
Contacts of Languages and Peoples in the Hittite and Post-HittiteWorld



Ancient Languages
and Civilizations

Editor-in-Chief
Chen Zhi (Research Centre for History and Culture,

Beijing Normal University & uic, China)

Associate Editors
Carlotta Viti (University of Lorraine, Nancy, France)

Wang Xiang (ShawnWang) (Research Centre for History and Culture, Beijing
Normal University & uic, Zhuhai, China)

Editorial Board
Luz Conti (Universidad Autónoma de Madrid, Spain) – Paola Cotticelli

(University of Verona, Italy) – Trevor Evans (Macquarie University, Australia) –
Yegor Grebnev (Research Centre for History and Culture, Beijing Normal
University & uic, China) – Geoffrey Khan (University of Cambridge, UK) –

Laura Loporcaro (Ghent University, Belgium) – Marco Mancini (University “La
Sapienza”, Italy) – Daniel Petit (École Pratique des Hautes Études, France) –
Yuri Pines (Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Israel) – S.A.S. Sarma (Ecole

Française d’Extrême Orient, Pondichery, India) – Adam Craig Schwartz (Hong
Kong Baptist University, Hong Kong, China) – ZhangWei (Fudan University,

China) – Zhou Yiqun (Stanford University, USA)

Advisory Board
Giuliano Boccali (State University of Milan, Italy) – Chen Zhan (Research
Centre for History and Culture, Beijing Normal University & uic, China) –
Julien Cooper (Macquarie University, Sydney, Australia) – Ekkehard König
(Free University of Berlin, Germany) – Maria Kozianka (Friedrich Schiller
University Jena, Germany) – Frédéric Lambert (Bordeaux Montaigne

University, France) – GlennW. Most (University of Chicago, USA) – Anna
Orlandini (University of Toulouse-Jean Jaurès, France) – Thomas Schneider

(University of British Columbia, Canada) – Edward L. Shaughnessy (University
of Chicago, USA) – Hans van Ess (Ludwig Maximilian University of Munich,

Germany)

volume 11

The titles published in this series are listed at brill.com/alac



Contacts of Languages
and Peoples in the Hittite
and Post-HittiteWorld

volume 2

The 1st Millennium and
the Eastern Mediterranean Interface

Edited by

Federico Giusfredi
Alvise Matessi
Stella Merlin

Valerio Pisaniello

leiden | boston



This is an open access title distributed under the terms of the cc by-nc-nd 4.0 license,
which permits any non-commercial use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium,
provided no alterations are made and the original author(s) and source are credited.
Further information and the complete license text can be found at
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by‑nc‑nd/4.0/

The terms of the cc license apply only to the original material. The use of material from other sources
(indicated by a reference) such as diagrams, illustrations, photos and text samples may require further
permission from the respective copyright holder.

The publication of this monograph was financed by the project PALaC, that has received funding from the
European Research Council (erc) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation
programme (grant agreement n° 757299).

Cover illustration: Karatepe inscription, courtesy of Dr Carolina Ferrandi

The Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data is available online at https://catalog.loc.gov
lc record available at https://lccn.loc.gov/2025012986

Typeface for the Latin, Greek, and Cyrillic scripts: “Brill”. See and download: brill.com/brill‑typeface.

issn 2667-3770
isbn 978-90-04-72969-8 (hardback)
isbn 978-90-04-72970-4 (e-book)
doi 10.1163/9789004729704

Copyright 2025 by Federico Giusfredi, Alvise Matessi, Stella Merlin, Valerio Pisaniello. Published by
Koninklijke Brill bv, Plantijnstraat 2, 2321 jc Leiden, The Netherlands.
Koninklijke Brill bv incorporates the imprints Brill, Brill Nijhoff, Brill Schöningh, Brill Fink, Brill mentis,
Brill Wageningen Academic, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Böhlau and V&R unipress.
Koninklijke Brill bv reserves the right to protect this publication against unauthorized use.
For more information: info@brill.com.

This book is printed on acid-free paper and produced in a sustainable manner.



Contents

List of Figures xi
Abbreviations xii

1 Introduction to Volume 2 1
F. Giusfredi, A. Matessi, S. Merlin and V. Pisaniello

1 What is This Volume? 1
2 The Structure of the Book 1
3 Multi-authored Chapters 4
4 Chronologies: Addendum 4
5 Philological Conventions: Addendum 5

part 1
The Ancient Near-Eastern Interface During the First Millennium

2 The Dark Age 9
Federico Giusfredi and Alvise Matessi

1 Toward the Iron Age in Anatolia and Syria: An Introduction 9
2 The Political Reorganization of the Ancient Near East during the

Dark Age 12
3 The Fall of Hatti and Its Aftermath in Central Anatolia 20
4 Luwian Syro-Anatolia 30
5 The Linguistic Map of the Ancient Near East after the End of the

Bronze Age 49

3 The Iron Age 54
Alvise Matessi and Federico Giusfredi

1 Introduction 54
2 The Syro-Anatolian Area from the 10th Century until the Assyrian

Conquest 58
3 The Phrygian Area 78
4 Western Anatolia from the 10th Century to the Achaemenids 87
5 Concluding Remarks 91



vi contents

4 Cilicia in the Iron Age 93
H. Craig Melchert

1 Defining the topic 93
2 The land 104
3 Languages and speakers 105
4 History 106

5 Iron Age Luwian in Its Anatolian and Syro-Mesopotamian
Contexts 109

Federico Giusfredi and Valerio Pisaniello
1 Introduction 109
2 Lexical Interference 113
3 Grammatical Interference 120
4 Onomastics 131
5 Concluding Remarks 139

6 Lycian and the Achaemenid Empire 141
Valerio Pisaniello

1 Lycia under Persian Domination 141
2 The Lycian Language 144
3 Sources for the Study of Lycian–Iranian Language Contact 144
4 Iranian Influence on Lycian 146
5 Lycian Influence on Aramaic 150
6 Lycians in the Achaemenid Sources 155
7 Concluding Remarks 156

7 Lydian and the Languages of the Achaemenid Empire 157
Elena Martínez-Rodríguez

1 Introduction 157
2 Onomastics and Phonetic Interference 159
3 Lexical Interference 167
4 Grammatical Interference 168
5 Concluding Remarks 171

8 Linguistic Contact in the Anatolian Iron Age: The Phrygian Data 173
Bartomeu Obrador-Cursach

1 Introduction: Phrygian, the Balkan Language in Central
Anatolia 173

2 Lexical Borrowings Concerning Phrygian 174
3 Phonetic Influences Concerning Phrygian 182
4 Morphological Influences? 185
5 Syntactical Influences on Phrygian 187



contents vii

6 Phrygian Bilinguals in the Iron Age 190
7 Textual Convergence Concerning Phrygian 191
8 Concluding Remarks 196

9 On the Fringes: Kartvelian, Armenian, Etruscan, and Lemnian 198
Zsolt Simon

1 Introduction 198
2 The Northeastern Periphery: The Kartvelian Languages 198
3 The Northeastern Periphery: Armenian 200
4 The Northwestern Periphery: Etruscan and Lemnian 206

part 2
The Eastern Mediterranean and Aegean Interface

10 The Aegean–Anatolian Interface: Overview of the Late Bronze and Iron
Age Evidence (ca. 1400–700bce) 213

Alvise Matessi
1 Introduction 213
2 The Ahhiyawa Question and the Historical Interactions between

Hittites and Mycenaeans 214
3 Wiluša 220
4 Sea Peoples and Philistines: An Aegean Migration? 223
5 Philistines in the North? 232
6 Greeks in Cilicia? The Problem of Hiyawa 236
7 Concluding Remarks 244

11 The Mediterranean Interface: Anatolia and the Aegean in the Bronze
Age 246

Stella Merlin and Valerio Pisaniello
1 Introduction 246
2 The Challenge of Pre-Greek: Issues, Boundaries, and Limits. 247
3 The Greeks and the Ancient Near East 260
4 Narrowing the Focus: Greece and Bronze Age Anatolia 263
5 The Problem of Mycenaean–Anatolian Contacts 264
6 Concluding Remarks 270



viii contents

12 Homer and Anatolian 272
Filip De Decker and Stella Merlin

1 Introduction 272
2 Homeric Greek and Anatolian 272
3 Concluding Remarks 297

13 The Problem of the Scholarly and Late Evidence: Anatolian Glosses in
Greek 299

Stella Merlin
1 Introduction 299
2 Types of Sources and Types of Evidence 299
3 Theoretical and Methodological Issues 306
4 Long-Memory Echoes of Anatolian Languages in Greek 309
5 Concluding Remarks 314

14 The Problem of Lexical Borrowings from Anatolian Languages into
Greek 315

Stella Merlin and Bartomeu Obrador-Cursach
1 Theoretical Premises 315
2 Linguistic Analysis of the Relevant Lexicon 320
3 Summary and General Discussion 333
4 Concluding Remarks 336

15 Greek and the Anatolian languages of the First Millennium: Lycian,
Lydian, and Carian 338

Elena Martínez-Rodríguez and Stella Merlin
1 Introduction 338
2 Phonetic and Morphological Interference 341
3 Grammatical Interference 352
4 Concluding Remarks 359

16 Late Languages of Marginal Attestation: Pamphylian, Sidetic, and
Pisidian 360

Stella Merlin and Valerio Pisaniello
1 Introduction 360
2 Pamphylian 360
3 Sidetic 373
4 Pisidian 377
5 Concluding Remarks 380



contents ix

17 Conclusions to Volume 2 381
F. Giusfredi, A. Matessi, S. Merlin and V. Pisaniello

Appendices: Addenda to Volume 1

Appendix 1: A Note on the Language of Kalašma 387
Elisabeth Rieken and Ilya Yakubovich

Appendix 2: The Language of KBo 19.164+ 389
David Sasseville

References 391
Index of Quoted Texts and Passages 469
Index of Divine Names 479
Index of Names of Places and Peoples 480
Index of Personal Names 485
Subject Index 491





Figures

2.1 Key sites and inscriptions in the Levantine coast during the Dark Age. 13
2.2 Key sites and inscriptions in Anatolia and Syria during the Dark Age. 17
2.3 The Syro-Anatolian region during the Iron Age, with key sites and main

regional entities. 43
3.1 Distribution of Hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions by date. 56
3.2 Distribution of Iron Age inscriptions by languages. 57
3.3 Languages of Asia Minor during the late first millennium bce. 88
8.1 Distribution of Old, Middle and New Phrygian inscriptions. 174
10.1 West Anatolia and the Aegean during the Hittite period. 215
10.2 The East Mediterranean during the migrations of the Sea Peoples. 225



Abbreviations

aclt2 Yakubovich, Ilya, Annotated Corpus of Luwian Texts, 2nd version (https://​
luwian.web‑corpora.net/)

AfO 17 Weidner, Ernst. Review of Poebel, Arno. The Second Dynasty of Isin accord-
ing to a New King-List Tablet (Assyriological Studies 15). Chicago: The Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1955. Archiv für Orientforschung 17 (1954–1956),
pp. 383–385.

AhT Beckman, Gary M., Bryce, Trevor R., and Cline, Eric H. The Ahhiyawa Texts
(Writings from the Ancient World 28). Atlanta: Society of Biblical Litera-
ture, 2011.

arm Archives Royales de Mari. Paris: Imprimerie Nationale.
AuOrS 1 Arnaud, Daniel. Textes syriens de l’âge du Bronze Récent (Aula Orientalis.

Supplement 1). Barcelona: Editorial ausa, 1991.
cad The Assyrian Dictionary of the University of Chicago. Chicago: The Oriental

Institute of the University of Chicago, 1956–2010.
cgl The Cambridge Greek Lexicon. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,

2021.
chd The Hittite Dictionary of the Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago,

Chicago: The Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, 1980ff.
Chicago Homer The Chicago Homer, ed. by A. Kahane and M. Mueller, available at

(https://homer.library.northwestern.edu/).
chli i Hawkins, John David. Corpus of Hieroglyphic Luwian Inscriptions, Volume 1.

Inscriptions of the Iron Age (Studies in Indo-European Language and Cul-
ture 8.1). Berlin/New York: De Gruyter, 2000.

chli ii Çambel, Halet. Corpus of Hieroglyphic Luwian Inscriptions. Volume 2. Kara-
tepe-Aslantaş (Studies in Indo-European Language & Culture 8.2). Berlin/
New York: De Gruyter, 1999.

chli iii Hawkins, JohnDavid. Corpus of Hieroglyphic Luwian Inscriptions, Volume 3.
Inscriptions of Hittite Empire and New Inscriptions of the Iron Age (Studies
in Indo-European Language andCulture 8.3). Berlin/NewYork: DeGruyter,
2024.

cig Corpus inscriptionum graecarum. (4 vols). Berlin, 1828–1877.
CIPPh Brixhe, Claude, and Lejeune, Michel. Corpus des inscriptions paléo-

phrygiennes. i Texte, ii Planches. Paris: Editions Recherche sur les Civilisa-
tions, 1984.

cth Laroche, Emmanuel, Catalogue des textes hittites, Paris: Klincksieck, 1971;
premier supplément, Revue Hittite et Asianique 30 (1972), pp. 94–133;
Online edition: Košak, Silvin et al., https://www.hethport.uni‑wuerzburg​
.de/CTH/.



abbreviations xiii

ctu Salvini,Mirjo.Corpusdei testi urartei. (4 vols). Roma: cnr—Istitutodi Studi
sulle Civiltà dell’Egeo e del Vicino Oriente, 2008–2012.

delg Chantraine, Pierre. Dictionnaire Étymologique de la Langue Grecque. His-
toire des mots. Paris: Klincksieck, 1999.

dll Melchert, H. Craig. A Dictionary of the Lycian Language. New York/Ann
Arbor: Beech Stave Press, 2004.

DMic. Aura Jorro, Francisco. Diccionario Micénico. Madrid: Consejo Superior de
Investigaciones Científicas, 1985.

DMic. ii Aura Jorro, Francisco. Diccionario Micénico. Volumen ii. Madrid: Consejo
Superior de Investigaciones Científicas, 1993.

ea Knudtzon, Jörgen A., Die El-Amarna-Tafeln (Vorderasiatische Biblio-
thek ii), Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1915.

edail Martirosyan, Hrach K. Etymological Dictionary of the Armenian Inherited
Lexicon. (Leiden Indo-European Etymological Dictionary Series 8). Lei-
den/Boston: Brill, 2010.

edg Beekes, Robert S.P., with the assistance of Lucien van Beek. Etymological
Dictionary of Greek (2 vols) (Leiden Indo-European Etymological Dictio-
nary Series 10). Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2010.

edhil Kloekhorst, Alwin. Etymological dictionary of the Hittite inherited lexicon.
(Leiden Indo-European Etymological Dictionary Series 5). Leiden/Boston:
Brill, 2008.

eDiAna Digital Philological-Etymological Dictionary of the Minor Ancient Anato-
lian Corpus Languages (https://www.ediana.gwi.uni‑muenchen.de/index​
.php).

FdX vi Metzger, Henri, Laroche, Emmanuel, Dupont-Sommer, André, and Mayr-
hofer,Manfred, eds Fouilles deXanthos vi: La stèle trilingue du Létôon. Paris:
Klincksieck, 1979.

FGrH Jacoby, Felix. Die Fragmente Der Griechischen Historiker Part i–iii. Lei-
den/Boston/Köln: Brill, 1926–.

gew Frisk, Hjalmar. Griechisches etymologisches Wörterbuch. Heidelberg: Carl
Winter, 1960–1972.

gi Montanari, Franco, ed, Dizionario Greco-Italiano. Torino: Loescher, 1995.
Godley, Loeb 1920 Herodotus, The Persian Wars, Volume i: Books 1–2. Translated by

A.D. Godley (Loeb Classical Library 117), Cambridge, MA: Harvard Univer-
sity Press, 1920.

Godley, Loeb 1922 Herodotus, The PersianWars, Volume iii: Books 5–7. Translated by
A.D. Godley (Loeb Classical Library 119), Cambridge, MA: Harvard Univer-
sity Press, 1922.

hed Puhvel, Jaan. Hittite Etymological Dictionary. Berlin/New York: Mouton,
1984–.



xiv abbreviations

heg Tischler, Johann. Hethitisches etymologisches Glossar. Innsbruck: Institut
für Sprachwissenschaft der Universität Innsbruck, 1977–2016.

hkm Alp, Sedat,Masat-Höyük’te bulunan civi yazili Hitit tabletleri/Hittite Cune-
iform Tablets from Masat-Höyük (Türk Tarih Kurumu Yayınları vi/34),
Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1991.

hw2 Friedrich, Johannes et al., eds Hethitisches Wörterbuch. Zweite, völlig
neubearbeitete Auflage auf der Grundlage der edierten hethitischen Texte.
Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1975–.

Jones, Loeb 1929 Strabo, Geography, Volume vi: Books 13–14. Translated by Horace
Leonard Jones. Loeb Classical Library 223. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 1929.

kai Donner, Herbert, and Röllig, Wolfgang. Kanaanäische und Aramäische In-
schriften. (3 vols). Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1960–1964.

KBo Keilschrifttexte aus Boghazköi, vols. 1–6 Leipzig: Hinrichs; vols. 7–70Berlin:
Mann; vol. 71: Mainz: Akademie der Wissenschaften und der Literatur,
1916ff.

kh Peker, Hasan.Texts fromKarkemish I. LuwianHieroglyphic Inscriptions from
the 2011–2015 Excavations (OrientLab. SeriesMaior 1). Bologna: Ante Quem,
2016.

kn Melena, José L. and Firth, Richard J. The Knossos Tablets. 6th edition.
Philadelphia: instap Academic Press, 2019.f

kon Zgusta, Ladislav. Kleinasiatische Ortsnamen. Heidelberg: CarlWinter, 1984.
kpn Zgusta, Ladislav. Kleinasiatische Personennamen. Prague: Verlag der Tsche-

choslowakischen Akademie derWissenschaften, 1964.
kub Keilschrifturkunden aus Boghazköi, Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1921–1990.
lgpn v.A Corsten, Thomas, ed, A Lexicon of Greek Personal Names. Volume v. A.

Coastal Asia Minor: Pontos to Ionia. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2010.
lgpn v.B Balzat, Jéan-Sebastien, Catling, RichardW.V., Chiricat, Édouard, andMarc-

hand, Fabienne eds ALexicon of Greek Personal Names. Volume v. B. Coastal
Asia Minor: Caria to Cilicia. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2013.

lgpn v.c Fraser, Peter, andMatthews, Elaine, eds A Lexicon of Greek Personal Names.
V.C. Inland Asia Minor. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2018.

LiDo Lehmann, Christian. Anonlinemultilingual linguistic terminology database
(http://linguistik.uni‑regensburg.de:8080/lido/Lido).

liv2 Rix, Helmut. Lexikon der indogermanischen Verben. Wiesbaden: Reichert,
2001.

lsj Liddell, Henry George and Scott, Robert. A Greek-English Lexicon. Revised
and augmented throughout by Sir Henry Stuart Jones with the assistance
of Roderick McKenzie. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1940.

lw Gusmani, Roberto. Lydisches Wörterbuch. Mit grammatischer Skizze und
Inschriftensammlung. Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1964.



abbreviations xv

lw/n New Lydian inscriptions published after Gusmani, Roberto. Lydisches
Wörterbuch. Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1964.

nh Laroche, Emmanuel. Le noms des Hittites. Paris: Klincksieck, 1966.
mama Monumenta Asiae Minoris Antiqua, Manchester: Manchester University

Press.
mama iv Buckler, William Hepburn, Calder, William Moir, and Guthrie, William

Keith Chambers. Monuments and Documents from Eastern Asia and West-
ern Galatia (Monumenta Asiae Minoris Antiqua 4). Manchester: Manch-
ester University Press, 1933.

mama v Cox, Christopher William Machell and Cameron, Archibald. Monuments
fromDorylaeumetNacolea (MonumentaAsiaeMinorisAntiqua 5).Manch-
ester: Manchester University Press, 1937.

Murray, Loeb 1924 Homer. Iliad, Volume i: Books 1–12. Translated by A.T. Murray.
Revised by William F. Wyatt (Loeb Classical Library 170). Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1924.

oip 2 Luckenbill, Daniel David. The Annals of Sennacherib (Oriental Institute
Publications 2), Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1924.

Packhum Searchable Greek Inscriptions (https://epigraphy.packhum.org/).
pbs Publications of the Babylonian Section. Philadelphia: The University of

Pennsylvania Museum, 1911–.
pf Elamite texts of the Persepolis Fortification, numbered after Hallock,

Richard T. Persepolis Fortification Tablets (Oriental Institute Publications
92). Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1969.

pru Schaeffer, Claude F.-A., ed, Le Palais Royal d’Ugarit 1–6. Paris: Klincksieck,
1955–1970.

rima 2 Grayson, Albert K. Assyrian Rulers of the Early First Millennium bc, Vol-
ume 1 (1114–859bc). Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1991.

rima 3 Grayson, Albert K. Assyrian Rulers of the Early First Millennium bc, Vol-
ume 2 (858–745bc). Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1996.

rinap 1 Tadmor, Hayim, and Yamada, Shiego. The Royal Inscriptions of Tiglath-
pileser iii (744–727bc) and Shalmaneser v (726–722bc). Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 2011.

rinap 2 Frame, Grant. The Royal Inscriptions of Sargon ii, King of Assyria (721–
705bc). Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2021.

rinap 5 Novotny, Jamie, and Jeffers, Joshua. The Royal Inscriptions of Ashurbanipal
(668–631bc), Aššur-etel-ilāni (630–627bc) and Sîn-šarra-iškun (626–612bc),
Kings of Assyria. Parts 1 & 2. Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2018–2023.

rs Texts from Ras Shamra.
rsl Texts from Ras Shamra (Louvre Museum).
seg Supplementum Epigraphicum Graecum. Vols. 1–11, ed Jacob E. Hondius,



xvi abbreviations

Leiden 1923–1954. Vols. 12–25, ed Arthur G. Woodhead. Leiden 1955–1971.
Vols. 26–41, eds Henry W. Pleket and Ronald S. Stroud. Amsterdam 1979–
1994. Vols. 42–44, eds Henry W. Pleket, Ronald S. Stroud and Johan H.M.
Strubbe. Amsterdam 1995–1997. Vols. 45–49, eds Henry W. Pleket, Ronald
S. Stroud, Angelos Chaniotis and Johan H.M. Strubbe. Amsterdam 1998–
2002. Vols. 50-‑, eds Angelos Chaniotis, Ronald S. Stroud and Johan H.M.
Strubbe. Amsterdam 2003–.

sgdi ii Collitz, Hermann, ed, Sammlung der griechischen Dialekt-Inschriften,
ii. Epirus, Akarnanien, Altolien, Aenianen, Phthiotis, Lokris, Phokis, Dodona,
Achaia und seine Colonien, Delphi. Göttingen: Hermann Collitz, 1899.

Smith, Loeb 1919 Thucydides. History of the Peloponnesian War, Volume i: Books 1–2.
Translated by C.F. Smith (Loeb Classical Library 108), Cambridge,MA: Har-
vard University Press, 1919.

tad b Porten, Bezalel, and Yardeni, Ada. Textbook of Aramaic Documents from
Ancient Egypt. Volume 2. Jerusalem: Eisenbrauns, 1989.

tam Tituli Asiae Minoris, Vienna: Österreichische Akademie der Wissen-
schaften.

tam ii Kalinka, Ernst. Tituli Lyciae linguis Graeca et Latina conscripti (Tituli Asiae
Minoris ii). Vienna: Österreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1920–
1944.

tam v Herrmann, Peter. Tituli Lydiae linguis Graeca et Latina conscripti (Tituli
Asiae Minoris v). Vienna: Österreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften,
vol. 1: 1981 ; vol. 2: 1989.

tcs Texts from Cuneiform Sources, Locust Valley: J.J. Augustin.
tcs 5 Grayson, A. Kirk. Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles (Texts from Cunei-

form Sources 5). Locust Valley: J.J. Augustin, 1975.
Th.lg Thesaurus Linguae Graecae ab Henrico Stephano constructus. Ed. by

Charles B. Hase,Wilhelm Dindorf and Ludwig A. Dindorf, Paris, 1831–1865.
tl Kalinka, Ernst. Tituli Lyciae lingua Lycia conscripti (Tituli Asiae Minoris 1).

Wien: Österreichische Akademie derWissenschaften, 1901.
tlg Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/).
Ug. V Nougayrol, Jean, Laroche, Emmanuel, Virolleaud, Charles and Schaeffer,

Claude F.A. (1968). Ugaritica V. Nouveaux textes accadiens, hourrites et
ugaritiques des archives et bibliothèques privées d’Ugarit, commentaires des
textes historiques (première partie). Paris: Imprimerie Nationale/Librairie
Orientaliste Paul Geuthner.

Wb Erman, Adolf and Grapow, Hermann, eds, Wörterbuch der Ägyptischen
Sprache, Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1926–1961.



abbreviations xvii

Linguistic and Paleographic Abbreviations

acc. accusative
act. active
Akkad. Akkadian
Anat. Anatolian
Aram. Aramaic
Arm. Armenian
Bab. Babylonian
Car. Carian
CLuw. Cuneiform Luwian
Cypr. Cyprian
dat. dative
Dor. Doric
Elam. Elamite
fem. feminine
gen. genitive
gen.adj. genitival adjective
Gr. Greek
Hitt. Hittite
HLuw. Hieroglyphic Luwian
Hurr. Hurrian
imp. imperative
Ion.-Att. Ionian-Attic
Lat. Latin
loc. locative
lns Late New Script
Luw. Luwian
Lyc. Lycian
Lyd. Lydian
masc. masculine
MAss. Middle-Assyrian
Med. Median
Mil. Milyan
mp modal particle
Myc. Mycenaean
n. neuter gender
NAss. Neo-Assyrian
nh New Hittite
nom. nominative



xviii abbreviations

ns New Script
obv. obverse
OIran. Old Iranian
OPers. Old Persian
pa Proto-Anatolian
Pamph. Pamphylian
pg Pre-Greek
Phoen. Phoenician
Phryg. Phrygian
pie Proto-Indo-European
Pis. Pisidian
pl. plural
pn personal name
pres. present
pret. preterit
rev. reverse
sg. singular
Sid. Sidetic
sov subject-object-verb
Sum. Sumerian
svo subject-verb-object
Ugar. Ugaritic
vso verb-subject-object

Historical Periods and Other Abbreviations

ia Iron Age
lh Late Helladic
sacc Syro-Anatolian Cultural Complex
yhss Yassıhöyük Stratigraphic Sequence



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 andV. 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. Martínez-Rodríguez and S. Merlin; all other sections are
by E. Martínez-Rodríguez. 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
1000–539bce ca. Iron Age Greek Dark Age to Archaic Greece
539–330bce ca. Achaemenid Period Classical Greece
330bce onwards Hellenistic / Late Period Hellenistic / Late Period
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chapter 14

The Problem of Lexical Borrowings from Anatolian

Languages into Greek

Stella Merlin and Bartomeu Obrador-Cursach

1 Theoretical Premises

1.1 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 Wanderwörter and glosses.1

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-

ter 15).

For the theoretical framework, we refer to that presented inVolume 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 μίνδις, a common noun

indicating a Lycian authority for the maintenance of tombs, attested in some

Greek inscriptions from Lycia, such as tam ii, 1, 62, partially reconstructed;

Petersen-Luschan 1889, Reisen ii 22, 27 in which it appears in the phrase ἄνευ

τῆς μίνδιος ‘without themindis.’ Some recent studies (e.g., Simon 2018a:379) do

not include the word μίνδις 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 toGreek. 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

μῶλυ ‘a plant’; the Lydianwords (or even only things) κάνδαυλος ‘Lydianmeal or sauce,’ καρύκη

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

perfectlywithin the category of loanwords. Now, if we consider themorpholog-

ical inflection, attested in μίνδιος, 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 Chapter 13). Althoughwewill continue to use

the term gloss to refer to the linguisticmaterial 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 μυσός or μυσή) means ‘beech’ (Geogr. 12.8.3)3 or that σμίνθι 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,’ καύης ‘(name of) a priest,’ μῶλαξ ‘(kind of) wine,’ μάγαδις ‘stringed

instrument and a Lydian flute’; and, finally, the Cilician οὐδών ‘kind of felt-shoe made of goat

hair.’

3 […] ἐτυμολογοῦντες καὶ τὸ ὄνομα τὸ τῶν Μυσῶν ὅτι τὴν ὀξύην οὕτως ὀνομάζουσιν οἱ Λυδοί “estab-

lishing as the origin of the nameMysians, 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), whichwe could define as proto-

encyclopedic collections on the knowledge of the time.4

Leaving aside a discussion of the ancient practice of etymology, here wewill

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 theGriechisches EtymologischesWörterbuchby Frisk

(gew, 1960); the Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque by Chantraine

(Α–Δ 1968; Ε–Κ 1970; Λ–Π 1974; Ρ–Υ 1977; Φ–Ω 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 aforementionedwordμίνδις is not includedbyFrisk,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 thework of their predecessors,

in particular Frisk andChantraine on Boisacq’s 1916 dictionary5 (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, diesenBallast verfelhlter oder schlecht unterbauterHypothe-

sen, die ja nur für die Geschichte der Forschung von Interesse sein können,

4 The issue of the etymology is addressed by amultitude of studies, of which wemention, 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”7 (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 aword as a loanwordbecause

it belongs to a technical lexicon, such as architecture (e.g., γεῖσον) or cook-

ing (e.g., καρύκη), often recur in the dictionary. The other is the substantial

agnostic positionwith 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,’ whichmodestly 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).

1.3 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 ἀήρ ‘air,’ ἰχώρ ‘ichor, juicy

part of blood,’ κομμός ‘a song with music, lament,’ οἶνος ‘wine,’ and χαλκός ‘cop-

per’) together with two possibly Phrygian loanwords (see Chapter 8).

The researchwas in its early stages: as knowledge of Anatolian languages has

grown, thedescriptionhasbecomemoredetailed. SomeAnatolian etymologies

have been abandoned, either because a Greek origin has been revealed (e.g.,

ἀήρ ‘mist, haze, clouds,’ proved to be inherited from pie *h2eus-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., χιτών ‘chiton, linen garment’

from Phoen. ktn). 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), ἰχώρ, κομμός, and

χαλκός 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 betweenGreek andAnatolian lan-

guages and, in particular, to defining which possible lemmas should be taken

into account. Aspointedout in oneof themost recentworks (Simon2018a:376–

377), these also include the studies of Yakubovich (2010a), Hawkins (2010),

Gasbarra and Pozza (2012), and Hajnal (2014, 2017).9 In each of these studies,

a list of lexemes is given, some of which are shared by two or more, such as

δέπας ‘goblet,’ κύμβαλος ‘cymbal,’ κύμβακος ‘crest of a helmet; falling head-first,’

or μόλυβδος ‘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 amodel for the target language. This category

includes many Anatolian glosses transmitted by Hesychius, of which we have

noattestationbut thatmaynevertheless reveal a lexical interference (seeChap-

ter 13).

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), followedby themost discussed

loanwords on which no consensus has been reached (Section 2.2). Whenever

Hittite andLuwian serve asmodel languages for anyalphabeticGreekword, 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 aHittite or Luwianword toGreek. 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.415–416, alphabetic Greek κύανος, η, ον

‘enamel, lapis lazuli, blue copper carbonate’), considered a loanword fromHit-

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),10 with the secondary loss of intervocalic /w/ in the alphabetic form. The

only divergence is the simplification of /nː/ 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 /nː/ could be alleged as a feature pointing to it, if it means anything at all.11

Less clear is the case of κύπασσις, εως, ὁ ‘short frock,’ which was connected

with Hittite kupahi- ‘headgear’ by von Blumenthal (1930:27–30). Leaving aside

semantics (‘headcloth’ > ‘frock’), the phonetic shift h > σσ has been taken as an

obstacle that allows us to reject the relationship between both words (Simon

2018a:397–398, following thedictionaries).However, this is not aproblem if one

assumes a prior shift h > k of an intermediate language (found in the Anato-

lian Iron Age languages)12 and a palatalization in contact with the front vowel.

Then, an intermediate form *kupaki- > *kupaḱi- explains the form κύπασσις,

where ⟨σσ⟩13 may show the common outcome of *-ḱ- in some ancient Greek

dialects, including Ionic and Lesbian.14

Also, βορβύλα ‘cake made of poppy and sesame’ implies an intermediate if

it goes back to Hittite pūrpura‑, pūrpuri- /porbura/i-/ ‘ball, lump; ball-shaped

breads or cakes.’ Because of the initial voiced stop in Greek and the l/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 (β 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 At least in somepositions, it includes late Luwian (Hawkins andMorpurgoDavies 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 türkmen-karahöyük 1: ka+ra/i-tá-pu-sa (§1) vs. há+ra/i-

tá-pú (§3, Goedegebuure et al. 2020:31). Alternatively, Kloekhorst (2018) has recently

argued that the phonetic value of the Proto-Anatolian outcome of *h2 was [qː] instead

of [χ]. According to him, the uvular [qː] became [k] in Lycian ⟨χ⟩ (but [ɣ] and ⟨g⟩ in

intervocalic position; Melchert 1994:68–71) and Carian ⟨k⟩, while it became [χː] in Hittite

and Cuneiform Luwian ⟨-ḫḫ-⟩. In any case, this does not affect to the purposes of this

paper.

13 The formwith⟨ττ⟩ found inAlcaeus’s κυπάττιδες (Frgm. 15B=54D) is expected tooccur 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 κυπάσσιδες.

14 As found in Doric and Lesbian καρύσσω, Ionic κηρύσσω, Boeotian καρύττω, and Attic

κηρύττω ‘to be a herald, officiate as herald; announce,’ a denominative verb derived from

*kāruk- ‘herald, messenger’ with the suffix ‑yo‑.
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δόλπαι ‘little flat cake’ (Hesychius δ 2172, said in Kos according to him), with

a variant δολβαί (Hesychius δ 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 βορβύλα: the initial

dental stop shows a voicing in the Greek rendering and a confusion between

the laterals /l/ 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 [ɾ]). Despite the plural inflection of δόλπαι, the a-stem is

preserved.

In our list, two borrowings from Luwian occur: Myc. di-pa DMic. 175 (cf.

Chapter 11) / δέπας, αος, τό ‘goblet’ and θύρσος, ου, ὁ ‘a kind of wand’ are con-

sidered to be loanwords from Hieroglyphic Luwian tipas- ‘bowl’ and Luwian

tuwarsa- ‘vine(yard),’ respectively.16 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 δέπας 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 θύρσος 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 /th/.17 Finally, the common Ana-

tolian simplification (u)wa > u is found in the Greek rendering.

From unclear Luwic dialect(s), two borrowings have been accepted: γάγγα-

μον, ου, τό ‘small round net for catching oysters’ from a Luwic cognate of the

Hittite verb kānk-/kank- ‘to hang,’ and κάνδαυλος / κάνδυτος ‘Lydian meal or

sauce’ from Luwic hantawatt(i)- ‘king’ (as in Luwian, Lycian, and Pisidian). As

in the case of δέπας, 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 δόλπαι > δολβαί can be explained in its post-sonorant position. The

accentuation is not clear.

16 The Luwian origin for Greek θύρσος is not commonly accepted. See a summary of the dis-

cussion in Simon (2018a:391 §47), who does not consider τολύπη 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 (1953:18) 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 systemhere. The typical exam-

ple of this phenomenon is found in Hindi/Urdu retroflex [ʈ] for the English apical [t] as

in [ʈeːbǝl] for English ‘table’ (British /ˈteɪbəl/).
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ences). Note also that κάνδαυλος appears to be a secondary folk etymology of

κάνδυτος in light of the famous royal name. Moreover, κάνδυτος is surprisingly

close to theLuwian formhantawatt(i)- ‘king’ and implies only the IronAgeAna-

tolian shift of ⟨h⟩ to k also assumed for kupahi- > κύπασσις. The shift ‑nt- > ‑νδ-

can be considered a mere postnasal voicing that could be an allophone in the

model language.18

Another word can be added to this list: Myc. ko-wo (DMic. 396–397) / κῶας,

αος, τό ‘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 κοῖον or κόον was the Carian word for ‘flock’ (Adiego 2007a:8–10).19

The gloss κόον is explained as inherited from Proto-Anatolian *Hāwo- ‘sheep’

(pie *h2e/ou̯o- ‘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 κ for Carian ⟨q⟩ is shown by Carian personal names read in Greek

inscriptions: e.g. qtblemś = Κυτβελημις, Κοτβελημος and qlaλis, qlaλiś = Κολαλ-

δις, Κυλαλδις. 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

μόλυβδος; see Section 2.1). In any case, any Luwic form *hawa- [xɑwɑ-] (proto-

Carian?) may be also the source of Mycenaean ko-wo- /kowo-/ because Myce-

naeanGreek-speakers couldperceive [x] as /k/20 and [ɑ] as /o/ (see above κομβ-

/ καμβ‑). The alphabetic κῶας ‘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 xñtawat(i)- (see also Milyan

xñtawaza ‘rule’ tl 44d:67), Carian kδow-/kδou-/kδu- (Adiego 2019a:23–24), and Pisidian

Γδεβετις (a personal name).

19 The first is found among the scholia ad Iliadem (14.255): τὸ δὲ πρόβατον κοῖον οἱ Κᾶρες ὀνο-

μάζουσιν, ὅθεν Κῶς ἡ πολυθρέμμων “TheCarians call the flock koîon. Hence (the epithet) Kos

which feeds many.” However, editors commonly correct κοῖον as κόον after a second gloss

by Eustathius ad Iliadem 14.255: ἕτεροι δὲ Κόον ἔγραψαν ἐν συστολῇ παντελεῖ διὰ δύο μικρῶν

ο, καὶ ἐξ αὐτοῦ συναιροῦσι τὴν Κῶν ὁμοίως τῷ σόον σῶν. Φασὶ δὲ τοὺς Κᾶρας οὕτω καλεῖν τὰ

πρόβατα. ὅθεν καὶ ἡ νῆσος Κῶς ὡς πολυθρέμμων δι’ εὐβοσίαν. “Others spelled Kóon [instead

of Kôs] by the changing of the long vowel into two omicra and for this reason they take

Kôs like sóon after sôn. It is said that Carian call so the flock. Hence the island of Kôs [is]

also [described] as ‘feeding many’ because of its good pastures.”

20 A good parallel is found in Spanish borrowings in Catalan, a language lacking [x]: see, for

example, jamón [xaˈmon] > [ka.ˈmon] and ojo [ˈo.xo] > oco [ˈo.ko] (used only as ‘beware’);

also, in personal names: Juan [xwan] > [kwan] and Borja [ˈboɾ.xa] > [ˈboɾ.kə]. This last

example is an interesting one for sociolinguists: borja [ˈbɔɾ.ʒə] ‘hut’ is actually a Cata-

lan (and Aragonese borja [ˈboɾ.d͡ʒa], modern [ˈboɾ.t͡ʃa]) word (a loan from Arabic جرب
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*kō+as‑. The ending ‑ας has been explained as the influence of other nouns in

‑ας like the inherited δέμας ‘living body or corpse,’ κέρας ‘horn’ and κρέας ‘flesh,

meat’ (DMic. 307 n. 9). However, the presence of ‑ε- in forms other than the

nominative-accusative singular remains unexplained (edg:812).21

There are two Lycian borrowings in Greek: μίνδις, ιος, ἡ ‘Lycian institution’

from Lycian miñte/i- and πιάτρα, ας, ἡ; πιέτρα, ας, ἡ ‘daughter-in-law,’ a Lycian

cognate of Hieroglyphic Luwian piyatr(i)- ‘donation’ (Schürr 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 ñt is commonly found

as noting /d/ in foreign words. Thus, both renderings make a full match. There

is aGreekword attested only inGreek inscriptions fromwest Anatolia thatmay

have a Lycian origin. Greek κομβιον, τό; καμβειν, τό; κομβο- ‘grandchild’ is very

similar to Lycian xahba ‘grandson, descendants’ (with nasalization in tl 44a:31!

xa͂hb⟨a⟩),22 a cognatewithHittite hāšša- ‘descendant,’ Luwian hams(i)- ‘grand-

son,’ Lydian esa- ‘offspring’ (lw 5), and, probably, Carian pn ksbo. These words

go back to *h2éms-o- ‘to be born’ (edhil:323), as also found in Hittite haš-i /

hašš- ‘to give birth.’ If the word has this origin, it must be linked to Lycian due

to the aspiration of *s, a soundpreserved in other languages.Thepresence ofmi

in the Greek formmay reflect the nasalization (as in xa͂hb⟨a⟩) via unpacking23

or, if fallen (as in themost common xahba), ⟨μβ⟩may indicate a fortition of /b/

after the spirantization of theGreek stop, the so-called betacism (/b/ > /v/; note

that it is a late word). Alternatively, πιάτρα / πιέτρα 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.24 In addition, both

πιάτρα / πιέτρα and κομβιον / καμβειν 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(i)‑, contains the vowel /æ/ (rep-

/burd͡ʒ/ ‘tower,’ ultimately fromGreek πύργος ‘id.’) borrowed in its onomastic use in Span-

ish (famous after the Argentinian writer Borges [ˈboɾ.xes]).

21 Nominative-accusative plural κώεα anddative plural κώεσινwith κρέα and κρέασιν. It never

occurs in genitive or dative singular. One wonders whether Lycian xawa- ‘sheep’ could be

the origin of alphabetical Greek κῶας ‘fleece’ by assuming that the first Lycian ⟨a⟩ [ɑ] was

perceived as an open-mid vowel, features only found in the long [ɔː] ⟨ω⟩ in Greek.

22 On the phonotactics details of the Lycian word, see Martínez-Rodríguez 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 κανψη and κανψιου.
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resented by ⟨e⟩), a sound absent in most Ancient Greek dialects, which could

be interpreted as either the short /a/ ⟨α⟩ or /e/ ⟨ε⟩. The divergence between

κομβ- and καμβ- can be explained because Lycian ⟨a⟩ represents /ɑ/, an open

back unrounded vowel different to the Greek /a/ ⟨α⟩ and more open than /o/

⟨o⟩.

Greek has borrowed at least one noun from Carian: indeed, ἑρμηνεύς, έως, ὁ

‘interpreter, translator’ is explained as going back to Carian armon ‘interpreter.’

Onemust consider that the aspirationoccurred as the result of a folk etymology

after the theonymἙρμῆς ‘Hermes.’ It may also explain the divergent vowel /eː/

for ⟨o⟩. A second Carian word in Greek can be seen in the gloss γυγαί ‘grand-

fathers’ (Hesychius γ 972). If the correction of the gloss is accepted (πάπποι for

πάμποι; see Simon 2017e:388 and 2019b:296–297), it is the Greek adaptation of

quq, which also occurs in personals names such as Γυγος and even with the

Lydian pn Γύγης (cf. Adiego 2007a:334 and 408 for a Carian connection). Note

the Greek rendering of Carian ⟨q⟩ as /g/ or [γ] in Greek.

As far as we know, Lydian is the Anatolian languagemost represented in the

Greek loanwords, although the evidence is based quite heavily on glosses (see

Chapter 13).There are twoclearwords: καύης, ου, ὁ ‘priest,’ which renders Lydian

kawe- ‘priest,’ and πάλμυς, υδος, ὁ ‘king,’ which is a clear loanword from Lydian

qaλmu- ‘king.’ In the last word, Greek /p/ for the consonant ⟨q⟩ (perhaps /kw/

or /kw/; Gérard 2005:57) shows the alphabeticGreekdevelopment of its ancient

labiovelars, which can be used to classify it as an early borrowing.25 If the cor-

rection is accepted, note the divergence with the gloss *κοαλμεῖν ‘Lydian king’

(Hesychius κ 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 Küste,” and Gérard (2005:32 fn. 87): “les Grecs on varisemblablement

emprunté ce mot lydien fort tôt, avant la transformation des labio-vélaires” (see also Gér-

ard 2005:57 fn. 305). Note that qaλmu- was very important in the decipherment of the

Lydian letter ⟨q⟩. The word has been considered a Luwian borrowing (or, at least, 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 ƙλmuδ[, and, with some remarks, in Yakubovich 2019a:310–313).

26 Themanuscript reads κοαλδδεῖν, 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 Qλdãns, recently identified by them as the Lydian king Κροῖσος instead

of the god equivalent to Apollo. In any case, it is clear that Greek ⟨κο⟩ here represents the

synchronic Lydian [kw], a sound not found in alphabetic Greek.
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*kw > p. The use of Greek ⟨λ⟩ /l/ for Lydian ⟨λ⟩ (perhaps /ʎ/)27 is coherent

with the lack of a palatal lateral approximant in Greek. The same rendering

is found in πλαίσιον, ου, τό ‘long quadrangle, rectangle,’ suggested to be a loan-

word from Lydian pλašo- ‘burial installation.’ It is interesting to observe that

Greek lacks any letter to represent a sound like the Lydian ⟨š⟩ = /ç/ because

it is not a phoneme in this language. For this reason, ⟨ισ⟩ may show another

example of unpacking. Lydian ⟨š⟩ 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 ⟨š⟩ = /ç/ was

perceived as having the presence of the front vowel [i]. Leaving aside its inflec-

tion, Greek καύης is an exact rendering of Lydian kawe‑. Only the preservation

of Lydian /w/ can be surprising, but the soundmay have been perceived as part

of a diphthong /aw/ instead of the syllabification /ka.wes/.

Melchert (2008a) suggested thatMycenaeanmo-ri-wo-do (Alphabetic Greek

μόλυβδος, ου, ὁ, ἡ or μόλιβος ‘lead’) is a borrowing from Lydianmariwda- ‘dark,’

although the word is attested only as a theonym. This implies the shift r > l,

not strange in loanwords but unparalleled, and the rendering /o/ for /a/, which

is not coherent with qaλmu- > πάλμυς. The Mycenaean occurrence shows that

the rendering of /wd/ as ⟨βδ⟩ is an inner-Greek development, as well as the

apocope in the original second syllable. Finally, λύγδος, ου, ἡ ‘(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 adaptationsmay 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 θύρσος, ου, ὁ ‘a kind of wand’ in

comparisonwith Luwian tuwarsa- ‘vine(yard).’ The same is also found in κομβο-

‘grandchild,’ very likely a loanword from Lycian xahba. Even two Lydian bor-

rowings show the same adaptation: Greek μόλυβδος, ου, ὁ, ἡ ‘lead’ (Mycenaean

mo-ri-wo-do- /moliwdo-/) from Lydianmariwda- and λύγδος, ου, ἡ ‘(white)mar-

ble,’ if its Lydian prehistory is accepted (see above).

27 On the value of this letter, I follow the traditional view (as found, e.g., in Gérard 2005:62).

Sasseville has presented an alternative: Lydian ⟨l⟩ represents /r/, while ⟨λ⟩ stands for /rj/

(see Euler and Sasseville 2019:127).

28 Among the Anatolian languages, such common voice assimilation also occurs in Pisidian:

*h2(e)ntowo- > *hantawa- > *kdawa- > Γδαβα, Γδαβος (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 βορβύλα,

α/ης, ἡ ‘cakemade of poppy and sesame,’ if it is actually a loanword fromHittite

pūrpura‑, pūrpuri- /porbura/i-/ ‘ball, lump; ball-shaped breads or cakes’ via a

Luwic language. Onewonders whether this fact shows that the wordwas 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 κύπασσις, εως,

ὁ ‘short frock’ < Hittite kupahi- ‘headgear,’ if the etymology is accepted. This is

also the case of μίνδις, ιος, an assured borrowing from Lycianmiñte/i‑. In a sim-

ilar way, πάλμυς, υδος ‘king’ preserves the u-stem of Lydian qaλmu- ‘king.’

The s-stem Hieroglyphic Luwian tipas- ‘bowl’ is followed by δέπας, αος, τό

‘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 ‑e,

is rendered in Greek καύης, ‑ου, ὁ following the inflection of masculine nouns

of the first declension in eta (cf. πολίτης, gen. πολίτου). Finally, the consonant

stemof Carian quq is rendered as an ā-stem in γυγαί ‘grandfathers.’ The remain-

ing words adduced as Anatolian borrowings are not considered at this point

because we do not know their original forms (γάγγαμον, κάνδαυλος, πιάτρα) or

because they are derivatives in Greek (ἑρμηνεύς, πλαίσιον).

At this point, it is worth contrasting the information derived from the analy-

sis given abovewith the adaptation of the anthroponyms.Of course, onomastic

transmission has its ownways 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.29 Even so, suchmaterial 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 themost studied case in Ana-

tolia due to the works by Adiego (2020a) and Réveilhac (2018). If we take the

clear borrowing Lycianmiñti > Greek μίνδις, we can find good parallels for the

phonetic treatment and the morphological adaptation: ⟨m⟩ for μ as inmula >

Μολας (tl 32, bilingual), ⟨i⟩ for ι as tiluma (tl 44) > Τιλομας, ⟨ñt⟩ for νδ as in

qñturahi > Κονδορασις (tl 59, bilingual)30 and, finally, the preservation of the

29 There is a strong continuity of Luwian onomastics until Roman times in Greek inscrip-

tions fromCilicia, which admits an easy Luwian analysis; see the case study on the survival

of the theonym Šarruma 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 ντ for Lycian ⟨ñt⟩: Piñteusi (n 306) > Πινταυ-

σις. Moreover, the Lycian digraph ⟨ñt⟩ 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 = Οσαιμις (n 308, bilin-

gual).31 In a similar way, the double Greek rendering of *pijetr(i)‑, πιάτρα, and

πιέτρα can be also compared to onomastic adaptation: esedeplẽmi > Ασεδεπλε-

μις and hlm̃midewe (tl 139) > Ελμιδαυα. The Greek preservation of the initial

⟨p⟩ and the loss of /j/ ⟨j⟩ can be compared to Prijenube > Πριανοβας (tl 24,

bilingual). On κομβ- instead of καμβ‑, see hm̃prãma > Εμβρομος (and Εμβραο-

μος).

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: γυγαί ‘grand-

fathers’ and ἑρμηνεύς ‘interpreter, translator.’ As has been seen above, ἑρμη-

νεύς was identified with the theonym Ἑρμῆς 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, γυγαί as

‘grandfathers’ is coherent with quq, the Carian word for ‘grandfather’ used in

personal names such as Γυγος, dquq—Ιδαγυγος and the Lydian king’s name

Γύγης (Adiego 2007a:334–335).33 In fact, γυγαί appears to share the same inflec-

tion with this last personal name (following the inflection of the πολίτης, ου

type).

In Greek πάλμυς, υδος, we can see how the Lydian u-stem of qaλmu- ‘king’

is followed by the Greek loanword with a common dental extension for the

oblique stems.However, šrkaštus is inflected as an o-stem in theGreek theonym

Σ̣υργάστῳ̣ (dative)34 and, in the opposite direction, there is a clear Greek o-

stem name adopted as a Lydian u-stem: aλikšantru- (lw 3, lw 50) from Greek

Ἀλέξανδρος. 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 Ἄρτεμις, Phrygian artimitos (B-

05, genitive) and Lycian ertẽmi (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 Δημοκλ[εί]δης rendered as ñtemuxlida in the bilingual n 312 and

Old Persian *Dārayauš > Lycian ñtarijeusehe (gen.sg. in tl 44).

31 However, it is not systematic. For example, Lycian Purihimeti has three different adap-

tations in Greek: Πυριματις, Ποριματις (spelling variant Πορειματις), and Πυριβάτης (bilin-

gual).

32 See Adiego (2019b) for the recent identification of a new lateral, ⟨ĺ⟩, as found in the king’s

name piĺipu for Philip iv (Greek Φίλιππος).

33 The Greek rendering γ for the initial Carian ⟨q⟩ remains unclear. In internal position,

Adiego (2007a:260) compared it to the lenition process seen in Lycian (xuga /kuγa/).

34 On its occurrences, see Avram (2019). The same rendering is found inOld PhrygianDd-102

surgastoy (dative).
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the gloss *κοαλμεῖν, if the correction and identification with Lydian qaλmu- are

accepted.35

In the adaptation of Lydian kawe- ‘priest,’ Greek καύης, ου, ὁ follows the

tendency of inflecting personal names in ‑e following πολίτης, ου type; com-

pare, e.g., manes (e.g., lw 43) with Μάνης, ου. Whereas the preservation of

Lydian /k/ and /a/ is clear in καύης, the preservation of /w/ is not regular in

all Anatolian personal names: together with Ἀλυάττης, which follows Lydian

welwet36 (with the drop of the initial sound), there are Greek adaptations of

names containing the same root *walwa- such as Οὐαλας (kpn 388 §1134-1),37

which preserves only the initial /w/. In the case of Lydian mariwda- as μόλυ-

βδος, 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 λύγδος ‘(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 Ναννας (kpn 351–352

§1013–1024) and Νανας (kpn 348–349 §1013–1010). Finally, πλαίσιον, ου, τό ‘long

quadrangle, rectangle,’ from Lydian pλašo- ‘burial installation,’ is a derivative

diminutive in ‑ιον. The Greek rendering of Lydian ⟨p⟩ as π is coherent with the

bilingual inscription lw 40, where Lydian Partara- occurs in Greek as Παρτα-

ρας.

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 ἀχάνη, ης, ἡ ‘name of a mea-

sure, chest, box’ has been compared with Hittite aganni- ‘bowl.’38 The identifi-

cation of bothwords is very enticing, despite the simplification of /nː/ 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. θύρσος), 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 On the 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 Οὐαλας 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 ỉkn ‘pot’ Wb i 140), and

the source for the Greek word cannot be determined (as Simon 2018a:386 §18

claims).

A similar problem is found in κάμηλος, ου, ὁ, ἡ ‘camel.’39 The ultimate source

for this word must be found in the Semitic languages (e.g., Aramaic gml, Neo-

Assyrian gammalu). However, as can be seen, Greek κάμηλος shows an unex-

pected initial devoicing. Yakubovich (2016a:87)40 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, Rosoł (2013:43–44) and

Giusfredi (2020a:54) posited that an intermediary between both forms was not

needed; the former adduced thatHebrew pileḡeš / pîleḡeš ‘concubine’ occurs as

παλλακίς ‘id.’ in Greek41 while the latter stated that “the devoicing of an initial

stop can easily happen in contexts of adaptation.”

More problematic is Greek κύπελλον, ου, τό ‘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 comparedwith Greek: if kukupalla- is taken as the origin of Greek κύπελ-

λον, onemust assume the “the unexplaineddereduplication aswell as the unex-

plained ‑π- instead of /b/” (Simon 2018a:398 §93) while hupalla/i- implies only

the shift h > κ (see above κύπασσις and κάνδαυλος). Of course, if hupalla/i- is

preferred, it is necessary to assume an intermediary language (which could also

explainGreek ‑π- for Simon’s adduced /b/ inHittite) aswell as ameaning devel-

opment.

Furnée (1972:258) connected κυσέρη, ης, ἡ ‘base, bottom; yawning chasm,

gulf ’ with Hittite huššelli- ‘pit, dump.’ Simon (2018a:398 §97) considered this

possible only if a Luwian transmission is assumed to explain /l/ > /r/, a reflect

of the postvocalic flapping [ɾ] (cf. Rieken and Yakubovich 2010:216–217). If

accepted, it would be another case of ⟨h⟩ rendered as κ.

The noun λαβύρινθος is one of themost frequently discussedwords concern-

ing Anatolian borrowings in Greek. It has long been connected with λάβρυς,

a Lydian word for ‘ax’ according to Plutarch (Quaes. Gr. 302a).42 Interestingly,

39 See also Chapter 4.

40 Grimme (1925:17) was the first to consider an intermediary necessary and pointed to Hit-

tite.

41 Among Rosoł’s list of early Semitic borrowings in Greek, there are no more examples for

such devoicing and differs from Semitic /g/ > Greek γ found in γαυλός (cf., e.g., Akkadian

gaṣṣu, Aramaic (Hatra) gṣ, Syriac gaṣṣā; see Rosoł 2013:31–32).

42 καὶ Διὸς ἄγαλμα κατασκευάσας τὸν πέλεκυν ἐνεχείρισε, καὶ Λαβρανδέα τὸν θεὸν προσηγόρευσε·
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the episode Plutarch describes takes place in Caria, where a Zeus Λαβραύνδος

is recorded in Greek inscriptions. However, the main problem with this com-

parison is Mycenaean da-pu2‑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/ > /l/, for which reason some scholars rule out the

comparison.43

The comparison with onomastic materials should also be approached care-

fully when correspondences are not assured. For example, the word πρῖνος, ου,

ὁ, ἡ ‘holm-oak, kermes oak’ was compared with the Carian toponym Πρινασσός

(gew ii 595). Although it is very common that a phytonymbecomes a toponym,

and Πρινασσός is the most similar word to Greek πρῖνος 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 σίδη, ης, ἡ ‘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 siδuawñiś ‘Sideans’ in Sidetic (< *si(n)du̯a

+ ‑u̯ann(i)‑, cf. Luwian ‑u̯ann(i)‑, Milyan ‑wñn(i)‑, Lycian ‑ñn(i)‑, and Carian

‑yn‑).44 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)du̯a, such that the Anatolian and theGreekwords could be a shared loan-

word from a third language. The word has been also compared with Hittite
giššaddu(wa)- ‘a type of tree/woody plant’ (chd s.v.).45

Obrador-Cursach (2019–2020, accepted by Simon 2022:65) has recently ana-

lyzed Greek πύργος ‘tower’ as a loanword from a Lydian cognate of Hittite

parku- / pargau̯- < *bʰr̥ǵʰ-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 adducingGreekΣυργαστος andPhrygian Surgastoy (dative)

as rendering of Lydian šrkaštus (lw 11).

Greek σίλβη, ης, ἡ ‘a kind of cake made of barley, sesame and poppy’ is very

similar to Hittite šiluwa- / šiliwa- ‘a kind of cake’ (see Neumann apud Tischler

Λυδοὶ γάρ ‘λάβρυν’ τὸν πέλεκυν ὀνομάζουσι “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 (siδuawñiś), 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

siδua- and Greek σίδη (and variants), see Simon (2018a:403 §131).
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2006:1039). Note that ⟨β⟩ in late Greek can denote /w/, and only an apocope is

needed tomatch bothwords. 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 σόλος, ου, ὁ ‘mass or lump of

iron (in throwing)’ is derivative from Hittite šulāi- / šūliya- ‘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 στλεγγίς, ίδος, ἡ ‘scraper

for scraping off oil and dust, curry-comb’with ištalk- ‘to level, flatten’ by consid-

ering a noun derived from this root parallel to his hypothesizedHittite *ištalkiš.

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., στλιγγίς, στλαγγίς, στελγίς, στελγγίς, στε-

λεγγίς) which can be inferred as representing an original from *stl‑, which is

very rare in this language (Simon 2018a:405 §139) and never found in inherited

words.

The noun τολύπη, ης, ἡ ‘a clew of wool or yarn’ is generally accepted as a loan-

word fromCuneiform Luwian taluppa/i- ‘lump, clod (of clay and dough),’46 but

a Greek inheritance has been also defended as possible by De Decker (2015:13,

followedbySimon2018a:406§146). If a loanword is preferred, τολύπη shows the

Greek perception of Luwian [ɑ] as [o] as found in Mycenaean ko-wo- /kowo-/

and the epigraphic kinship term κομβ- ~ καμβ- (see above). For the possibility

that a Pre-Greek substrate is involved, cf. also Chapter 11.

Finally, very problematic is τύραννος, ου, ὁ ‘absolute ruler,’ which has long

been considered an Anatolian borrowing in light of Luwian tar(ra)wani- ‘high

official, ruler.’47 Nowadays, this hypothesis is often rejected,48 but the Greek

word remains unexplained. The main argument for dismissing the connection

is the vocalic divergence in the first syllable: Greek τύρ- 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 On this title, see Giusfredi 2009.

48 E.g., in edg:1520 (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. κύανος, η, ον < Hitt. (na4)ku(wa)nna(n)-; Gr. δέπας, αος, τό ‘gob-

let’ (Myc. di-pa-) < HLuw. tipas- ‘bowl’ (Pre-Greek instead, according to Beekes

2014:142, and possibly aMediterraneanword, according to Chantraine 1933:421,

cf. Chapter 11); Gr. θύρσος, ου, ὁ < Luw. tuwarsa‑, κύμβαχος, ου, ὁ < Hitt. kupahi-

(Pre-Greek instead, as per Beekes 2014:142); and Gr. μόλυβδος, ου, ὁ, ἡ < 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)49 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 absenceof another possible source form; andd) thepresenceof

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 anexternal aspect related to the existenceornon-existenceof

other comparanda. Thus, upon the appearance of a comparandum from a third

language not previously considered, the picturemust be revised: in such a case,

we may have found aWanderwort 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 κύανος—which is present in all recent surveys—is for

Simon (2018a:380–381) the only almost assured loanword falling into the cate-

49 It appears in a handbook devoted to Indo-European studies. See also Hajnal (2014).
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gory of Kultur- orWanderwörter, whereas per Hajnal (2017:2041), it should not

even be taken into consideration because the two categories (i.e., loanword and

migrant culturalword)must be kept separate.This seeminglyminordistinction

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: δέπας, κύμβαλον, κύμβαχος, κύπελλον, μόλυβδος, and τολύπη. These

words are defined asHittite cultural words. In other terms, according toHajnal’s

methodology, the category of cultural word encompasses not only loanwords,

for which the corresponding word in the source language is assured, but also

Wanderwörter (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., κύανος 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).

3.1 Phonology and Morphology

Beyond the linguistic analysis provided for the single words in Section 2, it is

worth observing that somephonological phenomena are common to a groupof
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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 h-signs of the Cuneiform and Anatolian hiero-

glyphic syllabaries) is rendered by [k] in Greek (e.g., κύμβαλον, κυσέρη, κύπελ-

λον), which is also the rendering of the voiceless velar [k] as in κύανος; the

presence of an initial voiced stop in Greek as opposed to a voiceless stop in

Hittite (γάγγαμον, βορβύλα) points to an intermediate Luwic dialect. Different

forms of simplification, such as degemination (as in ἀχάνη or κύανος) or haplol-

ogy (as in κύπελλον), may also occur and are not so typologically exceptional.

As for the vocalism, a Luwian or Luwic /a/, which might have corresponded

to [ɑ], can be rendered as ⟨ο⟩ in Greek, as a representation of [o] because the

Anatolian model could have been perceived as an open-mid vowel, as in κῶας

or κόμβιον, 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., δέπας from tipas‑).

From a morphological point of view, there is a substantial correspondence

in stems: ‑i stems are adapted as ‑i stems (κύπασσις), and the same occurs with

s-stems (δέπας); a-stems are inflected following the first declension of Greek

when adapted as a-stems (βορβύλα) and following the second declensionwhen

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 unmarkedmorphological behavior, a tendency that also applies

to loanwords.

3.2 Frequency and Productivity in the Target Language

The case of glosses, forwhichwepossess 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 βορ-

βύλα and δόλπαι, as well as σίλβη (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-

dencewithin theGreek vocabulary of individual lemmas is not the same.There

are highly attested terms, such as δέπας (more than 500 occurrences in the tlg)
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or θύρσος (more than 400), in all textual genres, as well as other terms that are

attested in restricted contexts (e.g., ἀχάνη). 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 δέπας 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. δέπας is perfectly integrated into the

Greek lexicon and a small number of derivatives are attested as well, which

indicates morphological integration and productivity (noun δέπαστρον, n. with

the same meaning, and adjective δεπαστραῖος, adj. ‘in/of a cup’).50

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, κυμβαλίζω ‘play cym-

bals’ is the attested denominal verb from κύμβαλον, ου, τό, possibly modeled

on Hitt. gišhuhupal‑, and it forms a series of derivatives together with κυμβα-

λιστής, οῦ, ὁ (m.) and κυμβαλίστρια, ας, ἡ (f.) both indicating a ‘cymbal-player.’

Theword θύρσος, ου, ὁ (likely fromLuw. tuwarsa‑) is also highly developed, both

in derivation and in composition (e.g., θυρσόω ‘make into thyrsi,’ θυρσοφορέω

‘bear the thyrsus,’ θυρσομανής, ες, ‘who raves with the thyrsus’). For other possi-

ble loanwords there is no attestation of derivatives (e.g., ἀχάνη, ης, ἡ) without

this precluding the word from being a true loanword—or perhaps better, in

this case, aWanderwort—because 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 reproductionof the source languageby 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 formsmultiple 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 ‑ας formed a non-homogenous

group, which includes archaic terms (often indicating traditional and religious objects)

and possible borrowings.
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A to C via 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.51

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 camel 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 κάμηλος, which, in turn, was bor-

rowed fromaSemitic language, asmentioned earlier—with the intermediation

of Luwian according to Yakubovich (2016a:87), though this is unnecessary for

Rosoł (2013:43–44) andGiusfredi (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.


