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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

330BCE onwards Hellenistic / Late Period Hellenistic / Late Period




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.
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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.



318 MERLIN AND OBRADOR-CURSACH

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.”]
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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.



