alexander (2015). WALWET and KUKALIM. Kadmos 54 (1-2), pp. 151-166.

Dalley, Stephanie (1999). Sennacherib and Tarsus. Anatolian Studies 49, pp. 79—80.

Dan, Roberto (2020). A Study of the Toponyms of the Kingdom of Bia/Urartu. Roma:
Scienze e Lettere.

Dardano, Paola (2006). Contatti tra lingue nell’Asia Minore antica: alcuni aspetti del
vocalismo panfilio. Studi Micenei ed Egeo-Anatolici 48, pp. 89-112.

Dardano, Paola (2007). Un caso di interferenza linguistica in area microasiatica: su
alcuni antroponimi composti del panfilio. Res Antiquae 4, pp. 21—43.

Dardano, Paola (2o1). I patronimici in -{8ag del greco antico tra conservazione e inno-
vazione. Res Antiquae 8, pp. 41-62.

Dardano, Paola (2012). Continuita e discontinuita nell'onomastica panfilia: il caso degli
antroponimi. In: M. Mancini, and L. Lorenzetti, eds, Discontinuita e creolizzazione
nell’Europa linguistica. Roma: Il Calamo, pp. 49-83.

Dardano, Paola (2013). Lingua omerica e fraseologia anatolica: vecchie questioni e
nuove prospettive. In: M. Mancini and L. Lorenzetti, eds, Le lingue del Mediterraneo
antico. Culture, mutamenti, contatti. Roma: Carocci, pp. 125-150.

Dardano, Paola (2018). Semitic influences in Anatolian languages. In: L. Niesiotowski-
Spano, and M. Wecowski, eds, Change, Continuity, and Connectivity. North-Eastern
Mediterranean at the turn of the Bronze Age and in the early Iron Age (Philippika
18). Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, pp. 345-375.

Daues, Alexandra (2009). Zum Funktionsbereich des Suffixes *-ske/o im Junghethitis-
chenund Homerischen. In: R. Lithr, and S. Ziegler, eds, Protolanguage and prehistory.
Akten der x1I. Fachtagung der Indogermanischen Gesellschaft. Krakau, 1. bis 15. Okto-
ber 2004. Wiesbaden: Reichert, pp. 82—99.

Davis, Brent (2011). Cypro-Minoan in Philistia? Kubaba 2, pp. 40-74.

Maeir, Aren M., Hitchcock, Louise A. and Horwitz, Liora Kolska (2013). On the Consti-
tution and Transformation of Philistine Identity. Oxford Journal of Archaeology 32,
pp-1-38.

Davis, Brent, Maeir, Aren M., and Hitchcock, Louise A. (2015). Disentangling entan-
gled objects: Iron Age inscriptions from Philistia as a reflection of cultural processes.
Israel Exploration Journal 65, pp. 140-166.

Davis, Simon (1967). The Decipherment of Linear A. Studi Micenei ed Egeo-Anatolici 6,
pp. 9o—110.

Dawson, Warren R. (1929). Studies in Medical History: (A) The Origin of the Herbal. (B)
Castor-Oil in Antiquity. Aegyptus 10 (1), pp. 47—72.

De Decker, Filip (2015). A Morphosyntactic Analysis of Speech Introductions and Con-
clusions in Homer. PhD Dissertation. Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitdt Miinchen.

De Decker, Filip (2016). Etymological and methodological observations on the «pg’ and



406 REFERENCES

<pg? vocabulary in Robert Beekes'’s etymological dictionary of Greek. Studia Linguis-
tica Universitatis Iagellonicae Cracoviensis 133 (3), pp- 133-149.

De Decker, Filip (2021). A look at some (alleged) morpho-syntactic isoglosses between
Greek and Anatolian: the modal particle in epic Greek. In: F. Giusfredi and Zs.
Simon, eds, Studies in the languages and language contact in Pre-Hellenistic Ana-
tolia (Barcino. Monographica Orientalia 17—Series Anatolica et Indogermanica 2),
Barcelona: Universitat de Barcelona, pp. 101-189.

De Decker, Filip (2022a). An Analysis of the Modal Particle in Iliad 24, Part 1: Etymology
and Formal Analysis and Use of the Modal Particle in Iliad 24. Journal of Indo-
European Studies 49, pp. 317-379.

De Decker, Filip (2022b). An analysis of the modal particle in Homer based on the
instances of the root *wek™ “speak’”. Antiquité Classique 91, pp. 1—26.

De Hoz, Javier (2004). De cémo los protogriegos crearon el griego y los pregriegos lo
aprendieron. In: P. BAdenas de la Pefia, S. Torallas Tovar, E.R. Lujan, and M. Angeles
Gallego, eds, Lenguas en Contacto: El testimonio escrito. Madrid: Consejo Superior
de Investigaciones Cientificas, pp. 35-56.

De Martino, Stefano (2014). Il ruolo politico di Karkemish in Siria durante il periodo
imperiale ittita. In: N. Marchetti, ed, Karkemish. An Ancient Capital on the Euphrates.
Bologna: Ante Quem, pp. 86-92.

De Martino, Stefano (2018). The Fall of the Hittite Kingdom. Mesopotamia 53, pp. 23—48.

De Martino, Stefano (2022). Exploring the Boundaries of the Polities Subordinated to
Hatti. In: de Martino et al., eds, Orizzonti d’Oriente. Tra Mediterraneo e Asia Centrale.
Studi in ricordo di Sebastiano Tusa. Firenze: Lo Gisma, pp. 45-56.

De Simone, Carlo (1982). Hethitisch Tarhu—Etruskisch Taryu. In: ]. Tischler, ed, Serta
Indogermanica. Festschrift fiir Giinter Neumann zum 6o. Geburtstag, Innsbruck:
Institut fiir Sprachwissenschaft der Universitit Innsnruck, pp. 401—406.

De Simone, Carlo (1997). Review of F.C. Woudhuizen, Linguistica Tyrrhenica. Kratylos
42, pp. 212—213.

De Simone, Carlo (2on): 'L'origine degli Etruschi’ ancora: recenti teorie. Studi etruschi
74, pp- 169-196.

Decorte, Roeland (2017). Cretan ‘Hieroglyphic’ and the nature of script. In: Ph. Steele,
ed, Understanding Relations Between Scripts: The Aegean Writing Systems. Oxford/
Philadelphia: Oxbow Books, pp. 33—56.

Del Monte, Giuseppe, and Tischler, Johann (1978). Die Orts- und Gewdssernamen der
hethtischen Texte (Réportaire Géographique des Textes Cunéiformes 6). Wiesbaden:
Reichert.

Delbriick, Berthold (1897). Vergleichende Syntax der indogermanischen Sprachen. Vol-
ume 2. Strassburg: Karl Triibner.

Démare-Lafont, Sophie, and Fleming, Daniel (2015). Emar Chronology and Scribal
Streams: Cosmopolitanism and Legal Diversity. Revue d'assyriologie et d'archéologie
orientale 109 (1), pp. 45-77.



REFERENCES 407

Denizhanogullari, Ahmet, Giiri¢in, Mehmet, and Peker, Hasan (2018). Kahraman-
marag'tan Hiyeroglif Luvice Yeni Bir Stel: Maras 17 [A New Hieroglyphic Luwian Stele
from Kahramanmaras: Maras 17]. TUBA-AR 22, pp. 57—61.

Deutsch, Robert (2014). Ten Unpublished West Semitic Bronze Weights. Israel Numis-
matic Journal18, pp. 15-26.

Devoto, Giacomo (1954). Le fasi della Linguistica mediterranea. Studi Etruschi 23,
pp. 217—228.

Devoto, Giacomo (1961). Le fasi della Linguistica mediterranea 11. Studi Etruschi 29,
Pp- 175-189.

Di Cristina, Silvia (2014). Woolley’s and Lawrence’s Expedition House in Karkemish:
Preliminary Notes for the History of the Building. In: N. Marchetti, ed, Karkemish.
An Ancient Capital on the Euphrates. Bologna: Ante Quem, pp. 66—74.

Diakonoff, Igor M. (1985). Hurro-Urartian Borrowings in Old Armenian. Journal of the
American Oriental Society 105, pp. 597—-603.

Diakonoff, Igor M. (1992). First Evidence of the Proto-Armenian Language in Eastern
Anatolia. Annual of Armenian Linguistics 13, pp. 51-54.

Dickey, Eleanor (2007). Ancient Greek Scholarship: A Guide to Finding, Reading, and
Understanding Scholia, Commentaries, Lexica, and Grammatical Treatises: From
Their Beginnings to the Byzantine Period (No. 7). London/New York: Oxford Univer-
sity Press.

Dingol, Belkis (1994). New archaeological and epigraphical finds from Ivriz: a prelimi-
nary report. Tel Aviv 21, pp. 117-128.

Dillo, Martien (2016). The location and erection of the Storm-god stelae of Arsuz: Deci-
phering the unreadable Luwian city name in Cilicia as the port of Urassa. Bibliotheca
Orientalis 73, pp. 40—61.

Dillo, Martien (2017). A diplomatic approach to the Hieroglyphic Luwian ASsUR letters:
their close relationship and consecution. Bibliotheca Orientalis 74 (5—6), pp. 527-551.

Dingol, Ali M., Yakar, Jak, Dincol, Belkis, Taffet, Avia (2000). The Borders of the
Appanage Kingdom of Tarhuntassa—A Geographical and Archaeological Assess-
ment. Anatolica 26, pp. 1-19.

Dingcol, Ali, Dingol, Belkis, Hawkins, J. David, Marchetti, Nicolo, and Peker, Hasan (2014).
A Stele by Suhi I from Karkemish. Orientalia Ns 2, pp. 143-153.

Dingol, Belkts, Dincol, Ali, and Hawkins, J. David, Peker Hasan, and Oztan, Aliye (2015).
Two new inscribed Storm-god stelae from Arsuz (Iskenderun): ARSUZ 1 and 2. Ana-
tolian Studies 65, pp. 59-77.

Djahukian, Gevork B. (1990). Did Armenians Live in Asia Anterior Before the Twelfth
Century B.c.? In: Th.L. Markey, and J.A.C. Greppin, eds, When Worlds Collide. Indo-
Europeans and Pre-Indo-Europeans. Ann Arbor: Karoma, pp. 25—33.

Djahukian, Gevork B. (1992). Armenian Words and Proper Names in Urartian Inscrip-
tions. In: J.A.C. Greppin, ed, Proceedings of the Fourth International Conference on



408 REFERENCES

Armenian Linguistics. Cleveland State University. Cleveland, Ohio. September 14-18,
1991, Delmar: Caravan, pp. 49-59.

Donmez, Sevket (2016). Anadolu ve Ermeniler. Kizilirmak Havzast Demir Cagt Toplumu-
nun Dogu Anadolu Yaylascna Biiyiik Gogii. Anatolia and Armenians. Great Exodus
of the Halys Basin Iron Age Community to the Eastern Anatolian Plateau. Istanbul:
Anadolu Ontarih.

Donnelly, Cassandra (2020). Signs, marks, and Olivier Masson. Cahiers du Centre
d’Etudes Chypriotes 50, pp. 91-107.

Donner, Herbert, and Rollig, Wolfgang (1964). Kannandische und aramdische In-
schriften. Band 2. Kommentar. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Dorfler, Walter, Reinder, Neef, and Rainer, Pasternak (2000). Untersuchungen zur
Umweltgeschichte und Agrar6konomie im Einzugsbereich hethitischer Stadte. Mit-
teilungen der Deutschen Orient-Gesellschaft zu Berlin 132, pp. 367—-380.

Doria, Mario (1979). Review of Brixhe 1976. Rivista di Filologia e di Istruzione Classica
107, p. 187.

Dorsi, Pierpaolo (1979). Le glosse carie. Incontri Linguistici 5, pp. 27—35.

Dressler, Wolfgang (1964). Kleinasiatische Miszellen. Die Sprache 10, pp. 10-115.

Dressler, Wolfgang (1968). Studien zur verbalen Pluralitdt: Iterativum, Distributivum,
Durativum, Intensivum in der allgemeinen Grammatik, im Lateinischen und Hethi-
tischen. Wien: Bohlau.

Drew-Bear, Thomas (1978). Nouvelles Inscriptions de Phyrgie (Studia Amstelodamensia
ad epigraphicam, ius antiquum et papyrologicam pertinentia 16). Zutphen: Terra.

Drews, Robert (1988). The coming of the Greeks: Indo-European conquests in the Aegean
and the Near East. Princeton/New Jersey: Princeton University Press.

Drews, Robert (1993). Myths of Midas and the Phrygian migration from Europe. Klio 7,
Pp- 9—26.

Drews, Robert (2000). Medinet Habu: Oxcarts, Ships, and Migration Theories. Journal
of Near Eastern Studies 59, pp. 161-190.

Droysen, Johann Gustav (1833). Geschichte des Hellenismus, I: Geschichte Alexanders des
GrofSen. Hamburg: Friedrich Perthes.

Duhoux, Yves (1977). Le disque de Phaestos. Leuven: Editions Peeters.

Duhoux, Yves (1982). L'Etéocrétois: les textes—La langue. Amsterdam: J.C. Gieben.

Duhoux, Yves (1998). Pre-Hellenic language(s) of Crete. Journal of Indo-European Stud-
ies 26 (1—2), pp. 1-39.

Duhoux, Yves (2000). How not to decipher the Phaistos Disc. American Journal of
Archaeology 104 (3), pp. 597—-600.

Duhoux, Yves (2014a). Lemnian. In: G.K. Giannakis, ed, Encyclopedia of Ancient Greek
Language and Linguistics, Volume 2. Leiden/Boston: Brill, pp. 327-328.

Duhoux, Yves (2014b). Eteocypriot. In: G.K. Giannakis, ed, Encyclopedia of Ancient
Greek Language and Linguistics, Volume 1. Leiden/Boston: Brill, pp. 571-572.



REFERENCES 409

Duhoux, Yves (2014c¢). Eteocretan. In: G.K. Giannakis, ed, Encyclopedia of Ancient Greek
Language and Linguistics, Volume 1. Leiden/Boston: Brill, pp. 570-571.

Duhoux, Yves (2014d). Mycenaean Script and Language. In: G.K. Giannakis, ed, Ency-
clopedia of Ancient Greek Language and Linguistics, Volume 2. Leiden/Boston: Brill,
pp- 471-478.

Diindar, Erkan, and Réveilhac, Florian (2021). A pithos with Lycian inscription from
Patara. Kadmos 60 (1-2), pp. 157-172.

Dupont-Sommer, André (1979). I11° partie: L'inscription araméenne. In: H. Metzger,
E. Laroche, A. Dupont-Sommer, and M. Mayrhofer, eds, Fouilles de Xanthos vI: La
stéle trilingue du Létéon. Paris: Klincksieck, pp. 129-169.

Dupré, Sylvestre (1983). Porsuk 1: céramiques de Age du Bronze et de Age du Fer (Mém-
oire 20). Paris: Editions recherche sur les civilisations.

Durand, Olivier (1993). A propos du «substrat méditerranéen» et des langues chamito-
sémitiques. Rivista degli studi orientali 67 (1-2), pp. 27-38.

Durnford, Stephen (2010). How old was the Ankara Silver Bowl when its inscriptions
were added? Anatolian Studies 60, pp. 51—70.

Easton, Donald F., Hawkins, J. David, Sherratt, Andrew G., and Sherratt, E. Susan. (2002)
Troy in Recent Perspective. Anatolian Studies 52, pp. 75-109.

Edmonds, Alexander]. (2019). A People without Borders? Tracing the Shifting Identities
and Territorialities of the Ahlameans. In: J. Dusek, and J. Mynarova, eds, Aramaean
Borders. Defining Aramaean Territories in the 10th-8th Centuries B.c.E. (Culture and
History of the Ancient Near East 101). Leiden: Brill, pp. 26—62.

Egetmeyer, Markus (2010). Le dialecte grec ancien de Chypre. Tome I: Grammaire.
Tome II: Répertoire des inscriptions en syllabaire chyprogrec. Berlin/New York: de
Gruyter.

Egetmeyer, Markus (2022). Woher kam der Mann von Ahhiya? Kadmos 61 (1-2), pp. 1-
36.

Eilers, Wilhelm (1940). Kleinasiatisches. Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlindischen
Gesellschaft 94, pp. 189—233.

Emanuel, Jeffrey P. (2015). King Taita and his “Palistin”: Philistine State or Neo-Hittite
Kingdom? Antiguo Oriente 13, pp. 11-40.

Emanuel, Jeffrey P. (2017). Black Ships and Sea Raiders The Late Bronze and Early Iron
Age Context of Odysseus’ Second Cretan Lie. Lanham, MD: Lexington Books.

Euler, Katrin and Sasseville, David (2019). Die Identitéit des lydischen QAdéns und seine
kulturgeschichtlichen Folgen. Kadmos 58 (1-2), pp. 125-156.

Facchetti, Giulio M., and Negri, Mario (2003). Creta Minoica: Sulle tracce delle pit
antiche scritture d’Europa. Firenze: L.S. Olschki.

Fahnrich, Heinz (2007). Kartwelisches etymologisches Worterbuch. Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Fales, F. Mario (2021). Neo-Assyrian. In: ].-P. Vita, ed, History of the Akkadian Language.
(2 vols) (Handbook of Oriental Studies 152/2). Leiden/Boston: Brill, pp. 1347-1395.



410 REFERENCES

Fales, F. Mario, and Grassi, Giulia F. (2016). Laramaico antico. Storia, grammatica, testi
commentati. Udine: Forum.

Ferranti, Clara (2004). Per unarivisitazione del principio di conformita strutturale nelle
relazioni interlinguistiche. Plurilinguismo: contatti di lingue e culture 1, pp. 167-183.

Ferrara, Silvia (2012). Cypro-Minoan Inscriptions, Volume 1. Analysis. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Ferrara, Silvia (2013). Cypro-Minoan inscriptions, Volume 2. The Corpus. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Ferrara, Silvia (2017). Another Beginning’s End: Secondary Script Formation in the
Aegean and the Eastern Mediterranean. In: Ph. Steele, ed, Understanding Relations
between Scripts. Oxford: Oxbow, pp. 7-32.

Ferrer Pérez, Gem (2023). A new Sidetic coin legend: revisiting an unnoticed spec-
imen from the Gazipasa Hoard. In: ].V. Garcia Trabazo, 1.-X. Adiego, M. Vernet,
B. Obrador-Cursach, and S. Soler, eds, New approaches on Anatolian linguistics (Bar-
cino Monographica Orientalia 22). Barcelona: Edicions Universitat de Barcelona,
pp- 77-95.

Fick, August (1905). Vorgriechische Ortsnamen als Quelle fiir die Vorgeschichte Griechen-
lands verwertet. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht.

Filos, Panagiotis (2014). Pamphylian. In: G.K. Giannakis, ed, Encyclopedia of Ancient
Greek Language and Linguistics, Volume 3. Leiden/Boston: Brill, pp. 8-11.

Fingerle, Anton (1939). Typik der homerischen Reden. PhD Dissertation. Ludwig-
Maximilians-Universitdt Miinchen.

Finkelberg, Margalit (1990-1991). Minoan inscriptions on libation vessels. Minos 2526,
pp- 43-85.

Finkelberg, Margalit (2001). The Language of Linear A: Greek, Semitic, or Anatolian?
In: R. Drews, ed, Greater Anatolia and the Indo-Hittite Language Family: Papers Pre-
sented at a Colloquium Hosted by the University of Richmond, March 18-19, 2000
(Journal of Indo-European Studies, Monograph Series 38). Washington, D.C.: Insti-
tute for the Study of ManPlace, pp. 81-105.

Finkelberg, Margalit (2006). Greeks and Pre-Greeks. Aegean Prehistory and Greek Heroic
Tradition. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Finkelberg, Margalit (2014). Pre-Greek languages. In: G.K. Giannakis, ed, Encyclopedia
of Ancient Greek Language and Linguistics, Volume 3. Leiden/Boston: Brill, pp. 133—
136.

Fischer, Robert (2010). Die Ahhijawa-Frage. Mit einer kommentierten Bibliographie
(Dresdner Beitrége zur Hethitologie 26). Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Folmer, Margaretha L. (1995). The Aramaic Language in the Achaemenid Period. A Study
in Linguistic Variation (Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 68). Leuven: Peeters.

Folmer, Margaretha L. (2012). Old and Imperial Aramaic. In: H. Gzella, ed, Languages
from the World of the Bible. Boston/Berlin: De Gruyter, pp. 128-159.



REFERENCES 411

Forlanini, Massimo (1996 ). Awariku, un nom dynastique dans le mythe et 'histoire. Het-
hitica 13, pp. 13-15.

Forlanini, Massimo (2013). How to infer ancient roads and itineraries from heteroge-
neous Hittite texts: the case of the Cilician (Kizzuwatnean) road system. KASKAL
10, pp. 1-34.

Forrer, Emil (1921). Ausbeute aus den Boghazkdy Inschriften. Mitteilungen der
Deutschen Orient Gesellschaft 19, pp. 20—-39.

Forrer, Emil (1924a). Vorhomerische Griechen in den Keilschrifttexten von Boghazkoi.
Mitteilungen der Deutschen Orient-Gesellschaft zu Berlin 63, pp. 1—22.

Forrer, Emil (1924b). Die Griechen in den Boghazkdi-Texten. Orientalistische Liter-
aturzeitung 27, pp. 13-118.

Forrer, Emil (1931). Apollon, Vulcanus und die Kyklopen in den Boghazkoi-Texten.
Revue Hittite et Asianique 1 (5), pp. 141-163.

Fortson, Benjamin W. (2010). Indo-European Language and Culture. An Introduction.
2nd ed. Oxford: Blackwell.

Fourrier, Sabine (2019). Cyprus. In: B.R. Doak, and C. Lopéz-Ruiz, eds, The Oxford Hand-
book of the Phoenician and Punic Mediterranean. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
Pp- 480—491.

Francia, Rita, and Pisaniello, Valerio (2019). La lingua degli Ittiti. Milano: Ulrico Hoepli.

Frangipane, Marcella, Balossi Restelli, Francesa, di Filippo, Francesco, Manuelli, Fed-
erico, and Mori, Lucia (2019—2020). New data on the formation of the Neo-Hittite
kingdom of Melid. News from the Land of the Hittites 3—4, pp. 71-111.

Frei, Peter (1977). Die Trilingue vom Letoon, die lykischen Zahlzeichen und das lykische
Geldsystem. Schweizerische Numismatische Rundschau 56, pp. 66—78.

French, Elizabeth B. (1975). A Reassessment of the Mycenaean Pottery at Tarsus. Ana-
tolian Studies 25, pp. 53—75.

French, Elizabeth B. (2007). The Mycenaean Pottery. In: ].N. Postgate and D. Thomas,
eds, Excavations at Kilise Tepe, 1994-1998: From Bronze Age to Byzantine in west-
ern Cilicia (British Institute of Archaeology at Ankara Monographs 30). London:
McDonald Institute for Archaeological Research, pp. 373—376.

Friedrich, Johannes (1930). Zum hethitischen Irrealis und Potentialis. In: F. Sommer,
and H. Ehelolf, eds, Kleinasiatische Forschungen 1. Weimar: Heinrich Béhlaus Nach-
folger Hofbuchdruckerei und Verlagsbuchhandlung, pp. 286-296.

Friedrich, Johannes (1960). Hethitisches Elementarbuch. 1. Kurzgefasste Grammatik.
Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

Frithwirt, Tatiana (2021). Zum Kult des Hirschgottes in spéthethitischer Zeit. Hungar-
ian Assyriological Review 2, pp. 219—239.

Fuhrmann, Elisabeth, and Neumann, Giinter (2005). Zwei epichorische Inschriften aus
dem pisidischen Bergland. Kadmos 44 (1-2), pp. 7-18.

Furnée, Edzard ]. (1972). Die wichtigsten konsonantischen Erscheinungen des Vor-



412 REFERENCES

griechischen: mit einem Appendix iiber den Vokalismus (Janua Linguarum, Series
practica 150). The Hague: Mouton De Gruyter.

Gabrieli, Silvia (2021). Borders, routes, and contacts between Mesopotamia and Anato-
lia: some considerations on the role of Cilicia under the Assyrian Empire. KASKAL
18, pp. 323351

Gamkrelidze, Thomas v., and Ivanov, Vjaceslav V. (1995). Indo-European and the Indo-
Europeans. A Reconstruction and Historical Analysis of a Proto-Language and a Proto-
Culture (2 vols.). Berlin/New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Gander, Max (2010). Die geographischen Beziehungen der Lukka-Léinder (Texte der Het-
hiter 27). Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

Gander, Max (2012). Ahhiyawa—Hiyawa—Que: Gibt es Evidenz fiir die Anwesenheit
von Griechen in Kilikien am Ubergang von der Bronze- zur Eisenzeit? Studi Micenei
ed Egeo-Anatolici 54, pp. 281-309.

Gander, Max (2014). Tlos, Oinoanda and the Hittite Invasion of the Lukka Lands. Some
Thoughts on the History of North-Western Lycia in the Late Bronze and Iron Ages.
Klio 96, pp. 369—415.

Gander, Max (2015). Review: Fischer, Robert (2010): Die Ahhijawa-Frage: Mit einer kom-
mentierten Bibliographie (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz). Orientalistische Literatur-
zeltung 110, pp. 290—295.

Gander, Max (2017). The West: Philology. In: M. Weeden, L.Z. Ullmann, eds, Hittite Land-
scape and Geography (Handbuch der Orientalistik 121). Leiden: Brill, pp. 262—281.

Gander, Max (2019). Eine bisher unbekannte Alyattes-Miinze. Gephyra 17, pp. 25—-28.

Gander, Max (2022). Geschichte und Geographie Westkleinasiens in der Hethiterzeit
(Texte der Hethiter 33). Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

Garcia Ramon, José Luis (2015). Licio, Griego, Indoeuropeo: 1. Lic. eprinéne/i- “hermano
menor”, lat. opiter, aaa. aftero, 1E *hyop(i)- “después, detras”. IL. Lic. tuue- “poner (en
pie)’, IE *(s)teh,u-. 111. Lic. Malija hrixuwama- “Malia supervisora” (:Atena &mioxo-
oG, EMpavog, émixovpag), hit. $ér huuai-, hom. épt-ovviog. In: E. Dupraz and W. Sowa,
eds, Genres épigraphiques et langues dattestation fragmentaire (Cahiers de I'Eriac 9).
Rouen: Purh, pp. 117-138.

Garcia Ramon, José Luis (2011). Sprachen in Kontakt in Griechenland und Kleinasien
im 2. Jahrtausend v. Chr. In: D. Boschung and C.M. Rehl, eds, Historische Mehr-
sprachigkeit. Workshop des Zentrums fiir Antike Kulturen des Mittelmeerraumes und
des Zentrums Sprachenvielfalt und Mehrsprachigkeit an der Universitdt Koln, Juli
2008. Aachen: Shaker, pp. 23—45.

Garcia Ramon, José Luis (2008). Ererbtes und Ersatzkontinuanten bei der Rekonstruk-
tion von Indogermanischen Konstruktionsmustern: Idg. *¢#Ey- und Heth. Lahu-hhi
‘Giessen.’ Studies in Slavic and General Linguistics 32, pp. 151-169.

Garcia Trabazo, José Virgilio (2022). Greek and Anatolian. In: R. Scodel, ed, Oxford Bibli-
ographies in Classics. New York: Oxford University Press (DO1:10.1093/0bo/97801953
89661-0381).



REFERENCES 413

Gardiner, Alan (1947). Ancient Egyptian Onomastica (3 vols). Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Garnier, Romain (2015). R. Beekes, Pre-Greek: Phonology, Morphology, Lexicon. Edited
by S. Norbruis. Leiden: Brill, 2014. Journal Asiatique 303 (2), pp. 332—334-

Garnier, Romain (2017). Etymologie du gr. YAatva: un mot louvite en grec? Nouvelles
Assyriologiques Bréves et Utilitaires 2017 (2), pp. 90—92.

Garnier, Romain, and Sagot, Benoit (2017). A shared substrate between Greek and Italic.
Indogermanische Forschungen 122 (1), pp. 29—60.

Garnier, Romain and Sagot, Benoit (2020). New results on a centum substratum in
Greek: the Lydian connection. In: R. Garnier, ed, Loandwords and Substrata. Pro-
ceedings of the Colloguium held in Limoges 5th—7th June, 2018 (Innsbrucker Beitréage
zur Sprachwissenschaft 164). Innsbruck: Institut fiir Sprachwissenschaft der Univer-
sitdt Innsbruck, pp. 169—200.

Garrett, Andrew (1994). Relative Clause Syntax in Lycian and Hittite. Die Sprache 36,
pp- 29-69.

Gasbarra, Valentina, and Pozza, Marianna (2012). Fenomeni di interferenza greco-
anatolica nel 11 millennio a.C.: I'ittito come mediatore tra mondo indoeuropeo
e mondo non indoeuropeo. A1eN, Annali delllIstituto Orientale di Napoli N.S. 1,
pp- 165-214.

Gates, Marie-Henriette (2010). Potters and Consumers in Cilicia and the Amuq during
the ‘Age of Transformations’ (13th—10th Centuries BC). In: F. Venturi, ed, Societies in
Transition. Evolutionary Processes in the Northern Levant between Late Bronze Age 11
and Early Iron Age. Papers Presented on the Occasion of the 20th Anniversary of the
New Excavation in Tell Afis, Bologna, 15th november 200;. Bologna: Clueb, pp. 65—
9L

Gates, Marie-Henriette (2013). From Late Bronze to Iron Age on Syria’s Northwest Fron-
tier: Cilicia and the Amug. In: S. Mazzoni and S. Soldi, eds, Syrian Archaeology in
Perspective: Celebrating 20 Years of Excavations at Tell Afis. Proceedings of the interna-
tional Meeting Percorsi di Archeologia Siriana Giornate di studio Pisa 27-28 novembre
2006 Gipsoteca di Arte Antica—S. Paolo all’Orto. Pisa: Edizioni ETS, pp. 95-116.

Genz, Hermann (2003). The Early Iron Age in Central Anatolia. In: B. Fischer, H. Genz,
E. Jean, and K. Kéroglu, eds, Identifying changes. The transition from Bronze to Iron
Ages in Anatolia and its neighbouring regions. Istanbul: Tiirk Eskicag Bilimleri Ensti-
tiist, pp. 179-191.

Genz, Hermann (2004). Biiyiikkaya. 1. Die Keramik der Eisenzeit. Funde aus den
Grabungskampagnen 1993-1998 (Bogazkoy-Hattusa 21). Mainz am Rhein: Verlag
Philipp von Zabern.

Georgiev, Vladimir (1948). Etat actuel des études de linguistique préhellénique. Studia
Linguistica 2 (1-3), pp. 69—-92.

Georgiev, Vladimir (1957). Le déchiffrement des inscriptions crétoises en linéaire A.—La



414 REFERENCES

position du dialecte crétois des inscriptions en linéaire A. Sofia: Académie des Sciences
de Bulgarie (Section de linguistique).

Georgiev, Vladimir (1963). Les deux langues des inscriptions Crétoises en linéaire A
(Académie Bulgare des Sciences, Linguistique balkanique 7.1). Sofia: Académie des
Sciences de Bulgarie (Section de linguistique).

Gérard, Raphaél (2004). Louvite hiéroglyphiqe aza- «aimer». In: M. Mazoyer, and
O. Casabonne, eds, Antiquus Oriens. Mélanges offerts au Professeur René Lebrun, Vol-
ume 1. Paris: U'Harmattan, pp. 303—315.

Gérard, Raphaél (2005). Phonétique et morphologie de la langue lydienne (Bibliotheque
des Cahiers de I'Institut de Linguistique de Louvain 114). Leuven: Peeters.

Gergek, Nebahat Tlgi (2012). The Kaska and the Northern Frontier of Hatti, PhD Disser-
tation. University of Michigan.

Gershevitch, Ilya (1965). Dialect Variation in Early Persian. Transactions of the Philolog-
ical Society 63 (1), pp. 1—29.

Giacalone Ramat, Anna (1967). La funzione del suffiso -zk- nel sistema verbale greco.
Archivio Glottologico Italiano 52, pp. 105-123.

Gilboa, Ayelet (2013). The Southern Levant (Cisjordan) During the Iron Age 1 Period. In:
AE. Killebrew, and M. Steiner, eds, The Oxford Handbook of the Archaeology of the
Levant: c¢. 8000-332 BCE. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 624—648.

Gilibert, Alessandra (2011). Syro-Hittite Monumental Art and the Archaeology of Perfor-
mance: The Stone Reliefs at Carchemish and Zincirli in the Earlier First Millennium
BCE (Topoi: Berlin Studies of the Ancient World 2). Berlin: De Gruyter.

Giorgadze, Grigol G. (1979). O xaraktere nekotoryx indoevropejsko-gruzinskix (kart-
vel'skix) jazykovyx parallelej (po dannym xettskogo jazyka). In: S. V. Dzidziguri, ed,
Lingvisticeskij sbornik. Posvjaséennyj pamjati Givi Iraklievica Macavariani k 5o-letiju
so dnja roZdenija. Tbilisi: Mecniereba, pp. 62—69.

Giorgadze, Grigol G. (2000). Zur ethnischen Herkunft der Kaskder von hethitischen
Keilschrifturkunden. In: G.G. Giorgadze, ed, Zur ethnischen Herkunft der Kaskder
(Kaskder) und Abeschlder von hethitischen und assyrischen Keilschrifitexten. Akhalt-
sikhe: s. p., pp. 28—37.

Giorgieri, Mauro, and Mora, Clelia (2010). Kingship in Hatti during the 13th Century:
Forms of Rule and Struggles for Power before the Fall of the Empire. In: Y. Cohen,
A. Gilan and J.L. Miller, eds, Pax Hethitica. Studies on the Hittites and their Neigh-
bours in Honour of Itamar Singer (Studien zu den Bogazkoy Texten 51). Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz, pp. 136-157.

Giusfredi, Federico (2009). The problem of the Luwian title tarwanis. Altorientalische
Forschungen 36, pp. 140-145.

Giusfredi, Federico (2010). Sources for a Socio-Economic History of the Neo-Hittite States
(Texte der Hethiter 28). Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

Giusfredi, Federico (2012). Note sui prestiti accadici e urartei in luvio-geroglifico di eta



REFERENCES 415

del Ferro. In: P. Cotticelli-Kurras, M. Giorgieri, C. Mora, A. Rizza, F. Giusfredi, eds,
Interferenze linguistiche e contatti culturali in Anatolia tra 11 e I millennio a.C. Studi
in onore di Onofrio Carruba in occasione del suo 80° compleanno (Studia Mediter-
ranea 24). Genova: Italian University Press, pp. 153—171.

Giusfredi, Federico (2013). Further Considerations on the Ankara Silver Bowl. In: LL
Feliu, J. Llop, AM. Alba, J. Sanmartin, eds, Time and History in the Ancient Near
East. Proceedings of the 56th Rencontre Assyriologique Internationale at Barcelona,
26-30 July 2010. Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, pp. 665-679.

Giusfredi, Federico (2018). Sulle nuove (e vecchie) cronologie degli stati neo-ittiti
alla luce dei nuovi testi e dell'annalistica neo-assira. In: M.C. Betro, S. de Martino,
G. Miniaci, and F. Pinnock, eds, Egitto e Vicino Oriente antichi: tra passato e futuro.
Studi e Ricerche sull’Egitto e il Vicino Oriente in Italia I convegno nazionale (Pisa, 5-6
giugno 2017). Pisa: Pisa University Press, pp. 163-169.

Giusfredi, Federico (2020a). Assyrian camels and Luwian officials. Nouvelles Assyri-
ologiques Bréves et Utilitaires 2020 (1), pp. 53—56.

Giusfredi, Federico (2020b). Questa citta dei miei antenati era di Ninuayu. In:
M.E. Balza, P. Cotticelli-Kurras, L. d’Alfonso, M. Giorgieri, F. Giusfredi, and A. Rizza,
eds, Citta e parole. Argilla e pietra. Studi offerti a Clelia Mora da allievi, colleghi e amici
(Biblioteca di Athenaeum 65). Bari: Edipuglia, pp. 265—275.

Giusfredi, Federico (2020c). A Study in the Syntax of the Luwian Language (Texte der
Hethiter 30). Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

Giusfredi, Federico (2021—2022). On the Aegean-Anatolian Historical and Linguistic
Interface in the Final Bronze Age. News from the Lands of the Hittites 5—6, pp. 1—
15.

Giusfredi, Federico (2024). The Cebelireis Dagi Inscription from an Anatolian Perspec-
tive. Studi Classici e Orientali 70, pp. 31—4z2.

Giusfredi, Federico, and Matessi, Alvise (2021). Archaeolinguistics and the historical
study of contacts in Anatolia. In: F. Giusfredi, and Zs. Simon, eds, Studies in the
languages and language contact in Pre-Hellenistic Anatolia (Barcino Monographica
Orientalia, Series Anatolica et Indogermanica 17). Barcelona: Edicions de la Univer-
sitat de Barcelona, pp. 9—44.

Giusfredi, Federico, and Pisaniello, Valerio (2021a). Grammatical categories in con-
tact: Gender assignment criteria in the Hittite borrowings from the neighbour-
ing languages. In: L. Repansek, H. Bichlmeier, and V. Sadovski, eds, Vidcamsi misra
krnavamahai. Proceedings of the international conference of the Society for Indo-
European Studies and IWoBA x11, Ljubljana 4-7 June 2019, celebrating one hundred
years of Indo-European comparative linguistics at the University of Ljubljana. Ham-
burg: Baar, pp. 209-233.

Giusfredi, Federico, and Pisaniello, Valerio (2021b). The population, the language and
the history of Yadiya/Sam’al. In: A. Payne, S. Velhartick4, and J. Wintjes, eds, Beyond



416 REFERENCES

All Boundaries. Anatolia in the First Millennium Bc (Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis 295).
Leuven/Paris/Bristol: Peeters, pp. 189—223.

Giusfredi, Federico, and Pisaniello, Valerio (2022). Foreigners and foreign names in
Anatolian hieroglyphs. In: R. Dan, R. Francia, and M.-C. Trémouille, eds, Studia Het-
hitica, Hurritica et Urartaica, Volume 1 (Serie Orientale Roma N.S. 33). Roma: ISMEO,
Pp- 185—211.

Giusfredi, Federico, Pisaniello, Valerio, and Rizza, Alfredo (2021). On the origin and
meaning of the Assyrian toponym Tabal. ARAMAZD. Armenian Journal of Near East-
ern Studies 15 (1-2), pp. 128-140.

Glatz, Claudia (2009). Empire as Network: Spheres of Material Interaction in Late
Bronze Age Anatolia. Journal of Anthropological Archaeology 28, pp. 127-141.

Glatz, Claudia (2020). The Making of Empire in Bronze Age Anatolia. Hittite Sovereign
Practice, resistance, and Negotiation. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Goedegebuure, Petra, van den Hout, Theo PJ., Osborne, James F., Massa, Michele, Bach-
huber, Christoph, and $ahin, Fatma (2020). TURKMEN-KARAHOYUK 1: A New Hiero-
glyphic Luwian Inscription from Great King Hartapu, Son of Mursili, Conqueror of
Phrygia. Anatolian Studies 70, pp. 29—43.

Goetze, Albrecht (1940). Kizzuwatna and the Problem of Hittite Geography. New Haven:
Yale University Press.

Goetze, Albrecht (1941). Is Ugaritic a Canaanite Dialect? Language 17 (2), pp. 127-138.

Goetze, Albrecht (1962). Cilicians. Journal of Cuneiform Studies 16, pp. 48-58.

Golinets, Viktor (2021). Amorite. In: R. Hasselbach-Andee, ed, A Companion to Ancient
Near Eastern Languages. Hoboken: Wiley-Blackwell, pp. 185—201.

Gorbachov, Yaroslav (2008). Nine Observations on the Old Phrygian Inscription from
Vezirhan. Kadmos 47 (1-2), pp. 91-108.

Gordon, Cyrus H. (1957). Notes of Minoan Linear A. Antiquity 31, pp. 124-130.

Grandet, Pierre (2022). Egypt’s New Kingdom in Contact with the World. In: K. Radner,
N. Moeller, and D.T. Potts, eds, The Oxford History of the Ancient Near East, Volume 3.
From the Hyksos to the Late second Millennium Bc. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
pp- 367-454.

Granger, Sylvaine and Meunier, Fanny, eds, (2008). Phraseology, an interdisciplinary
perspective, Benjamins: Amsterdam.

Greppin, John A. C (1982). The Anatolian Substrata in Armenian. An Interim Report.
Annual of Armenian Linguistics 3, pp. 65—71.

Greppin, John A. C (1991a). Some Effects of the Hurro-Urartian People and Their Lan-
guages upon the Earliest Armenians. Journal of the American Oriental Society 111,
Ppp- 720-730.

Greppin, John A. C (1991b): The Survival of Ancient Anatolian and Mesopotamian
Vocabulary until Present. Journal of Near Eastern Studies 50, pp. 203—207.

Greppin, John A. C (1996). New Data on the Hurro-Urartian Substratum in Armenian.
Historische Sprachforschung 109, pp. 40—44.



REFERENCES 417

Greppin, John A. C (2000). Armenian and the Kartvelian Languages. In: Y.L. Arbeit-
man, ed, The Asia Minor Connexion. Studies on the Pre-Greek Languages in Memory
of Charles Carter, Leuven/Paris: Peeters, pp. 85-91.

Greppin, John A. C (2008a). More Material on the Urartian Substratum in Armenian.
Journal of Indo-European Studies 36, pp. 79—86.

Greppin, John A. C (2008b). The Urartian Substratum in Armenian. Bulletin of the Geor-
gian National Academy of Sciences 2, pp. 134-137.

Greppin, John A. C (2011). Urartian Sibilants in Armenian. Historische Sprachforschung
124, pp. 292—296.

Grimme, Hubert (1925). Hethitisches im griechischen Wortschatze. Glotta 14, pp. 13—25.

Gusmani, Robert (1959). Relazioni linguistiche tra Frigia e Licia. Archivio glottologico
italiano 49, pp. 9-16.

Gusmani, Roberto (1964). Lydisches Worterbuch. Mit grammatischer Skizze und
Inschriftensammlung. Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

Gusmani, Roberto (1968). Il lessico ittito. Napoli: Libreria Scientifica Editrice.

Gusmani, Roberto (1969). Isoglosse lessicali greco-ittite. In: Studi linguistici in onore di
Vittore Pisani, Volume 1 (Miscellanee filologiche, linguistiche e filosofiche 15). Bres-
cia: Paideia, pp. 501-514.

Gusmani, Roberto (1975). Zum Wandel *sw > §f im Lydischen. Die Sprache 21 (2),
pp- 166-173.

Gusmani, Roberto (1980). Lydisches Worterbuch. Mit grammatischer Skizze und
Inschriftensammlung. Supplementa. Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

Gusmani, Roberto (1988). Anthroponymie in den Lydischen Inschriften. In: Y. Arbeit-
man, ed, A Linguistic Happening in Memory of Ben Schwartz (Bibliotheque des
Cahiers de I'Institut de Linguistique de Louvain 42). Leuven: Peeters Publishers,
pp- 179-196.

Gusmani, Roberto (2007). Continuita, fratture e processi di osmosi nel panorama lin-
gusitico dell’Asia Minore del 1 Millennio a.C. In: G. Urso, ed, Tra Oriente e Occidente.
Indigeni, Greci e Romani in Asia minore. Atti del convegno internazionale, Cividale del
Friuli, 28-30 settembre 2006, Pisa. Pisa: Edizioni ETS, pp. 11-21.

Gusmani, Roberto, and Akkan, Yilmaz (2004). Bericht iiber einen Lydischen Neufund
aus dem Kaystrostal. Kadmos 43 (1), pp. 139-150.

Haas, Otto (1959). Die Lehre von den indogermanischen Substraten in Grichenland.
Linguistica Balkanika 1, pp. 29-56.

Haas, Otto (1966). Die phrygischen Sprachdenkmdiler. Sofia: Academie Bulgare des Sci-
ences.

Hackstein, Olav (2002). Die Sprachform der homerischen Epen: Faktoren morphologis-
cher Variabilitit in literarischen Friihformen, Tradition, Sprachwandel, sprachliche
Anachronismen (Serta Graeca Bd. 15). Wiesbaden: Reichert.

Hackstein, Olav (2003). Response: Hackstein on Haug on Hackstein. Bryn Mawr Clas-
sical Review 2004.03.12.



418 REFERENCES

Hajnal, Ivo (1995). Der lykische Vokalismus. Methode und Erkenntnisse der vergleichen-
den anatolischen Sprachwissenschaft, angewandt auf das Vokalsystem einer Kleincor-
pussprache. Graz: Leykam.

Hajnal, Ivo (2003). Troia aus sprachwissenschaftlicher Sicht: die Struktur einer Argu-
mentation (Innsbrucker Beitridge zur Sprachwissenschaft 109). Innsbruck: Institut
fir Sprachen und Literaturen, Abteilung Sprachwissenschaft.

Hajnal, Ivo (2014). Die griechisch-anatolischen Sprachkontakte zur Bronzezeit—
Sprachbund oder loser Sprachkontakt? Linguarum Varietas 3, pp. 105-116.

Hajnal, Ivo (2017). Graeco-Anatolian Contacts in the Mycenaean Period. In: J. Klein,
B. Joseph, and M.A. Fritz, eds, Comparative Indo-European Linguistics. An Interna-
tional Handbook of Language Comparison and the Reconstruction of Indo-European,
Volume 3 (Handbiicher zur Sprach- und Kommunikationswissenschaft 41/3). Berlin:
De Gruyter, pp. 2036—2055.

Hajnal, Ivo (2021). Chapter 13: Lydian, Carian, and Lycian Sources. In: B. Jacobs, and
R. Rollinger, eds, A Companion to the Achaemenid Persian Empire, Volume 1. Hobo-
ken: Wiley Blackwell, pp. 163—168.

Haley, Joseph Boyd (1928). The Coming of the Greeks: 1. The Geographical Distribution
of Pre-Greek Place-Names. American Journal of Archaeology 32 (2), pp. 141-145.

Hallock, Richard T. (1969). Persepolis Fortification Tablets (Oriental Institute Publica-
tions 92). Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Hammig, Anna Elisabeth (2013). Nevotan niptiyan, die Fluchformel der Stele von
Vezirhan. Indogermanische Forschungen 118, pp. 125-154.

Hammig, Anna Elisabeth (2019). Deciphering Phrygian: blind alleys and viable ways.
In: G.R. Tsetskhladze, ed, Phrygia in Antiquity: from the Bronze Age to the Byzantine
Period. Proceedings of an International Conference ‘The Phrygian Lands over Time:
From Prehistory to the Middle of the 1st Millennium AD; held at Anadolu University,
Eskigehir, Turkey, 2nd—8th November, 2015. Leuven/Paris/Bristol: Peeters, pp. 289
303.

Harrison, Timothy P. (2001). Tell Ta’yinat and the Kingdom of Ungi. In: PM.M. Daviau,
J-W. Wevers, and M. Weigl, eds, The World of the Aramaeans. Sheffield: Sheffield Aca-
demic Press, pp. 115-132.

Harrison, Timothy P. (2009a). Lifting the Veil on a ‘Dark Age’: Ta'yinat and the North
Orontes Valley during the Early Iron Age. In: ].D. Schloen, ed, Exploring the Longue
Duree: Essays in Honor of Lawrence E. Stager. Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, pp. 171-
184.

Harrison, Timothy P. (2009b). Neo-Hittites in the “Land of Palistin”. Renewed inves-
tigations at Tell Ta‘'yinat on the Plain of Antioch. Near Eastern Archaeology 72 (4),
pp- 174-189.

Haspels, C.H. Emilie (1971). The Highlands of Phrygia: Sites and Monuments. Princeton:

Princeton University Press.



REFERENCES 419

Haug, Dag (2003a). Review of Hackstein, Olav 2002, Die Sprachform der homerischen
Epen: Faktoren morphologischer Variabilitdt in literarischen Frithformen, Tradition,
Sprachwandel, sprachliche Anachronismen (Serta Graeca; Bd. 15), Wiesbaden:
Reichert. Bryn Mawr Classical Review 2003.06.31

Haug, Dag (2003b). Response: Haug on Hackstein on Haug on Hackstein BMCR
2004.03.44.

Hawkins, J. David (1988). Kuzi-Tesub and the “Great Kings” of Karkamis. Anatolian Stud-
ies 38, pp. 99-108.

Hawkins, J. David (1995). “Great Kings” and “Country Lords” at Malatya and Karkamis.
In: Th. van den Hout, and J. de Roos, eds, Studio historiae ardens. Ancient Near East-
ern Studies Presented to Philo H.J. Houwink ten Cate on the Occasion of his 65th Birth-
day (Publications de I'Institut historique-archéologique néerlandais de Stamboul
74). Leiden: Nederlands Instituut voor het Nabije Oosten, pp. 73-85.

Hawkins J. David (1997)., “A Hieroglyphic Luwian Inscription on a Silver Bowl in the
Museum of the Anatolian Civilizations, Ankara’, in: Anadolu Medeniyetleri Miizesi
1996 Yilligt, pp. 7—24. Hawkins, ]. David (1998). Tarkasnawa King of Mira: ‘Tarkonde-
mos’, Bogazkdy sealings and Karabel. Anatolian Studies 48, pp. 1-31.

Hawkins, J. David (2005). Spéthethitische Herrscherinschriften. In: B. Janowski, and
G. Wilhelm, eds, Staatsvertrige, Herrscherinschriften und andere Dokumente zur
politischen Geschichte. Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus, pp. 151-159.

Hawkins, J. David (2006—2008). Que. A. Geschichte. In: Reallexikon der Assyriologie und
Vorderasiatischen Archdologie, Band 1. Berlin/New York: De Gruyter, pp. 191-195.
Hawkins, J. David (2009). Cilicia, Amugq, and Aleppo: New Light in a Dark Age. Near

Eastern Archaeology 72, pp. 164-173.

Hawkins, J. David (2om1). The inscriptions of the Aleppo temple. Anatolian Studies 61,
PP- 35-54-

Hawkins, J. David (2013). Luwians versus Hittites. In: A. Mouton, 1. Rutherford, and
L. Yakubovich, eds, Luwian Identities. Culture, Language and Religion Between Ana-
tolia and the Aegean (Culture and History of the Ancient Near East 64). Leiden: Brill,
pp. 25—-40.

Hawkins, J. David (2015a). The Soul in the Stele? In: A. Archi, ed, Tradition and Inno-
vation in the Ancient Near East. Proceedings of the 57th Rencontre Assyriologique
Internationale at Rome, 4-8 July 2011. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, pp. 49-56.

Hawkins, J. David (2015b). Addendum to ‘Phoenician and Luwian in Early Iron Age Cili-
cia’ by Ilya Yakubovich. Anatolian Studies 65, pp. 54—55.

Hawkins, J. David (2016). Adana(wa) vs. Ahhiyawa: a rejoinder to R. Oreshko, N.4.B.U.
2015/3 (74). Nouvelles Assyriologiques Breéves et Utilitaires 2016 (1), pp. 26—27.

Hawkins, J. David (2017). The Ending of the Cinekdy Inscription. In: Y. Heffron, A. Stone,
and Martin Worthington, eds, At the Dawn of History. Ancient Near Eastern Studies

in Honour of J.N. Postgate, Volume 1. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, pp. 211—216.



420 REFERENCES

Hawkins, J. David, and Easton, Donald F. (1996). A Hieroglyphic Seal from Troia. Studia
Troica 6, pp. 111-118.

Hawkins, J. David, and Peker, Hasan (2014). Karkemish in the Iron Age. In: N. Marchetti,
ed, Karkemish. An Ancient Capital on the Euphrates. Bologna: Ante Quem, pp. 107—
110.

Hawkins, J. David, and Weeden, Mark (2016). Sketch History of Karkamish in the Ear-
lier Iron Age. In: T.J. Wilkinson, E. Peltenburg, and E.B. Wilkinson, eds, Carchemish in
Context. The Land of Carchemish Project, 2006—2010 (Themes from the Ancient Near
East BANEA Publication Series 4). Oxford/Philadelphia: Oxbow Books, pp. 9—21.

Hawkins, J. David, and Weeden, Mark (2017). Kizzuwatna and the Euphrates States:
Kummabha, Elbistan, Malatya. Philology. In: M. Weeden, and L.Z. Ullmann, eds, Hit-
tite Landscape and Geography. Leiden/Boston: Brill, pp. 281—294.

Hawkins, ]. David, and Weeden, Mark (2021). The New Inscription from Tiirkmenkara-
hoyiik and its Historical Context. Altorientalische Forschungen 48, pp. 384—399.

Hawkins, J. David, and Morpurgo Davies, Anna (1993). Running and relatives in Luwian.
Kadmos 32 (1), pp. 50-60.

Hawkins, Shane (2010). Greek and the languages of Asia Minor to the classical period.
In: EJ. Bakker, ed, A companion to the Ancient Greek language. Chichester: Wiley-
Blackwell, pp. 213—227.

Heinhold-Krahmer, Susanne, and Rieken, Elisabeth, eds (2020). Der ,Tawagalawa-
Brief*: Beschwerden tiber Piyamaradu. Eine Neuedition (Untersuchungen zur Assyri-
ologie und Vorderasiatischen Archéologie 13). Berlin/Boston: De Gruyter.

Heinhold-Krahmer, Susanne, Hawkins, J. David, Hazenbos, Joost, Miller, Jared L.,
Rieken, Elisabeth, and Weeden, Mark (2019). Der Textkommentar aus philologis-
cher und historischer Perspektive. In: S. Heinhold-Krahmer and E. Rieken, eds, Der
‘Tawagalawa-Brief" Beschwerden iiber Piyamaradu. Eine Neuedition (Untersuchun-
gen zur Assyriologie und vorderasiatischen Archéologie 13). Berlin/Boston: De
Gruyter, pp. 63—305.

Helck, Wolfgang (1971). Die Beziehungen Agyptens zu Vorderasien im 3. und 2.

Jahrtausend v. Chr. 2nd ed. (Agyptologische Abhandlungen 5). Wiesbaden: Harras-
sowitz.

Heltzer, Mikha'el (1995). Phoenician Trade and Phoenicians in Hamath. In: K. Van Ler-
berghe, and E. Lipinski, eds, Immigration and emigration within the Ancient Near
East (Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 65). Leuven: Peeters, pp. 101-105.

Hemer, Colin J. (1980). The Pisidian Texts: A Problem of Language and History. Kadmos
19 (1), pp. 54—64.

Henkelman, Wouter F.M., and Stolper, Matthew (2009). Ethnic identity and ethnic
labelling at Persepolis: the case: the case of the Skudrians. In: P. Briant, and M. Chau-
veau, eds, Organisation des pouvoirs et contacts culturels dans les pays de lempire
achémeénide (Persika 14). Paris: De Boccard, pp. 271—329.



REFERENCES 421

Henrickson, Robert C. (1993). Politics, economics and ceramic continuity at Gordion
in the late second and first millennia B.c. In: W.D. Kingery, ed, Social and Cultural
Contexts of New Ceramic Technologies. Westerville, OH: American Ceramic Society,
pp- 86-176.

Herrmann, Virginia R., van den Hout, Theo PJ., and Beyazlar, Ahmet (2016). A New
Hieroglyphic Luwian Inscription from Pancarli Hoyiik: Language and Power in Early
Iron Age Sam’al-y'DY. Journal of Near Eastern Studies 75, pp. 53—70.

Hester, David A. (1957). Pre-Greek place names in Greece and Asia Minor. Revue Hittite
et Asianique 15, pp. 1-37.

Hester, David A. (1965). ‘Pelasgian'—a new Jndo-European language? Lingua 13,
pp- 335-384.

Hester, David A. (1968). Recent developments in Mediterranean “substrate” studies.
Minos: Revista de filologia egea 9, pp. 219—235.

Heubeck, Alfred (1959). Lydiaka. Unterschungen zu Schrift, Sprache und Gotternamen
der Lyder. Erlangen: Universitdtsbund Erlangen e. V.

Heubeck, Alfred (1961). Praegraeca: sprachliche Untersuchungen zum vorgriechisch-
indogermanischen Substrat. Erlangen: Universitdtsbund Erlangen e. V.

Heubeck, Alfred (1974). E. Furnée 1972. Die wichtigsten konsonantischen Erscheinun-
gen des Vorgriechischen: mit einem Appendix iiber den Vokalismus. Indogermanis-
che Forschungen 79, pp. 272—277.

Hodos, Tamara (2020). The Archaeology of the Mediterranean Iron Age: A Globalising
World, c. 1100—600 BCE. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hoffmann, Inge (1984). Der Erlaf$ Telipinus (Texte der Hethiter 11). Heidelberg: Carl Win-
ter.

Hoffner, Harry A. (2009). Letters from the Hittite Kingdom (Society of Biblical Literature
Writings from the Ancient World 15). Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature.

Hoffner, Harry A., and Melchert, H. Craig (2002). A Practical Approach to Verbal Aspect
in Hittite. In: S. de Martino, and F. Pecchioli Daddi, eds, Anatolia Antica. Studi in
memoria di Fiorella Imparati. Firenze: LoGisma, pp. 377—390.

Hoffner, Harry A., and Melchert, H. Craig (2008). A Grammar of the Hittite Language.
Part 1: Reference Grammar (Language of the Ancient Near East 1/1). Winona Lakes:
Eisenbrauns.

Hogarth, David George (1914). Carchemish: Report on the Excavations at Jerablus on
Behalf of the British Museum, Part I: Introductory. London: The Trustees of the British
Museum.

Hogemann, Peter (2000) Der Iliasdichter, Anatolien und der griechische Adel. Klio 82,
pp- 7-39.

Hogemann, Peter, and Oettinger, Norbert (2018). Lydien. Ein altanatolischer Staat zwis-
chen Griechenland und dem Vorderen Orient. Berlin/Boston: De Gruyter.

Holland, Gary (1987). Nominal Sentences and the Origin of Absolute Constructions in
Indo-European. Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende Sprachforschung 100, pp. 163—193.



422 REFERENCES

Hollenbaugh, Ian Benjamin (2018). Aspects of the Indo-European Aorist and Imper-
fect. Reevaluating the evidence of the Rgveda and Homer and its implications for
PIE. Indo-European Linguistics 6, pp. 1-68.

Housepian, Aline (2017). Les relations historiques-linguistiques hittito-arméniennes a
travers les textes hittites cuneiformes. PhD Dissertation. University of Limoges.

Houwink Ten Cate, Philo HJ. (1961). The Luwian Population Groups of Lycia and Cilicia
Aspera during the Hellenistic Period. Leiden: Brill.

Houwink ten Cate, Philo H.J. (1983-1984). Sidelights on the Ahhiyawa Question from
Hittite Vassal and Royal Correspondence. Jaarbericht van het Vooraziatisch-
Egyptisch Genootschap “Ex Oriente Lux” 28, pp. 33—79.

Hutter, Manfred (2003). Aspects of Luwian Religion. In: In: H.C. Melchert, ed, The
Luwians (Handbook of Oriental Studies I/68). Leiden/Boston: Brill, pp. 211—280.
Iacovou, Maria (2013). The Cypriot Syllabary as a royal signature: the political context
of the syllabic script in the Iron Age. In: Ph. Steele, ed, Syllabic Writing on Cyprus and

Its Context. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 133—152.

Imbert, Jacques (1889-1890). Pharnabazus and Tissaphernes Mentioned on the Great
Stela of Xanthus. The Babylonian and Oriental Record 4, pp. 153—163.

Imbert, Jacques (1894). Les termes de parenté dans les inscriptions lyciennes. Mémoires
de la Société de Linguistique de Paris 8, pp. 449—472.

Imbert, Jacques (1916). De quelques inscriptions lyciennes. Mémoires de la Société de
Linguistique de Paris 19, pp. 323—347.

Inglese, Guglielmo, and Mattiola, Simone (2020). Pluractionality in Hittite: A new look
at the suffix -ske/a. Language Typology and Universals 73 (2), pp. 261—-303.

Ittzés, Maté (2008). Morphologie und Ursprung der ionischen Iterativpréterita. Acta
Classica Universitatis Scientiarum Debreceniensis 44, pp. 13—34-

Janeway, Brian (2017). Sea Peoples of the Northern Levant? Aegean- Style Pottery from
Early Iron Age Tell Tayinat. Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns.

Jannaris, Antonius Nicholas (1897). An historical Greek grammar: chiefly of the Attic
dialect as written and spoken from classical antiquity down to the present time,
founded upon the ancient texts, inscriptions, papyri and present popular greek.
Hildesheim/Zurich/New York: Olms.

Jasink, Anna Margherita (1988). Danuna e Adana: alcune osservazioni sulla Cilicia.
Mesopotamia 23, pp. 91-104.

Jasink, Anna Margherita (1995). Gli stati neo-ittiti. Analisi delle fonti scritte e sintesi stor-
ica (Studia Mediterranea 10). Pavia: Gianni Iuculano.

Jasink, Anna Margherita, and Marino, Mauro (2007). The West-Anatolian origins of the
Que kingdom dynasty. Studi Micenei ed Egeo-Anatolici 49, pp. 407—426.

Jean, Eric (2022). The Cross-Hatched Red Painted Pottery Tradition at Mersin-
Yumuktepe. In: F. Manuelli, and D.-P. Mielke, eds, Late Bronze Age Painted Pottery
Traditions at the Margins of the Hittite State. Papers Presented at a Workshop Held



REFERENCES 423

at the nth ICAANE (Miinchen 4 April 2018) and Additional Contributions. Oxford:
Archaeopress, pp. 130-146.

Jiménez-Delgado, José Miguel, and Garcia-Zamora, Patricia (2022). El imperfecto jon-
ico en Her6doto: ;elemento épico o elemento jonico? Cuadernos de Filologia Cldsica.
Estudios griegos e indoeuropeos 32, pp. 29—4z2.

Joannés, Francis (1991). L'Asie Mineure meéridionale d'apres la documentation
cunéiforme d'époque néo-babylonienne. In: J. Des Courtils, J.-C. Moretti, and
F. Planet, eds, De Anatolia Antiqua 1 (Bibliothéque de I'Institut Francais d’Etudes
Anatoliennes d’Istanbul 32). Paris: Maisonneuve, pp. 261-266.

Kaczynska, Elwira (2022). Reflections on the Hesychian Lemma Bovpucumédpiooos.
Philologia Classica 14, pp. 60—76.

Kahn, Dan’el (2011). The Campaign of Ramesses 111 against Philistia. Journal of Ancient
Egyptian Interconnectios 3 (4), pp. 1-11.

Kalinka, Ernst (19o1). Tituli Lyciae lingua Lycia conscripti (Tituli Asiae Minoris 1). Wien:
Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften.

Karageorghis, Vassos (2001). Patterns of fortified settlements in the Aegean and Cyprus
c. 1200BC. In: V. Karageorghis, and C.E. Morris, eds, Defensive Settlements of the
Aegean and the Eastern Mediterranean after c. 1200 Bc. Nicosia: Anastasios G. Lev-
entis Foundation, pp. 1-12.

Katici¢, Radoslav (1976). Ancient languages of the Balkans. The Hague/Paris: Mouton.

Kaufman, Stephen A. (2007). The Phoenician Inscription of the Incirli Trilingual: A Ten-
tative Reconstruction and Translation. MAARAV 14 (2), pp. 7—26.

Kealhofer, Lisa., Grave, Peter, Genz, Hermann, and Marsh, Ben (2009). Post-collapse:
the re-emergence of polity in Iron Age Bogazkoy, Central Anatolia. Oxford Journal
of Archaeology 28, 3, pp. 275—300.

Kealhofer, Lisa, Grave, Peter, and Voigt, Mary M. (2019). Dating Gordion: the Timing and
Tempo of Late Bronze and Early Iron Age Political Transformation. Radiocarbon 61
(2), pp- 495-514-

Kealhofer, Lisa, Grave, Peter, and Voigt, Mary M. (2022). Ancient Gordion. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Kealhofer, Lisa, Grave, Peter, Bahar, Hasan, and Marsh, Ben (2015). Between the states:
Iron Age interaction in southwestern Anatolia. Journal of Archaeological Science:
Reports 3, pp. 342—357.

Kearns, John M. (1994). A Greek Genitive from Lydia. Glotta 72 (1), pp. 5-14-

Keen, Anthony G. (1998). Dynastic Lycia. A Political History of the Lycians and Their
Relationships with Foreign Powers, c. 545-362 B.C. Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Kelder, Jorrit M. (2010). The Kingdom of Mycenae. A Great Kingdom in the Late Bronze
Age Aegean. Bethesda, MD: cDL Press.

Kelder, Jorrit M. (2012). Ahhiyawa and the World of the Great Kings: A Re-evaluation of
Mycenaean Political Structures. Talanta 44, pp. 41-52.



424 REFERENCES

Kelder, Jorrit M., and Waal, Willemijn J.I. (2019). Kings and Great Kings in the Aegean
and beyond. In: J. Kelder, and W. Waal, eds, From ‘LUGAL.GAL’ to ‘Wanax’ Kingship
and Political Organisation in the Late Bronze Age Aegean. Leiden: Sidestone Press,
Pp- 149-160.

Kent, Roland (1950). Old Persian. Grammar, texts, lexicon. New Haven/Connecticut:
American Oriental Society.

Keurentjes, M.B.G. (1997). The Greek patronymics in -(i)dag / -()dvg. Mnemosyne 50 (4),
PP- 385—400.

Keydana, G6tz (1997). Absolute Konstruktionen in altindogermanischen Sprachen. Got-
tingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht.

Kilani, Marwan (2019). Vocalisation in Group Writing: A New Proposal (Lingua Aegyptia
Studia Monographica 20). Widmaier Verlag: Hamburg.

Killebrew, Ann E. (1998). Aegean and Aegean-style material culture in Canaan dur-
ing the 14th—12th centuries BC: trade, colonization, diffusion or migration? In: E.H.
Cline, and D. Harris-Cline, eds, The Aegean and the Orient in the Second Millennium
BC (Aegaeum 18). Austin: University of Texas at Austin, pp. 159-171.

Killebrew, Ann E. (2005). Biblical Peoples and Ethnicity: An Archaeological Study of
Egyptians, Canaanites, Philistines, and Early Israel 1300-1100 BCE. Atlanta, GA: Soci-
ety of Biblical Literature.

Killebrew, Ann E. (2018). From “global” to “glocal”: cultural connectivity and interac-
tions between Cyprus and the southern Levant during the transitional Late Bronze
and Early Iron Ages. In: J.L. Niesiotowski-Spano, and P.M. Wecowski, eds, Change,
Continuity, and Connectivity. North-Eastern Mediterranean at the Turn of the Bronze
Age and in the Early Iron Age (Philippika 118). Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, pp. 81—
94.

Kimbeall, Sara (2014). Homeric xpimtaoxe, pintaoxe, lodoxeto. Glotta 9o, pp. 163-173.

King, RoyJ. et al. (2008). Diferential Y-chromosome Anatolian influences on the Greek
and Cretan Neolithic. Annals of Human Genetics 72 (2), pp. 205—214.

Kiparsky, Paul (1976). Oral Poetry: Some Linguistic and Typological Considerations, in
B.A. Stolz, R.S. Shannon, eds, Oral Literature and the Formula, Center for the Coor-
dination of Ancient and Modern Studies-University of Michigan, Ann Arbor (MI),
Pp. 73-106.

Kitazumi, Tomoki (2013). Zum Problem der Gleichung heth. Hayasa = arm. hayk".
Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft 163, pp. 511-517.

Kitchen, Kenneth A. (1966). Aegean place names in a list of Amenophis 111. Bulletin of
the American Schools of Oriental Research 191, pp. 23—24.

Klein, Jeffrey ]J. (1974). Urartian Hieroglyphic Inscriptions from Altintepe. Anatolian
Studies 24, pp. 77-94-.

Klimov, Georgij A (1998). Etymological Dictionary of the Kartvelian Languages. Berlin/
New York: Mouton de Gruyter.



REFERENCES 425

Klingenschmitt, Gert (1994). Die Verwandtschaftsverhéltnisse der indogermanischen
Sprachen. In: J.E. Rasmussen, ed, In honorem Holger Pedersen. Kolloquium der
Indogermanischen Gesellschaft vom 25. bis 28. Mdirz 1993 in Kopenhagen, Wiesbaden:
Reichert, pp. 235251

Klinger, Jorg (2015). Suppiluliuma 11. und die Spétphase der hethitischen Archive. In:
A. Miiller-Karpe, E. Rieken, and W. Sommerfeld, eds, Saeculum: Gedenkschrift fiir
Heinrich Otten anldsslich seines 100. Geburtstags (Studien zu den Bogazkdy Texten
58). Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, pp. 87-111.

Klinkott, Hilmar (2023). The Satrapies of the Persian Empire in Asia Minor: Lydia, Caria,
Lycia, Phrygia, and Cappadocia. In: K. Radner, N. Moeller, and D.T. Potts, eds, The
Oxford History of the Ancient Near East, Volume 5. New York/Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, pp. 592—648.

Kloekhorst, Alwin (2008). Etymological Dictionary of the Hittite Inherited Lexicon (Lei-
den Indo-European Etymological Dictionary Series 5). Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Kloekhorst, Alwin (2o011). The Opening Formula of Lycian Funerary Inscriptions: méti
vs. méne. Journal of Near Eastern Studies 70, pp. 13—23.

Kloekhorst, Alwin (2012). The language of Troy. In: J. Kelder, G. Uslu, and O.F. Serifoglu,
eds, Troy. City, Homer, Turkey. Amsterdam: W Books, pp. 46—50.

Kloekhorst, Alwin (2015). The Old Phrygian Word for ‘Feet: New Readings in the
‘podas’-Inscription (G-02). Kadmos 54 (1—2), pp. 107-118.

Kloekhorst, Alwin (2017). In the footsteps of the Phrygians. Understanding migrations
and cross-cultural contacts. In: J.M. Kelder, S.P.L. de Jong, and A. Mouret, eds, Iron
Age Anatolia, Aspects of Globalization; Mobility, Exchange and the Development of
Multi-Cultural States. Leiden: Luris, pp. 6—11.

Kloekhorst, Alwin (2018). Anatolian evidence suggests that the Indo-European laryn-
geals *h, and *h; were uvular stops. Indo-European Linguistics 6, pp. 69—94.

Kloekhorst, Alwin (2022a). Anatolian. In: Th. Olander, ed, The Indo-European Language
Family: A Phylogenetic Perspective. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 63—
82.

Kloekhorst, Alwin (2022b). Luwians, Lydians, Etruscans, and Troy. The linguistic land-
scape of Northwestern Anatolia in the pre-classical period. In: I. Hajnal, E. Zangger,
and J. Kelder, eds, The Political Geography of Western Anatolia in the Late Bronze Age.
Budapest: Archaeolingua, pp. 201-228.

Kluge, Heinrich (19u1). Syntaxis Graecae quaestiones selectae. Inauguraldissertation
Berlin: Otto Francke.

Knapp, A. Bernard (2008). Prehistoric and Protohistoric Cyprus: Identity, Insularity and
Connectivity. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Knapp, A. Bernard (2021). Migration Myths and the End of the Bronze Age in the Eastern
Mediterranean. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Knapp, A. Bernard, and Manning, Stuart W. (2016). Crisis in Context: The End of the Late



426 REFERENCES

Bronze Age in the Eastern Mediterranean. American Journal of Archaeology 120 (1),
PP- 99-149.

Kocharov, Petr (2022). Proto-Armenian contact phenomena. Unpublished talk deliv-
ered at The Secondary Homelands of the Indo-European languages. Arbeitstagung der
Indogermanischen Gesellschaft. Universiteit Leiden, 6 September 2022 (DoT: https://
doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.13208597).

Kohlmeyer, Kay (2008). Zur Datierung der Skulpturen von ‘Ain Dara. In: D. Bonatz,
R.M. Czichon, and FJ. Kreppner, eds, Fundstellen: Gesammelte Schriften zur Arch-
dologie und Geschichte Altvorderasiens ad honorem Hartmut Kuhne. Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz, pp. 119—130.

Kohlmeyer, Kay (2009). The Temple of the Storm God in Aleppo during the Late Bronze
and Early Iron Ages. Near Eastern Archaeology 72, pp. 190—202.

Konyar, Erkan (2010). Surveys in Kahramanmaras in 2009. ANMED: Anadolu Akdenizi
Arkeoloji Haberleri 8, pp. 136-142.

Kopanias, Konstantinos (2015). The Mushki/Phrygian Problem from the Near Eastern
Point of View. In: N.C. Stampolidis, C. Maner, and K. Kopanias, eds, Nostoi. Indige-
nous Culture, Migration and Integration in the Aegean Islands and Western Anatolia
during the Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages. Proceedings of the International Confer-
ence Held in Istanbul 31/3/1-3/4/11 Istanbul: Ko¢ University Press, pp. 211-225.

Korfmann, Manfred (1996). Troia—Ausgrabungen 1995. Studia Troica 6, pp. 1-63.

Korfmann, Manfred, ed, (2006). Troia: Archdologie eines Siedlungshugels und seiner
Landschaft. Mainz: Philipp von Zabern.

Korkmaz, Zafer (2016). Cilician Iron Age settlements. Anodos. Studies of the Ancient
World 12, pp. 147-162.

Korte, Alfred (1897). Kleinasiatische Studien 11: Gordion und der Zug des Manlius
gegen die Galater. Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archaologischen Instituts, Athenische
Abteilung 22, pp. 1-51.

Kortlandt, Frederik (2016). Phrygian between Greek and Armenian. Linguistique Balka-
nique 55, 2—3, pp. 249—255.

Kossian, Aram V. (1997). On Anatolian-Urartian Linguistic Contacts. Journal of Indo-
European Studies 25, pp. 27-34-

Kottsieper, Ingo (2001). Aramiische und phonizische Texte. In: Texte aus der Umwelt des
Alten Testaments. Ergdnzungslieferung. Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus, pp. 176—
202.

Kozal, Ekin (2018). South, Central and North Central Anatolia in Eastern Mediter-
ranean Networks: An Archaeological Perspective on Maritime and Land Routes
in the Late Bronze Age. In: U. Yalgin, and H. Cambel, eds, Anatolian Metal virir:
Eliten—Handwerk—Prestigegiiter. Beitrdge des im November 2016 in Bochum aus-
gerichteten internationalen Symposiums Anatolian Metal viir' (Der Anschnitt Bei-
heft 39). Bochum: Verlag Marie Leidorf, pp. 219-231.


https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.13208597
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.13208597

REFERENCES 427

Krahmalkov, Charles R. (2000). Phoenician-Punic Dictionary (Orientalia Lovaniensia
Analecta go—Studia Phoenicia 15). Leuven: Peeters.

Kretschmer, Paul (1896). Einleitung in die Geschichte der griechischen Sprache. Gottin-
gen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht.

Kretschmer, Paul (1924). Alaksandus, K6nig von Vilusa. Glotta 13, pp. 205-213.

Kretschmer, Paul (1925). Die indogermanische Sprachwissenschaft. Eine Einfiihrung fiir
die Schule. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht.

Kretschmer, Paul (1940). Die vorgriechischen Sprach-und Volksschichten. Glotta 28 (3-
4 H), pp. 231-278.

Kretschmer, Paul (1943). Die vorgriechischen Sprach- und Volksschichten (Fortsetzung
von Gl. 28 231-278). Glotta 30, pp. 84—218.

Kroonen, Guus, ed (2024). Sub-Indo-European Europe: Problems, Methods, Results
(Trends in Linguistics. Studies and Monographs 375). Berlin/Boston: De Gruyter
Mouton.

Kriiger, Karl Wilhelm (1846 ). Griechische Sprachlehre fiir Schulen. Erster Theil: iiber die
gewohnliche, vorziigsweise die attische Prosa. Zweites Hefi: Syntax. Berlin: Kriigers
Verlagsbuchhandlung.

Kriiger, Karl Wilhelm (1859). Griechische Sprachlehre fiir Schulen. Zweiter Theil: Ueber
die Dialekte, vorzugsweise den epischen und ionischen. Zweites Heft: Poetisch-
dialektische Syntax. Berlin: Kriigers Verlagsbuchhandlung.

Kiithner, Raphael (1835). Ausfiihrliche Grammatik der griechischen Sprache. Wissen-
schaftlich und mit Riicksicht auf dem Schulgebrauch. Zweiter Theil. Hannover: Hahn-
schen Hofbuchhandlung.

Kiihner, Raphael, and Gerth, Berthold (1898). Ausfiihrliche Grammatik der griechischen
Sprache. Zweiter Theil. Satzlehre. Erster Band. Hannover: Hahnsche Buchhandlung.

Kuiper, Franciscus B.J. (1956) The Etymology of dv6pwmog. In: Kronasser, H., ed, Myviuys
xapw. Gedenkschrift Paul Kretschmer, Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, pp. 211—226.

Kunst, Karl (1922). Vom Wesen und Ursprung des absoluten Genitivs. Gloéta 12, pp. 29—
50.

La Marle, Hubert (2006). Linéaire A, la premiére écriture syllabique de Créte (4 vols.).
Paris: Geuthner.

Lackenbacher, Sylvie (2002). Textes akkadiens d’Ugarit (Litératures Anciennes du
Proche Orient 1). Paris: Les éditions du cerf.

Lackenbacher, Sylvie and Malbran-Labat, Florence (2016). Lettres En Akkadien de la
Maison d’Urtenu. Fouilles de 1994. Leuven: Peeters.

Lallot, Jean (1991). ETYMOLOGIA: Létymologie en Gréce ancienne d’Homere aux gram-
mairiens alexandrins. In: J.P. Chambon, and G. Liidi, eds, Discours Etymologiques:
Actes du colloque international organisé a l'occasion du centenaire de la naissance de
Walther von Wartburg. Tiibingen: M. Niemeyer, pp. 135-147.

Lanaro, Anna (2015). A Goddess among Storm-Gods. The Stele of Tavsantepe and the
Landscape Monuments of Southern Cappadocia. Anatolian Studies 65, pp. 79—96.



428 REFERENCES

Lanaro, Anna, Castellano, Lorenzo, Highcock, Nancy, Mantovan, Alessio, and d’Alfonso,
Lorenzo (2020). South-Central Anatolia during the Iron Ages: a diachronic view
from Kinik Hoyiik (Nigde). In: A. Otto, M. Herles, K. Kaniuth, L. Korn, and A. Hei-
denreich, eds, Proceedings of the nth International Congress on the Archaeology of
the Ancient Near East 03—o7 April 2018, Munich. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, pp. 215—
228.

Lanfranchi, Giovanni Battista (2005). The Luwian-Phoenician Bilingual of Cinekdy and
the Annexation of Cilicia to the Assyrian Empire. In: R. Rollinger, ed, Von Sumer
bis Homer. Festschrift fiir Manfred Schretter zum 6o. Geburtstag am 25. Februar 2004
(Alter Orient und Altes Testament 325). Miinster: Ugarit Verlag, pp. 481-496.

Lang, Martin (2021). Akkadian and the Greek Alphabet. In: ].-P. Vita, ed, History of the
Akkadian Language. (2 vols). (Handbook of Oriental Studies 152/2). Leiden/Boston:
Brill, pp. 102—125.

Laroche, Emmanuel (1957). Notes de toponymie anatolienne. In: H. Kronasser, ed,
MNHMHS XAPIN. Gedenkschrift Paul Kretschmer. 2 Mai 1866-1869 Mdirz 1956. Band I1.
Wien: Otto Harrassowitz—Briider Hollinek, pp. 1-7.

Laroche, Emmanuel (1958). Etudes sur les hiéroglyphes hittites. Syria 35, pp. 252—283.

Laroche, Emmanuel (1966a). Le noms des Hittites. Paris: Klincksieck.

Laroche, Emmanuel (1966b). Etudes de linguistique anatolienne 11, Revue Hittite et
Asianique 79, pp. 160—184.

Laroche, Emmanuel (1974). Les épitaphes lyciennes. In: P. Demargne, E. Laroche, eds,
Fouilles de Xanthos v. Paris: Klincksieck, pp. 123-149.

Latacz, Joachim (2004). Troy and Homer: Towards a Solution of an Old Mystery. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Latte, Kurt (1953). Hesychii Alexandrini Lexicon. Copenhagen: Munskgaard.

Lawrence, Dan, and Ricci, Andrea (2016). Long-Term Settlement Trends in the Birecik-
Carchemish Sector. In: T.J. Wilkinson, E. Peltenburg, and E.B. Wilkinson, eds, Car-
chemish in Context. The Land of Carchemish Project, 2006-2010 (Themes from the
Ancient Near East BANEA Publication Series 4). Oxford/Philadelphia: Oxbow Books,
pp- 38-67.

Lazaridis, Iosef et al. (2022). The genetic history of the Southern Arc: A bridge between
West Asia and Europe. Science 377 (6609), DOI: 10.1126/science.abm4247

Lazzeroni, Romano (1960). Considerazioni sulla cronologia di alcune isoglosse delle
lingue anatoliche. Annali della Scuola Normale Superiore di Pisa 39, pp. 103—124.

Lazzeroni, Romano (2006). La codifica dell'allativo in greco e in ittita. Contributo allo
studio dell'area linguistica circumegea. Archivio Glottologico Italiano 91, pp. 106-111.

Lebrun, René (2009). Review of F.C. Woudhuizen, Etruscan as a Colonial Luwian Lan-
guage. Bibliotheca Orientalis 66, cols. 637—641.

Lebrun, René (2012). Le sidétique et le pisidien. Res Antiquae 9, pp. 353-368.

Lehmann, Gunnar (2008). North Syria and Cilicia, c. 1200-330BCE. In: C. Sagona, ed,



REFERENCES 429

Beyond the Homeland: Markers in Phoenician Chronology (Ancient Near Eastern
Studies Supplement Series 28). Leuven: Peeters, pp. 205—246.

Lehmann, Gunnar (2013). Aegean-Style Pottery in Syria and Lebanon during Iron Age
L. In: A.E. Killebrew and G. Lehmann, eds, The Philistines and other “Sea Peoples” in
Text and Archaeology (Society of Biblical Literature Archaeology and Biblical Stud-
ies 15). Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, pp. 265-328.

Lehmann, Gunnar (2017). The Late Bronze—Iron Age Transition and the Problem of
the Sea Peoples Phenomenon in Cilicia. In: PM. Fischer, and T. Biirge, eds, “Sea Peo-
ples” Up- to- Date: New Research on Transformations in the Eastern Mediterranean in
the 13th-nth Centuries BCE. Vienna: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wis-
senschaften, pp. 229-255.

Lejeune, Michel (1947). Linguistique préhellénique. Revue des études anciennes 49 (1),
Pp- 25-37

Lejeune Michel (1957). Review of Vladimir Georgiev, Le déchiffrement des inscriptions
crétoises en linéaire A.—La position du dialecte crétois des inscriptions en linéaire A.,
1957. In: Revue des Etudes Anciennes 59 (3-4), pp- 407—408.

Lejeune, Michel (1969). Notes paléo-phrygiennes. Revue des études anciennes 71,
Pp- 287—300.

Lemaire, André (1983). L'inscription phénicienne de Hassan-Beyli reconsideré. Rivista
di Studi Punici 11, pp. 9-19.

Lemaire, André (1989). Une inscription phénicienne découverte récemment et le
mariage de Ruth la moabite. Eretz-Israel 20, pp. 124-129.

Lemaire, André (1992). Fragment d'inscription bilingue araméo-grecque. In: H. Met-
zger, ed, Fouilles de Xanthos 1x. Paris: Klincksieck, pp. 201-203.

Lemaire, André (2000). I, Sardes. In: P. Briant, ed, 111. Inscriptions de Lydie. Textes
araméens dAnatolie dépoque perse. Achemenet (http://www.achemenet.com/pdf/
aramaic/lydieo1.pdf).

Lemaire, André (2001). Les inscriptions araméennes de Daskyleion. In: T. Bakir, ed, Pro-
ceedings of the first International Symposium on Anatolia in the Achaemenid period,
Bandirma, 15-18 August 1997. Leiden: Nederlands Instituut voor het Nabije Oosten,
Pp- 21-35.

Lemaire, André, and Sass, Benjamin (2013). The Mortuary Stele with Samralian Inscrip-
tion from Ordekburnu near Zincirli. BASOR 369, pp. 57-136.

Lemche, Niels Peter (2012). Using the Concept of Ethnicity in Deining Philistine Iden-
tity in the Iron Age. Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 26, pp. 12—29.

Liebhardt, Richard F., and Brixhe, Claude (2010). The Recently Discovered Inscriptions
from Tumulus MM at Gordion. A Preliminary Report. Kadmos 48 (1-2), pp. 141-156.

Liebhart, Richard, Darbyshire, Gareth, Erder, Evin, and Marsh, Ben (2016). A Fresh Look
at the Tumuli of Gordion. In: O. Henry, and U. Kelp, eds, Tumulus as Sema: Politics,
Culture and Religion in the First Millennium Bc. Berlin: De Gruyter, pp. 627—636.


http://www.achemenet.com/pdf/aramaic/lydie01.pdf
http://www.achemenet.com/pdf/aramaic/lydie01.pdf

430 REFERENCES

Ligorio, Orsat, and Lubotsky, Alexander (2018). Phrygian. In: J. Klein, B. Joseph, and
M. Fritz, eds, Handbook of Comparative and Historical Indo-European Linguistics,
Volume 3. Berlin/Boston: De Gruyter, pp. 1826-1831.

Lipinski, Edward (1975). Studies in Aramaic inscriptions and onomastics, Volume 1 (Ori-
entalia Lovaniensia Analecta 1). Leuven: Peeters.

Lipinski, Edward (2000). The Aramaeans. Their Ancient History, Culture, Religion (Ori-
entalia Lovaniensia Analecta 100). Leuven: Peeters.

Lipinski, Edward (2004). Itineraria Phoenicia (Studia Phoenicia 18/Orientalia Lova-
niensia Analecta 127). Leuven/Paris/Dudley: Peeters.

Liverani, Mario (2002). Stati etnici e citta stato: una tipologia storica per la prima eta
del Ferro. In: M. Molinos, and A. Zifferero, eds, Primi popoli d’Europa: proposte e rif-
lessioni sulle origini delle civilta nell’Europa Mediterranea. Firenze: All'Insegna del
Giglio, pp. 33-47.

Liverani, Mario (2014). The Ancient Near East: History, Society, and Economy (trans.
S. Tabatabai). London: Routeledge.

Locatelli, Lauriane (2021). Pisidian toponymy. Method and results. In: A. Payne, S. Vel-
harticka, and J. Wintjes, eds, Beyond All Boundaries. Anatolia in the First Millennium
Bc (Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis 295). Leuven/Paris/Bristol: Peeters, pp. 319-336.

Loiacono, Michele (2018-2019). Liscrizione caria C.1a 3 e il culto di Zeus Megistos a Iasos.
Per la storia religiosa di una comunita cario-greca nel suo contesto regionale. PhD Dis-
sertation. Universita degli Studi di Perugia.

Loiacono, Michele (2020). La glossa di Esichio xoaAd3etv: Avdol tov Bagthéa tra realta
linguistica e tradizione del testo. In: G. Maddoli, M. Nafissi, and F. Prontera, Zmouvdrj¢
00dév EMtmodoa. Anna Maria Biraschi. Scritti in memoria. Perugia: Morlacchi, pp. 359—
370.

Lépez Eire, Antonio, and Lillo Alcaraz, Antonio (1982). Panfilia y el dialecto panfilio.
Zephyrus 34-35, pp- 243-248.

Lordkipanidze, Otar (1996). Das alte Georgien (Kolchis und Iberien) in Strabons Geogra-
phie. Neue Scholien. Amsterdam: Hakkert.

Lovejoy, Nathan, and Matessi, Alvise (2023). Kubaba and other Divine Ladies of the
Syro-Anatolian Iron Age: Developmental Trajectories, Local Variations, and Interre-
gional Interactions. In: L. Warbinek, and F. Giusfredi, eds, Theonyms, Panthea and
Syncretisms in Hittite Anatolia and Northern Syria. Proceedings of the TeAI Workshop
Held in Verona, March 25-26, 2022. Firenze: Firenze University Press, pp. 109—126.

Lubotsky, Alexander (1993). New Phrygian vipodav. Kadmos 32 (2), pp. 127-134.

Lubotsky, Alexander (1988). The Old Phrygian Areyastis-Inscription. Kadmos 27 (1),
PpP- 9—26.

Lubotsky, Alexander (1998). New Phrygian metrics and the Sewg {epehwg formula. In:
J. Jasanoff, H.C. Melchert, and L. Oliver, eds, Mir Curad, Studies in honor of Calvert

Watkins. Innsbruck: Innsbrucker Beitrdge zur Sprachwissenschaft, pp. 413—421.



REFERENCES 431

Lubotsky, Alexander (2008). Old Phrygian bevdos ‘Statue, Image, Greek Beddog
‘Woman'’s Dress. The Journal of Indo-European Studies 36, pp. 96—97.

Lubotsky, Alexander (2017). The Phrygian inscription from Dokimeion and its meter. In:
I. Hajnal, D. Koélligan, and K. Zipser, eds, 20 Miscellanea Indogermanica. Festschrift

fiir José Luis Garcia Ramon zum 65. Geburtstag. Innsbruck: Institut fiir Sprachwis-
senschaft, pp. 427431

Lubotsky, Alexander (2020). A New Phrygian inscription from Kadinkuyu. In: C. Le Feu-
vre, and D. Petit, eds, ‘Ovoudtwy lotwp, Mélanges offerts a Charles de Lamberterie.
Leuven/Paris: Peeters, pp. 515-520.

Luraghi, Silvia (1997). Hittite (Languages of the World. Materials 114). Miinchen/New-
castle: Lincom Europa.

Macedo, José Marcos (2021). “Nobody else”: word order in Greek funerary inscriptions
from Asia Minor and in Lycian. Glotta 97, pp. 158-177.

Maeir, Aren M., and Hitchcock, Louise A. (2017). The appearance, formation and trans-
formation of Philistine culture: new perspectives and new finds. In: P.M. Fischer,
and T. Biirge, eds, “Sea Peoples” Up- to- Date: New Research on Transformations in
the Eastern Mediterranean in the 13th-nith Centuries BCE. Vienna: Verlag der Osterre-
ichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, pp. 149-162.

Maeir, Aren M., Hitchcock, Louise A., and Horwitz, Liora Kolska (2013). On the Consti-
tution and Transformation of Philistine Identity. Oxford journal of Archaeology 32,
pp-1-38.

Magnelli, Adalberto, and Petrantoni, Giuseppe (2020). La dedica in greco e sidetico di
Seleucia (S6): un caso di diglossia? Erga-Logoi 8 (2), pp. 77-87.

Maiocco, Marco (2005). Absolute Participial Constructions. Alessandria: Edizioni
dell’'Orso.

Mancini, Marco (1987). Note iraniche (Biblioteca di Ricerche Linguistiche e Filologiche
20). Roma: Dipartimento di Studi Glottoantropologici dell’'Universita di Roma “La
Sapienza”.

Mancini, Marco (1991). Erodoto e il nominativo dei nomi propri persiani. Rendiconti
della Accademia Nazionale dei Lincei 9 (2), pp. 179—-190.

Manning, Sturt, Lorentzen, Brita, Welton, Lynn, Batiuk, Stephen, and Harrison, Tim-
othy P. (2020). Beyond megadrought and collapse in the Northern Levant: The
chronology of Tell Tayinat and two historical inflection episodes, around 4.2ka Bp,
and following 3.2ka BP. PLoS ONE 15, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.o240799.

Mantovan, Alessio, and d’Alfonso, Lorenzo (2020). Le fortificazioni di Kinik Hoyiik di
Bronzo Tardo: nota relativa agli scavi del settore A-Wall. In: M.E. Balza, P. Cotticelli-
Kurras, L. d’Alfonso, M. Giorgieri, F. Giusfredi, and A. Rizza, eds, Citta e parole,
argilla e pietra. Studi offerti a Clelia Mora da allievi, colleghi e amici (Bibliotheca di
Athenaeum 65). Bari: EdiPuglia, pp. 325—341.

Manuelli, Federico (2013). Pottery as an Indicator of Changing Interregional Rela-


https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0240799

432 REFERENCES

tions in the Upper Euphrates Valley. The Case of the Late Bronze-Iron Age Assem-
blages from Arslantepe/Malatya. In: K.A. Yener, ed, Across the Border: Late Bronze-
Iron Age Relations between Syria and Anatolia. Proceedings of a Symposium held
at the Research Center of Anatolian Studies, Ko¢ University, Istanbul May 31-June 1,
2010 (Ancient Near Eastern Studies Supplement 42). Leuven/Paris/Walpole: Peeters,
Pp- 373-392.

Manuelli, Federico (2020). The Regeneration of the Late Bronze Age Traditions and the
Formation of the Kingdom of Malizi. In: A.E. Sollee, ed, Formation, Organisation and
Development of Iron Age Societies: A Comparative View. Proceedings of the Workshop
held at the 10th ICAANE in Vienna, April 2016. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, pp. 109-130.

Manuelli, Federico, and Mori, Lucia (2016). “The King at the Gate”: Monumental Forti-
fications and the Rise of Local Elites at Arslantepe at the End of the 2nd Millennium
BCE. Origini 39, pp. 209—241.

Maran, Joseph (2009). The Crisis Years? Reflections on Signs of Instability in the Last
Decades of the Mycenaean Palaces. Scienze dellAntichita 15, pp. 241—262.

Marazzi, Massimiliano (1990). Il geroglifico anatolico. Problemi di analisi e prospettive di
ricerca (Biblioteca di Ricerche Linguistiche e Filologiche 24). Roma: Dipartimento
di Studi Glottoantropologici dell'Universita di Roma “La Sapienza”.

Marazzi, Massimiliano (2018). Corsairs, Pirates, Traders, or Nomads of the Sea? Socioe-
conomic Changes in the Mediterranean at the End of the Thirteenth Century Bc. In:
M. Bettelli, M. Del Freo, and G.J. van Wijngaarden, eds, Mediterranea Itinera. Studies
in Honour of Lucia Vagnetti (Incunabola Graeca 106). Roma: cNR—Istituto di Studi
sul Mediterraneo Antico, pp. 261—278.

Marchetti, Nicolo, ed (2019-2020). Recent archaeological discoveries at Karkemish:
Anatomy and trajectories of a capital city on the middle Euphrates. News from the
Lands of the Hittites 3—4, pp. 251-400.

Markoe, Glenn (2000). Phoenicians. London: British Museum Press.

Martinez-Rodriguez, Elena (2019). Phonotactics of the Lycian labial glide clusters.
Indogermanische Forschungen 124, pp. 219—230.

Martinez-Rodriguez, Elena (2021a). Milyan dialectal divergence and its traces in ono-
mastics, Kadmos 60 (1-2), pp. 137-156.

Martinez-Rodriguez, Elena (2021b). The Anatolian words for ‘son’ and the semantics of
muwa-. In: A. Payne, S. Velharticka, and J. Wintjes, eds, Beyond All Boundaries. Ana-
tolia in the First Millennium B¢ (Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis 295). Leuven/Paris/Bris-
tol: Peeters, pp. 337—348.

Martinez-Rodriguez, Elena (2023). Again on the Xanthos Pillar hatahe. Between com-
binatory analysis and Greek epigraphic interference. In: J.V. Garcia Trabazo, I.-
X. Adiego, M. Vernet, B. Obrador Cursach, S. Soler, eds, New approaches on Anatolian
Linguistics (Barcino Monographica Orientalia 22, Series Anatolica et Indogermanica

4). Barcelona: Edicions de la Universitat de Barcelona, pp. 135-150.



REFERENCES 433

Martinez-Rodriguez, Elena (forthcoming). On the Origin of the theonym Bdxyos. Forth-
coming in Barcino Monographica Orientalia, Series Anatolica et Indogermanica.
Martirosyan, Hrach (2017). Notes on Anatolian Loanwords in Armenian. In: P.S.
Avetisyan, and Y.H. Grekyan, eds, Bridging Times and Spaces. Papers in Ancient Near
Eastern, Mediterranean and Armenian Studies Honouring Gregory E. Areshian on the

occasion of his sixty-fifth birthday, Oxford: Archaeopress, pp. 293—306.

Massa, Michele, and Osborne, JamesF. (2022). On the Identity of Hartapu: Textual, His-
torical and Archaeological Analysis of an Anatolian Iron Age Ruler. Altorientalische
Forschungen 49, pp. 85-103.

Massa, Michele, Bachhuber, Christoph, $ahin, Fatma, Erpehlivan, Hiiseyin, Osborne,
James F., and Lauricella, Anthony ]. (2020). A Landscape-oriented Approach to
Urbanisation and Early State Formation on the Konya and Karaman Plains, Turkey.
Anatolian Studies 70, pp. 45-75.

Masson, Emilia (1971). Ftude de vingt-six boules d'argile inscrites trouvées a Enkomi
et Hala Sultan Tekke (Chypre) (Studies in the Cypro-Minoan Scripts 1). Géteborg:
P. Astrom.

Masson, Emilia (2010). La stéle mortuaire de Kuttamuwa (Zincirli): comment 'appré-
hender. Semitica et Classica 3, pp. 47-58.

Masson, Olivier (1950). A propos d’'un rituel hittite pourla lustration d’'une armée: le rite
de purification par le passage entre les deux parties d'une victime. Revue de lhistoire
des religions 137, pp. 5—25.

Matessi, Alvise (2025). Frontiers, Territories and the Making of Hittite Political Land-
scapes (SANER 32). Boston/Berlin: De Gruyter.

Matessi, Alvise (forthcoming). The Farthest Cities of Phrygia: Iron Age frontier interac-
tions in the Anatolian southern Plateau. Anatolian Studies.

Matessi, Alvise (in press). The Syrian and the Anatolian: Cultural and political frontiers
in the post-Hittite Eastern Mediterranean (ca. 1200—700 BCE). Aula Orientalis

Matessi, Alvise, and Lovejoy, Nathan (in press). Resilient Vines? Religious motifs and
areal contacts between Central Anatolia and the Eastern Mediterranean in the post-
Hittite period. In: M. Pallavidini, and J. Bach, eds, Change, Order, Remembrance:
Crisis and Religion in the Ancient Near East. Miinster: Zaphon.

Matsumura, Kimiyoshi (2008). The Early Iron Age in Kaman-Kalehdyiik: The search
for its roots. In: D. Bonatz, R.M. Czichon and FJ. Kreppner, eds, Fundstellen Gesam-
melte Schriften zur Archdologie und Geschichte Altvorderasiens ad honorem Hartmut
Kiihne. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, pp. 42—51.

Matsumura, Kimiyoshi, and Omori, Takayuki (2010). The Iron Age Chronology in Ana-
tolia Reconsidered: The Results of the Excavations at Kaman-Kalehoyiik. In:
P. Matthiae, F. Pinnock, L. Nigro, N. Marchetti and L. Romano, eds, Proceedings of the
6th International Congress on the Archaeology of the Ancient Near East May, 5th—10th
2008, “Sapienza”—Universita di Roma, Volume 1. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, pp. 443—

455-



434 REFERENCES

Matzinger, Joachim (2005). Phrygisch und Armenisch. In: G. Meiser, and O. Hackstein,
eds, Sprachkontakt und Sprachwandel. Akten der x1. Fachtagung der Indogermanis-
chen Gesellschaft, 17.—23.9. 2000, Halle an der Saale, Wiesbaden: Reichert, pp. 375—
390.

Mayrhofer, Manfred (1973). Onomastica Persepolitana: Das Altiranische Namengut der
Persepolis-Tafelchen. Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissen-
schaften.

Mazzoni, Stefania (2010). Santuari a Tell Afis nell’Eta del Ferro (1 mill. a.C.) e l'architet-
tura templare del Levante. In: G. Bartoloni, P. Matthiae, L. Nigro, and L. Romano, eds,
Tiro, Cartagine, Lixus: Nuove acquisizioni. Atti del Convegno Internazionale in onore
di Maria Giulia Amadasi Guzzo, Roma, 24—25 novembre 2008. Roma: Universita di
Roma “La Sapienza’, pp. 143-161.

Meillet, Antoine 1908). La place du pamphylien parmi les dialectes grecs. Revue des
Etudes Grecques, Vol. 21, No. 95 (1908), pp. 413-425.

Meissner, Bruno (1942). Das bit hildni in Assyrien. Orientalia N.S. 11, pp. 251—261.

Meissner, Torsten (2014). Beekes 2010 (rev.). Kratylos 58, pp. 1—31.

Melchert, H. Craig (1994). Anatolian Historical Phonology. Amsterdam/Atlanta: Rodopi.

Melchert H. Craig (1998). Once more Greek toAdmy. Orpheus 8, pp. 47-51.

Melchert, H. Craig (2001a). Lydian Corpus. Self-edited. Online edition (https://linguisti
cs.ucla.edu/people/Melchert/webpage/lydiancorpus.pdf).

Melchert, H. Craig (2001b). Lycian Corpus. Self-edited. Online edition (https://linguisti
cs.ucla.edu/people/Melchert/lyciancorpus.pdf).

Melchert, H. Craig (2003a). Introduction. In: H.C. Melchert, ed, The Luwians (Handbook
of Oriental Studies 1/68). Leiden/Boston: Brill, pp. 1-7.

Melchert, H. Craig (2003b). Language. In: H.C. Melchert, ed, The Luwians (Handbook
of Oriental Studies 1/68). Leiden/Boston: Brill, pp. 170—210.

Melchert, H. Craig (2003c). The Dialectal Position of Lydian and Lycian within Anato-
lian. In: M. Giorgieri, M. Salvini, M.-C. Trémouille, and P. Vannicelli, eds, Licia e Lidia
prima dell’ellenizzazione. Atti del Convegno internazionale. Roma, 11-12 ottobre 1999.
Roma: CNR, pp. 265—272.

Melchert, H. Craig (2004a). A Dictionary of the Lycian Language. Ann Arbor/New York:
Beech Stave Press.

Melchert, H. Craig (2004b). Second Thoughts on *Y and *H, in Lydian. In: M. Mazoyer,
O. Casabonne, eds, Studia Anatolica et Varia. Mélanges offerts au Professeur René
Lebrun (2 vols.) (Collection KUBABA—Série Antiquité 6). Paris: L'Harmattan,
Pp- 139-150.

Melchert, H. Craig (2007). The Borders of Tarhuntassa Revisited. In: M. Alparslan,
M. Dogan-Alparslan, H. Peker, eds, Belkis Dingol ve Ali Dingola Armagan VITA.
Festschrift in Honor of Belkis Dingol and Ali Dingol, Istanbul: Ege Yalmlari, pp. 507-

513.


https://linguistics.ucla.edu/people/Melchert/webpage/lydiancorpus.pdf
https://linguistics.ucla.edu/people/Melchert/webpage/lydiancorpus.pdf
https://linguistics.ucla.edu/people/Melchert/lyciancorpus.pdf
https://linguistics.ucla.edu/people/Melchert/lyciancorpus.pdf

REFERENCES 435

Melchert, H. Craig (2008a). Greek mdlybdos as a Loanword from Lydian. In: B.J. Collins,
M.R. Bachvarova, and 1.C. Rutherford, eds, Anatolian Interfaces: Hittites, Greeks and
Their Neighbours. Proceedings of an International Conference on Cross-Cultural Inter-
action, September 17-19, 2004, Emory University, Atlanta GA. Oxford: Oxbow, pp. 153—
157.

Melchert, H. Craig (2008b). Lydian. In: R. Woodard, ed, The Ancient Languages of Asia
Minor. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 56—63.

Melchert, H. Craig (2010a). Remarks on the Kuttamuwa inscription. Kubaba 1, pp. 4-11.

Melchert, H. Craig (2010b). Spelling of Initial /a-/ in Hieroglyphic Luwian. In: I. Singer,
ed, ipamati kistamati pari tumatimis. Luwian and Hittite Studies presented to J. David
Hawkins on the occasion of his yoth birthday. Tel Aviv: Institute of Archaeology—Tel
Aviv University, pp. 147-158.

Melchert, H. Craig (2010c). Further Thoughts on Carian Nominal Inflection. In: R. van
Bremen, and M. Carbon, eds, Hellenistic Karia. Proceedings of the First International
Conference on Hellenistic Karia. Oxford, 29 June—2 July 2006. Bordeaux: Ausonius Edi-
tions, pp. 177-186.

Melchert, H. Craig (2013). Naming Practices in Second and First Millennium Western
Anatolian. In: R. Parker, ed, Personal Names in Ancient Anatolia (Proceedings of
the British Academy 191). Oxford: Oxford University Press for the British Academy,
Pp- 31-49.

Melchert, H. Craig (2014a). Greek and Lycian. In: G.K. Giannakis, ed, Encyclopedia of
Ancient Greek Language and Linguistics, Volume 2. Leiden/Boston: Brill, pp. 67—70.

Melchert, H. Craig (2014b). Greek and Lydian. In: G.K. Giannakis, ed, Encyclopedia of
Ancient Greek Language and Linguistics, Volume 2. Leiden/Boston: Brill, pp. 70—71.

Melchert, H. Craig (2018). The Trilingual Inscription of the Létdon. Lycian Version.
In: P. Briant, Achemenet. Online edition (http://www.achemenet.com/pdf/lycian/
lyletoon.pdf.)

Melchert, H. Craig (2019a). Hittite and Luvian uppa- and Hittite uiya-. In: A. Siiel, ed,
1x. Uluslararas: Hititoloji Kongresi Bildirileri: Corum, 08-14 Eyliil 2014: Acts of the Ixth
International Congress of Hittitology Corum, 08-14 September 2014, Corum: Basim
Tarihi, pp. 567-578.

Melchert, H. Craig (2019b). The Anatolian Hieroglyphic Signs L 42, L 172, L 319 = L 416.
In: N. Bollati Guzzo, and P. Taracha, eds, And I Knew Twelve Languages: A Tribute to
Massimo Poetto on His 7oth Birthday. Warsaw: Agade Bis, pp. 356-377

Melchert, H. Craig (2020a) Hittite tarru- ‘firm, secure’ and Luvian cognates. In: C. Le
Feuvre, and D. Petit, eds, 'Ovopdtwy (otwp. Mélanges offerts a Charles Lamberterie.
Leuven/Paris: Peeters, pp. 541-553.

Melchert, H. Craig (2020b). Mycenaean and Hittite Diplomatic Correspondence: Fact
and Fiction. In: Classical Inquiries: Studies on the Ancient World from the Center for
Hellenic Studies (available online: https://classical-inquiries.chs.harvard.edu/myce
naean-and-hittite-diplomatic-correspondence-fact-and-fiction/).


http://www.achemenet.com/pdf/lycian/lyletoon.pdf
http://www.achemenet.com/pdf/lycian/lyletoon.pdf
https://classical-inquiries.chs.harvard.edu/mycenaean-and-hittite-diplomatic-correspondence-fact-and-fiction/
https://classical-inquiries.chs.harvard.edu/mycenaean-and-hittite-diplomatic-correspondence-fact-and-fiction/

436 REFERENCES

Melchert, H. Craig (2021). Bilingual Texts in First-Millennium Anatolia. In: A. Payne, S.
Velharticka, and J. Wintjes, eds, Beyond All Boundaries. Anatolia in the First Millen-
nium B¢ (Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis 295). Leuven/Paris/Bristol: Peeters, pp. 349
378.

Melchert, H. Craig (2024). A Dictionary of Cuneiform Luvian. Ann Arbor/New York:
Beech Stave.

Melville, Sara C. (2010). Kings of Tabal: Politics, Competition and Conflict in a Con-
tested Periphery. In: S. Richardson, ed, Rebellions and Peripheries in the Cuneiform
World (American Oriental Series 91). New Haven, CT: American Oriental Society,
pp- 87-109.

Menéndez Pidal, Ramon (1939). Sobre el substrato mediterraneo occidental. Zeitschrift
fiir romanische Philologie 59, pp. 189—206.

Meriggi, Piero (1965). Quarto viaggio anatolico. Oriens Antiquus 4, pp. 263—315.

Merlin, Stella (2020). “Pre-Greek” between Theories and Linguistic Data. Examples
from the Anatolian Area. In: L. Repansek, H. Bichlmeier, and V. Sadovski, eds,
Vidcamsi misra krnavamahai. Proceedings of the international conference of the Soci-
ety for Indo-European Studies and IWoBA X11, Ljubljana 4—7 June 2019, celebrating one
hundredyears of Indo-European comparative linguistics at the University of Ljubljana.
Hamburg: Baar, pp. 487-506.

Merlin, Stella (2022). Remarques sur la détermination du nom entre lycien et grec d’Asie
Mineure. Nouvelles Assyriologiques Bréves et Utilitaires 2022 (2), pp. 153-155.

Merlin, Stella (2023). A la recherche d’emprunts linguistiques chez les grammairiens
anciens. In: L. Dumarty, ed, Langue idéale, langue réelle. Description et normalisation
des langues classiques du 111¢s. av. J.-C. au X1Ie s. de notre ére (Corpus Christianorum.
Lingua Patrum 15). Turnhout: Brepols, pp. 127-150.

Merlin, Stella, and Pisaniello, Valerio (2019). Linguistic Strategies in Filiation Formulas:
Data from Lycian-Greek Bilingual Texts. Incontri Linguistici 42, pp. 89—108.

Merlin, Stella and Pisaniello, Valerio (2020). On the Interchange between [/ and r
in Lycian and the Case of Pinara. In: M.C. Benvenuto, J.E. Braarvig, F. Pompeo,
AV. Rossi, and V. Sadovski, eds, Word formation, grammar and lexicology. Con-
trastive, multilingual and comparative-historical perspectives. Proceedings of the
International Conference organized by the University of Rome “La Sapienza’; in co-
operation with the Multilingualism Research Group (Vienna), the Austrian Academy
of Sciences, ISMEO—The International Association for Mediterranean and Oriental
Studies, and the Norwegian Institute of Philology, Rome, February 6-8, 2019 (Indoger-
manische Textlinguistik, Poetik und Stilistik 4). Hamburg: Baar-Verlag, pp. 183-198.

Merlin, Stella, Pisaniello, Valerio, and Rizza, Alfredo (2024a). ‘Restsprachen’ in Ancient
Anatolia: Direct and Indirect Sources, Transmission, and Reconstruction. In:
D. Baglioni and L. Rigobianco, eds, Fragments of Languages. From ‘Restsprachen’ to
Contemporary Endangered Languages. Leiden/Boston: Brill, pp. 63—8z2.



REFERENCES 437

Merlin, Stella, Pisaniello, Valerio, and Rizza, Alfredo (2024b). Esichio come fonte per
lo studio di forme anatoliche in greco. In: M. Cennamo, F.M. Dovetto, A. Perri,
G. Schirru, and R. Sornicola, eds, Linguistica e filologia tra Oriente e Occidente. Atti
del xL1V convegno annuale della Societa Italiana di Glottologia. Napoli, 24—26 ottobre
2019 (Biblioteca della Societa Italiana di Glottologia 45). Roma: Il Calamo, pp. 287—
296.

Merlingen, Weriand (1955). Das “Vorgriechische” und die sprachwissenschaftlich vorhis-
torischen Grundlagen. Wien: Gerold.

Metri, Pino (1954). I dialetto panfilio. Milano: Hoepli.

Metri, Pino (1958). Le iscrizioni pisidiche di Sofular. Archivio Glottologico Italiano 43,
pp- 42-54.

Metzger, Henri (1972). Fouilles de Xanthos 1v. Les céramiques archaiques et classiques de
lacropole lycienne. Paris: Klincksieck.

Middleton, Guy D. (2015). Telling stories: the Mycenaean origin of the Philistines.
Oxford Journal of Archaeology 34, pp. 45—65.

Middleton, Guy D. (2018). Should I stay or should I go? Mycenaeans, migration, and
mobility in the Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age eastern Mediterranean. Journal
of Greek Archaeology 3, pp. 115-143.

Mielke, Dirk-Paul (2022). Geometric Painted Pottery of the 2nd Millennium B¢ in the
Central Black Sea Region: A Contribution to the Archaeology of the Kaska. In:
F. Manuelli, and D.-P. Mielke, eds, Late Bronze Age Painted Pottery Traditions at the
Margins of the Hittite State. Papers Presented at a Workshop Held at the 11th ICAANE
(Miinchen 4 April 2018) and Additional Contributions. Oxford: Archaeopress, pp. 21—
58.

Mihaylova, Biliana (2016). The Pre-Greek Substratum Revisited. In: B.S.S. Hansen,
B.N. Whitehead, Th. Olander, B.A. and Olsen, eds, Etymology and the European
Lexicon. Proceedings of the 14th Fachtagung der Indogermanischen Gesellschaft, 17—
22 September 2012, Copenhagen. Wiesbaden: Reichert, pp. 307-317.

Miller, Jared L. (2010). Considerations on Some Disputed Passages of the Tawagalawa
Letter. In: I. Singer, ed, ipamati kistamati pari tumatimis. Luwian and Hittite Studies
presented to J. David Hawkins on the occasion of his yoth birthday. Tel Aviv: Institute
of Archaeology—Tel Aviv University, pp. 159-169.

Mohammadpour, Ahmad, and Soleimani, Kamal (2022). Silencing the Past Persian
Archaeology, Race, Ethnicity, and Language. Current Anthropology 63 (2), pp. 185—
210.

Molina Valero, Carlos (2004). Usos onomasticos no semiticos en la version aramea de
la inscripcidn trilingiie de Janto. Interlingiiistica 15, pp. 1011-1019.

Molina Valero, Carlos (2010). Las glosas licias en fuentes griegas. In: F. Cortés Gabaudan,
and J.V. Méndez Dosuna, eds, Dic mihi, mvsa, virvm: homenaje al profesor Antonio

Ldpez Eire. Salamanca: Ediciones Universidad de Salamanca, pp. 459—464.



438 REFERENCES

Mommsen, Hans, Mountjoy, Penelope A., and Ozyar, Asli (2011). Provenance Deter-
minations of Mycenaean I11C Vessels from the 1934-1939 Excavations at Tarsus-
Gozlitkule by Neutron Activation Analysis. Archaeometry 53 (5), pp. 900-915.

Monro, David Binning (1891). A grammar of the Homeric dialect. 2nd edition. Oxford:
Clarendon Press.

Montanari, Franco, ed, (2020). History of Ancient Greek scholarship. From the begin-
nings to the end of Byzantine age. Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Montanari, Franco, Matthaios, Stephanos, and Rengakos, Antonios, eds (2015). Brill’s
Companion to Ancient Greek Scholarship (2 vols.). Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Montanari, Franco, and Pagani, Lara, eds (2o11). From scholars to scholia: chapters in the
history of ancient Greek scholarship (Trends in Classics Supplementary Volumes g).
Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.

Monti, Orazio (2002). Observations sur la langue du linéaire A. Kadmos 41, pp. 17—
120.

Mora, Clelia (1987). La glittica anatolica del 11 millennio a.C.: classificazione tipologica I.
I sigilli a iscrizione geroglifica (Studia Mediterranea 6). Pavia: Gianni Iuculano Edi-
tore.

Mora, Clelia (2003). On Some Clauses in the Kurunta Treaty and the Political Scenery at
the End of the Hittite Empire. In: G. Beckman, R. Beal and G. McMahon, eds, Hittite
Studies in Honor of Harry A. Hoffner Jr. On the Occasion of His 65th Birthday. Winona
Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, pp. 289-296.

Mora, Clelia (2007). Three metal bowls. In: M. Alparslan, M. Dogan-Alparslan, and
H. Peker, eds, Vita, Festschrift in honour of Belkts Dingol and Ali Dingol. Istanbul: Ege
Yayinlari, pp. 515-521.

Mora, Clelia (2014). La corte di Karkemish durante il periodo imperiale ittita. In:
N. Marchetti, ed, Karkemish. An Ancient Capital on the Euphrates. Bologna: Ante
Quem, pp. 93-98.

Mora, Clelia (2016). The Luwian-Hieroglyphic Seal from Troy: An Update and Some
Remarks. In: H. Marquardt, S. Reichmuth, and J.V. Garcia Trabazo, eds, Anatolica et
Indogermanica. Studia linguistica in honorem Johannis Tischler septuagenarii ded-
icata (Innsbrucker Beitrdge zur Sprachwissenschaft 155). Innsbruck: Institut fiir
Sprachen und Literaturen der Universitidt Innsbruck, pp. 213—218.

Mora, Clelia (2022). Anatolian Hieroglyphic Documentation. In: S. de Martino, ed,
Handbook Hittite Empire: Power Structures (Empires through the Ages in Global Per-
spective 1). Oldenbourg: De Gruyter, pp. 45—91.

Mora, Clelia and d’Alfonso, Lorenzo (2012). Anatolia after the end of the Hittite Empire:
new evidence from Southern Cappadocia. Origini 34, pp. 385-398.

Markholm, Otto, and Neumann, Giinter (1978). Die lykischen Miinzlegenden (Nach-
richten der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Goéttingen, Philologisch-Historische
Klasse 1978/1). Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.



REFERENCES 439

Morpurgo Davies, Anna (1972). Review of Kretschmer, Einleitung in die Geschichte der
griechischen Sprache, 1896. The Classical Review 22 (3), pp. 420—421.

Morpurgo Davies, Anna (1987). The Greek Notion of Dialect. Verbum 10, pp. 7—28.

Mosca, Paul G., and Russell, James (1987). A Phoenician Inscription from Cebel Ires Dagi
in Rough Cilicia. Epigraphica Anatolica 9, pp. 1—28.

Morpurgo Davies, Anna (1986). The linguistic evidence: is there any? In G. Cadogan
(ed.) The end of early Bronze Age in the Aegean. Leiden: Brill, g3-123.

Mountjoy, Penelope A. (1998). The East Aegean-West Anatolian Interface in the Late
Bronze Age: Mycenaeans and the Kingdom of Ahhiyawa. Anatolian Studies 48,
pp- 33-67.

Mountjoy, Penelope A. (1999). Troia vi1 Reconsidered. Studia Troica 9, pp. 295—346.

Mountjoy, Penelope A. (2010). A note on the mixed origins of some Philistine pottery.
Bulletin of the American Society for Oriental Studies 359, pp. 1-12.

Mountjoy, Penelope A. (2017). Troy vi Middle, vi Late and vii: The Mycenaean Pottery
(Studia Troica Monographien g). Bonn: Dr. Rudolf Habelt GmbH.

Mouton, Alice, and Yakubovich, Ilya (2019). Internal or external evil: a merism in
Luwian incantations. Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 82 (2),
pp- 209—231L

Miiller, Uwe (1999). Die eisenzeitliche Stratigraphie von Lidar Hoyiik. Anatolian Studies
49, pp- 123-131.

Miiller-Karpe, Andreas (2017). Sarissa. Die Wiederentdeckung einer hethitischen
Konigsstadt. Darmstadt: Philipp von Zabern.

Miiseler, Wilhelm (2016). Lykische Miinzen in europdischen Privatsammlungen (Gep-
hyra, Monographien 4). Istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayinlar1.

Mynafov4, Jana (2022). Liminal People(s) in the Late Bronze Age Levant? A New Light
on Sherden (Serdanu). Journal of Ancient Near Eastern History 9, pp. 285-304.

Na’aman, Nadav (2019). The Incirli Stela and Tiglath-pileser 111's Operations on the
Gurgum-Que Border. Nouvelles Assyriologiques Bréves et Utilitaires 2019 (2), pp. 79—
82.

Nagy, Gregory (1963). Greek-like Elements in Linear A. Greek Roman and Byzantine
Studies 4 (4), pp. 181—211.

Napoli, Maria (2006). Aspect and Actionality in Homeric Greek. A Contrastive Analysis.
Milano: Francoangeli.

Nencioni, Giovanni (1940). In tema di sostrato egeo. Studi Italiani di Filologia Classica
16, pp. 223—228.

Neu, Erich (1991). Etruskisch—eine indogermanische Sprache Altanatoliens? Histo-
rische Sprachforschung 104, pp. 9—28.

Neu, Erich (1996). Das hurritische Epos der Freilassung I. Untersuchungen zu einem
hurritisch-hethitischen Textensemble aus Hattu$a (Studien zu den Bogazkoy-Texten

32). Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.



440 REFERENCES

Neumann, Giinter (1958). Sawatra und Kizzuwatna. Die Sprache 4, pp. 111-114.
Neumann, Giinter (1961). Untersuchungen zum Weiterleben hethitischen und luwischen
Sprachgutes in hellenistischer und romischer Zeit. Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz.
Neumann, Giinter (1968). Zur Entzifferung der sidetischen Inschriften. Kadmos 7 (1),

pp- 75-93-

Neumann, Giinter (1976). Der kleinasiatische Personenname Kukkunni. Zeitschrift fiir
vergleichende Sprachforschung 89 (2), pp. 231-234.

Neumann, Giinter (1978). Die sidetische Schrift. Annali della Scuola Normale Superiore
di Pisa. Classe di Lettere e Filosofia 8 (3), pp. 869—886.

Neumann, Giinter (1979). Neufunde lykischer Inschriften seit 1901. Wien: Osterreichische
Akademie der Wissenschaften.

Neumann, Giinter (1980). Le dialecte grec de Pamphylie. Documents et grammaire by
Claude Brixhe. Gnomon 52 (3), pp. 225—227.

Neumann, Giinter (1996). Griechische Personennamen in lykischen Texten. In: F. Bla-
kolmer et al., eds, Fremde Zeiten. Festschrift fiir Jiirgen Borchhardt zum sechzigsten
Geburtstag am 25. Februar 1996 dargebracht von Kollegen, Schiilern und Freunden,
Band 1. Wien: Phoibos.

Neumann, Giinter (1997). Die zwei Inschriften auf der Stele von Vezirhan. In: R. Gus-
mani, M. Salvini, and P. Vannicelli, eds, Frigi e frigio. Atti del 1° Simposio Inter-
nazionale, Roma, 16-17 ottobre 1995. Roma: Consiglio Nazionale delle Ricerche,
Pp- 13-32.

Neumann, Giinter (1999). Wie haben die Troer im 13 Jahrhundert gesprochen?
Wiirzburger Jahrbiicher fiir die Altertumswissenschaft, Neue Folge 23, pp. 15—23.

Neumann, Giinter (2007). Glossar des Lykischen. Uberarbeitet und zum Druck gebracht
von Johann Tischler (Dresdner Beitrdge zur Hethitologie 21). Wiesbaden: Harras-
sowitz.

Nielsen, Rasmus Th. (2023). Prehistoric Loanwords in Armenian: Hurro-Urartian,
Kartvelian, and the unclassified substrate. PhD Dissertation. Universiteit Leiden.
Nikolaev, Alexander (2017). Sidetic masara tue[. Indogermanische Forschungen 122,

pp- 219—226.

Nollé, Johannes (1993). Side in Altertum. Geschichte und Zeugnisse. Band 1. Geogra-
phie—Geschichte—Testimonia—Griechische w. lateinische Inschriften (1-4) (In-
schriften griechischer Stéddte aus Kleinasien 43). Bonn: Rudolf Habelt.

Nollé, Johannes (2001). Side in Altertum. Geschichte und Zeugnisse. Band I1. Griechis-
che und lateinische Inschriften (5-16)—Papyri—Inschriften in sidetischer Schrift und
Sprache—Ergdnzungen und Berichtigungen—Konkordanzen—Epigraphische In-
dices (Inschriften griechischer Stidte aus Kleinasien 44). Bonn: Rudolf Habelt.

Novék, Mirko (2010). Kizzuwatna—Hiyawa—Quwe. Ein Abriss der Kulturgeschichte
des Ebenen Kilikien. In: J. Becker, R. Hempelmann, and E. Rehm, eds, Kulturland-
schaft Syrien. Zentrum und Peripherie. Festschrift fur Jan-Waalke Meyer (Alter Orient
und Altes Testament 371). Munster: Ugarit Verlag, pp. 397—-425.



REFERENCES 441

Novak, Mirko (2012). The Temple of ‘Ain Dara in the Context of Imperial and Neo-
Hittite Architecture and Art. In: J. Kamlah, ed, Temple Building and Temple Cult:
Architecture and Cultic Paraphernalia of Temples in the Levant (2.-1. Mill. B.c.E.).
Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, pp. 41-54.

Novék, Mirko (2019—2020). A central site and gateway community in Kawa/Kizzu-
watna/Hiyawa. News from the Lands of the Hittites 3—4, pp. 143-164.

Novak, Mirko (2021). Azatiwada, Awariku from the “House of Mopsos”, and Assyria: on
the Dating of Karatepe in Cilicia. With a contribution by Andreas Fuchs. In: A. Payne,
S. Velhartick4, and J. Wintjes, eds, Beyond All Boundaries. Anatolia in the First Mil-
lennium Bc, Leuven/Paris/Bristol: Peeters, pp. 397—466.

Novak, Mirko, and Rutishauser, Susanne (2012). Tuthaliya, Sunag$ura und die Grenze
zwischen Hatti und Kizzuwatna. In: C. Mittermayer, and S. Ecklin, eds, Altorien-
talische Studien zu Ehren von Pascal Attinger: mu-ni uy ul-li,-a-a$ ga,-ga,-de. Fri-
bourg/Goéttingen: Academic Press—Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, pp. 259—269.

Novak, Mirko, and Rutishauser, Susanne (2017). Kizzuwatna: Archaeology. In: M. Wee-
den, and L.Z. Ullmann, eds, Hittite Landscape and Geography. Leiden/Boston: Brill,
PP- 134-145.

Novdk, Mirko, Kozal, Ekin, and Yagin, Deniz, eds (2019a). Sirkeli Hoyiik: Ein urbanes Zen-
trum am Puruna-Pyramos im Ebenen Kilikien. Vorbericht der schweizerisch-
turkischen Ausgrabungen 2006-2015 (Schriften zur Vorderasiatischen Archaologie
13). Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Novak, Mirko, Kozal, Ekin, and Yasin, Deniz (2019b). Einleitung. In: M. Novak, E. Kozal,
and D. Yasin, eds, Sirkeli Hoyiik. Ein urbanes Zentrum am Puruna-Pyramos im Ebenen
Kilikien. Vorbericht der schweizerisch-tiirkischen Ausgrabungen 2006-2015 (Schriften
zur Vorderasiatischen Archaologie 13). Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, pp. 1-15.

O’Connor, David (2000). The Sea Peoples and the Egyptian Sources. In: E.D. Oren,
ed, The Sea Peoples and Their World: A Reassessment, Philadelphia: The University
Museum, University of Pennsylvania, pp. 85-102.

Obrador-Cursach, Bartomeu (2017). The Phrygian God Bas. Journal of Near Eastern
Studies 76 (2), pp. 307—317.

Obrador-Cursach, Bartomeu (2018). Lexicon of the Phrygian Inscriptions. PhD Disserta-
tion. Universitat de Barcelona.

Obrador-Cursach, Bartomeu (2019—2020). Greek mpyog ‘tower’ as a possible Lydian
borrowing. News from the Lands of the Hittites 3—4, pp. 9-15.

Obrador-Cursach, Bartomeu (2019a). T'opdiag and I'épdiov: a remark on Phrygian ono-
mastics and ethnics. Journal of Indo-European Studies 47 (3-4), pp. 545-552.

Obrador-Cursach, Bartomeu (2019b). On the place of Phrygian among the Indo-
European languages. Journal of Language Relationship 17 (3-4), pp- 233—245.

Obrador-Cursach, Bartomeu (2019c¢). Two unnoticed Phrygian seals from the Borowski
collection and a comment on Old Phrygian Dd-103. In: 1.-X- Adiego, J. Virgilio Gar-



442 REFERENCES

cia Trabazo, M. Vernet, B. Obrador-Cursach, and E. Martinez Rodriguez, eds, Luwic
dialects and Anatolian. Inheritance and diffusion (Barcino Monographica Orientalia
12, Series Anatolica et Indogermanica 1). Barcelona: Edicions de la Universitat de
Barcelona, pp. 205—214

Obrador-Cursach, Bartomeu (2020a). The Phrygian Language (Handbook of Oriental
Studies I/139). Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Obrador-Cursach, Bartomeu (2020b). The last verse of the of the Middle Phrygian epi-
gram from Dokimeion. Indogermanische Forschungen 125, pp. 41-50.

Obrador-Cursach, Bartomeu (2021a). The closing formula of the Old Phrygian epitaph
B-o7in the light of the Aramaic KA1 318: a case of textual convergence in Daskyleion.
Anatolian Studies 71, pp. 47-58.

Obrador-Cursach, Bartomeu (2021b). Hypotheses of interference between Greek and
the languages of Ancient Anatolia: the case of patronymics. journal of Language
Relationship 19 (1), pp. 54—70.

Obrador-Cursach, Bartomeu (2022). The gods of the Phrygian inscriptions. In:
B. Obrador-Cursach, and L-X. Adiego, eds, Phrygian linguistics and epigraphy: new
insights (Barcino Monographica Orientalia 20, Series Anatolica et Indogermanica
3). Barcelona: Edicions de la Universitat de Barcelona pp. 101-154.

Obrador-Cursach, Bartomeu, and Adiego, Ignasi-Xavier (2017). A Greek reading of the
“Pisidian” inscription N 30. Kadmos 56 (1-2), pp. 173-176.

Obrador-Cursach, Bartomeu, and Corral-Varela, Diego (2023). XtaMw y Bavovag
(Tamasalik, Isauria). Glotta 99, pp. 240—250.

Oettinger, Norbert (1981). Probleme phraseologischer Interferenzen zwischen oriental-
ischen und klassischen Sprachen. Glotta 59, pp. 1-12.

Oettinger, Norbert (2008). The Seer Mopsos (Muksas) as a Historical Figure. In:
BJ. Collins, M.R. Bachvarova, and I.C. Rutherford, eds, Anatolian Interfaces: Hittites,
Greeks and Their Neighbours. Proceedings of an International Conference on Cross-
Cultural Interaction, September 17-19, 2004, Emory University, Atlanta GA. Oxford:
Oxbow, pp. 63-66.

Oettinger, Norbert (2010). Seevolker und Etrusker. In: Y. Cohen, A. Gilan, and J.L. Miller,
eds, Pax Hethitica. Studies on the Hittites and their neighbours in honour of Itamar
Singer, Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, pp. 233—246.

Oettinger, Norbert (2015). Apollo: indogermanisch oder nicht indogermanisch?
Miinchener Studien zur Sprachwissenschaft 69, pp. 123-143.

Oettinger, Norbert (2021). Language Contact between Lydian and Greek or the Origin
of Lydian. In: M. Bianconi, ed, In Search of the Golden Fleece. Linguistic and Cul-
tural Interaction between Greece and the Ancient Near East (Culture and History of
the Ancient Near East122). Leiden/Boston: Brill (Culture and History of the Ancient
Near East 122). Leiden/Boston: Brill, pp. 116-130.

Olivier, Jean Pierre (2007). Edition holistique des textes chypro-minoens, Volume 6.
Roma/Pisa: Fabrizio Serra.



REFERENCES 443

Olsen, Birgit Anette (1999). The Noun in Biblical Armenian. Origin and Word-Formation.
With Special Emphasis on the Indo-European Heritage. Berlin/New York: Mouton de
Gruyter.

Olsen, Birgit Anette, and Thorsg, Rasmus (2022). Armenian. In: Th. Olander, ed, The
Indo-European Language Family. A Phylogenetic Perspective, Cambridge: Cambridge
University, pp. 202—222.

Orel, Vladimir (1997). The Language of Phrygians. Delmar/New York: Caravan Books.

Oreshko, Rostislav (2013). ‘The Achaean Hides, Caged in Yonder Beams’: The Value
of Hieroglyphic Luwian Sign *429 Reconsidered and a New Light on the Cilician
Ahhiyawa. Kadmos 52 (1), pp. 19-33.

Oreshko, Rostislav (2015). Once again on the reading of Hieroglyphic Luwian sign *429:
the evidence of the newly published ARSUZ inscriptions. Nouvelles Assyriologiques
Breéves et Utilitaires 2015 (3), pp. 123-125.

Oreshko, Rostislav (2018a). Ahhiyawa—-Danu(na). Aegean ethnic groups in the East-
ern Mediterranean in the Light of Old and New Hieroglyphic-Luwian Evidence. In:
L. Niesiotowski-Spano and M. Wecowski, eds, Change, Continuity, and Connectivity.
North-Eastern Mediterranean at the turn of the Bronze Age and in the early Iron Age.
Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, pp. 23—56.

Oreshko, Rostislav (2018b). Anatolian linguistic influences in Early Greek (1500-
8ooBC)? Critical observations against sociolinguistic and areal background. journal
of Language Relationship 16 (2), pp. 93—118.

Oreshko, Rostislav (2019). Phonetic value of Lydian letter {d) revisited and develop-
ment of PIE dentals in Lydian. Wekwos 4, pp. 191—262.

Oreshko, Rostislav (2019[2021]). Swampy places in CINEKOY and KARATEPE. Histo-
rische Sprachforschung 132, pp. 225-245.

Oreshko, Rostislav (2020a). Ethnic Groups and Language Contact in Lycia (1): the ‘Mar-
itime Interface’. Journal of Language Relationship 18 (1), pp. 13—40.

Oreshko, Rostislav (2020b). The Onager Kings of Anatolia: Hartapus, Gordis, Muska and
the Steppe Strand in Early Phrygian Culture. Kadmos 59 (1-2), pp. 77-128.

Oreshko, Rostislav (2021). Observations on the Xanthos Trilingual: Syntactic Structure
of TL 44a, 41-55 and Lycian Military Terminology. Hungarian Assyriological Review
2, pp. 95-144.

Oreshko, Rostislav and Alagoz, Umut (2023). A new Phrygian inscription from Gordion:
A Pergamene contingent in Phrygia in the early reign of Antiochus 1. Belleten 87
(310), pp. 793-831.

Orsi, Valentina (2020). The Transition from the Bronze to the Iron Age at Usakh Hoyiik:
The Ceramic Sequence. In: S. de Martino, and E. Devecchi, eds, Anatolia between the
13th and the 12th Century BCE (Eothen 23). Firenze: LoGisma, pp. 271—316.

Osborne, James F. (2021). The Syro-Anatolian City-States. An Iron Age Culture. Oxford/
New York: Oxford University Press.



444 REFERENCES

Osborne, James F., and Massa, Michele (forthcoming). Interregional connections in
South-Central Anatolia during the Early First Millennium BCE. In: A. Bonfanti,
N. Lovejoy, A. Mantovan, R. Schnell, and L. d’Alfonso, eds, Phrygia between East and
West: Proceedings of a conference held in Pavia, 7—9 April 2022. Leuven: Peeters.

Osborne, James F., Massa, Michele, $ahin, Fatma, Erpehlivan, Hiiseyin, and Bachhuber,
Christoph (2020). The City of Hartapu: Results of the Tiirkmen-Karahdyiik Intensive
Survey Project. Anatolian Studies 70, pp. 29—43.

Otzen, Benedikt (1990). Appendix 2: The Aramaic Inscriptions. In: PJ. Riis, and M.-
L. Buhl, eds, Les objets de la période dite syro-hittite (ge du fer) (Hama 11.2). Copen-
hagen: Nationalmuseet, pp. 265-318.

Pagani, Lara (2015). Language Correctness (Hellenismos) and Its Criteria. In: In: F. Mon-
tanari, S. Matthaios, and A. Rengakos, eds, Brill's Companion to Ancient Greek Schol-
arship. Leiden: Brill, pp. 798-849.

Pagniello, Frederick (2007). The past-iterative and the augment in Homer. Indogerman-
ische Forschungen 112, pp. 105-123.

Palaima, Thomas, and Bibee, William (2014). Linear A. In: G.K. Giannakis, ed, Ency-
clopedia of Ancient Greek Language and Linguistics, Volume 2. Leiden/Boston: Brill,
PP- 353-355.

Palma, de, Claudio (2007). Sul sostrato tirrenico nellarea egeo-anatolica. Emerita 75,
pp- 51-68.

Palmer, Leonard R. (1958). Luvian and Linear A. Transactions of the Philological Society
57 (1), pp- 75-100.

Palmer, Leonard R. (1965). Mycenaeans and Minoans. Aegean Prehistory in the Light of
the Linear B Tablets. 2nd ed. London: Faber and Faber.

Palmer, Leonard R. (1968). Linear A and the Anatolian languages. In: Atti e memorie
del 1° congresso internazionale di micenologia, Volume 1. Roma: Edizioni dell’Ateneo,
Pp- 339-354-

Palmer, Leonard R. (1980). The Greek Language. Atlantic Highlands: Humanities Press.

Palmér, Axel L. (2021). The Hieroglyphic Luwian genitive case. The synchronic distri-
bution of the endings -as(a) and -asi, Indogermanische Forschungen 126, pp. 167—
203.

Panayotou, Anna (2015). Pamphylian. In: A.-Ph. Christidis, ed, A History of Ancient
Greek from the Beginnings to Late Antiquity. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
Pp- 427-431.

Paradis, Carole and Prunet, Jean-Francois (2000). Nasal Vowels as Two Segments: Evi-
dence from Borrowings. Language 76 (2), pp. 324-357.

Pardee, Dennis (1987). Review of John C.L. Gibson, Textbook of Syrian Semitic inscrip-
tions, Volume 3. Phoenician inscriptions including inscriptions in the mixed dialect of
Arslan Tash, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1982. Journal of Near Eastern Studies

46, pp. 137-142.



REFERENCES 445

Pardee, Dennis (2002). Ugaritic Letters. In: W. Hallo, ed, The Context of Scripture, Vol-
ume 3. Archival Documents from the Biblical World. Leiden: Brill, pp. 87-115.

Pardee, Dennis (2009). A New Aramaic Inscription from Zincirli. BASOR 356, pp. 51-71.

Pat-El, Na'ama. (2012). Studies in the Historical Syntax of Aramaic. Piscataway: Gorgias.

Patrier, Julie (2015). Porsuk-Zeyve Hoyiik a 'Age du Fer: le cas des fibules comme mar-
queurs d’échanges et de datation. In: D. Beyer, O. Henry, and A. Tibet, eds, La Cap-
padoce méridionale de la Préhistoire a la période byzantine. Istanbul: Institut Francais
d’Etudes Anatoliennes Georges Dumézil, pp. 131-144.

Payne, Annick (2014). Zum Herrscherhaus von Karkamis. In: C. Brosch, and A. Payne,
eds, Na-wa/i-VIR.ZI/A MAGNUS.SCRIBA. Festschrift fur Helmut Nowicki zum jo.
Geburtstag. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, pp. 149-156.

Payne, Annick (2015). Schrift und Schrifilichkeit—Die anatolische Hieroglyphenschrift.
Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Payne, Annick (2019). Hesychius’ Lydian Glosses 1. Atti del Sodalizio Glottologico
Milanese 14, pp. 173-185.

Payne, Annick (2023a). The Kingdom of Phrygia. K. Radner, N. Moeller, and D.T. Potts,
eds, The Oxford History of the Ancient Near East, Volume 4. The Age of Assyria. Oxford:
Oxford University Press, pp. 865-911.

Payne, Annick (2023b). The Kingdom of Lydia. In: K. Radner, N. Moeller, and D.T. Potts,
eds, The Oxford History of the Ancient Near East, Volume 5. The Age of Persia. New
York/Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 174—230.

Payne, Annick, and Wintjes, Jorit (2016). Lords of Asia Minor: an introduction to the
Lydians (Philippika 93). Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Pedley, John Griffiths (1972). Ancient Literary Sources on Sardis. Archaeological Explo-
ration of Sardis 2. Cambridge/Massachusetts: Harvard University Press.

Peker, Hasan (2016). Texts from Karkemish I: Luwian Hieroglyphic Inscriptions from the
20m-2015 Excavations (OrientLab Series Maior 1). Bologna: Ante Quem.

Peker, Hasan (2022). A Bull Statue with Hieroglyphic Luwian Inscription (MARA$16) in
Kahramanmaras Museum and the Chronology of the Late Hittite Kingdom of Gur-
gum. Gephyra 24, pp. 1-10.

Peker, Hasan (2023). Philological Remarks on the Sealings from Empire Period of
Karkemish. In: C. Mora and G. Torri, eds, Administrative Practices and Political Con-
trol in Anatolian and Syro-Anatolian Polities in the 2nd and 1st Millennium BCE (Stu-
dia Asiana 13). Firenze: Firenze University Press, pp. 127-160.

Pentiuc, Eugen J. (2001). West Semitic Vocabulary in the Akkadian Texts from Emar.
Winona Lake: Eisenbraus.

Pérez-Orozco, Santiago (2003). Propuesta de nuevos valores para algunos signos del
alfabeto sidético. Kadmos 42 (1-2), pp. 104-108.

Pérez-Orozco, Santiago (2005). Sobre el origen del alfabeto epicério de Side. Kadmos

44 (1-2), pp. 78-8o.



446 REFERENCES

Pérez-Orozco, Santiago (2007). La lengua Sidética. Ensayo de sintesis. Kadmos 46 (1—2),
pp. 125-142.

Pérez-Orozco, Santiago (2020). La lengua sidética. Una actualizacién. Kadmos 59 (1—2),
Pp- 145-171.

Peschlow-Bindokat, Anneliese, and Herbordt, Susan (2001). Eine hethitische Grof3-
prinzeninschrift aus dem Latmos. Vorldufiger Bericht. Archdologischer Anzeiger
2001, pp. 363-367.

Petersen, Eugen A.H., and von Luschan, Felix (1889). Reisen im siidwestlichen Kleinasien.
Volume 2. Reisen in Lykien, Milyas und Kibyratis. Vienna: Carl Gerold’s Sons.

Petrosyan, Armen (2007). The Problem of Identification of the Proto-Armenians: A
Critical Review. Journal of the Society for Armenian Studies 16, pp. 25—66.

Petrosyan, Armen (2010). The Armenian Elements in the Language and Onomastics of
Urartu. Aramazd—Armenian Journal of Near Eastern Studies 5, pp. 133—-140.

Pienigzek, Magda, Paviik, Peter, Thumm-Dograyan, Diane, and Pernicka, Ernst, eds
(2020). Troia 1987—2012: Grabungen und Forschungen I11. Troia VI bis Troia VII: Aus-
gehende mittlere und spdte Bronzezeit (Studia Troica Monographien 7). Bonn: Dr.
Rudolf Habelt GmbH.

Pisani, Vittore (1938). L'unita culturale indo-mediterranea anteriore all'avvento di
Semiti e Indeuropei. In: Scritti in onore di Alfredo Trombetti. Milano: Hoepli.

Pisani, Vittore (1955). Die Entzifferung der Agiischen Linear B und die griechischen
Dialekte. Rheinisches Museum fiir Philologie 98, pp. 1-18.

Pisani, Vittore (1959). Obiter scripta. Paideia 14, pp. 168-181.

Pisani, Vittore (1960). Storia della lingua greca. In: C. Del Grande, ed, La lingua greca
nei mezzi della sua espressione (Enciclopedia Classica, sez. 11, vol. v). Torino: Societa
Editrice Internazionale, pp. 1-132.

Pisaniello, Valerio (2020). Glossenkeil and Indentation on Hittite Tablets. Altorientalis-
che Forschungen 47 (1), pp. 123-142.

Pisaniello, Valerio (2021). The epithet Tiapov of the Moon-god in Lydia. Kadmos 60 (1—
2), pp. 117-136.

Pisaniello, Valerio, and Giusfredi, Federico (2021). Anatolian Glosses in the Akkadian
Medizinischen Omina. KASKAL 18, pp. 257—281.

Pisaniello, Valerio, and Giusfredi, Federico (2023). The Anatolian glosses in the Akka-
dian medical texts from Bogazkoy and the sociolinguistic situation of the late impe-
rial Hattusa. In: J.V. Garcia Trabazo, 1.-X. Adiego, M. Vernet, B. Obrador Cursach,
S. Soler, eds, New approaches on Anatolian Linguistics (Barcino Monographica Ori-
entalia 22, Series Anatolica et Indogermanica 4). Barcelona: Edicions de la Univer-
sitat de Barcelona, pp. 183—200.

Poetto, Massimo (1998). Traces of Geography in Hieroglyphic Luwian Documents of the
Late Empire and Early Post-Empire Period (BOGAZKOY-SUDBURG and KIZILDAG
1v): The Case of Masa. In: S. Alp. and A. Stiel, eds, 111. Uluslararast Hititoloji Kongresi



REFERENCES 447

Bildirileri, Corum 16—22 Eyliil 1996 / Acts of the 111rd International Congress of Hitti-
tology, Corum, September 16—22, 1996. Ankara: Uyum Ajans, pp. 479—496.

Postgate, ]. Nicholas (2007). The ceramics of centralisation and dissolution: a case study
from Rough Cilicia. Anatolian Studies 57, pp. 141-150.

Postgate, J. Nicholas (2008). The chronology of the Iron Age seen from Kilise Tepe.
Ancient Near Eastern Studies 45, pp. 166—187.

Postgate, ]. Nicholas, and Thomas, David (2007). Level 11: The end of the Bronze Age and
the Iron Age. In: J.N. Postgate, and D. Thomas, eds, Excavations at Kilise Tepe, 1994—
1998: From Bronze Age to Byzantine in western Cilicia (British Institute of Archae-
ology at Ankara Monographs 30). London: McDonald Institute for Archaeological
Research, pp. 121-164.

Pott, August Friedrich (1833). Etymologische Forschungen auf dem Gebiete der Indoger-
manischen Sprachen, mit besonderem Bezug auf die Lautumwandlung im Sanskrit,
Griechischen, Lateinischen, Litauischen und Gothischen. Erster Theil: Prdpositionen.
Detmold/Lemgo: Meyer’sche Hofbuchhandlung.

Prellwitz, Walther (1905). Etymologisches Worterbuch der griechischen Sprache. Gottin-
gen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

Prosdocimi, Aldo (1989). Plurilinguismo e ideologia del plurilinguismo nel mondo
antico. In: Commercia linguae. La conoscenza delle lingue nel mondo antico. Atti della
giornata di studio nellambito degli Incontri del Dipartimento di Scienze dellAnti-
chita dell’Universita di Pavia con i docenti delle scuole secondarie (Pavia 16 marzo
1989). Pavia: Dipartimento di Scienze dell’Antichita dell’'Universita di Pavia, pp. 9—
30.

Pucci, Marina (2008). Functional Analysis of Space in Syro-Hittite Architecture (British
Archaeological Reports International Series 1738). Oxford: British Archaeological
Reports.

Pucci, Marina (2019). Cultural encounters during the LBII and 1AT: Hittites and ‘Pele-
sets’ in the Amuq (Hatay), Turkey. Asia Anteriore Antica 1, pp. 168-194.

Puhvel, Jaan (1983). Homeric Questions and Hittite Answers. The American Journal of
Philology 104 (3), pp. 217—227.

Puhvel, Jaan (1988). An Anatolian Turn of Phrase in the Iliad, The American Journal of
Philology 109 (4), pp. 591-593.

Puhvel, Jaan (1991). Hittite and Homer. Innsbruck: Innsbrucker Beitréige zur Sprachwis-
senschaft.

Puhvel, Jaan (1993). A Hittite Calque in the Iliad. Historische Sprachforschung 106 (1),
pp- 36—38.

Quadrio, Tiziana (2012). Il glottonimo ‘miliaco’. In: V. Orioles, ed, Per Roberto Gusmani,
Tomo 2. Linguistica storica e teorica. Studi in ricordo. Udine: Forum, pp. 355-378.
Quinn, Josephine (2018). In Search of the Phoenicians. Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univer-

sity Press.



448 REFERENCES

Radner, Karen (2010). The Stele of Sargon 11 of Assyria at Kition: A focus for an emerging
Cypriot identity? In: R. Rollinger, B. Gufler, M. Lang, and I. Madreiter, eds, Interkul-
turalitat in der Alten Welt. Vorderasien, Hellas, Agypten und die vielfaltigen Ebenen
des Kontakts. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, pp. 429-449.

Ramsay, William M. (1895). Inscriptions en langue pisidienne. Revue des Universités du
Midi 1, pp. 353—-362.

Ramsay, William M. (1917). Studies in the Roman Province Galatia: 1. The Homanadeis
and the Homanadensian War. The Journal of Roman Studies, 1917, Vol. 7 (1917),
pp- 229—283

Ramsay, William M., and Sayce, Archibald H. (1880). On Some Pamphylian Inscriptions.
The Journal of Hellenic Studies 1, pp. 242—259.

Redford, Donald B. (2017). The Medinet Habu Records of the Foreign Wars of
Ramesses 111. Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Reitzenstein, Richard (1897). Geschichte Der Griechischen Etymologika. Ein Beitrag zur
Geschichte der Philologie in Alexandria und Byzanz. Leipzig: BG Teubner.

Réveilhac, Florian (2018). Contact linguistique et emprunts onomastiques entre grec et
lycien: apports a la phonétique et a la morphologie. PhD Dissertation. Sorbonne Uni-
versité.

Réveilhac, Florian (2021). Le statut du lycien et du grec dans les inscriptions de Lycie.
In: Dialogues d’histoire ancienne. Supplément 22, LAnatolie de [époque archaique a
Byzance, pp. 67—-96.

Richter, Thomas (2012). Bibliographisches Glossar des Hurritischen. Wiesbaden: Harras-
sowitz.

Rieken, Elisabeth (2001). Einige Beobachtungen zum Wechsel u/(u)ua in den hethi-
tischen Texten. In: O. Carruba, and Meid, eds, Anatolisch und Indogermanisch /
Anatolico e Indoeuropeo. Akten des Kolloquiums der Indogermanischen Gesellschaft.
Pavia, 22.-25. September 1998. Innsbruck: Institut fiir Sprachen und Literaturen der
Universitét Innsbruck, pp. 369—379.

Rieken, Elisabeth (2010). Das Zeichen «sa’ im Hieroglyphen-Luwischen. In: A. Siiel, ed,
vil. Uluslararast Hititoloji Kongresi Bildirileri, Corum 25-31 Agustos 2008 / Acts of
the viith International Congress of Hittitology, Corum, August 25-31, 2008. Ankara:
Corum Valiligi, pp. 651-660.

Rieken, Elisabeth (2017). The dialectology of Anatolian. In: J. Klein, B. Joseph, and
M. Fritz, eds, Handbook of Comparative and Historical Indo-European Linguistics,
Volume 1 (Handbiicher zur Sprach- und Kommunikationswissenschaft 41/1). Berlin/
Boston: De Gruyter, pp. 298—308.

Rieken, Elisabeth, and Yakubovich, Ilya (2010). The New Values of Luwian Signs L 319
and L 172. In: L. Singer, ed, ipamati kistamati pari tumatimis. Luwian and Hittite
Studies presented to J. David Hawkins on the occasion of his yoth birthday. Tel Aviv:
Institute of Archaeology—Tel Aviv University, pp. 199—219.



REFERENCES 449

Rieken, Elisabeth, Yakubovich, Ilya, and Schwemer, Daniel (2024). Eine neue Sprache
im Hethiterreich: Der Fund der Kalasma-Tafel (Bo 2023/12 = KBo 71.145). Archdolo-
gischer Anzeiger 2024, pp. 10—35.

Rix, Emma (2015). Tombs and Territories: The Epigraphic Culture of Lycia. C. 450197 BC.
PhD Dissertation. University Trinity.

Rix, Helmut (1998). Rdtisch und Etruskisch (Innsbrucker Beitrdge zur Sprach-
wissenschaft 68). Innsbruck: Institut fiir Sprachwissenschaft der Universitit Inns-
bruck.

Rizza, Alfredo (2005). A new document with Sidetic(?) signs. Kadmos 44 (1-2), pp. 60—
74.

Rizza, Alfredo (2013). (A. Punua) Juguiickuii aseik, In: 10.5. Kopaxos, A.A. Kubpuk,
Peauxmosuie undoesponeiickue asvixu Ilepedneil u Llenmpanvhoil Asuu, ped. koan.
MockBa Academia, pp. 75-96 [(A. Rizza). Lydian In: Y.B. Koryakov, and A.A. Kibrik,
ed, Languages of the World: Relict Indo—European languages of Western and Central
Asia. Moscow: Academia, pp. 75—96.]

Rizza, Alfredo (2016). Appendix: a provisional concordance to the sign list. In:
P. Cotticelli-Kurras, and A. Rizza, eds, Variation within and among writing systems.
Wiesbaden: Reichert, pp. 382—384.

Rizza, Alfredo (2018). La @uwvi) di Side. Sulla funzione metalinguistica di pwvy in Arri-
ano e sull'origine della scrittura di Side in Panfilia nella sua funzione identitaria.
Alessandria 12, pp. 241—264.

Rizza, Alfredo (2019). About the Greek-Sidetic “Artemon-inscription” (S 1.11). In:
N. Bolatti Guzzo, and P. Taracha, eds, “And I Knew Twelve Languages”. A Tribute to
Massimo Poetto on the Occasion of His 7oth Birthday. Warsaw: Agade, pp. 536—551.

Rizza, Alfredo (2021). News from Side. In: A. Payne, S. Velhartick4, and J. Wintjes, eds,
Beyond All Boundaries. Anatolia in the First Millennium Bc (Orbis Biblicus et Orien-
talis 295). Leuven/Paris/Bristol: Peeters, pp. 576—589.

Robert, Louis (1974). Des Carpathes a la Propontide. vii1. De Périnthe a Apamee, Cyz-
ique et Claros. Studii Clasice 16, pp. 61-80.

Réllig, Wolfgang (1993). Misir, Mizru, Musur, Musri 111, Muzir. In: Reallexikon der Assyri-
ologie und Vorderasiatischen Archdologie, Band 8. Berlin/New York: De Gruyter,
PPp. 264—269.

Rollig, Wolfgang (2008). Zur phonizischen Inschrift von Cebelireis Dag1. In: C. Roche,
ed, D’Ougarit a Jérusalem. Recueil détudes épigraphiques et archéologiques offert a
Pierre Bordreuil (Orient et Méditerranée 2). Paris: De Boccard, pp. 51-56.

Rollinger, Robert (2017). Assyria and the Far West: The Aegean World. In: E. Frahm, ed,
A Companion to Assyria. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley/Blackwell, pp. 275—28s.

Romagno, Domenica (2015). The Greek-Anatolian area in the 2nd millennium Bc:
between language contact, Indo-European inheritance and typologically natural
tendencies. Studi e Saggi Linguistici, 53 (2), pp. 429—446.



450 REFERENCES

Roosvelt, Chistopher H. (2012). Chapter 48: Iron Age Western Anatolia: The Lydian
Empire and Dynastic Lycia. In: D.T. Potts, ed, A Companion to the Archaeology of
the Ancient Near East. Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell, pp. 896-913.

Rose, C. Brian (2014). The Archaeology of Greek and Roman Troy. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Rose, C. Brian (2015). Gordion and the Penn Museum. Expedition 57, pp. 9-19.

Rose, C. Brian (2017). Fieldwork at Phrygian Gordion, 2013—2015. American Journal of
Archaeology 121, pp. 135-178.

Rose, C. Brian (2021). Midas, Matar, and Homer at Gordion and Midas City. Hesperia:
The Journal of the American School of Classical Studies at Athens 9o, pp. 27-78.

Rose, C. Brian, and Darbyshire, Gareth, eds (2o11). The New Chronology of Iron Age Gor-
dion. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Museum of Archaeology and Anthro-
pology.

Rosdél, Rafat (2013). Friihe semitische Lehnworter im Griechischen. Frankfurt am Main:
Peter Lang GmbH.

Ross, Jennifer C., Steadman, Sharon R., McMahon, Gregory, Adcock, Sarah E., and Can-
non, Joshua W. (2019). When the Giant Falls: Endurance and Adaptation at Cadir
Hoyiik in the Context of the Hittite Empire and Its Collapse. Journal of Field Archae-
ology 44, pp. 19—-39.

Rossi, Andriano (2010). Elusive Identities in pre-Achaemenid Iran: The Medes and the
Median language. In: C.G. Cereti, ed, Iranian Identity in the Course of the History. Pro-
ceedings of the Conference Held in Rome, 21-24 September 2005 (Orientalia Romana
9). Roma: Istituto Italiano per [Africa e ['Oriente, pp. 289—330.

Rossi, Andriano (2021). Chapter 4: Languages and Script. In: B. Jacobs, and R. Rollinger,
eds, A Companion to the Achaemenid Persian Empire. Volume 1. Hoboken: Wiley-
Blackwell, pp. 53-59.

Ruijgh, Cornelis J. (1967). Etudes sur la grammaire et le vocabulaire du grec mycénien.
Amsterdam: Hakkert.

Ruijgh, Cornelius J. (1971). Autour de “tc épique”. Etudes sur la syntaxe grecque. Amster-
dam: Hakkert.

Ruppel, Antonia (2013). Absolute constructions in early Indo-European. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Rutherford, Ian (2002). Interference or Translationese. Some Patterns in Lycian-Greek
Bilinguism. In: ].N. Adams, M. Janse, and S. Swain, eds, Bilingualism in Ancient Soci-
ety: Language Contact and the Written Text. Oxford: Oxford University Pressublisher,
pp- 197—219.

Rutherford, Ian (2017). Sandas in Translation. In: A. Mouton, ed, Hittitology Today: Stud-
ies on Hittite and Neo-Hittite Anatolia in Honor of Emmanuel Laroche’s 100th Birthday
| Lhittitologie aujourd’hui: Etudes sur [Anatolie hittite et néo-hittite a loccasion du
centenaire de la naissance d’Emmanuel Laroche. Istanbul: Institut Francais d’Etudes
Anatoliennes Georges Dumézil, pp. 81-100.



REFERENCES 451

Rutherford, Ian (2020). Hittite Texts and Greek Religion: Contact, Interaction, and Com-
parison. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Rutishauser, Susanne (2020). Siedlungskammer Kilikien. Studien zur Kultur- und Land-
schaftsgeschichte des Ebenen Kilikiens. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Salmeri, Giovanni, and d’Agata, Anna Lucia (2003). Cilicia Survey 2001. Aragtirma
Sonuglart Toplantist 20 (1), pp. 207—211.

Salomon, Corinna (2020). Raetic. Palaeohispanica 20, pp. 263—298.

Salomon, Corinna (2021). Das Verhéltnis der rétischen Sprache zum Etruskischen. Bay-
erische Archdologie 24 (1), pp. 40—47.

Sams, G. Kenneth (1974). Phrygian Painted Animals: Anatolian Orientalizing Art. Ana-
tolian Studies 24, pp. 168-196.

Sams, G. Kenneth (1988). The early Phrygian period at Gordion: toward a cultural iden-
tity. Source: Notes in the History of Art 7 (3/4), pp. 9-15.

Sams, G. Kenneth (1989). Sculpted Orthostates at Gordion. In: K. Emre, B. Hrouda,
M. Mellink and N. @zgﬁg, eds, Anatolia and the Ancient Near East: Studies in Honor
of Tahsin Ozgii¢. Ankara: Turk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, pp. 447-454-

Sams, G. Kenneth (2012). The new chronology for Gordion and Phrygian pottery. In:
C.B. Rose, ed, The Archaeology of Phrygian Gordion, Royal City of Midas. Gordion
Special Studies 7. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Museum of Archaeology
and Anthropology, pp. 56-66.

Sandars, Nancy K. (1987). The Sea Peoples: Warriors of the Ancient Mediterranean 1250
1150 BC (revised edition). London: Thames and Hudson.

Santini, Marco (2022). Rulership in the Making: Greece, Anatolia, and the Levant, 12th—
6th Cent. Bc. PhD Dissertation. Princeton University.

Santini, Marco (forthcoming). A Fluid Political Landscape: Power, Hegemony, and Eth-
nicity in Iron Age Phrygia: Interpreting Phrygia’s Political Organisation. In: A. Bon-
fanti, N. Lovejoy, A. Mantovan, R. Schnell, and L. d’Alfonso, eds, Phrygia between East
and West: Proceedings of a conference held in Pavia, 7-9 April 2022. Leuven: Peeters.

Sasseville, David (2014—2015). Luwian and Lycian Agent Nouns in *-é-leh,. Die Sprache
51 (1), pp. 105-124.

Sasseville, David (2020). Anatolian Verbal Stem Formation. Luwian, Lycian and Lydian
(Brill’s studies in Indo-European languages & linguistics 21). Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Sasseville, David (2017). The Lydian Nominal Paradigm of i-mutation. Indo-European
Linguistics 5, pp. 130-146.

Sasseville, David (2021). Rhotacism in 1st-Millennium BC Anatolia. Comparative
Luwian and Lydian Phonology. In: A. Payne, S. Velharticka, and J. Wintjes, eds,
Beyond All Boundaries. Anatolia in the First Millennium Bc (Orbis Biblicus et Ori-
entalis 295). Leuven/Paris/Bristol: Peeters, pp. 636—650.

Sasseville, David (forthcoming). Kaskean. A new recorded language in the archives of

Hattusa? Forthcoming in Altorientalische Forschungen.



452 REFERENCES

Saviano, Martina (2017). Sui «Cari barbarofoni» diIl. 11 867. Erga-Logoi. Rivista di storia,
letteratura, diritto e culture dellantichita 5 (2), pp. 81-94.

Sayce, Archibald Henry (1887). The Karian language and inscriptions. TSBA 9 (1), pp. 112—
154

Sayce, Archibald Henry (1922) Greek Etymologies: avp, y@p, xoppds, otvog, xarxés. The
Classical Review, Feb.—Mar., 1922, Vol. 36, No. 1/2 (Feb.—Mar., 1922), p. 19.

Schachner, Andreas (2020). The 14th and 13th Centuries BC in the Hittite Capital
City Hattusa: A (Re-)Assessment. In: S. de Martino, and E. Devecchi, eds, Anatolia
between the 13th and the 12th Century BCE (Eothen 23). Firenze: LoGisma, pp. 381—410.

Schmidt, Karl Horst (1992). Kartvelisch und Armenisch. Historische Sprachforschung
105, pp. 287-306.

Schmidt, Moritz (1868). Hesychii Alexandrini Lexicon. Jena: Mauck.

Schmitt, Riidiger (1982a). Iranische Namen in den indogermanischen Sprachen
Kleinasiens (Lykisch, Lydisch, Phrygisch). In: M. Mayrhofer, and R. Schmitt, eds,
Iranisches Personennamenbuch, Band V/4. Wien: Verlag der Oesterreichischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften.

Schmitt, Riidiger (1982b). Iranische Worter und Namen im Lykischen. In: J. Tischler,
ed, Serta Indogermanica. Festschrift fiir Giinter Neumann zum 6o. Geburtstag. Inns-
bruck: Institut fiir Sprachwissenschaft der Universitét Innsbruck, pp. 373-388.

Schmitt, Riidiger (1988). BAGAYADIS. In: Encyclopaedia Iranica Online. (Last Updated:
August 22, 2011).

Schmitt, Riidiger (2003). Lyder und Lykier in den achaimenidischen Quellen. In:
M. Giorgieri, M. Salvini, M.-C. Trémouille, P. Vannicelli, eds, Licia e Lidia prima
dellellenizzazione. Atti del Convegno internazionale. Roma, 11-12 ottobre 1999. Roma:
CNR, pp. 291-300.

Schmitt, Riidiger (2005). Personal names, Iranian, iii. Achaemenid Period. In: Ency-
clopaedia Iranica Online. (Last Updated: July 20, 2005).

Schmitt, Riidiger (201u1). Iranisches Personennamenbuch, Band V/5A. Iranische Perso-
nennamen in der griechischen Literatur vor Alexander d. Gr. Wien: Osterreichische
Akademie der Wissenschaften.

Schmitt, Riidiger (2012). Review of Martirosyan, H.K. Etymological Dictionary of the
Armenian Inherited Lexicon (Leiden Indo-European Etymological Dictionary Series
8), Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2010. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 107, pp. 123-127

Schmitt, Riidiger (2014). Worterbuch der altpersischen Konigsinschriften. Wiesbaden:
Reichert.

Schmitz, Philip C. (2009). Phoenician KRNTRYS, Archaic Greek *KOPYNHTHPIOZ, and
the Storm God of Aleppo. Kleine Untersuchungen zur Sprache des Alten Testaments
und seiner Umwelt 10, pp. 119—160.

Schumacher, Stefan (1998). Sprachliche Gemeinsamkeiten zwischen Ratisch und
Etruskisch. Der Schlern 72, pp. 9o—114.



REFERENCES 453

Schumacher, Stefan (2004). Die rdtischen Inschriften. Geschichte und heutiger Stand der
Forschung. 2nd ed. Budapest: Archaeolingua.

Schiirr, Diether (1998). Kaunos in lykischen Inschriften. Kadmos 37, pp. 143-162.

Schiirr, Diether (1999). Griko-lykisch matpa. Sprache 41, pp. 24-38.

Schiirr, Diether (2001). Karische und Lykische Sibilanten. Indogermanische Forschun-
gen 106, pp. 94-121.

Schiirr, Diether (2007). Formen der Akkulturation in Lykien: Griechisch-lykische
Sprachbeziehungen. In: Ch. Schuler, ed, Griechische Epigraphik in Lykien. Eine Zwis-
chenbilanz. Akten des int. Kolloquiums. Miinchen, 24.—26. Februar 2005 (Osterreichis-
che Akademie der Wissenschaften. Philosophisch-historische Klasse, Denkschriften
354). Wien: Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften, pp. 27—40.

Schiirr, Diether (2010). Eine lykische Fluchformel mit Zukunft. Epigraphica Antolica 43,
PPp- 149-158.

Schiirr, Diether (2012). Der lykische Dynast Arttumbara und seine Anhénger. Klio 94
(1), pp- 18-44-

Schiirr, Diether (2013). Kaunisch-Karisches in Krya: Revision der Grabinschrift und Ver-
gleiche. In: O. Henry, ed, 4th Century Karia. Defining a Karian Identity under the
Hekatomnids. Istanbul/Paris: Ege Yayinlari, pp. 21-31.

Schiirr, Diether (2016a). Zu lykisch $9€ und seiner etymologischen Interpretation.
Indogermanische Forschungen 121, pp. 123-130.

Schiirr, Diether (2016b). Zum sidetischen Ypsilon. Gephyra 13, pp. 149-152.

Schiirr, Diether (2019). Ein Kénigssohn, der Mops hief$ (oder Mucks?): von Phantasie-
Inschriften, antiken Fabeleien und Namenbelegen zwischen Pylos und Karatepe.
Gephyra 17, pp. 1—-23.

Schwemer, Daniel (2005). Der Vertrag zwischen Tuthalija von Hatti und Sunag$ura
von Kizzuwatna. In: B. Janowski, and G. Wilhelm, eds, Staatsvertrige, Herrscherin-
schriften und andere Dokumente zur politischen Geschichte. Giitersloh: Giitersloher
Verlagshaus, pp. 97-106.

Schwyzer, Eduard, and Debrunner, Alfred (1950). Griechische Grammatik. Teil 11. Syntax.
Miinchen: Beck.

Seeher, Jiirgen (2001). Die Zerstorung der Stadt Hattusa. In: Wilhelm G., ed, Akten des
1v. Internationalen Kongresses fiir Hethitologie, Wiirzburg, 4.—8. Oktober 1999 (Stu-
dien zu den Bogazkoy-Texten 45). Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, pp. 623-634.

Seeher, Jiirgen (2010). After the Empire: Observations on the Early Iron Age in Cen-
tral Anatolia. In: L. Singer, ed, ipamati kistamati pari tumatimis. Luwian and Hittite
Studies presented to J. David Hawkins on the occasion of his yoth birthday. Tel Aviv:
Institute of Archaeology—Tel Aviv University, pp. 220—229.

Seeher, Jiirgen (2018). Biiyiikkaya 11. Bauwerke und Befunde der Grabungskampagnen
1952-1955 und 1993-1998 (Bogazkdy-Hattusa 27). Berlin: De Gruyter.

Sevoroskin, Vitali v. (1975). Zur sidetischen Schrift. Kadmos 14 (2), pp. 154-166.



454 REFERENCES

Seyer, Martin (2006). Uberlegungen zur Chronologie lykischer Felsgriber aus klassis-
cher Zeit. In: K. Dortliik, B. Varkivang, T. Kahya, J. des Courtils, M. Dogan Alparslan,
and R. Boyraz, eds, The 111rd Symposium on Lycia. 7-10 November 2005 Antalya (Sym-
posium Proceedings 2). Antalya: Suna & Tnan Kirag Research Institute on Mediter-
ranean Civilization, pp. 719-734.

Seyer, Martin and Vernet, Mariona (2023). Some Terms for the Funerary Monuments
of Lycia in the Classical Period: 7itipa. In: ].V. Garcia Trabazo, 1.-X. Adiego, M. Vernet,
B. Obrador Cursach, S. Soler, eds, New approaches on Anatolian Linguistics (Bar-
cino Monographica Orientalia 22, Series Anatolica et Indogermanica 4). Barcelona:
Edicions de la Universitat de Barcelona, pp. 217—240.

Shafer, Robert (1950). Pisidian. The American Journal of Philology 71, pp. 239—270.

Shelmerdine, Cynthia W. (2001). Review of Aegean Prehistory vi: The Palatial Bronze
Age of the Southern and Central Greek Main-land. In: T. Cullen, ed, Aegean Prehis-
tory: A Review (American Journal of Archaeology Suppl. 1). Boston: Archaeological
Institute of America, pp. 329—381.

Sherratt, E. Susan (1998). ‘Sea peoples’ and the economic structure of the late second
millennium in the eastern Mediterranean. In: S. Gitin, A. Mazar and E. Stern, eds,
Mediterranean Peoples in Transition: Thirteenth to Tenth Centuries BCE. Jerusalem:
Israel Exploration Society, pp. 292—313.

Silvestri, Domenico (1974). La nozione di indo-mediterraneo in linguistica storica (Bib-
lioteca della Parola del Passato vol. 10). Napoli: Macchiaroli.

Silvestri, Domenico (1977-1982). La teoria del sostrato. Metodi e miraggi. (3 vols.).
Napoli: Macchiaroli.

Simkin, Oliver B. (2011). Greek Etymology. Etymological Dictionary of Greek. In two
volumes. (Leiden Indo-European Etymological Dictionary Series, Volume 10) by
R. Beekes, L. van Beek. The Classical Review 61 (1), pp. 1-3.

Simon, Zsolt (2009). Die ANKARA-Silberschale und das Ende des hethitischen Reiches.
Zeitschrift fiir Assyriologie 99, pp. 247—269.

Simon, Zsolt (201). The Identification of Qode. Reconsidering the Evidence. In:
J. Mynarova, ed, Egypt and the Near East—the Crossroads. Proceedings of an Inter-
national Conference on the Relations of Eqypt and the Near East in the Bronze Age,
Prague, September 1-3, 2010. Prague: Charles University in Prague, pp. 249—269.

Simon, Zsolt (2012). Untersuchungen zur hattischen Grammatik. Phonologie, Morpholo-
gie und Syntax. PhD Dissertation. E6tvos Lorand University.

Simon, Zsolt (2013a). Die These der hethitisch-luwischen Lehnworter im Armenischen.
Eine kritische Neubetrachtung. International Journal of Diachronic Linguistics and
Linguistic Reconstruction 10, pp. 97-135.

Simon, Zsolt (2013b). Uberlegungen zu Masaurhisas, einem Konig von Tabal, und der
Herrscherliste von Tuwana. Anatolica 39, pp. 277—-296.

Simon, Zsolt (2014a). Awarikus und Warikas: Zwei Konige von Hiyawa. Zeitschrift fiir
Assyriologie und Vorderasiatische Archdologie 104 (1), pp. 91-103.



REFERENCES 455

Simon, Zsolt (2014b). Remarks on the Anatolian Background of the Tel Rehov Bees and
the Historical Geography of the Luwian States in the 10th c. BC. In: Z. Csabai, ed,
Studies in Economic and Social History of the Ancient Near East in Memory of Péter
Vargyas. Budapest: UHarmattan, pp. 715-738.

Simon, Zsolt (2014c¢). Tabal und die Tibarener. Altorientalische Forschungen 41, pp. 125—
134.

Simon, Zsolt (2015a). Against the Identification of Karki$a with Carians. In: Nicolas Chr.
Stampolidis, C. Maner, and K. Kopanias, eds, N0SToL. Indigenous Culture, Migration,
Integration in the Aegean Islands and Western Anatolia during the Late Bronze and
Early Iron Ages. Istanbul: Ko¢ Uniuversity Press, pp. 791-810.

Simon, Zsolt (2015b). Die letzte zeile der phrygischen Inschrift von Vezirhan. Acta Clas-
sica Universitatis Scientiarum Debreceniensis 51, pp. 17—30.

Simon, Zsolt (2015¢). Zur vorgriechischen Geschichte von Imbros aus philologischer
Sicht. Ancient West & East 14, pp. 1-21.

Simon, Zsolt (2015d). Where Did the Kings of Danuna of EA 151 Rule? In: J. Mynétova,
P. Onderka and P. Pavik, eds, There and Back Again—The Crossroads 11. Proceed-
ings of an International Conference Held in Prague, September 1518, 2014. Prague:
Faculty of Arts Charles University in Prague, pp. 391-408.

Simon, Zsolt (2016a). Ist die Possessivkonstruktion im Kizzuwatna-Luwischen kontak-
tbedingt zustande gekommen? Aula Orientalis 34, pp. 325—333.

Simon, Zsolt (2016b). The Etymology of Hittite-Luwian Gurta-. A1eN N.S. 5, pp. 189-
203.

Simon, Zsolt (2016¢). Wer war Allumari, Kénig von Malatya? Anatolica 42, pp. 67—76.

Simon, Zsolt (2016d). Zum hieroglyphen-luwischen Zeichen cAELUM (*182). Nouvelles
Assyriologiques Bréves et Utilitaires 2016 (4), pp. 159-162.

Simon, Zsolt (2017a). The Northern Border of Tabal. In: A. Mouton, ed, Hittitology Today:
Studies on Hittite and Neo-Hittite Anatolia in Honor of Emmanuel Laroche’s 100th
Birthday / L’Hittitologie aujourd’hui: Etudes sur Anatolie hittite et néo-hittite a locca-
sion du centenaire de la naissance d’Emmanuel Laroche—s5émes Rencontres dArché-
ologie de 'TFEA, Istanbul 21-22 novembre 2014. Istanbul: Institut Francais d’Etudes
Anatoliennes Georges Dumézil, pp. 201-211.

Simon, Zsolt (2017b). Der luwische Name Awarikus. Beitrdge zur Namenforschung 52
(2), pp. 115-122.

Simon, Zsolt (2017¢). Kurtis: A Phrygian Name in the Neo-Hittite World. News from the
Lands of the Hittites 1, pp. 113—118.

Simon, Zsolt (2017d). Selected Pisidian problems and the position of Pisidian within
the Anatolian languages. Journal of Language Relationship 15, pp. 31—42.

Simon, Zsolt (2017e). 3¢rog und die anderen: Spuren eines verschollenen luw(o)iden
Dialekts? Wékwos. Revue détudes indoeuropéennes 3, pp. 245—259.

Simon, Zsolt (2018a). Anatolian Influences on Greek. In: L. Niesiotowski-Spano, and
M. Wecowski, eds, Change, Continuity, and Connectivity. North-eastern Mediterra-



456 REFERENCES

nean at the turn of the Bronze Age and in the early Iron Age (Philippika 118). Wies-
baden: Harrassowitz, pp. 376—418.

Simon, Zsolt (2018b). Die Griechen und das Phoénizische im spéthethitisen Staat
Hiyawa: die zyprische Verbindung. In: P.A. Mumm, ed., Sprachen, Vilker und Phan-
tome. Sprach- und kulturwissenschafteliche Studien zur Ethnizitdt. Berlin/Boston: De
Gruyter, pp. 313-338.

Simon, Zsolt (2018¢). Sapaziti, Sapalulme und die Suppiluliumas von W/Pal(a)stin(a/i).
Altorientalische Forschungen 45 (1), pp. 122—132.

Simon, Zsolt (2019a). Aramaean Borders: the Hieroglyphic Luwian Evidence. In:
J. Dusek, and J. Mynarova, eds, Aramaean Borders: Defining Aramaean Territories
in the 10th-8th Centuries B.C.E. Leiden/Boston: Brill, pp. 127-148.

Simon, Zsolt (2019b). Zu den karisch-griechischen Lehnbeziehungen. Glotta 95,
PPp- 295—308.

Simon, Zsolt (2020a). On some Central Anatolian Neo-Hittite ruler names with Sar-
ruma. Nouvelles Assyriologiques Breéves et Utilitaires 2020 (3), pp. 192—195.

Simon, Zsolt (2020b). The Formation of the Neo-Hittite States in Karkemish, in its Suc-
cessor States and in the Breakaway Territories: An Overview of Political History. In:
ALE. Sollee, ed, Formation, Organisation and Development of Iron Age Societies: A
Comparative View. Proceedings of the Workshop held at the 10th ICAANE in Vienna,
April 2016, Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, pp. 151-171.

Simon, Zsolt (2020c¢). Die hurritischen Lehnworter im Keilschriftluwischen. In: R. Gar-
nier, ed, Loanwords and Substrata in Indo-European Languages. Proceedings of the
Colloquium held in Limoges (5th—7th June, 2018). Innsbruck: Institut fiir Sprachwis-
senschaft der Universitét Innsbruck, pp. 411—426.

Simon, Zsolt (2021a). 401BC—The Year the Neo-Hittite Statehood Ended. In: A. Payne,
S. Velhartick4, and J. Wintjes, eds, Beyond All Boundaries. Anatolia in the First Mil-
lennium B¢ (Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis 295). Leuven/Paris/Bristol: Peeters, pp. 675—
688.

Simon, Zsolt (2021b). The Mopsos Names and the Prehistory of the Lydians. In: M. Bian-
coni, ed, Linguistic and Cultural Interactions between Greece and Anatolia. In Search
of the Golden Fleece (Culture and History of the Ancient Near East 122). Leiden/
Boston: Brill, pp. 182—196.

Simon, Zsolt (2021c). The new transliteration of Sidetic and the etymology of some
Sidetic names. Res Antiquae 18, pp. 377—-386.

Simon, Zsolt (2021d). The alleged Anatolian loanwords in Etruscan: A reconsideration.
In: F. Giusfredi and Zs. Simon, eds, Studies in the languages and language contact in
Pre-Hellenistic Anatolia (Barcino. Monographica Orientalia 17—Series Anatolica et
Indogermanica 2). Barcelona: Universitat de Barcelona, pp. 227—253.

Simon, Zsolt (2021e). Hittite and Luwian Loanwords in Armenian: An Update. Hungar-
ian Assyriological Review 2, pp. 283—294.



REFERENCES 457

Simon, Zsolt (2022a). Sipis—yet another Phrygian name in the Neo-Hittite world? With
commentaries on some recent discoveries of Phrygians in Hieroglyphic Luwian
texts. In: B. Obrador-Cursach and L.-X. Adiego, eds, Phrygian linguistics and epigra-
phy: new insights (Barcino. Monographica Orientalia 20). Barcelona: Edicions de la
Universitat de Barcelona, pp. 155-171.

Simon, Zsolt (2022b). The Ligyes. A forgotten people in Ancient Anatolia. Res Antiquae
19, Pp- 259—270.

Simon, Zsolt (2022c). Hurro-Urartian borrowings in Armenian: A revision. Hungarian
Assyriological Review 3, pp. 63—-89.

Simon, Zsolt (2022d). The migration route of Proto-Armenian speakers in Neo-Hittite
Anatolia: the evidence of loan contacts. Unpublished talk held at the conference The
Secondary Homelands of the Indo-European languages. Arbeitstagung der Indoger-
manischen Gesellschaft. University of Leiden, 6 September 2022.

Simon, Zsolt (2023a). Gazelles, theonyms, and Syrian toponyms in Hieroglyphic Luwian
transmission. News from the Lands of the Hittites 7, pp. 225—233.

Simon, Zsolt (2023b). (DEUS) ma-ru-ti-ka-sa pu-ti-ti-sa—Musings on a Hieroglyphic
Luwian Phrase. In: Y.H. Grekyan, ed, By God’s Grace. Ancient Anatolian Studies pre-
sented to Aram Kosyan on the Occasion of his 65th Birthday (Ancient Near Eastern
Studies Supplement 61). Leuven/Paris/Bristol: Peeters, pp. 337-346.

Simon, Zsolt (2023c). On the Armenian—Kartvelian Loan Contacts: Words with Initial
*yw-. Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 76, pp. 571-584.

Simon, Zsolt (2024). Anatolian Theonyms in the Aramaic Version of the Letoon Trilin-
gual. In: Sz. Sovegjarté and M. Vér, eds, Exploring Multilingualism and Multiscriptism
in Written Artefacts (Studies in Manuscript Cultures 38). Berlin/Boston: De Gruyter,
pp- 331-346.

Simon, Zsolt (2025). Alleged Anatolian Phraseological Borrowings in Homer’s Lan-
guage: A Reconsideration. In: L. van Beek, ed, Language Change in Epic Greek and
Other Poetic Traditions (Leiden Studies in Indo-European 25). Leiden: Brill, pp. 21—
228.

Simon, Zsolt (forthcoming), On some proposed Anatolian—Kartvelian loanwords.
Forthcoming in Iran and the Caucasus.

Singer, Itamar (1975). Hittite hilammar and Hieroglyphic Luwian *hilana. Zeitschrift fiir
Assyriologie und Vorderasiatische Archdologie 65 (1), pp. 69—103.

Singer, Itamar (1983). Western Anatolia in the Thirteenth Century B.C. According to the
Hittite Sources. Anatolian Studies 33, pp. 205—217.

Singer, Itamar (1996). Great Kings of Tarhuntassa. Studi Micene: ed Egeo-Anatolici 38,
pp- 63-71.

Singer, Itamar (1999). A Political History of Ugarit. In: W.G. Watson and N. Wyatt, eds,
Handbook of Ugaritic Studies (Handbook of Oriental Studies I/39). Leiden: Brill,

pp- 603-734.



458 REFERENCES

Singer, Itamar (2000). A New Hittite Letter from Emar. In: L. Milano, S. de Martino,
F.M. Fales, G.B. Lanfranchi, eds, Landscapes. Territories, Frontiers and Horizons in
the Ancient Near East—Papers presented to the XLIV Rencontre Assyriologique Inter-
nationale, Venezia, 7-11 July 1997. Part 11: Geography and Cultural Landscapes (His-
tory of the Ancient Near East / Monographs 3/2). Padova: Sargon Editrice, pp. 65—
72.

Singer, Itamar (2006). The Failed Reforms of Akhenaten and Muwatalli. British Museum
Studies in Ancient Egypt and Sudan 6, pp. 37-58.

Singer, Itamar (2007). Who Were the Kaska? Phasis 10, pp. 166-181.

Singer, Itamar (2009). A Fragmentary Tablet Bearing an Unknown Script. In: Y. Gadot,
and E. Yadin, eds, Aphek-Antipatris 11. The Remains on the Acropolis: The Moshe
Kochavi and Pirhiya Beck Excavations. Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv University, pp. 472—488.

Singer, Itamar (2012). The Philistines in the North and the Kingdom of Taita. In: G. Galil,
A. Gilboa, A.M. Maeir, and D. Kahn, eds, The Ancient Near East in the 12th—10th Cen-
turies BCE. Culture and History, Proceedings of the International Conference held at
the University of Haifa, 2-5 May, 2010 (Alter Orient und Altes Testament 392). Miin-
ster: Ugarit-Verlag, pp. 451—471.

Skelton, Cristina (2017). Greek-Anatolian Language Contact and the Settlement of Pam-
phylia. Classical Antiquity 36 (1), pp. 104-129.

Sluiter, Ineke (2015). Ancient etymology. A tool for thinking. In: F. Montanari,
S. Matthaios, and A. Rengakos, eds, Brill’s Companion to Ancient Greek Scholarship.
Leiden: Brill, pp. 896—921.

Sommer, Ferdinand (1932). Die Ahhijava-Urkunden. Munich: Verlag der Bayerischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften.

Sommer, Ferdinand (1934). Akhijavafrage und Sprachwissenschaft (Abhandlungen der
Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften N.F. g). Miinchen: Verlag der Baye-
rischen Akademie der Wissenschaften.

Sommer, Ferdinand (1937). Ahhijava und kein Ende? Indogermanische Forschungen 55,
pp. 169—297.

Sorgo, Aljoga (2019). Sound changes from Old Phrygian to New Phrygian in an areal
context. Linguarum Varietas 8, pp. 119-136.

Soysal, Oguz (2004). Notizen zu altanatolischen Beitrédgen in N.A.B.U. 2003 N° 4. Nou-
velles Assyriologiques Breéves et Utilitaires 2004 (1), pp. 18—20.

Spieker, Edward H. (1885). On the So-Called genitive Absolute and its Use, Especially in
the Attic Orators. American Journal of Philology 6, pp. 310—343.

Stager, Lawrence E. (1995). The impact of the Sea Peoples in Canaan (11851050 BCE).
In: T.E. Levy, ed, The Archaeology of Society in the Holy Land. Leicester: Leicester
University Press, pp. 332—348.

Starke, Frank (1997). Troia im Kontext des historisch-politischen und sprachlichen
Umfeldes Kleinasiens im 2. Jahrtausend. Studia Troica 7, pp. 447-487.



REFERENCES 459

Starke, Frank (1999). Luwisch. In: H. Cancik, H. Schneider, and M. Landfester, eds, Der
Neue Pauly, Volume 7. Stuttgart: Metzler Verlag, pp. 528-534.

Steele, Philippa M., ed. (2013), Syllabic Writing on Cyprus and its Context, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Steinbauer, Dieter H. (1999). Neues Handbuch des Etruskischen. St. Katharinen: Scripta
Mercaturae.

Steitler, Charles (2010). The Biblical King Toi of Hamath and the Late Hittite State
‘P/Walas(a)tin’ Biblische Notizen 146, pp. 81—99.

Stifter. David (2013). Vocative for nominative. In: B. Sonnenhauser, and PN.A. Hanna,
Vocative! Adressing between system and performance. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton,
pp- 43-85.

Stolpe, August (1849). Iterativorum Graecorum vis ac natura ex usu Homeri atque
Herodoti demonstrata. Bratislava: Klein.

Streck, Michael P. (2011). Akkadian and Aramaic Language Contact. In: S. Weninger,
G. Khan, M.P. Streck, and J. Watson, eds, The Semitic Languages. An International
Handbook (Handbiicher zur Sprach- und Kommunikationswissenschaft 36). Berlin/
Boston: De Gruyter, pp. 416—424.

Strong, Donald E. (1964). A Greek Silver Head-Vase. The British Museum Quarterly 28,
PPp- 95-102.

Strubbe, Johan H.M. (1997). APAI EIIITYMBIOIL. Imprecations against Desecrators of the
Grave in the Greek Epitaphs of Asia Minor. A Catalogue. Bonn: Dr. Rudolf Habelt
GMBH.

Summers, Geoffrey D. (1993). Tille Hoyiik 4. The Late Bronze Age and the Iron Age Tran-
sition (British Institute of Archaeology at Ankara Monograph Series 15). London:
British Institute at Ankara.

Summers, Geoffrey D. (2013). Some implications of revised C14 and dendrochronology
dating for the “Late Bronze Age levels” at Tille Hoyiik on the Euphrates. In: K.A. Yener,
ed, Across the Border: Late Bronze-Iron Age Relations between Syria and Anatolia.
Proceedings of a Symposium held at the Research Center of Anatolian Studies, Kog
University, Istanbul May 31-June 1, 2010 (Ancient Near Eastern Studies Supplement
42). Leuven/Paris/Walpole: Peeters, pp. 311—328.

Summers, Geoffrey D. (2017). After the Collapse: Continuities and Discontinuities in
the Early Iron Age of Central Anatolia. In: A. Schachner, ed, Innovation versus
Beharrung: Was macht den Unterschied des hethitischen Reichs Im Anatolien des 2.
Jahrtausends v. Chr.? (Byzas 23). Istanbul: Ege Yayinlari/Deutsches Archéologisches
Institut Istanbul, pp. 257-274.

Summers, Geoffrey D. (2018a). Phrygians East of the Red River: Phrygianisation, Migra-
tion and Desertion. Anatolian Studies 68, pp. 99-118.

Summers, Geoffrey D. (2018b). Notes on Chronology in the Phrygian Highlands: Cultic
Installations, Defenses, and Clamp Cuttings. Journal of Near Eastern Studies 77 (1),
pp. 67-84.



460 REFERENCES

Summers, Geoffrey D. (2021). Kerkenes Final Reports 1: Excavations at the Cappadocia
Gate (Oriental Institute Publications 145). Chicago: The Oriental Institute of the Uni-
versity of Chicago.

Summers, Geoffrey D. (2023a). Resizing Phrygia: Migration, State and Kingdom. Ded-
icated to the memory of Oscar White Muscarella whose passion for Phrygia and
things Phrygian was an inspiration. Altorientalische Forschungen 50, pp. 107-128.

Summers, Geoffrey D. (2023b). Notes on Phrygian Architecture: A Sixth-Century BCE
Date for the Midas Monument at Midas City. American Journal of Archaeology 127 2,
Pp- 189—207.

Summers, Geoffrey D., and Ozen, Erol (2012). The Hittite Stone and Sculpture Quarry
at Karakiz Kasabas1 and Hapis Bogazi in the District of Sorgun, Yozgat, Central Ana-
tolia. American Journal of Archaeology 116 (3), pp. 507-519.

Swartz Dodd, Lynn (2007). Strategies for Future Success: Remembering the Hittites dur-
ing the Iron Age. Anatolian Studies 57, pp. 203—216.

Szemerényi, Oswald (1968). An agreement between Pamphylian and Luwian. Studi
Micenei ed Egeo-Anatolici 5, pp. 128—131.

Tavernier, Jan (2007). Iranica in the Achaemenid Period (ca. 550-330B.C.): Lexicon of Old
Iranian Proper Names and Loanwords, Attested in Non-Iranian Texts. Leuven/Paris/
Dudley: Peeters.

Tavernier, Jan (2015). Des Lyciens a Persépolis et en Mésopotamie durant la période
achéménide (ca. 521-331 avant J.-C.). In: R. Lebrun, E. Raimond, and J. De Vos, eds,
Studia de Lycia antiqua (Hethitica 17). Leuven/Paris/Bristol: Peeters, pp. 147-174.

Tekoglu, Recai, and Kose, Veli (2022). Le dialecte grec de Pamphylie, supplément vIr.
Kadmos, 61 (1-2), pp. 183-198.

Tekoglu, Recai, Lemaire, André, Ipek, Ismet, and Tosun, A. Kazim (2000). La bilingue
royale louvito-phénicienne de Cinekdy. Comptes rendus des séances de Académie
des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres 144 (3), pp. 961-1007.

Theodoridis, Christos (1998). Photii patriarchae lexicon (E—M), Volume 2. Berlin/New
York: De Gruyter, pp. 3-592.

Thomason, S.G., Kaufman, T. (1988), Language Contact, Creolization, and Genetic Lin-
guistics. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Thompson, Wesley E. (1967). Two Athenian Strategoi. Hesperia 36, pp. 105-107.

Thonemann, Peter (2009). Lycia, Athens and Amorges. In: J. Ma, R. Parker, and N. Papa-
zarkadas, eds, Interpreting the Athenian Empire. London: Duckworth, pp. 167-194.

Thonemann, Peter (2013). Phrygia: an anarchist history, 950 Bc-AD100. In: P. Thone-
mann, ed, Roman Phrygia. Culture and Society. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, pp. 1—40.

Thorse, Rasmus (2022). A New Look at Old Armenisms in Kartvelian. Armeniaca 1,

pp. 97-110.
Tosi, Renzo (2015). Typology of lexicographical works. In: F. Montanari, S. Matthaios,



REFERENCES 461

and A. Rengakos, eds, Brill's Companion to Ancient Greek Scholarship. Leiden: Brill,
pp. 622—636.

Trameri, Andrea (2020). The Land of Kizzuwatna. History of Cilicia in the Second Mil-
lennium BCE until the Hittite Conquest (ca. 2000-1350). PhD Dissertation. New York
University.

Trémouille, Marie-Claude (2001). Kizzuwatna, terre de frontiére. In: E. Jean, A.M. Din-
¢ol, and S. Durugoniil, eds, La Cilicie: espaces et pouvoirs locaux (2e millénaire av.
J-C-qessiécle ap. J.-C.): Actes de table ronde international d’Istanbul 2—5 novembre 1999,
Istanbul: Institut francais d’études anatoliennes Georges Dumézil, pp. 57-78.

Tropper, Josef (1994). Is Ugaritic a Canaanite Language? In: G.J. Brooke, ed, Ugarit
and the Bible: proceedings of the International Symposium on Ugarit and the Bible,
Manchester, September 1992 (Ugaritisch-biblische Literatur 11). Miinster: Ugarit Ver-
lag, pp. 343-353.

Tsitsibakou-Vasalos, Evanthia (2000). IInAeywv—ZExdpovdpog (11 21. 139—383): Etymo-
logical patterns in Homer. Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies 44, pp. 1-17.
Tyn, Emanuel (1860). Uber den Gebrauch und die Bedeutung der iterativen Imper-
fecta und Aoriste im Griechischen. Zeitschrifi fiir die Gsterreichischen Gymnasien 10,

pp. 677-695.

Valério, Miguel (2015). Linear A du-pu,-re, Hittite tabarna and their alleged relatives
revisited. Journal of Language Relationship 13 (4), pp. 329—354-

Valério, Miguel (2017). AaBdpwvlog and word-initial lambdacism in Anatolian Greek.
Journal of Language Relationship 15 (1), pp. 51-59.

Valério, Miguel, and Yakubovich, Ilya (2022). From ‘Foreman’ to ‘Warlord’: Royal Titles
in Iron Age Western Anatolia. Aula Orientalis 40 (2), pp. 345—353-

Valk, Jonathan (2021). Review of Dusek, J. and Mynafov4, J., eds, Aramaean Borders.
Defining Aramaean Territories in the 10th—8th Centuries B.C.E. (Culture and History
of the Ancient Near East 101), Leiden: Brill. Bibliotheca Orientalis 77 (5-6), pp. 616—
623.

van Beek, Lucien (2021). The Reflexes of Syllabic Liquids in Ancient Greek. Linguistic
Prehistory of the Greek Dialects and Homeric Kunstsprache (Leiden Studies in Indo-
European 22). Leiden/Boston: Brill.

van den Hout, Theo P.J. (2010). The Hieroglyphic Luwian Signs L. 255 and 256 and once
again KARATEPE XL In: L. Singer, ed., ipamati kistamati pari tumatimis. Luwian and
Hittite Studies Presented to J. David Hawkins on the Occasion of his 7oth Birthday. Tel
Aviv: Institute of Archaeology, University of Tel Aviv, pp. 234—243.

van den Hout, Theo PJ. (2014). Greek and Carian. In: G.K. Giannakis, ed, Encyclopedia of
Ancient Greek Language and Linguistics, Volume 2. Leiden/Boston: Brill, pp. 40—43.

van Gessel, Benjamin H.L. (1998). Onomasticon of the Hittite Pantheon I-11. Leiden/New
York/KoIn: Brill.

van Ginneken, Jacques (1937). Das Pronomen Reflexivum der Balkansprachen. In:



462 REFERENCES

Mélanges linguistiques et philologiques offerts a M. Aleksandar Beli¢ par ses amis
et ses éléves a loccasion du quarantiéme anniversaire de son activité scientifique.
Beograd: Mlada Srbija, pp. 279—284.

van Windekens, A.J. (1952). Le pélasgique, essai sur une langue indo-européenne préhel-
lénique. Leuven: Publications Universitaires et Institut Orientaliste.

van Windekens, A/J. (1960). Dictionnaire étymologique complémentaire de la langue
grecque: nouvelles contributions a linterprétation historique et comparée du vocab-
ulaire. Leuven: Peeters.

Vassileva, Maya (1995). Thracian-Phrygian cultural zone: the Daskyleion evidence.
Orpheus 5, pp. 27-34.

Vattioni, Francesco (1968). Note fenicie. AIQ2N 18, pp. 71-73.

Vendler, Zeno (1957). Verbs and Times. The Philosophic Review 66, pp. 143-160.

Ventris, Michael, and Chadwick, John (1953). Evidence for Greek Dialect in the Myce-
naean Archives. The Journal of Hellenic Studies 73, pp. 84-103.

Venturi, Fabrizio (2000). Le premier 4ge du Fer a Tell Afis et en Syrie septentrionale. In
G. Bunnens, ed, Essays on Syria in the Iron Age. Louvain: Peeters Press, pp. 505-557.

Venturi, Fabrizio (2007). La Siria nell’eta delle trasformazioni (13-10 sec. a. C.): Nuovi
contributi dallo scavo di Tell Afis. Bologna: Clueb.

Venturi, Fabrizio (2010). Cultural Breakdown or Evolution? The Impact of Changes in
12th Century Bc Tell Afis. In: F. Venturi, ed, Societies in Transition. Evolutionary Pro-
cesses in the Northern Levant between Late Bronze Age 11 and Early Iron Age. Papers
Presented on the Occasion of the 20th Anniversary of the New Excavation in Tell Afis,
Bologna, 15th november 2007. Bologna: Clueb, pp. 1—27.

Verhasselt, Gertjan (2009). The Pre-Greek Linguistic Substratum. An Overview of Cur-
rent Research. Les Ftudes Classiques 77 (3-4), pp. 211-239.

Verhasselt, Gertjan (2011). The Pre-Greek Linguistic Substratum. A Critical Assessment
of Recent Theories. Les Etudes Classiques 79 (3-4), pp- 257-283.

Vernet, Mariona (2016). The Lycian PN Artimas and Arteimas. A new proposal for an
Iranian and epichoric etymology. Glotta 92, pp. 280—294.

Vernet, Mariona (2021a). The Letoon Trilingual revisited: some notes on the ‘King of
Kaunos' In: F. Giusfredi and Zs. Simon, eds, Studies in the languages and language
contact in Pre-Hellenistic Anatolia (Barcino. Monographica Orientalia 17—Series
Anatolica et Indogermanica 2), Barcelona: Universitat de Barcelona, pp. 81-100.

Vernet, Mariona (2021b). The theonyms ‘Leto, Artemis and Hsatrapati’ in the Letoon
Trilingual: a parallelism with a passage from the Xanthos Stele. In: L1. Feliu, A. Mil-
let, and J. Vidal, eds, «Sentido de un empefio». Homenatge a Gregorio del Olmo Lete
(Barcino. Monographica Orientalia 16). Barcelona: Edicions de la Universitat de
Barcelona, pp. 527-540.

Vernet, Mariona (2023). Who was ArKKazuma? Some considerations that point to a
Carian origin of this divinity. News from the Lands of the Hittites 7, 235—248.



REFERENCES 463

Vernet, Mariona, and Vernet, Eulalia (2015). La inscripcién aramea de Limyra analizada
através del licio Zemure ‘Limyra’: una nueva lectura e interpretacion. In: A. Bernabé,
and J.A. Alvarez-Pedrosa, eds, Orientalistica en tiempos de crisis. Actas del vi Con-
greso Nacional del Centro de Estudios del Proximo Oriente. Zaragoza: Libros Pértico,
Pp- 331-343.

Versteegh, Kees (1987). Latinitas, Hellenismos, ‘Arabiyya. In: D.J. Taylor, ed, The History
of Linguistics in the Classical Period. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: Benjamins, pp. 251—
274.

Villoreaud, Charles (1957). Le palais royal d’Ugarit 11. Textes en cunéiformes alphabé-
tiques des archives est, ouest et centrales. Paris: Klincksieck.

Vine, Brent (1999). On “Cowgill’s Law” in Greek. In: H. Eichner, and H.Ch. Luschiitsky,
eds, Compositiones Indogermaicae in memoriam Jochem Schindler, Prague: Enigma,
PP 555—600.

Vismara, Novella (1989a). Monetazione arcaica della Lycia. 1. Il dinasta Wekhssere I
(Glaux 2). Milano: Edizioni Ennerre.

Vismara, Novella (1989b). Monetazione arcaica della Lycia. 11. La collezione Winsemann
Falghera (Glaux 3). Milano: Edizioni Ennerre.

Vismara, Novella (1996). Monetazione arcaica della Lycia. I11. Le prime emissioni del
Wedpri. Le serie di Oa, delle citta di Oibdnuwd (Simena), di Zagaba (Lagbe), di Zémuri
(Limyra), di Prl (Aperlai) e le emissioni federali di Ite e di Te (Glaux 6). Milano: Edi-
zioni Ennerre.

Vogrinz, Gottfried (1889). Grammatik des homerischen Dialektes (Laut-, Formen-,
Bedeutungs- und Satzlehre). Paderborn: Ferdinand Schéningh.

Voigt, Mary M. (2011). Gordion: the changing political and economic roles of a first
millennium city. In: S. Steadman, and G. McMahon, eds, The Oxford Handbook of
Ancient Anatolia (10,000-323 BCE). Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 1069-1094.

Voigt, Mary M. and Henrickson, Robert C. (2000). Formation of the Phrygian state: the
Early Iron Age at Gordion. Anatolian Studies 50, pp. 37-54-

Von Schuler, Einar (1965). Die Kaskder. Ein Beitrag zur Ethnologie des alten Kleinasiens.
Berlin: de Gruyter.

Voskos, Ioannis and A. Bernard Knapp (2008). Cyprus at the End of the Late Bronze
Age: Crisis and Colonization, or Continuity and Hybridization? American Journal
of Archaeology 112, pp. 659-684.

Waal, Willemijn (2021). A New Interpretation of the Opening Lines of the Assur Let-
ters. Including a Discussion of the Hieroglyphic Luwian Lexemes hatura-, api and
(*205)atun(i)-. Zeitschrift fiir Assyriologie 11 (2), pp. 263—281.

Wachsmann, Shelley (1998). Seagoing Ships and Seamanship in the Bronze Age Levant.
London: Chatham Publishing.

Waerzeggers, Caroline (2006). The Carians of Borsippa. Irag 68, pp. 1-22.

Wallace, R. (1983). An Illusory Substratum Influence in Pamphylian. Glotta 61, pp. 5-12.



464 REFERENCES

Wathelet, Paul (1973). Etudes de linguistique homérique. Antiquité Classique 42,
Pp- 379-405.

Watkins, Calvert (1998). Homer and Hittite Revisited. Style and Tradition. In: P. Knox,
and C. Foss, eds, Studies in Honor of Wendell Clausen, Stuttgart/Leipzig: Teubner,
pp. 201211

Watkins, Calvert (2001). An Indo-European Linguistic Area and Its Characteristics:
Ancient Anatolia. Areal Diffusion as a Challenge to Comparative Method? In:
AYY. Aikhenvald, and RM.W. Dixon, eds, Areal Diffusion and Genetic Inheritance:
Problems in Comparative Linguistics. Oxford: Oxford University, pp. 44-63.

Watkins, Calvert (2002). Homer and Hittite Revisited 11. In: K.A. Yener and H.A. Hoffner
Jr,, eds, Recent Developments in Hittite Archaeology and History. Papers in Memory of
Hans G. Giiterbock. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, pp. 167-176.

Watkins, Calvert (2007). Hipponactea quaedam. Hesperos. In: PJ. Finglass, C. Collard,
and NJ. Richardson, eds, Studies in ancient Greek poetry presented to M.L. West on
his seventieth birthday. Oxford: Oxford University Press. pp. 118—125.

Weeden, Mark (2010). Tuwati and Wasusarma: Imitating the Behaviour of Assyria. Irag
72, pp- 39—61.

Weeden, Mark (2ou). Hittite Logograms and Hittite Scholarship (Studien zu den
Bogazkoy-Texten 54). Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Weeden, Mark (2013). After the Hittites: The kingdoms of Karkamish and Palistin in
northern Syria. Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies 56, pp. 1—20.

Weeden, Mark (2017). Tabal and the Limits of Assyrian Imperialism. In: Y. Heffron,
A. Stone, and M. Worthington, eds, At the Dawn of History: Ancient Near Eastern
Studies in Honour of J.N. Postgate. Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, pp. 721-736.

Weeden, Mark (2018). Hittite-Ahhiyawan Politics as Seen from the Tablets: A Reaction
to Trevor Bryce’s Article from a Hittitological Perspective. Studi Micenei ed Egeo-
Anatolici NS 4, pp. 217—227.

Weeden, Mark (2023). The Iron Age States of Central Anatolia and Northern Syria. In:
K. Radner, N. Moeller, and D.T. Potts, eds, The Oxford History of the Ancient Near East,
Volume 4. The Age of Assyria. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 912-1026.

Weinreich, Uriel (1953). Languages in Contact. Findings and Problems. New York: Lin-
guistic Circle of New York.

Weinreich, Uriel (1953). Languages in Contact. Findings and Problems, Berlin/New York:
de Gruyter Mouton.

Weiss, Michael (2010). Morphology and word formation. In: E.J. Bakker, ed, A compan-
ion to the Ancient Greek language. Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell, pp. 104-119.

Welton, Lynn, Harrison, Timothy P, Batiuk, Stephen, Unlii, Elif, Janeway, Brian,
Karakaya, Doga, Lipovitch, David, Lumb, David, and Roames, James (2019). Shifting
Networks and Community Identity at Tell Tayinat in the Iron 1 (ca. 12th to Mid 10th
Century B.C.E.). American Journal of Archaeology 123, pp. 291-333.



REFERENCES 465

Wentzel, Eduard (1811). De genitivis et dativis linguae graecae, quos absolutos vocant.
Dissertatio. Bratislava: Kupfer.

West, Martin L. (1997). The East Face of Helicon. West Asiatic Elements in Greek Poetry
and Myth. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Wiseman, Donald John (1956). Chronicles of Chaldaean Kings (626-556B.cC.) in the
British Museum. London: The Trustees of the British Museum.

Wittke, Ann-Marie (2004). Musker und Phryger. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte Anatoliens
vom 12. bis zum 7. Jh. v. Chr. (Ttibinger Atlas des Vorderen Orients B/99). Wiesbaden:
Reichert.

Woodhouse, Robert (2006). Conditioned devoicing of mediae in Phrygian. Studia Ety-
mologica Cracoviensia 11, pp. 157—191.

Woolley, C. Leonard (1921). Carchemish: Report on the Excavations at Jerablus, Part I1:
The Town Defenses, London: The Trustees of the British Museum.

Woolley, C. Leonard, and Barnett, Richard D. (1952). Carchemish: Report on the Exca-
vations at Jerablus on Behalf of the British Museum, Part 111: The Excavations in the
Inner Town. London: The Trustees of the British Museum.

Yakubovich, Ilya (2002). Labyrinth for Tyrants. Studia Linguarum 3, pp. 93—116.

Yakubovich, Ilya (2008). The Origin of Luvian Possessive Adjectives. In: K. Jones-Bley,
M.E. Huld, A. della Volpe, and M.R. Dexterd, eds, Proceedings of the Nineteenth
Annual UCLA IE conference. Washington, D C: Institute for the Study of Man, pp. 193
217.

Yakubovich, Ilya (2010a). Sociolinguistics of the Luvian Language (Brill's Studies in Indo-
European Languages & Linguistics 2). Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Yakubovich, Ilya (2010b). West Semitic god El in Anatolian hieroglyphic Transmission.
In: Y. Cohen, A. Gilan, and J.L. Miller, eds, Pax Hethitica. Studies on the Hittites and
their Neighbours in Honour of Itamar Singer (Studien zu den Bogazkoy-Texten 51).
Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, pp. 385—398.

Yakubovich, Ilya (2011). Review of ]. Klinger, E. Rieken, and Ch. Riister, eds (2010), Inves-
tigationes Anatolicae. Gedenkschrift fiir Erich Neu (Studien zu den Bogazkoy-Texten
52). Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz. Kratylos 56, pp. 172—181.

Yakubovich, Ilya (2013). Anatolian Names in -wiya and the Structure of Empire Luwian
Onomastics. In: A. Mouton, I. Rutherford, and I. Yakubovich, eds, Luwian Identities.
Culture, Language and Religion Between Anatolia and the Aegean (Culture and His-
tory of the Ancient Near East 64). Leiden/Boston: Brill, pp. 87-123.

Yakubovich, Ilya (2015a). Phoenician and Luwian in Early Iron Age Cilicia. Anatolian
Studies 65, pp. 35-53-

Yakubovich, Ilya (2015b). Adanawa or Ahhiyawa? Reply to the addendum by ].D.
Hawkins. Anatolian Studies 65, pp. 56—58.

Yakubovich, Ilya (2016a). Some transitive motion verbs and related lexemes in Late

Luwian. Indogermanische Forschungen 121 (1), pp. 69—92.



466 REFERENCES

Yakubovich, Ilya (2016b). Bibliographisches Glossar des Hurritischen, by Thomas
Richter. Journal of the American Oriental Society 136 (1), pp. 179-183.

Yakubovich, Ilya (2016¢). Einfithrung in die urartdische Sprache, by Miroslavo Salvini
and Ilse Wegner. Bibliotheca Orientalis 73 (1—2), cols. 155-159.

Yakubovich, Ilya (2017a). An agreement between the Sardians and the Mermnads in
the Lydian language. Indogermanische Forschungen 122 (1), pp. 265—-293.

Yakubovich, Ilya (2017b). From Hittite to Homer. The Anatolian Background of Ancient
Homeric Epic, by Mary R. Bachvarova [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2016]. Journal of Near Eastern Studies 76 (2), pp. 363—365.

Yakubovich, Ilya (2019). The Lydian dating formula. In: I.-X. Adiego, J.V. Garcia Trabazo,
M. Vernet, B. Obrador Cursach, E. Martinez Rodriguez, eds, Luwic dialects and Anato-
lian. Inheritance and diffusion (Barcino Monographica Orientalia 12, Series Anatolica
etIndogermanica1). Barcelona: Edicions de la Universitat de Barcelona, pp. 299—316.

Yakubovich, Ilya (2022). The Place of Lydian in the Anatolian Family through the Lens
of Recent Research. Journal of Language Relationship 20 (3), pp. 191—221.

Yakubovich, Ilya (forthcoming). The Redactional History of the KARATEPE Bilingual.
Forthcoming in the proceedings of the 12th International Congress of Hittitology
(Istanbul, 48 September 2023).

Yalcin, Serdar (2013). Re-evaluation of the Late Bronze to Early Iron Age Transitional
Period: Stratigraphic Sequence and Plain Ware of Tarsus-Gozliikule. In: K.A. Yener,
ed, Across the Border: Late Bronze-Iron Age Relations between Syria and Anatolia.
Proceedings of a Symposium held at the Research Center of Anatolian Studies, Kog
University, Istanbul May 31-June 1, 2010 (Ancient Near Eastern Studies Supplement
42). Leuven/Paris/Walpole: Peeters, pp. 197—-213.

Yamada, Shigeo (2000). The Construction of the Assyrian Empire: A Historical Study of
the Inscriptions of Shalmaneser 111 (859 824B.c.) Relating to his Campaigns to the
West (Culture and History of the Ancient Near East 3). Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Yasur-Landau, Assaf (2010). The Philistines and Aegean Migration at the End of the Late
Bronze Age. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Yasur-Landau, Assaf (2012). The ‘Feathered Helmets’ of the Sea Peoples: Joining the
Iconographic and Archaeological Evidence. Talanta 44, pp. 27—40.

Yener, Kutlu Aslithan (2013). New Excavations at Alalakh: The 14th—12th Centuries B.C.E.
In: K.A. Yener, ed, Across the Border: Late Bronze-Iron Age Relations between Syria
and Anatolia. Proceedings of a Symposium held at the Research Center of Anatolian
Studies, Ko¢ University, Istanbul May 31-June 1, 2010 (Ancient Near Eastern Studies
Supplement 42). Leuven/Paris/Walpole: Peeters, pp. 11—35.

Yildirim, $ahin (2021). Tieion Akropolisi. Belleten 85 (303), pp. 383—422.

Yildirim, Bahadir, and Gates, Marie-Henriette (2007). Archaeology in Turkey, 2004—
2005. American Journal of Archaeology 112, pp. 275-356.

Yon, Marguerite (1992). The End of the Kingdom of Ugarit. In: W.A. Ward and



REFERENCES 467

M.S. Joukowsky, eds, The Crisis Years: The 12th Century B.C.E. From Beyond the
Danube to the Tigris. Dubuque, Iowa: Kendall/Hunt, pp. 111-122.

Younger, K. Lawson (2009a). Two epigraphic notes on the new Katumuwa inscription
from Zincirli. MAARAV 16 (2), pp. 159-179.

Younger, K. Lawson (2009b). The Deity Kur(r)a in the First Millennium Sources. jJournal
of Ancient Near Eastern Religions 9, pp. 1—23.

Younger, K. Lawson (2016). A Political History of the Arameans. From their Origins to the
End of their Polities (Archaeology and Biblical Studies 13). Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature.

Yukich, Sarah TK. (2013). Spatial Dimensions of Social Complexity: Environment, Econ-
omy, and Settlement in the Jabbul Plain, 3000-550 BC. PhD Dissertation. Johns Hop-
kins University.

Zadok, Ran (1997). The Ethnolinguistic Composition of Assyria Proper in the gth-
7th Centuries BC. In: H. Hauptmann, H. Waetzoldt, eds, Assyrien im Wandel der
Zeiten. xxxIxe Rencontre Assyriologique Internationale. Heidelberg, 6-10. Juli 1992
(CRRAI 39). Heidelberg: Heidelberger Orientverlag, pp. 209—216.

Zadok, Ran (2005). On Anatolians, Greeks and Egyptians in ‘Chaldean’ and
Achaemenid Babylonia. Tel Aviv 32 (1), pp. 76-106.

Zadok, Ran (2010). Anatolians in Neo-Assyrian Documents. In: Y. Cohen, A. Gilan, and
J. Miller, eds, Pax Hethitica. Studies on the Hittites and Their Neighbours in Honour
of Itamar Singer (Studien zu den Bogazkoy Texten 51). Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz,
Pp- 414-439.

Zahle, Jan (1989). Politics and Economy in Lycia during the Persian Period. Revue des
Etudes Anciennes 91, pp. 169-182.

Zahle, Jan (1991). Achaemenid Influences in Lycia (Coinage, Sculpture, Architecture).
Evidence for Political Changes during the 5th Century B.c. In: H. Sancisi-Weerden-
burg, and A. Kuhrt, eds, Asia Minor and Egypt: Old Cultures in a New Empire. Pro-
ceedings of the Groningen 1988 Achaemenid History Workshop (Achaemenid History
6). Leiden: Nederlands Instituut voor het Nabije Oosten, pp. 145-160.

Zehnder, Thomas (2010). Die hethitischen Frauennamen. Katalog und Interpretation
(Dresdner Beitrége zur Hethitologie 29). Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Zerdin, Jason (1999). Studies in the Ancient Greek Verbs in -sk0. PhD Dissertation. Uni-
versity of Oxford.

Zgusta, Ladislav (1957). Die pisidischen Inschriften. Archiv Orientdlni 25, pp. 570—
610.

Zgusta, Ladislav (1963). Die epichorische pisidische Anthroponymie und Sprache.
Archiv Orientdlni 31, pp. 470—482.

Zimansky, Paul (2007). The Lattimore Model and Hatti’s Kaska Frontier. In: E.C. Stone,
ed, Settlement and Society: Essays Dedicated to Robert McCormick Adams. Los Ange-
les/Chicago: Cotsen Institute of Archaeology, University of California, pp. 157-172.



468 REFERENCES

Zinko, Christian (2016). Die sidetische Namenliste (S 1.2.5). In: H. Marquardst, S. Reich-
muth, J.V. Garcia Trabazo, eds, Anatolica et Indogermanica. Studia linguistica in
honorem Johannis Tischler septuagenarii dedicata (Innsbrucker Beitrége zur Sprach-
wissenschaft 155). Innsbruck: Institut fiir Sprachen und Literaturen der Universitét
Innsbruck, pp. 359-374.

Zinko, Christian, and Zinko, Michaela (2016). Bemerkungen zur sidetischen Schrift—
Eine aktuelle Bestandsaufnahme. In: P. Cotticelli-Kurras and A. Rizza, eds, Varia-
tion within and among Writing Systems. Concepts and Methods in the Analysis of
Ancient Written Documents (LautSchriftSprache 1). Wiesbaden: Reichert, pp. 371—
381

Zinko, Christian, and Zinko, Michaela (2020). Sidetisch—Ein Update zu Schrift und
Sprache. In: R.I. Kim, J. Mynarova, and P. Pavik, eds, Hrozny and Hittite. The First
Hundpred Years. Proceedings of the International Conference Held at Charles Univer-
sity, Prague, 11-14 November 2015 (Culture and History of the Ancient Near East 107).
Leiden/Boston: Brill, pp. 416—432.

Zucker, Arnaud, and Le Feuvre, Claire, eds (2021). Ancient and Medieval Greek Etymol-
ogy. Theory and Practice I (Series: Trends in Classics—Supplementary Volumes 111).
Berlin/Boston: De Gruyter.

Zukerman, Alexander (2om). Titles of 7th Century B.C.E. Philistine Rulers and Their
Historical-Cultural Background. Bibliotheca Orientalis 68, pp. 465—471.

Zwanzinger, Ronald (1973). Studien zur Nebeniiberlieferung iranischer Personennamen
in den griechischen Inschriften Kleinasiens. PhD Dissertation. Universitit Wien.



Index of Quoted Texts and Passages

Cuneiform Texts

ABL273rev.2 136
ABL124471ev.7 136
AhT 2 see CTH 105
AhT 3 see CTH 147
AhT 4 see CTH 181
AhT 6 see KUB 26.91
AhT 7 see CTH 191
AhT 8 see KBo 2.1
AhT 10 see KUB 23.98
AhT 12 see KUB 14.2

AT 27A-B see RS 94.2530 and RS 94.2523

AhT 28 see GINEKOY
ARM13rev.10° 114m18

Babylonian Chronicles 132,133

CTH19,§1 295
CTH76 221
CTH76.A 267
CTH122 31
CTH1910bv. 3-6 221
CcTH 7581.C 193

EA151 135,227
52 227

HKM 48 obv. 3,5 136n95
IBoT 1.361 65-66 304

KBo15ivs2-54 94
KBo 211 219

KBo 3aiin 274

KBo 3.4ii52-53 292
KBo 410 obv.29 96
KBo5.1ii38 175
KBo5.6i32 182n20
KBo 6.1316-8 294
KBo 6.28 obv.13-14 95
KBo14.3iv17—18 288
KB016.83+ii 8 136
KBo 19164+ 2,389, 390
KBo 28.25 135

KBo 32.14iii25 117

KBo 37.30+

iv8 389

KBo 48173+
KBo 51.238+
KBo 64.15ii1
KBo 71145 387
387

obv. ¢’

obv. 10’20’

389

389
389
102

rev.1-3 387

KUB 6.45 iii 412
KUB 6.46 iii 41-51
KUB 115 obv. 14’

KUB 13.3 ii 29—iii 2

KUB 13.35+ iii 22

KUB 14.2

KUB19.55 + KBo18.u17 Le. 1-6

219
KUB 17.10+ iv 28—29
KUB17.35iv18 18
KUB19.18113

153159

KUB 21.1+

iv 26—27
267
KUB 23.41ii19

iv 27

KUB 23.21
ii 2'—11

288

267

221

387

193
193
94
289n33
18

296

103n22, 216n7
237

ii6" 103

KUB 23.72 I'ev. 20

KUB 23.77a obv. 12

KUB 23.98

218

KUB 2413 1ii 21" 117
218
KUB27.38ivg 136

KUB 26.91

KUB 32.52 iii 14
KUB 35.45 ii 1—4
KUB 35.54 iii1'-5’

KUB42.11vi4' 136
KUB57.82:3 97n9
KUB57.841ii19 97ng9
KUB 58.48 iv15-16

PBSI1/1, 53

PF 0873

167

155166

288

389

136
193
193

292

153157,



470

RIMA1A.0.77.1:61 19118
RIMA1A.0.78.23:70 19m18
RIMA 2 A.0.87.2:28 19n17
RIMA 2 A.0.87.3:30 19n17
RIMA 2 A.0.87.4:34 19m17
RIMA 2 A.0.87.10:33—35 33
RIMA 3 A.0.102.2 71152, 71155, 74n61

i30—40 7152

ig7 755

i53 74n61

ii14—20 71n52
RIMA 3 A.0.102.10

ii3o—40 71n52

iigg 71n55

iveg 67
RINAP19:4 72156
RINAP111:7" 72157
RINAP114

10 72n57

12 72n56, 74n61
RINAP127

2 72n57

4 74n61

5 72n56
RINAP13L9 72157
RINAP132

1 72n57

5 72n56
RINAP135

i2q,iiig 72n56

iiig 72n57

ili1y  74n61
RINAP136:3" 72n56
RINAP 147

obv. 45, rev. 8  72n56

INDEX OF QUOTED TEXTS AND PASSAGES

obv. 46, rev.7"  72n57

rev.8 74n61
RINAP154:10 72n56
RINAP 2 1117b-119 2411104
RINAP 2 7:33 75163
RINAP31:82 14
RINAP 41iii49 20n20
RINAP441i7 20n20
RINAP52vVvilg 8gnioo
RINAP 5 31i 86b, 92  89gnioo
RINAP 5 41i 61/, 67" 8gnioo
RINAP56ivl  8gnioo
RINAP 5 71ii17', 24" 8gnioo
RINAP59ii10,16 8gnioo
RINAP 5111ii 95,103,119 8gnioo
RINAP 5 23:86b  89gnioo
RINAP592ii2" 8gnioo
RINAP5125 A1  89nioo
RINAP 5207 obv. 19,26  89gn100
RS16.78 14
RS18.31 13
RS 2018 224
RS 20.212 14
RS 20.238 14,224
RS 34.129 224
RS 94.2169 15
RS 94.2523 216, 224
RS 94.2530 216, 224
RSL1 224

Tg6-1 35187
T98-119 35187
Tell Fekherye bilingual 195

Anatolian Hieroglyphic Texts (Bilinguals are Conventionally Listed Here)

ALISAR ostracon 110

ALEPPO 2 §§1,25 136
ALEPPO6 38,40

ALEPPO7 41

ALTINTEPE pithoi 109, 110
ANCOZ1 137

ANCOZ 4 17

ANCOZ9 137

ANKARA silver bowl 32, 35, 221
ARSLANTAS 110,127

ARSUZ1and 2 41, 46, 66, 102,103
§§9-10 103n20
§§11-14 102,106
§12  103n20
§§13-14 103n20
ASSUR letters 110, 119
ASSUR letter A §10 19
ASSUR letter B §5 119
ASSUR letter D

§7 m9



INDEX OF QUOTED TEXTS AND PASSAGES

§9 17n26
ASSUR letter F+G

§18 192

§§28,31 19,330

§37 mg

BABYLON2and3 110

BEIRUT 110

BOHGA §1 187

BOR 134

BOYBEYPINARI1and 2 70, 72,132

BULGARMADEN 60-61, 17124
§10 117

§u 19
BURUNKAYA 27, 30, 61

GIFTLIK 137,138
GINEKOY 68, 69, 98, 100, 105125, 107, 109,
113, 121, 121144, 122—124, 129161, 216n7,
238, 240
§§1and 6 103
§§3-4 123
§6 103,107,138
§8 105
§9 105,129n61
Pho6-7 124
GALAPVERDi1-2 59
CEKKE 70, 72,117, 120, 132, 136
§6 70
§14 17
§§13,16 120
§17 136

DARENDE 37n102,137

EGRIKOY §3 18

EMIRGAZI 27

EMiRGAziblockBl 3 153n57,153n59
ERKILET1 138

FIRAKTIN 93n2, 96

GOSTESIN  6onu
GURUN 37, 371101, 137

HiSARCIK §2 128
HAMA1 128
HAMA1-3 75n62,128
HAMA2 128

471

HAMA3 128

§2 128

§§2-3 129
HAMA 4 75162, 110, 129, 138
HAMAG6 128
HAMA7 128
HAMA 8 (bulla) 130
HAMAQ 111
HAMA fragments 11
HAMA fragment 6 110
HAMA fragments 7-10 110

IMAMKULU 93n2

INCIiRLI 65136, 67-69, 98, 100, 109, 113, 121,
121144

ISPEKGUR  37n102

ivRiz2 92,104n23, 110, 113

I1ZGIN 40, 65, 66

KARABURUN 17719
KARADAG1-2 27,29
KARAHOYUK 34,35
KARATEPE1 94n5, 98,100-102, 102117, 105—
108, 121, 121144, 124, 135, 137
§2 94,108
§7 105135
§u 105
§39 134
§40 101
§46 134
§47 101
§51 101
§§56-58 // Phu/A g-11 125
§§59-64 195
Hu. §24 124
Hu. §63 123
Hu.§69 125
Pho §63 123
Phu/Ai17—18 124
Phu/Aii1g, iii 2-3,4 133175
Phu/Aiii16 125
KARATEPE 4 §2 101n14,132
KARATEPE PhSt/Ciii16,17,19,iv20 133175
KARKAMIS A1a 115
KARKAMIS A2+3 119
KARKAMIS A3 line 4 188
KARKAMIS A4b 34186
KARKAMIS A5b 11
KARKAMIS A6 86, 138n105
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§§2-3 103021

§4 138

§6 138
KARKAMIS A7 138

§13 18n27

§§7,9,10,13 136
KARKAMIS Al1a 111

§§21-26 195
KARKAMIS Aub+c 111

§2 136

§4 120

§7 69,97,105,106
KARKAMIS A15b 138
§§19-20 73n58
KARKAMIS A24a 118,138
KARKAMIS A24a2+3
§§6,11 138
§7 138
KARKAMIS A31+ §1 70
KARKAMIS sherd 110
KH.11.0.400 34186
KIRSEHIR letter 110
KIZILDAG1 27-30
KIZILDAG1-3 30
KIZILDAG1—4 27
KIZILDAG 3 27, 27157
KIZILDAG 3—4 27
KIZILDAG 4 29, 29164, 30, 30166, 86,
86n91, 176n5
§2c  29,176n5
KIZILDAG5 27
KOTUKALE 37m101
KULULU 2 §3 101716
KULULU4 112
KULULU5 137
KULULU lead fragment1 136n94
KULULU lead fragment 2 118n34
KULULU lead strip1 132, 133171
§3 136
KULULU lead strip 2 §§1,3 18

LiDAR (bulla) 110

MALATYA15 38n11
MALPINAR 115
MARAS 4 64, 65, 67
§5 134n81
MARAS8 64
§3 138

INDEX OF QUOTED TEXTS AND PASSAGES

MARA$16 63, 63126
MARAS§17 64n29, 64131, 65, 65134, 66
MEHARDE 41,131
§6 149138
NiGDE1 110
NIMRUD silver bowl 111

NINEVEH1 110

PANCARLI 73,74
PERSEPOLIS bowl sherd 110

RESTAN 57

SAMSAT 2 138
SHEIZAR 41,131

SIRZI 61
SUDBURG 29
§1 94n6

SULTANHAN 134
SUVASA 6oni

TILSEVET 111
TASCI 93n2
TELLAHMAR1 136-138
TELLAHMAR2 136
TELLAHMARS5 136
TELLAHMARG 33n80,137
§31  329n37
TELL TAYNAT1 41, 45, 234
TELL TAYNAT 4 42
TOPADA 27, 27155, 60, 60on1, 61, 62, 86, 139,
176ns5
§§3,7,13,23,26 176n5
TRAGANA bronze bowl 110
TUNP1 138
§4 138
TURKMEN-KARAHOYUK1 28, 29, 29164, 30,
30n66, 61, 61114, 86, 87, 321112
§1  29,176n5, 321m12
§3 321m12

YALBURT 27,29
12§2 153159
12 §§2-3 153159
13§3 153157



INDEX OF QUOTED TEXTS AND PASSAGES

Anatolian Alphabetic Texts (Carian, Lycian, Lydian, Milyan, Sidetic, and Pisidian)

Apollonios inscription 375, 376
Artemon inscription 375

CHy1 34
CKa1 355
CKas 340,341
CKi1 34
C.Si2 341,346
CTr1 349
CTrz2 349

G1 34
Kesme 2 379
Labraunda inscriptions 6, 30,31  254n25

LW1 161,164-166,168-170, 328
2 164

3 166,169

4 165,166,169, 354

7-8 170

8 165,166
LW 2

1 159

4 348

10 171119
Lw3 328
LW 4a

1 188,348
Lw 4b

2 348
LW5 324,328
Lw 8

5 161
LW 10

1 348

19 168

22 164
LW11 331

1 168
LW19

1 17119
LwW20 164,166, 329, 341
LwW21 164
LW 22

9 164

LW23 171,328

4 161

5 162

18 162
LW 24

1 162

22 162

23 162

27 162
LW 254 348
LW 261 348
LW 27

2 348
Lw40 329, 341

2 163
LW 41

1-2 159, 160n4
LW 42

3 161
Lwa43 329
LW 49

2 348
Lw50 328
LW51 164
Lws5 194
LW 71

3 159,160n4
Lw73 194
LwW104 161

LwW/N 15 160,163,164
1 159,160, 16014
3 167

N1-49 (Pisidian) 378
N 30 (Pisidian) 379
N 31 (Pisidian) 379
N 34 (Pisidian) 379

N300a 144
N3o00b 144

N 301 145
N302 341

N 306 327130
N 307 145

N 308 328
N3u 328

N 312 328, 328130, 341, 356
N313a 144
N319 145
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N 320 143, 145, 148-150, 150142, 152-155, 166,
170, 268153, 341, 346, 349-351, 351126,
357
1 148,155, 351126
2-4 350
5 149
17 351126
20-22 150
22 149
23,33-34 350
27 351
N 320G
2—-3 350
9 349
15 351126
25 351
N 324
8 347
N325 328
NN 343 341

S1—4 (Pisidian) 378

SEG19:755 378
Seleucia-Lyrbe bilingual 375, 376
TL6 341,343,357

1-2 369

4 343m0
TL19 358
TL23 341, 357135
TL24 328
TL25 341,347
TL 252

56 354
TL 29

7 148

9 369
TL32 327,341
TL 37

3-4 148
TL40d 143n1

1 148

1-2 148
TL44 327, 328n30
TL44a 149

1 142n4, 350

INDEX OF QUOTED TEXTS AND PASSAGES

31 324
44-46
45 369
51 149
5355 142
TL 44b
26 148
50—60 160
61 151144
62 347, 349n22
TL 44C
2,14 148
5 350
57 350
20-31 341
24 14214
32-65 340
TL 44d
1-71 340
67 323m8
TL45 145, 145124, 154162, 341, 350
TL 45b
8 350
TL55 340
TL56 341,358
TL57 150
3-4 192
4-5 350
5-6 149
TL59 327
TL65 341
TL70 341
TL72 341,347
TL 88 149,149n139
TL104b 143m13, 148
2 148
2-3 143m13
TL116
2 369
TL117 341,357
4-5 369
TL124 149, 149139
TL134 341
TL139 328,341
TL143 341
TL152 145,154, 3571134

141-142



INDEX OF QUOTED TEXTS AND PASSAGES

Greek and Latin Texts

Actus Apostolorum 19.28  170m8

ad Iliadem, scholia 14.255 323n19
Aeschylus, Supplices 548-555 36111
Alcaeus Frgm. 129 185

Aristophanes, Birds 1063 362

Arrian, Anabasis1.26.4 365, 374

Arrian, Periplus Ponti Euxini 2716 361n4
Athaeneus Frgm. 24.626f.  321m13

Besanthius, AP15.25,7 180

CIG 3.4674 162n6
CIG 4121 179n12

Diodorus, Bibliotheca
2.2.3.3—4 36113
11.2.1.8  361n3
11.60.4 141
16.47.2 163
17.20.6,7 163
18.3..9 36113
Dionysius Periegetes Frgm. 850.5 362

Etymologicum Magnum 302
391.16—21 364
Eudoxus of Cnidus Frgm. 279 200

FGrHistus F103,17 143nm13
FGrHist 348 F6  307n16

Galenus14.72 377

Hii34 357
Herodotus
11 261
1.29.1 361n2
1.56-58 249n13
1.61 343
173 181m17
174 157n2
1110 162
1121 162
1131 162
1176 141
2.2 180
3.90 141
3.90.2 361n2

391 234
3.120 162

3.120-129 182m17

3126 162
3127 162
5.9.3 3017
5.68.13 361n2
6.45 173
7.38 297
7.39—40 296
7.39.3 297146
773 79,139
7.91 237,362
7.91.7,9 361n2
7.92 141
8.68.32 361n2

Hesychius

a104 367
®1200 367
a1676 365
5421 301n5
a7290 365
B1o7 308
B267 307
f204 307,31
B3y 3u
817 321
Bob3 365
Y972 325
J2171 322
d2172 322
€2020 312
t15 307

1168 307
%3169 325
%3636 365

x 4180 307
A855 312
K420 312
k1523 308
p1842 312

K 2030 301
V577 351
064 290
T259-260 351
T312 308

475
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Hipponax
Frgm. 28.5 351
Frgm.30 180
Frgm. 82 180

Frgm.154 307

IGRom. 41755 350

Iliad
1.88—91 285
1232 276
1.290—2901 287
1.201 287
1.490—492 281
1531 2092
2.135 288
2.271 28on17, 280n19
2.416—417 290

2.418 290
2.816-877 79
2.867 31

3.297 28om17, 280n19
3.298—301 289n33
3.319 28on17, 280n19
4.81 28omn17, 280on19
4.85 28on17

4.494 284
5472474 295
6.73-74 294
6.402—403 293
7178 28on17, 280on19
7.201 28omn17, 280on19
9.330-334 282
11.636  28on17
11.749 290
15.743-746 281
17.414  28on17, 280n19
17.420 28om17, 280n19
17.423 280, 280n17

19.59 290
19.418 285
20.74 293
22.20 276

22.372 28on17, 280n19
22.375 28on17

24.713—-715 276

MAMAIV27 184

MAMAVS8 179n12

MAMAVQ 179112

MAMA V Lists 1(i):182, 79 179n12
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Odyssey
3.231 275
5.409—410 292
6.275 275
7.275—276 292
8.507 292
10.539 275

12.173-174 292139
13.430 292140
19179 249m13
22.269 290

Ovid, Metamorphoses 12.1  249n13

Plato, Politicus 291a 362

Plato, Respublica 398e 10 311

Plutarch, Alexander 16 163

Plutarch, Artaxerxes1s 162

Plutarch, Cimon 10.8 163

Plutarch, De Herodoti malignitate 857a
261136

Plutarch, Quaestiones Graecae 302a 330

Sappho
Frgm.27D 185
Frgm.u5 18om3
SEG13:140 162n6
SGDII12982 187
Strabo, Geography
5.4.12 302
73 173
7.fria,2 302
12.3.4 308
12.8.3 79, 304, 316
13.1.64 304, 316
13.4.17 378
14.2.28 3un21
14.5.28 380
16.5 182n17
16.5.25 362
Suda 302, 311, 316

TAMII 3,1025 161
TAM V1,77 186n23
Teos186 196
Thucydides
1.3.3—4 261
2.9 141n3
Thucydides (cont.)
2.69 141
8.28 142



INDEX OF QUOTED TEXTS AND PASSAGES

Tralleis139 160
Tyrtaeus Frgm.19 361m

Phrygian Texts
B-o1

B-o4
B-o5

176, 180, 181, 189
184, 185, 188

192,197, 328
B-0o6 179

B-07 179,182m17,187, 188, 189127, 194

175, 177, 179, 180, 183, 186, 187, 188—190,

Xenophon, Anabasis 2.5.35 163
Xenophon, Hellenica1.312 163

M-o1dl 185,188
M-o2 182,187
M-o5 186

Obrador Cursach 2020

B-018
B-108
B-109
B-110

Dd-102
Dd-103

G-02
G-107
G-115
G-16
G-128
G-129
G-132
G-136
G-150¢C
G-157
G-228
G-229
G-248
G-249
G-284
G-286
G-346

HP-103-108

181

181116
182118
182118

328n34
185,187,193

192129
186

181117

181

186

186

175

181

182n17

190, 197

186

191

182118

186, 191128, 197
181

186

182n20, 196133

196133

HP-103-113 196

HP-109
HP-111
HP-112
HP-113
HP-114

K-o1

M-o1a
M-o1b

196133
196133
196133
197133
181

83

8on70, 178, 179, 179111, 184, 187
175,182, 184, 187

no. 1.1. = 48 180, 182m17, 186, 191128
no.2.2=130 180,183
no.3.1=97 183,189n27

no.41=2 182

no. 6.1=88
no. 6.2 =131
no. 7.1=99
no. 7.2 =111
no. 7.3 =14
no. 8.1 =86
no. 9.1 =87
no.10.1 =112
no. 1.2 =18

180, 183, 185, 187
17616, 188

183, 184, 187,196
187,196

17616, 183

196

17616, 184
176n6

17616, 179

no.141=3 176

no. 15.1 = 120
no. 16.1 = 116
no. 17.6 =119

176n6

175,178,179
183

no.181=4 179

no.18.3=6
no.19.1 = 96
no. 24.1 = 40
no. 25.1 = 115
no. 27.1 = 92
no.281="71
no. 29.1 = 114
no. 30.1 =39
no. 40.1 =12
no. 40.4 = 102
no. 41.1 = 45
no. 43.1 = 69
no. 53.1 =76
no. 54.1 =108
no. 56.2 = 58
no. 59.1 =107

192
184
183
17616, 179
180
180
176
180
192
176n6
183
180,193
176, 180, 182, 183
176, 180, 182
185
183

Obrador Cursach 2020 (cont.)

no. 61.1 = 100
no. 62.2 = 33
no. 62.4 = 35
no. 62.5 = 36

183

180, 182, 188, 192
180

188,192
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no. 65.3 =21 180,183
no. 65.4 =124 180,183

P-o2 184

P-o3 184,187,189n27
P-102 17414

P-108 174n4

T-o1 182m19
T-o2 182m9, 186
T-02b 177,182
T-o3 182n19

West Semitic Texts (including the Bible)

1Kings10:28 105
2 Chronicles1:16 105

Bivar1961:119 161

Cebelireis Dag1 55, 68, 69, 94, 97, 98,
100, 101, 108, 110, 113, 132134, 239,

242
3-4 122

Genesis14.1  362n5

Hasanbeyli 68, 69, 100, 108, 10, 113,

122
Hemite inscription 113,133

KAI24 67, 74n59
7-8  74n59
KAI68:5 125
KAI202 62
A6 134
KAI 2151618  74n61
KAI 2581 166

Other Texts

Aphek Tablet 231
CMo  247n7

CM1 247n7
CM2 247n7
CM3  247n7

KN Gg(1) 702 331
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W-o1 188

W-o1a 185

W-o1b 177,189, 194

W-o1c 179

W-o5b 185

W-08 186

W-11 174,180, 189, 191
1 189
6 189

KAI 260 166,168, 170n17
1 160,164, 165

2 166

3 168

3—4 169

4 165,166,169, 171
6 165

6-7 170

7 166

KAI1318 189,194
2-4 194,194n31
Kesecek Koyii inscription 113,133

Maccabees 2.8.9 362

Saraidin inscription 113,132

TAD B3.3:1 160,161

Yukari Bozkuyu inscription 113,133

Zakkur inscription see KAI 202

Kom el-Hatan 238

Lemnos Stele 248

Medinet Habu inscription 31, 223, 224, 226
Onomasticon of Amenemope 228, 238
Papyrus Harris 224

Phaistos Disc 247, 247n6



Index of Divine Names

The same criteria employed for personal names apply to this index, too.

Andaliya 204

Apollo 79, 222, 225126, 268, 268153, 312

Appaliuna/Apollo 222, 266, 267, 267n47,
268, 268n52, 268n53

Armta 164

Artemis 153, 161, 170, 170118, 171, 171119, 179

Athena 146n26, 345, 346

Baal 101,102,133, 236, 238-240
Balat 130,138

Bacchus see Dionysus

Baga- 165

Bas 186,188, 191128, 196

Cybele 180

Damki(an)na 138
Demeter 343, 34319
Dionysus 164, 165113, 34216

Ea 138
El 137,138

Hadad 114,134,195
Hebat 137

Heracles 344, 345, 346
Kubaba 43, 115, 116, 133134, 195, 344112

Leto 151n44,153
Lusiti 204

Malija 346
Marduk 138
Marwainzi-deities 138

Min 145
Mithra 159, 161, 162, 166, 181116, 182117

Nikaruha/Nikarawas 134

Pakilli- 164,165
piitréfini 152
po-ti-ni-ja 331

QAdéans 89gnioz, 268n53, 325126, 343, 34318,
348n20, 349

Runtiya 62,133, 134, 138n105

Samag/Tiwad 134

Sanda 100,133

Sarruma 133170, 327129

Satrapati 153

Sea God 96n8

Storm God (in general) 12, 40, 68, 109, 111,
114, 130, 133, 267, 295, 387

Sulutta 204

Tarhunta/Tarhunza 133,134, 193, 208, 239
Tes$ub 136,138, 138n105

Zanduza 204

Zeus 181,186, 186n23,189n27, 193, 194, 196,
295, 312, 331, 3317242, 343, 344112, 345,
34516

Zukki 204

Baothet Kavviog 152

Moag/Myv 186



Index of Names of Places and Peoples

The usual criteria apply to this list, too. In addition, ancient names are italicized. Due to their

very high frequency, the following names are excluded: Aegean, Anatolia, Aramaeans, Assyria,
Assyrians, Caria, Carians, Cilicia (including Pedia and Trachea), Babylon, Babylonia, Babylo-
nians, Egypt, Egyptians, Euphrates, Greece, Greeks, Hatti, Hittites, Karkemis, Levant, Lycia,
Lycians, Lydia, Lydians, Malatya/Melid (and Arslantepe), Mesopotamia, Persia, Persians, Phoeni-
cia, Phoenicians, Phrygia, Phrygians, Sea Peoples, Syria, Tabal.

Achaeans (people) 214, 228, 236

Adana(wa) 46, 46n145, 65, 65134, 66—
69, 94, 9415, 95, 98, 100, 102, 102119,
103, 103120, 106108, 124, 135, 135186,
238

Adiyaman 57

Adrassos 134

Adpriatic Sea 30117

Aeolians 179,184, 185, 361, 363

Ahhiyawa (people or group of peoples)
66n38, 98, 102, 134, 134182, 135, 214,
214mn1, 215, 21515, 216, 217111, 218—219,
221, 236—237, 237188, 244, 263, 263138,
264, 265, 265142, 266

Aksaray 27

Alaca Hoyiik 83, 17514

Alalah 45,233

Alasiya see also Cyprus 14, 216, 224

Aleppo 12, 39, 391117, 40—41, 44—46, 92, 110,
138, 232, 234

Alisar 55, 59, 60

Amanus 44, 46, 52, 67, 69, 92—93, 93n2

Amissos 363

Amuq 35190, 41-42, 44-46, 52, 73, 75, 110,
138, 232, 233

Amurru 19, 20, 114, 218

Antitaurus 59, 60

Aram (land) 18, 20

Aramu 19n19

Armatana 95

Ariina 151,153

Arpad 65,72

Arsuz  41-42, 66, 103, 103120, 107127

Artulu 59

Arusna 95

Arzawa 216, 220n18, 221, 222, 224, 288

Asdod 228

Askelon 228, 232

Aspendos 360, 365, 366

AsSuwa 220, 221, 221119
Athens 141, 14112, 356, 363
Attica 154, 162n6, 364

Awarna see also Arfina 153
Aydincik 239
Azat[wadaya 67,102, 102117, 107, 134
Balkans 24, 50, 79, 80, 173, 183, 252119
Baymdir 84,173,196

Berdan 104
Bit Burutas$
Black Sea
Boeotia

62, 63, 70, 85
51,164, 198, 202
312, 364
Bogazkdy see also Hattusa
Bolkardag 59
Bor-Eregli 59

Bosporus 175

BRRM (group of people) 74
Biiyiikkaya 22

Byblos 10,14

Bithynia 51

22, 83, 387

Cadir Hoyiik 23
Calapverdi 57

Canaan 42, 234, 235
Cappadocia 55, 58, 60,143

Cebelireis Dag1 55, 113, 122, 239, 242
Ceyhan 104
Chios 134182, 263138

Cimmerians 81, 15712, 343

Cinekdy 68,104

Commagene see also Kummuh 65, 70-73,
110

Corinth 254

Crete 226, 227, 231, 238, 247, 252n19, 255,
259, 262, 36418

Cyprus
231, 242, 243, 2431111, 2441116, 245, 267,
364n8

12, 14, 48, 53, 100, 216, 224, 227, 229—
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Daedale 362 Hasanbeyli 68, 110, 113
Damascus 62, 74,130 Hattusa 2, 20-23, 25, 30, 32, 32175, 33,
Danaoi (people) 228, 236, 238 33182, 35, 38, 49, 95, 9517, 96, 103122,
Danuna 94ns, 135, 227 106, 174, 17514, 215, 223, 387, 389
Dardanelles 175 Hayasa 51,203n8
Daskyleion 166,189,194 Heptakometai (people) see also Mossynoikoi,
Delphi 84,132 Skoutenoi, Skythenoi 198m
Denyen (people)  94ns5, 224, 227, 228, 236, Hierapolis 95,152
238 Hilakku 63, 65, 65134, 67,70, 93, 97, 241
Diyarbakir 57 Hilika / Hirika see also Hilakku 40, 65,
DNNYM (people)  67-69, 74, 9415, 98, 65134, 66
102118, 103, 124, 228, 236, 238, 244 Hisarlik see also Troy 220
Dokimeion 174,189, 191,192 Hiyasna 103n22, 237
Dorians (people) 179, 36111, 36112 Hiyawa 46, 46n145, 59, 66-68, 68n42, 69,
Dorylaion 173 76, 92, 97, 98, 100, 102, 103, 103120,
106-108, 134, 134182, 135, 216, 21617,
Ekron (Tel Migne) 228 224, 236, 237, 237188, 238, 242
Ekwes 227, 228 Hume see also Que 97,134
Elbistan 26, 34, 37, 40, 65 Hurna/Hurniya 94n6
Emar (Meskene) 16, 35
Enkomi  247n7 Idarne 307
Ephesus 96,166, 170 Idlib region 233
Erciyes (mountain) 59 Ikuna / Ikkuwaniya  94n6
Eregli 59 Ionians 89, 90, 141, 164, 179, 181117, 184, 185,
Eretres 364 213, 217, 241, 338, 33913, 340, 345, 36112
Eskigehir 82, 83,173, 374n22 Isauria  329n37
Euboea 154, 321113, 364 Isaurians (people) 36316
Eurymedon (river) 377-379 Iskenderun (city and bay) 14, 41, 66, 93
Issos 363
Faraga 18116 Italy 362
Ivriz 86
Gath (Tel es-Safi) 228 Izziya  96n8
Gaza 228
Gaziantep 73 Kalhu 63
Germanos (Sogukcam) 190 Kaman Kalehdyiik 25, 87
Gibala (Tell Tweini?) 15 Karadag 27,86
Goksu (river) 104 Karahoyitk 28ns9, 34
Gordion 10, 23, 24, 26, 50, 60, 80, 81175, Karaman 27
82-85, 87,137, 173, 181117, 190, 1911128, Karatepe 68,100, 101, 104, 107, 108, 122, 239,
196133, 197, 240 240, 242
Giire 165 Kaska (people) 22, 51, 85,199, 201
Gurgum  63-69, 85, 95,138 Kastabala o5
Guzana see also Tell Halaf 110 Katmuhu 24
Kaunos 152,153, 349, 355, 356
Hadattu 127 Kawa 69, 97,105,106, 134
Halicarnassus 9o Keftiu see also Crete 238
Halys (river) see also Kizihrmak 157 Kelenderis  94n3, 101, 133175, 239, 239193
Hama 15, 41, 431132, 52, 5758, 62, 75-76, Kemerhisar see also Tyana 84, 86

96, 110, 111, 128-131, 138, 382 Kerkenes 59, 83, 84,173
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Kesecek Koyt 113,133, 166, 189, 194
Ki-zi-i-wa,-ar  97n9

Kilara 342

Kilise Tepe  46-48

Kinet Hoyitk  46—48

Kisuatni see also Kizzuwatna 67

Kizzuwatna 46, 67, 93n2, 94n4, 95—98,
102117, 106, 135, 209, 21617, 224, 237

Kinik Hoyiik  25-26, 58, 87

Kizildag 27,28

Kizilirmak (river) see also Halys
50, 55, 59 79, 83-84, 110

Knossos 236, 254

Kode 224

Konya (plain and city)

Kos 322, 323n19

Kululu 27ns55,58, 59

Kummanni 93n2, 95, 237

Kummuh 65, 70-73, 110

Kunulua see also Tell Taynat 42, 46, 233

Kusakh Hoyiik see also Saris§a 23, 25

1, 23-25,

2, 28, 59, 86—87, 110

Kiitahya 83
Kyaneiai 142n5
Kybiratis 161,183

Labraunda 254

Lahinassi 18

Lamiya (city) 93

Lamiya (river) 93

Lawazantiya 67, 93n2, 95

Lazpa 96

Leleges 364, 380

Lesbos see Lazpa

Letoon 143, 145, 150, 150142, 152—154, 156,
166, 170, 268153, 349, 357-358

Levant 9,11, 12,15, 16, 20, 40—41, 44, 46—47,
49, 53, 65, 92, 100, 226—235, 235181, 243,
243N109, 2431111, 244

Lidar Hoyiik 32, 36-37

Limyra 132,143,145, 149, 151,154, 343

Lukka 15, 51, goni03, 217, 219, 224, 227—228,
236, 347

Lusanda see also Lawazantiya 67

Macrones (people)
Marag 63-65, 110
Marqasu see also Marag 63
Masa 29, 29n64, 88
Massalia 301n7

198n1

Masuwari/Bit Adini see also Tell Ahmar
Til Barsip 70,71, 73,127, 130

Meander (river) 339, 349

Medes (people) 148n34, 261

Media (kingdom) 158n3, 16116, 30117
Medinet Habu 31, 223-224, 226-227
Meharde 41

Merzifon 22

Mesek see also Muski 79

Messogis (mountain) 339

Midas City 8o

Midas Mound see also Gordion 82

Miletus 89, 111, 217, 338

Millawanda see also Miletus 217, 219
Milya (region) 91,161
Milyans (people) 90, 144, 144115, 144m16,

3238, 331, 340, 344, 349, 378138
Mittani 36, 49, 50
Mopsuhestia 236
Mopsukrene 236
Mossynoikoi (people) see also Heptakometai

Skoutinoi, Skythenoi 198n1
MSKBM (group of people) 74
Mukis 138

Muski see also Mesek; Phrygia 24, 28, 29164,
30, 61, 62, 65, 70, 79, 83, 85, 86, 138,
176ns5

Muskini 79

Mycenae 214, 21412, 219, 225, 265

Mycenaeans (people, also their polity) 100,
102, 214, 218-220, 222, 222125, 223, 225,
227, 230, 240, 243, 246, 247, 263—266,
269, 269n54, 270-272, 320, 323, 334

Mykale 142

Nerik 22
Nigde-Kimnik Héyitk
Nile (river) 224
Nippur 155
Nimrud see Kalhu

25, 58

Nineveh 76,136

Orontes (river) 1, 55,131, 381
Oymagac Hoyiik 22

Pahri 135

Palastin 38, 39, 391117, 40—42, 44—46, 75,
106, 131, 137, 138, 232, 234, 235, 244, 381

Palestine 234
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Palmyra 19

Pamphylia (region)
361n1, 362, 362n5, 363, 36316, 365, 366,
372, 373, 377

Pamphylians (people) 91,134, 313, 345,
352n27, 360, 36112, 362, 364—369,
36913, 370-373, 376, 379, 380

Pancarh 74

Paphlagonia (region) 51

Parha see also Perge  94n3

Parnassos 254

Parthians (people) 163

Parzuta 60, 60n1, 86,139, 176n5

Patara 144, 340

Pa(t)tina see also Palastin 42,75

Pazarcik 65

Peleset (people) 42, 224, 228, 229, 234n78

Perge  94n3, 360, 365, 366

Philistia 228, 229, 232, 233, 235

Philistines (people) 42, 228-235, 244

Pinara 145n24, 151,153, 369n14

Pisidia (region) 91,155,161, 339, 346, 360,
378,379

Pisidians (people) 91,173, 173n2, 322,

323m8, 326n28, 360, 377, 378, 378n38,
379, 379142, 380

Piarbasi 59

Plataea (in Boeotia) 312

Pontus =1

Porsuk 25,83, 87

Purana (river) 104n24

Pylos 214, 214n2, 225, 236

Qartadast 243

Qode  94n4

Que 46, 59, 65, 65136, 66-69, 77, 92, 97, 98,
103, 105-107, 236, 238

Rapiqu 19

Ras el Bassit 45

RasIbn Hani 45

Rhodes 144, 154, 214, 21412
Rhosos 107n27

Sabri 104

Sakarya 79, 83

Sam’al see also Yadiya, Zincirli
113, 126, 130

Samos 142

57,92, 73,

91, 161, 313, 331, 360, 361,

483

§amri/$apara 104

San(n)oi (people) see also Macrones 198m1

Saraidin 113,132, 132166

Saranduwa  9an3

Sardians (people)

Sardinia 228, 230

Sardis 88-89, 157, 166-167, 171, 340, 344,
344113, 350, 354, 381

Sarepta 44

Saris$a 23

Sekeles 224, 227228

Sekerli 57

Selge 360

Serden (or Sardana, people) 224

Seyhan 104

Sheizar 41

Side o, 313, 361, 362, 365, 366, 373, 374,
374122, 377

Sidon 10,13

Sikila 224

Sinope 363

Sinuri 345

Sirkeli Hoyiik 46, 48, 48m157, 95, 100

Sivrihisar 83

Skoutinoi (people) see also

Heptakometai, Mossynoikoi, Skythenoi 198n1

Skythenoi (people) see also

Heptakometai, Mossynoikoi, Skoutinoi 198n1

Soli 48

Solymi 364, 380

Subachaeans 237

Suedra 362n5

Suhu 19

Suvasa 56

Syllion 360, 365

167, 344

Tadmar 19

Tanakun 67

Tanaya 94ns, 238

Tarhuntas$a 21, 22, 28, 28n59, 32175, 9412,
96

Tarsus 46, 48, 67, 95, 166, 236, 241, 2421107,
244, 67

Tarwisa 33, 220, 221, 228

Tarwiza 33, 35, 221

Tarzu see Tarsus

Tatarli Hoyiik 95

Taurus (mountains) 26, 36, 39, 59-61, 70,
92-93 361-363, 381
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Tawiniya 103n22
Tell Acana 45
Tell Afis 44, 45, 233, 233175

Tell Ahmar see also Masuwari, Til Barsip
33180, 110

Tell Arqga 44

Tell Halaf see also Guzana 110

Tell Kazel 45

Tell el-Maskhuta 145

Tell Sabi Abyad 35

Tell Sukas 14,15

Tell Taynat see also Kunulua 41, 42, 45, 233

Tell Tweini 15

Telmessos 143, 143m13, 339

Teres 227,228

Teucrians (people) 304, 316

Thebes 214, 21412, 225

Thorax 142

Thrace 24, 80, 30117

Thuraxxs(i)- 345

Tibarenoi (people) 198m1

Tieion 182m18, 186, 191128

Til Barsip see also Masuwari, Tell Ahmar 73,
74

Tille Hoyiik 36, 36193, 39

Tiryns  225-226

Tjekker 224, 228

TMRS 134

Topada 56

Tralleis 159-160, 339, 349

Troad 79, 228, 267

Trojans (people)
266268, 272n2, 280, 293-294, 364

220, 222, 222124, 227, 236,

Troy 213, 220222, 227-228, 266, 362

Tuhana see also Tuwana 59

Tur Abdin (mountains) 24, 85

Tiirkmen-Karahoyiik 28, 57, 86, 110

Tuwana 26, 59-60, 84, 86, 104123, 182,
182n19

Tuz Goli 59

Tyana see also Tuwana 84
Tyberissos 376
Tymbriada 377
Tymnessos 376

Tyre 10,138

Tzanoi 198m

Ugarit 13-17, 45, 216, 21616, 224, 226, 236—
237, 24717
Unqgi 42,75

Ura 14,34, 93, 9413

Urartu 61, 63, 65, 70, 72, 78, 85, 92, 198, 381
Urussa 107n27

Usakh Hoyiik 23

Vezirhan 190

Warikiya 134

Weses (people) 224

Wilusa 220, 220n18, 221, 222, 266, 267
WRYKLY 122,134n78

Xanthos 79,141, 143-145, 145124, 153-155,
285, 293

Yadiya see also Sam'al, Zincirli
113, 126, 127156, 131

Yadnana 244

Yarqon (river) 228

Yassihoyiik see also Gordion

YLBS 134

Yozgat 57,59
Yukar1 Bozkuyu

57,7375

23, 80

113,133

Zagaba 147, 343m0

Zakynthos 254

Zalpa / Zalpuwa  94n6

Zincirli see also Samal, Yadiya
131, 134, 136, 382

73,13, 114,

Bayig 165
BoABéoos 134
EXatodoa
Bupak 345

KdAwwda 254

AaryBos/AayBy  343m0

Budpls 344

Miywda 254

Movtawyvés (New Phrygian ITovvtag)
IMpwvoaocods 331

Teppidat 151

TpepiAels 151

Yoy 34413

220m18

191128



Index of Personal Names

Note: since the number of names quoted in this volume is exceedingly high, to simplify the index
we decided to limit the cross-references and the number of voices for matching forms in differ-
ent languages. Names are listed, when possible, according to the language of origin, generally
normalized in Latin alphabet as for our usual rules. For names that are originally Greek ("Evap-
x0s) and for forms that only occur in Greek alphabetic transmission (‘Pwldppa), we use Greek,
with the exception of those of historical figures that are commonly normalized (Artaxerxes). The
Greek alphabet will conventionally follow the Latin one in the list.

Achilles 267, 281, 282, 285, 354 Artembares 143, 146
ad-ra-BAR-UD-hi 156 Aruwitijese/i 147
Adad-nirari 111 65, 70 Arziutta 204
Aeacus 354 'RZPY 151
Agamemnon 281, 282, 285, 286 Asakas 182m17
Ahi-Malik 35 Ashurbanipal 76, 89
Ahuni 7 Ashurnasirpal 11 63, 70
Ajax 281,354 AsSur-dan 111 68n42
AlakS$andu of Wilusa 221, 222, 266—268 AsSur-Sarru-usur 69, 70
Alexander 111 of Macedonia 143, 157, 261, Astiruwa 56,107
262, 33913, 340, 374 Astuwalamanza 64, 64131
Alexander (name) 221-222, 328, 34215, 369 Astyanax 293
Alexander (Paris) 146126, 222, 266, 267 ASula 132166
Ali-wasu  204n13 Asulaparna  55n2
Allumari 34, 38,39 Ates 82, 179n11, 196133
Alyattes 82, 15712, 329, 348, 348n19 Atpa 219
Ambaris 62, 63, 70 Atreus 267, 276, 282
Ammurapi of Ugarit 14,15, 224, 236 Attar(i$)siya 216, 266
Amorges 142,143,147 Atydes 89ngg
Amphilocus  361n2, 362 Autophradates 143, 143n11, 147
Anni  204m13 Awariku [ Warika  67-69, 97, 98, 100, 103—
Appuasu 132,133 105, 107-109, 134, 137, 236, 240, 241, 267
Ar?-[..]-ga 156 Azatiwada 67,100, 100114, 101, 1011116, 104,
Araba’'u 136 106, 107, 109, 123, 132, 134
Arbinas 143,147
Archias 82,179,187 Bagapata 147,165
Argistit 61 Bar-Hadad 11 62
Ariyahina 71,137 Bar-Rakib 74,126,136
Ariyamana 147 BONUS,.FEMINA 222
Arma 133
Arnuwanda1 103, 21617, 237, 389 Cabderus 363
Arnuwanda 111 21 Calchas 285, 36112, 362
Arnuwantis (1) 37, 38 Candaules 348, 348n18
Arnuwantis (11) 39 Cimon 141
Artabanus 161 Circe 276
Artaxerxes 11 143,163, 340 Croesus 82, 89, 89n102, 157, 309, 325126,
Artaxerxes (name) 147, 159, 160, 160n4, 34318, 348, 348n20, 36112

160ns5, 161, 168 Cyaxares 147, 15712, 181117
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Cyrus the Great 89, 90, 157, 340
Cyrus the Younger 163
Dapara- 343, 343110
Darius1 141,150, 161, 340, 36112

Darius 11 142, 155166

Darius (name) 147, 149, 152152, 328n30
Aar§ 342

Datames 143

David 137, 232

Ddenewele 147

Ehli-Tessub/Ehel-Te$$ub
Ephorus of Cyme 363
Esarhaddon 76
Esedeplémi 328

18n27,136

Eseimija 151,152
ESuwara 224
Eteokles 217, 217m10, 217111, 266

GBR 73
Gunzinanu 63
Gyges 89, 157n2, 328, 329136, 348n21

H/ammu 136
Halparuntiya of W/Palastin 41, 234
Halparuntiya11 64, 65, 67
Halparuntiya 111~ 63, 63126
Hamiyata (analysis uncertain)
136
Hapatila (analysis uncertain)
Hapiri 136, 136n95
Happuwassu 133
Harpagus 9o, 141,142n4, 146, 147, 157,
340
Har(r)alli / Harli 132
Hartapu 27, 27n57, 28, 28n62, 29, 30, 32175,
59, 61, 61114, 86, 92, 321112
Hattusili 1 of Kummuh 70, 71, 72
Hattusili 111 34, 95, 217-219, 221
Hattusili son of Suppiluliuma 70
Hector 276, 281, 293, 295
Hecuba 179
Hekatomnos
Heraclides

71,130,

71,137

151,152, 345

89, 89n99, 15712, 348
61, 62

Hla 344,346

Hlthmidewe 328

Hrhprdma 328

Hilaruada

INDEX OF PERSONAL NAMES

Hul(1)i (brother of Ruwas) 112
Hulli king of Tabal 62

Hunita 63, 63126

Huzeimi 328

I-si-ka+ra/i-ti-sa-pa- 136

Ijamara 344

Iman 187,189gn27

Immaraziti 347

Ini-TesSub 33,34

Ir(i)-Te$sub 34

Isauricus 36316

Ka-mara/i- see Kammaliya

Kamani 70, 72

Kammaliya 136

Karo- 348

Kate 67, 98,100

Katuwa 97,106, 111, 12

Kirri 67,100

KLMW see Kulamuwa

KLS 101m15,122,132

Kéatybr 342ns5

KTMW see Kuttamuwa / Kat(t)umuwa /

Katimuwa

Kukkunni

Kulamuwa
135

Kulla 101715

Kumli 166,169, 170, 354

Kupapiya 41, 43, 234

Kurti 137,177n9,187

Kurtiyas 137, 177n9, 182,187

Kuruntiya 32n75, 93—-9413, 96

Kustaspi 72

Kuttamuwa / Kat(t)umuwa / Katimuwa
114-116, 126, 132, 132164, 134, 134177,
382

Kwalanamuwa

222, 222124, 266, 267
67, 73, 74, 113, 126, 130, 131, 132,

325n25
Kwaramuwa 133, 133171
la-hi-ia-s4  118n34
Lahinazidi 18

Lalli 61,71

Larama1 64, 64n29
Larama 11l 63, 63126
Ligyes 3oin7
Lubarna (name)
Lygdamis 343

44,234



INDEX OF PERSONAL NAMES

ma-li-i-TONITRUS-pa- 136
Mada 147,148
Madduwatta 216, 240, 267
Mahanepijemi 344
Mamutas 191

Manana 41, 66

Manes 166, 169, 170, 186, 187, 188, 193, 194,
329, 354

Manukka 182n17

Masa 84

Massanazammi 55, 100, 1011215, 132

Mati-El of Arpad 69

Mausolus 143, 312, 339, 340

Mazi-Karkuha 33

Melesander 141, 142n5, 342, 369

Menua 61

Merneptah 227, 228

Midas 28, 29, 62, 63, 65, 70, 79, 80, 82, 83, 84,

85, 87,132, 178, 182n19

155, 156169

Mitanna-muwa 370

Mierapéta 147,162, 182n17

Mithridates 162, 163n9

Mithridates vi Eupator 162

Mitridasta 159, 162, 166, 171

Mizra-muwa 370

Mlejeusi 344, 346

Miindtahi 156169

Miineteide 156169

Miinuhe 156n69

Mopsus 69, 98, 99, 101, 107, 137, 236, 240,
241, 266, 267, 362

MTS 101m15, 122,132

Mugallu 76

Muks$u 240, 266, 267

Mursili (father of Hartapu)

Mursili 111 27

Musel 202

Mutallu  63-65

Muwattalli I (of Gurgum) see Mutallu

Muwattalli 11 (of Hatti) 21, 216, 217, 218, 221,
266, 267

Muwattalli 11 (of Gurgum) 64

64n29, 64n31, 65, 66

Myrsilus 348

Minna

27, 28

Muwizi

na-bi/ga-la-an-ga 156
Nanas 329
Nanasta 133,166

487

Nannas 329,166
Nannimutta 132
Natrbbijémi 268n53, 346

Nausicaa 275
Nebuchadnezzar1 17
Nik[--]la- 346
Ninuayu 136
Ninurta-bélu-usur 127, 127158

Odysseus 275, 276, 284

Pleq-$ 342

Pajawa 143

Pakiwa- 164

Pamphylé (mythological character) 362,

363

Panamuwa / Punamuwa (name)
Panamuwa I / Punamuwa 1

131, 132
74,126
Panamuwa 11 / Punamuwa 11~ 74, 126,
133
Panamuwatti 70,132
Parata 75
Pariyamuwa 266
Parsa-farnah
Partara 159,163, 329
Patroclus 280
Peleus 354
Perikles (of Limyra)
Philip1v  328n32
pHL(’)$
Pihirim 100
Piks 342n6
Pilliya 102m17
Pilsu-Dagan 16
Pifiteusi  327n30
Pixodarus 143, 145, 151, 152149, 154, 156, 349,
350
Piyamaradu
221

182m17

143, 143113, 346

1017115, 132, 242

96n8, 216, 217, 21719, 218, 219,

PNMW see Panamuwa / Punamuwa
Priam 79, 222, 266

Prijenube 328, 344, 346
PrKidas 342n6
Psammetichus 1
Pubieleje 369
PUGNUS-mili (1) 37
PUGNUS-mili (11)  38-39
Purihimete/i- 152, 328n31, 344, 368
Pythius of Lycia 296

180, 340
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QAdéns see under Divine Names

Qatazilu (Hattusili 11 of Kummuh) 7o,
71

Qlahis 323,342

Qiiturahi 151, 327, 344, 349

Ramses 111
238

Raucdaka-/Roc¢aka-/Raucaka-
164n10

Rsama 146

Rta-pana- 159,161

Rtima- 151,159, 161

Runtiya 37, 38, 38n111, 40, 62

Runza 133

Rusa1 63,133

Ruwa 112

21, 31, 223, 226, 227, 228, 234178,

159, 163,

Sadyattes 348

Sahwi 61-62

Sandapiya 77,78

Sangara 71

Sapaziti 34, 35

Sarduri1r 61

Sargon 11 19118, 24, 28, 62, 64, 65, 69, 70, 72,
75,79, 83, 85, 87,182m19, 241, 244

Sarmapiya 133

Sauggamuwa of Amurru 218

Segar-Tes§ub 137

Sennacherib 114, 241

Shalmaneser1 19118

Shalmaneser 111 59-61, 63, 65, 67, 70, 71, 74,
75, 98,103, 381

Shalmaneserv 62, 70

si-ka-ra+a- 137

Siluka 165

Siluka 354

Sipi  137,177n9

Skamandrios 293

Solomon 105

Sppiitaza 147

Suhi1i 34

Sulumal 62

Sunag$ura 93, 9312, 94, 95

guppiluliuma 1of Hatti 30, 222, 267

Suppiluliuma 1 of Palastin 41, 42, 66, 103,
106, 107, 234

§uppiluliuma 11 of Hatti 14, 21, 31, 224, 225,
236

INDEX OF PERSONAL NAMES

Suppiluliuma 11 of Palastin 42, 44
Suppiluliuma 11 of Kummuh 70, 72

Taita (dynastic name) 41, 43,137, 235,

235181

Taita1 12, 38, 39n117, 40, 41, 43—46, 75, 234,
235

Taita1l 41,43

Talmi-Tessub 15, 31, 32, 37

Tara 40, 65

tara/i-ni-ti-sa-pa- 136

Taryna 208

Tarhulara 63, 63126, 64, 65, 69
Tarhunaza 60

Tarhunazi 63

Tarhuntapiya 77

Tatta 84,204

Tat® 204
Telipinu 94, 96, 295
Tiglathpileser1 17,19, 20, 33, 34, 38,
39
Tiglathpileser 111 18, 59, 60n11, 62, 64, 65,

68, 69, 72, 74, 76, 127158
155, 156169

Tiluma 327

Tissaphernes (name) 147

Tissaphernes (satrap) 142

Tilapa

Tiveia 187

Trbbénimi 142, 14215

Tukulti Ninurta 11 19m18

Tulli 67

Tuthaliya1 33, 93, 216, 221
Tuthaliya1v 34, 9313, 94, 96, 218
Tuthaliya Labarna 33, 35, 221
Tuthaliya v (hypothetical ruler) 33182
Tuwati 59-61

TYLWD/RMW 133

Uhhaziti of Arzawa 216
Ulmi-Tessub 96
Ura-Tarhunza 34

Urahilana/Irhuleni 75, 129-131
Uratammi 75,128-131
Urawanni 182n20

Urgi 84

Utana 147

Vidrna 147
Vistaspa 147
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Walwet 329136, 348, 348n19
Warika see Awariku/Warika
Warpalawa 59, 60, 86, 110
Wasusarma 59, 60, 60n11, 61, 62, 85
Wasuwani 132
Waxssere/Wexssere 147
Wedewié 147

Widrfina 147

Wizttasppa 147
Wljat-/Wliat- 347

WLWY 5512, 122

Wo-10-i-q0 241

Xanthos of Lydia 79
Xenophon 163, 347
Xeréi 142n4

Xeriga 142n4, 143, 350
Xerxes 160, 297

Yariri 73158, 86,107

Zakkur 62, 62120, 75,134
Zidanza 102m17
Zizahdma 344

Abyvaybpas 345

Abnvépios 375, 376

Abnvédwpos 345

Avaryépas 345

Avdapws/Avdpoowg see Aar§

‘AmoMddotog see also Natrbbijémi  268n53,
346

AmoMEdwpos 345, 376

AToM@vios 376

ApBactg  136n93

ApBnooig 136193

‘ApBivag see Arbinas

ApBwwog see Arbinas

‘Apgdpy see Rsama

Apoamig see RZPY

Aptetpag 161

Aptepds 161

Aptépwv 375

Apxlos 179

Agpodigiv 369

Baryamdyg see Bagapata
Bdayoag 165
Bayateds 165

489

Bdyns 165

Baywag 165

Baxytog 164
Bporyxidou see PrKidas

IBafa 326128

Idafos 326n28

Idefetig  323m18

Topdiag see also Kurti  177n9, 182, 191128
Topdiog 17719

Aamapa  343n10
Aepoxhedng  152n52, 328130, 342
Aoundng 186

‘Exataiog (name) 345, 345114
EMS@irog 370

EAptdava see Himmidewe
Euppaopos see Hihpradma
EpBpopos see Hmprama
Emwixtog  345n15

Emtipipan 369

"Evapyos 100,137, 241
Edéumodog 376

Bavadwpug see Abrvédwpog
Oepauijs/TepPudijs 346
Odpal 345

Taldppog 133
Tapapag see ljamara
TuBpacidng 347
Iupagals 342,347
IuBeng 347

Ked\dvoE 345, 369
Kapdvdiog 257
Kapfas 345

Kapovg  348n20
K¢ 101115, 132
KoAoAdig see Qladis
Kovdopaais see Qitturahi
Kovyoag  348n21
Kpdmgs 186

Kbxvog see Kukkunni

Aamapa see Dapara-
Aewvidag 369
Avoudis 346
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Moypout(T)nvog see also Mamutas

Meyafdtg see Bagapata
MeydAns 364
MeydAitovg 364
Meyiotédotos 346, 346n17
MéhavBog/Médavtog 257
M#d0g see Mada

Muddns 364

Mudhitovg 364
Mibpang 159, 161, 16116, 171
Mibpwndatys see Mifrapata
Muwvag 155

Muwvig 155

Moviwy 156

Mitpa 162

Mitpofdty see Mifrapata
Molag 327

MéEoc 240

Mbipoog 348

NucoxAijs 346
Eovblag  342n5

‘Opvemelpg 346
"Opaucdils 346
Ogoaupig see Huzeimi
'Otdvyg see Utana
Ododag 329, 329137
Odakapdag 133
OdAddns 347

ITaApvg see QaAmu
Maptapag see Partara
HeAadwpug see Ao dwpog
eAdvxog see Pheq-$
MMedexws 345

INDEX OF PERSONAL NAMES

TeAévug see ATtoMwviog
IoAdxpates 187
IMopagtpartis see Purihimete/i-
Topdaypoas 133

Topetpartig see Purihimete/i-
Moptpatig see Purihimete/i-
Mépmal 347

IptavoBag see Prijenube
ITuBrodyg see Pubieleje
IMuppariog see Purihimete/i-

‘Pwldppa 133
‘Pwadung/ Porgdung see Raucaka-/Rocaka-
/Raucaka-

Taydplog 181116
Zavdalous 133
Yovddtios 133
Yéheuxog 165
Lioapas see Zizahdma
Ixdpovdpog 293141

TopxopBiypems 133
Tidouag see Tiluma

TAnmog see also Tilapa 155
Tpoxoldpuag 133
Tpoxoufiypeus 133
Tpoxovalas 133
TpoxovBlag 133

“Yddpvng see Vidrna
YAorog/OAtatog see Wljat-/Wliat-
Yotdomyg see Vistaspa

Dipapav 369
doviE  345m15
Dopdicis 369



Subject Index

This is a selection of relevant subjects discussed in the volume. Obviously, the list cannot be
complete. Names of grammatical cases and parts of speech are generally excluded, except for
those that must be mentioned for specific reasons (e.g., “genitive” is present because of the phe-

nomenon of genitival adjectives).

adstrate 367, 373

agreement (linguistics) 128, 155, 169-170,
175, 354

Bible 75,79, 228, 232, 362

bilingualism 288, 350n23, 369

bilinguals (or bilingual documents) 52,
67, 68, 98, 104, 104123, 109110, 121,
123, 128, 134-135, 137, 145, 154, 159-160,
163-166, 168-169, 171119, 181116, 190,
195, 197, 236, 238, 291, 312, 327, 328130,
328n31, 329, 343110, 346, 347, 351126,
352, 353, 355358, 368, 375-376, 379,
382

Canaanite, language or group of languages
12, 15112, 52, 126, 229—231, 244

clitic 188,371

code-switching 335, 337, 379

Cretan hieroglyphs 247

Cypro-Minoan 232, 247, 247n7

definiteness 126, 276, 357

determinative (graphemic) 41, 66, 67,
97110, 101114, 105, 105125, 267, 267147,
33145

diamesic variety 58

diaphasic variety 299

diatopic variety 313

document-level, phenomenon of interfer-

ence 154

Egyptian, language 135, 227228, 236, 238,
250, 302, 30218, 310119, 330

ethnicity 10,18, 19m8, 105, 231

ethnonym 16m14, 86, 163, 165, 169, 224, 235,
238, 344

folk etymology 222n24, 323, 325, 328, 331,

347
formula (includes dating formulae) 33,128,

155, 165, 168115, 170, 182, 184, 193, 194,

289, 290, 290n35, 291, 292140, 353, 371,
375

fronting (syntax) 123, 356, 357

gender, grammatical 155, 186, 335, 341

genitival adjective 117, 17126, 148, 354,
354130, 355, 378138

genitive 171m19, 272, 273, 283, 284, 284126,
285, 286, 290, 324121, 328, 331, 341, 346,
354, 3547130, 355, 371

genre, textual 273, 305, 387

gloss 301, 303-306, 306114, 307-314, 316,
316n3, 321, 323, 323119, 325, 327-329,
332, 337, 364

Hellenismos 262n37, 306, 306n13

i-mutation 341

imperfect competence 128,131

imperfective 277, 278, 280, 282, 286

koiné 48,163, 262n37, 366, 373
Kunstsprache 288, 288n31, 305

Latin, language 183n21, 273, 277, 279116,
283, 286, 294, 30115, 305, 310M19, 311,

314, 337, 371, 378138
Laz, language 198

Megrelian, language 198

migration 24, 50, 80, 85, 98, 99, 104, 173,
200, 207, 209, 223, 226141, 229, 230,
235, 238, 241

mistake (linguistic) 34,128,176, 178

mobility (of peoples) 231

model language 113,126, 155, 167, 305, 320,
323, 333, 336, 359

multilingualism 52, 71, 73158, 106

native language or competence 18,128,
129, 154, 288, 316, 320

negative particle 351



492

Old Persian, language 146, 147131, 148-149,
153, 158-161, 163, 165, 167, 181, 182n17,
197, 328130, 344

Proto-Anatolian, language
324

183, 321112, 323,

reanalysis (and reinterpretation)
258
reduplication (and dereduplication) 277,

102, 256,

288, 330, 389
reflexive 124, 125, 128, 292, 353, 353128, 388
rhotacism 119, 341, 368, 369, 373

Singlish, variety of English 368

sociolinguistics 2, 3,18m16, 77, 88, 106, 121,
126, 129, 139, 202, 203, 205, 223, 263,
288, 365, 371, 381383

sound change 251, 258, 388

spoken language 50, 77,106, 345116

Sprachbund 263, 277n11

substrate 178, 201, 222—223, 246, 246mn1, 248,

249, 249114, 250, 250116, 250117, 252—

SUBJECT INDEX

260, 270, 271, 299, 318, 320, 332, 334,
350, 367, 369, 371, 373

suffix (and suffixation) 94ns, 98, 102, 118,
118n31, 126, 148, 154160, 164, 166, 169,
171, 184, 186, 194, 201, 234, 234180,
254, 255, 255127, 255128, 256, 263139,
272, 273, 277, 277111, 278n12, 281, 286,
321114, 341, 350, 354, 355

superstrate 127, 257, 371

target language 58, 116, 121, 127, 169, 300,
304, 305, 316, 318, 320, 324123, 333, 335,
336, 342, 353
Thyrrenian, language family 248, 248n8
Urartian, language 50, 51, 79, 109—110, 114,
133, 138, 200—201, 204—205, 24818

Wackernagel position 353
Wanderwort 303, 320, 329, 333, 336



pot and crossroads of languages, cultures and peoples. The political map

of the world changed after the collapse of the Bronze Age, the horizon
of sea routes was expanded to new interregional networks, new writing systems
emergedincluding the alphabets. The Mediterranean world changed dramatically,
and Indo-European languages — Luwic, Lydian, but also Phrygian and Greek —
interacted with increasing intensity with each other and with the neighbouring
idioms and cultures of the Syro-Mesopotamian, Iranian and Aegean worlds. With
an innovative combination of linguistic, historical and philological work, this
book will provide a state-of-the-art description of the contacts at the linguistic
and cultural boundary between the East and the West.

D uring the 1st millennium BCE, Pre-Classical Anatolia acted as a melting
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