Notas

Colloque international “Syntaxe des langues indo-iraniennes anciennes”
E. V. H. Pirart - Universitat de Barcelona

L’Institut Interuniversitaire d’Etudes du Proche Orient Ancien, avec I’aide du Ministére espagnol de
’Education et de la Science, de la Généralité de Catalogne et de I"'Université de Barcelone, a réuni au
Palau Maricel de Sitges, les 4 et 5 mai 1993, treize spécialistes de différents pays autour des difficultés que
présente la syntaxe des dialectes indo-iraniens les plus anciens.

La Collection du Savoir des Strophes (Rgvedasanihitd), monument le plus archaique de la littérature
indienne, et ’Avesta, livre sacré de I'lran ancien, ont été le terrain de recherches que la plupart des
communications ont reflétées. Ces contributions a 'avancement des connaissances de la syntaxe des
langues indo-iraniennes anciennes paraitront dans les actes de ce Collogue international et formeront un
volume de la série Aula Orientalis-Supplementa. Ce sont, par ordre alphabétique des auteurs, les
suivantes: '

George DUNKEL (Universitit Ziirich), Mono- and Disyllabic a in the Rgveda.

José Luis GARCIA RAMON (Universidad Auténoma de Madrid), Infinitivos y abstractos verbales
en indoiranio: las formaciones en -(C)ani en Rg-Veda.

Almut HINTZE (Universitit Berlin), Parataxis and Hypotaxis in the Avesta.

Stephanie W. JAMISON (Harvard University), Syntactic Constraints on Morphological Change: The
Vedic Imperatives bodhi, dehi, and dhehi. _

Jean KELLENS (Université de Liége), Les fonctions du génitif en vieil-avestique.

Antonio PANAINO (Universita di Bologna), Considerations on the ‘mixed fractions’ in Avestan.

Georges-Jean PINAULT (Université de Lille), Le substantif épithéte dans la langue de la Rk-
Samihita.

Eric PIRART (Universitat de Barcelona), Avestigue him.

Prods Oktor SKIARVQ (Harvard University), On the Middle Persian Imperfect.

Jean-Marie VERPOORTEN (Université de Liége), The double negation in the earliest Upanisads
and in the ancient philosophical Bhdsya.

Brent VINE (Princeton University), On the Expression of Reflexive Possession in the Rig-Veda: RV
sva-,

Calvert WATKINS (Harvard University), ‘Throng-lord of throngs’: an Indo-Iranian stylistic figure.

Les discussions ont révélé des divergences d’opinions fort intéressantes, principalement concernant
le Tecours a la métrique. A n’en pas douter, elles seront le moteur de futurs travaux.
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The divine panoply (KTU 1.65: 12-14)

G. del Olmo Lete ~ Universidad de Barcelona

In the recently published Mari text A.1968: 2°-4° Addu of Halab says to the King Zimri-Lim through
his “answerer” (dpifum): “the weapons with which 1 fought Témtum 1 have given them to you” {gii-tukul-
[mes} sa it-ti te-em-tim am-ta-ali-sit ad-di-na-ak-kum)'. This immediately recalls Ba/u's fight against
Yammu, described in Ugaritic text KTU 1.2 IV 1 Iss, as pointed out by the editor of the Mari Text. There,
Barlu is provided twice by Kotaru with a magical weapon (smd) that eventually enables him to overcome
his enemy. Moreover, another Mari text, A.1858:5-10, informs the same king that: “the weapons of Addu
of Halab arrived here and are kept by me in Dagan’s temple” (giS-tukul-hd §z 9IM Sa ha-la-ab™) jk-su-cu-
nim-mia) i-na é ‘da-gan i-na ter-ga¥ ka-le-ek-Su-nu-ti). It is then plain that the mythical representation
has become a ritual action related to the royal liturgy, in connexion perhaps with the king's enthronement,
taking into account the mention of “anointing” that follows in the first text, A.1968:4°-5" “with the oil of
my victory I have anointed you™ (i §a nam-ri-ri-ti-ia ap-su-iis-ka-ma)?. But we know nothing of this
liturgy. Nevertheless, is clear that the divine panoply was kept in the sanctuary, and the king could also
make use of it in special ceremonies {perhaps in times of trouble?).

Divine weapons are well known in the liturgy of the Ancient Near East® and they have also been
found in Ugarit*. Of special interest in this regard are the repeated references to the “divine weapon”
(gis.tuku! dingir.me$) and more precisely to the “divine axe” (ha-si-in-nu dingir.me%) that closes the
procession in several Emar liturgies’.

An attempt has been made to identify such weapons in the Ugaritic mythS. The quoted text speaks
only of smd(m), usually translated by “club”. This is paralleled by the literary hapax ktpin KTU 1.6 V 1ss
that could mean a kind of “sword” (Fr. harpé). Etymology is in both cases rather doubtful,

But we know of other mythical accounts that speak of Ba‘lu’s weapon par excellence, lightning/-

1. CL J-M. Durand, “Le mythologéme du combat entre le dieu de I'orage et la mer en Mésopotamic™, M. A R.1. 7 (1993)
43.

2, The mention of Ps. 110:2 is perhaps pertinent in this connexion: “your strong mace (sceptre) will the Lord send (extend)-
from Zion o overcome your enemies in battle™; cf. A. Gonzdlez, EV libro de los Salmos. Introduceion, version v comentario, Barce-
lona 1966, 499 (“El centro del poder te lo envia ¢l Sefior desde Sign™); L.C. Allen, Pvalms 101-150 (Word Biblical Commentary),
Waco, TE 1983, pp. 79ss, 86s (“with the royal mace of v 2 he (God) shatters their (king’s enemies) power™), H.-J. Kraus, Psalmen 1
{BKAT XV}, Neukirchen-Vluyn 19663, pp. 752ss (“zu den Insignien des Inthronisierten gehért das Zcepter, das urspriinglich woh
magische Bedeutung hatte™); M. Dahood, Psalins IfI 10}-150 (The Anchor Bible 17A}, Garden City, NY 1970, pp. 112ss (*"He has
forged your victorius mace”™: this new meaning of Hb. §i is unnecessary), — Was there in ancient Juda a handing aver of the divine
weapon/sceptre, kept in the Temple, to the new king on his accession to the throne (pace Gonzilez)? Yahweh's normal weapon,
however, seems to be the ‘sword’ (ef. HAL 336). The theme is overlooked by P. D. Miller, The Divine Warrior in Early Israel,
Cambridge, Mass 1975.

3. Cf E. Salomen, Die Waffen der alten Mesopotamier. Eine lexikalische und kulturgeschichtliche Untersuchung, Helsinki
1965, pp. 63-66 {(‘Gotlerwaffen’). It seems that a specific cult to the “divine spear” (Akk. “sappum) of Tshtar from Tuba also existed
in Mari; ef. A. Catagnoti, “Le royaume de Tubd et ses cultes”, in J. M. Durand, ed., Florilegiim marignum. Recueil d'études en
Phonneur de Miche! Fleury, Paris 1992, pp. 25-27: id., “Du nouveau sur la ‘lance sacré™, NAB U 1992/2, n.' 61.

4. Cf. C.F.A. Schaeffer, Ugaritica 1T, Paris 1956, pp. 2511, Da Ebla a Damasco. Diecimila anni di archeologia in Siria,
Milano 1985, p. 245, ‘ascia ceremoniale”, along with a model of *harpt” (247) and of *ascia fenestrata” and its casting mould from
Ebla {pp. 233fh). )

5. Cf. D. Arnaud, Recherches au pays d'Astata. Emar V1/3, Paris 1986, pp. 26T (e. g, text 369:7, 29, 45, 65-66); D, E.
Fleming, The Installation of Baal's High Priestess at Emar. 4 Window on Ancient Syrian Religion, Atlania, GE 1992, p, 50, n. 7.

6. Cf. P. Bordreuil - D. Pardee, “Le combat de Ba‘lu avee Fammu d’'aprés les textes ougaritiques™, M. A.R.T. 7, 1993,
67s.
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thunderbolt, literarily and iconographically represented as a “spear” (mrhi)’, as it is expressly named in
KTU 1.6 I 51 the weapon with which he faces any main enemy. It may also have been fashioned by
Kétaru too (KTU 1.1 III 25-30)* and was kept by Ba/u in his holy abode as his most precious and myste-
rious possession (KTU 1.3 111 20-31); its shape is that of a “spear”: ‘head” and ‘shaft’, ‘stone’ and ‘tree’
(‘cedar’; cf. KTU 1.4 VII 41}, In the ‘stéle du Baal au foudre’, it appears consequently as a flourishing
spear, symbolizing the two aspects: power and fertility. Ba*/u brandishes it against all his enemies who are
afraid of it (KTU 1.4 VII 38-41). The iconography places it in his hand (stele, ‘smiting god’ statueties and
seals). The symbolic shape of lightning is unmistakably that of a “spear, lance” (mrf).

The second Mari text quoted clearly supposes the fashioning of the divine weapons as cultic objects,
as archaeology also certifies in connexion with ceremonial “axes™, for instance®. Now, a mention of this
divine panoply (“spear”, ®axe” and “club”) appears to be found in the Ugaritic cultic text KTU 1.65:
12-14:

bmrh il In/by the divine spear!
buit il In/by the divine axel
bsmd il In/by the divine club!'?

In this connexion I have commented: “In these cases i/ may be a generic determinative related to the
immediately previous god whose weapons are celebrated in mythology™'!. This god is Ba‘fu, under the
triple invocation:

il hs il add The god of divine (Mount) Hs, Adadi’™!
bl spn Batlu of Sapanul
[b]ed wgrt Baclu of Ugarit!

I the text is understood in this way, it is testimony to the cultic invocation of the divine (Basfu'’s)
panoply and to its apparent presence in the sanctuary. The liturgy gives an objective and complete enume-
ration of the panoply’s elements, gathering together the scattered data that mythology mentions in a
poetic form. We can then draw up this partial lexical ficld, leaving aside its etymological justification,
looking only at the literary texts from Ugarit:
- murh, “spear, lance, javelin™; tree-like symbol of lightning/thunderbolt, according to mythology,
created (by Kotaru?) and kept in Sapdnu; after (and perhaps before) his victory over Yammu,
Batlu's definitive weapon.

— smd, “club, mace”; weapon given by Kotaru to Ba‘lu to overcome Yammis; in the “stéle du Baal au
foudre’, representation of Batlu’s victory over Chaos/Yammit, it appears in his hands along with
the former.

7. Cf. C. Gordon, Ugaritic Texthbook, Roma 19635, n. 1475,

8. CF. G. del Olmao Lete, Mitos v Levendas de Canadn segun la lturgia de Ugarit, Madrid 1981, p. 104,

9. Interesting in this conexion would be the unfortunately damaged text 673 from Emar: BE gis.tukul... BE gif.tukul... BE
gis.tukul.... cf. D. Arnaud, Recherches au pays d'Astata. Emar ¥I/4, Paris 1987, p. 298,

10. CF. G. del Olmo Lete, La religién cananea segtin la lingrgia de Ugarit, Barcelona 1992, pp. 225-231, n. 41 {bibliografia).
For a similar panoply assigned to Anat of, KTU 1.3 111 18 (%, ©bs); b. del Olmeo Lete, Afitos ¥ Leyvendas..., p. 184,

11. Crf. Del Olmo Lete, La religion cananea...; p. 229, n. 25. The mast obvious use of the adjectivat value of il is to be found
in KTU 1.4 1 30f%; ke i, kit il hdm i, ol il dim il, 55 il.

12. We should emend in this way the slightly different version proposed ibid., p. 229, n. 23. The rhythm of the text is based
on enumerations of three members: il/trnmn wsam/il watre 7 bi it/dr b il7mphee bu il /7 b ifn/nsbt il7slm i 77 i BS il add/bl spn /bl
vigrt /7 mrl ilt/nit it/smd i1 2/ don il rp il7knt il The last element (gdyn i) may go with the lost final line as the last utterance of confi-
dence: “In/by the divine (FHu's) good will we trust/let us be saved!”, or the like,
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- nit, “axe™; archaeologically well atested and an alternative weapon to the previous one in the
statuettes of the smiting god'<.

- kip, “sword, ‘harpé™; a literary word of seemingly foreign origin'?, not used apparently in large-

scale confrontations by the the smiting gods/chieftains as a main weapon, according to myth!s,

although present also in carvings!’,

hrb, “sword, knife, sickle™”; a general cutting instrument of many uses, culinary and agricultural

as well as warlike, used by gods and men. May be considered, like the previous one, a ‘common’

weapon, and is therefore not included in the divine panoply.

gst, “bow™; empirical and divine-magic weapon, but never assigned to Ba®lu; frequent in glyptic

(hunting scenes).

Of course, the field of war implements, including war chariots, is wider at Ugarit'®,

13. Cf. Akkadian of Ugarit: ni-iz (RS 20.235:13), ni-i-fu gédé™és (RS 19.23:1, 5; 19.135:2); J. Nougayrol, Ugaritica V, Paris
1968, p. 178, n. 8; id., Le palais royal d’Ugarit VI, Paris 1970, pp. | LOfT,, 1aken by AZw 798 (“eine Walffe?"); and Ci4D N/IT 300 (“a
bronrze tool”). It may be ctymologically related either to Akk. naty, “handle™ or more likely to Eg. ait. “wrong-doing™ ni, “throw
down (an enemy)”; cf. R, Q. Falkner, 4 Concise Dictionary of Middle Egyptian, Oxford 1981, p. 125; cf. W. G. E, Waison, SEI 6
{1989} 49-30. On the other hand, I cannot follow cither J. Sanmartin, 41Or 5 (1987) 150, who distinguishes two nit: “azada” and
“tiara”, on the basis of Eg. nwt and nt respectively, or the Arabic etymology put forward by J. Greenfield, JCS 21 (1967) 93, which is
vague and in my opinion farfeiched. For other proposals see Healey, UF 15 (1983) 49; Dietrich-Loretz. 8O 33 (1966) 1331 (plough-
share™); Gray, SFT 15 (1966) 183, n. § {“transcendence™); K, Aartun, W0 4 (1967-1968) 292°(“Granscheit”). On the other hand, the
Ugaritic hapax nat (KTU 1,127:4, 10) could be understood as a pl. of nit {"the sacrifice of the spears™ [7]), on the pattern rif/
rasfm/t), mit/mat. For the reconstruction of an hypthetical grdm, “axe™, see N, Wyatt, UF 22 (1990) 459-65.

14, Cf O. Neghi, Canaanite Gods in Metal, Tel Aviv 1976 {fig. 179, 1317, among, others), and more in general for Adad/
Batlu's armory in the Ancient Near East, A. Vane, L'iconographie du dieu de | ‘orage dans le Proche-Orient ancien Jusgu'an VIF sipcle
avant J.-C. Paris 1963, )

15. Either Egypiian or Akkadian: the Arabic isogloss is probably culturaly and semantically secondary. For a discussion of its
etymology see P. Bordreuil-D. Pardee, M. 4.R.T. 7, 1993, 70.

16. This appears clear from KTU 1.6 V UF., where Batiu employs a ktp to deal swiftly with the great () gods, a smd to
account for thase as strong as Yammu, in keeping with the mythological account; the other small ones {sgrm) he just kicks away,
without the use of any weapon; of. G. del Olmo Lete, Mitos y Levendas de Canan, p. [41, 231, We do not accept in this connexion
the reading shr i that yields no sense in the context {(msh); cf. P. D. Miller, The Divine Warrior, pp. 37 M. Yon, “Shr i, la
chaleur de Mot™, UF 21 (1989) 464; P, Bordreuil - D, Pardee, M AR, 7, 1993, 65. The combat with Mdtu is described in the
following column, when this god “falls down” under Batl's pressure (KTU 1.6 VI 21),

17. Cf O. Negbi, Canaanite Gods in Metal, figs. 1311, 1317 (fastened to the belt); it appears frequently in glyptic.

18, For the manufacture of weapons in Ugarit of. C.F.A, SchacfTer, Ugaritica ITI, Paris 1956, pp. I51ff.; M-I, Chavane,
RSOu 1T (1987), pp. 357-367, 0. Loretz, Ugarit und die Bibel, Darmstadt 1990, pp. 227-28. Other instruments, like It and mt, are
not exactly weapons.

The Reading of Uru-KA-gi-na Again

W. G. Lambert ~ University of Birmingham
In honour of Miguel Civil
Mas vale tarde que nunca

In AuOr 9 (1991) 77-79 D.0. Edzard argued for Irikagina as the correct reading of the Sumerian
name for which the present writer in Or 39 (1970) 419 had proposed Urn’inimgina. There are four quite
separate issues: (i) the history of the discussion, (ii) uru or iri/eri/ere (we shall use iri henceforth without
allusion to eri/ere), (iii) questions of name-type, and (iv) inim or ka. They will be dealt with in turn.
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- nit, “axe”™; archaeologically well atested and an alternative weapon to the previous one in the
statuettes of the smiting god!*.

- kip, “sword, ‘harpé’™; a literary word of seemingly foreign origin'®, not used apparently in large-
scale confrontations by the the smiting gods/chieftains as a main weapon, according to myth!6,
although present also in carvings'?,

— [irb, “sword, knife, sickle®”; a general culting instrument of many uses, culinary and agricultural
as well as warlike, used by gods and men. May be considered, like the previous one, a ‘common’
weapon, and is therefore not included in the divine panoply.

~ g§t, “bow”; empirical and divine-magic weapon, but never assigned to Barlu; frequent in glyptic
(hunting scenes).

Of course, the field of war implements, including war chariots, is wider at Ugarit'®,

3. Cf. Akkadian of Ugarit: ai-ir (RS 20.235:13), ni-i-te garé™ss (RS 19.23:1, 5; 19.135:2); 1. Nougayrol, Ugaritica ¥, Paris
1968, p. 178, n. 8; id., Le palais royal d'Ugarit VI, Paris 1970, pp. | LOIT., taken by AHw 798 (“eine Waffe?”); and C4D N/IT 300 (%a
bronze tool”). It may be etymologically related either 1o Akk. ndti, “handle” or more likely to Eg. nit. “wrong-doing™; ni, “throw
down (an enemy)”; cf. R, O, Falkner, 4 Concise Dictionary of Middle Egyptian, Oxford 1981, p. 125; cf. W. G. E. Watson, SEL 6
{1989) 49-50. On the other hand, T cannot follow cither J. Sanmartin, AuOr 5 (1987) 150, who distinguishes two nir: “azada™ and
“tiara”, on the basis of Eg. nws and n¢ respectively, or the Arabic etymology put forward by J. Greenfield, JCS 21 (1967) 93, which is
vague and in my opinion farfetched. For other proposals see Healey, UF 15 (1983) 49; Dietrich-Loretz. 80 33 (1966) 1331 (plough-
share™); Gray, SFT 15 (1966) 183, n. § (“transcendence™); K. Aartun, W0 4 (1967-1 968) 292'(“Granscheit™). On the other hand, the
Ugaritic hapax nat (KTU 1.127:4, 10) could be understood as a pl. of nit (“the sacrifice of the spears™ [1]), on the pattern ris§/
rai{m/t), mit/mat. For the reconstruction of an hypthetical grdm, “axe™, see N. Wyatt, UF 22 (1990) 459.65.

14, CIf, O. Neghi, Canaanite Gods in Metal, Tel Aviv 1976 {fig. 179, 1317, among others); and more in general for Adad/
Ba‘lu’s armory in the Ancient Near East, A. Vane, L'iconagraphie du diew de | ‘orage dans le Proche-Orient ancien jusgu'an VIR sidcle
avant J.-C. Paris 15963, ]

I5. Either Egyptian or Akkadian: the Arabic isogloss is probably culturally and semaniically secondary. For a discussion of its
etymology see P, Bordreuil-D. Pardee, M 4.R.J. 7, 1993, 70.

16. This appears clear from KTU 1.6 V HY.,, where Batlu employs a ktp to deal swiftly with the great () gods, 2 smd to
account for those as strong as Yamumu, in keeping with the mythological account; the other small ones (sgrm) he just kicks away,
without the use of any weapon; cf. G. del Olmo Lete, Mitos y Leyendas de Canadn, p. 141, 231. We do not accept in this connexion
the reading sfir m¢ that yields no sense in the cantext (msh); cf. P. D. Miller, The Divine Warrior, pp. 37; M. Yon, “Shr mt, la
chaleur de Mot™, UF 21 (1989) 464; P. Bordreuil — ID, Pardee, M AR, 7, 1993, 65. The combat with MGt is described in the
following column, when this god “falls down” under Batli’s pressure (KTU 1.6 VI 21).

17. Cf. O. Negbi, Canaanite Gods in Meral, figs. 1311, 1317 (fastened to the beit}; it appears frequently in glyptic.

18. For the manufacture of weapons in Ugarit cf. C.F.A. Schaeffer, Ugaritica III, Paris 1956, pp, 251ff.; M.-J, Chavane,
REOu JIT (1987), pp. 357-367; Q. Loretz, Ugarit und die Bibel, Darmstadt 1990, pp. 227-28. Other instruments, like At and i, are
not exactly weapons.

The Reading of Uru-KA-gi-na Again

W. G. Lambert ~ University of Birmingham
In honour of Miguel Civil
Mids vale tarde que nunca

In AuOr 9 (1991) 77-79 D.O. Edzard argued for Irikagina as the correct reading of the Sumerian
name for which the present writer in Or 39 (1970) 419 had proposed Urw’inimgina. There are four quite
separate issues: (i) the history of the discussion, (ii) uru or iri/eri/ere (we shall use iri henceforth without
allusion to eri/ere), (iii) questions of name-type, and (iv} inim or ka, They will be dealt with in tumn.
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(i)
Edzard’s statement “las man bis 1970 Uru-ka-gi-na”, and that afterwards some following me read
Urw’inimgina or Uru-KA-gi-na, is incorrect. A. Falkenstein in his Die neusumerischen Gerichtsurkunden.
Munich, 1956-57, wrote “Urukagina” in German contexts, but uru-KA-gi-na in transliteration, see Dritter
Teil p. 80, Edzard himself in Sumerische Rechtsurkunden des IIl. Jahrtausends. Munich, 1968, no. 32a
B-+C ii 4 similarly wrote [urJu-KA-gi-na. Thus I can claim no merit for having first raised doubts about the
correct reading of KA in this name.

(i)

Edzard argues that “in older Sumerian” “city” was irl not uru, so for the ruler of Laga$ Ini- is correct.
In support of this proposition he notes that Proto-Ea gives i-ri alone as the gloss for URU, Syllabary A 71
gives e-ri, while Syllabary B gives u-ru. Then the Ebla and Old Akkadian phonetic value of URU, #/, is
obviously derived from iri, not uru. Hence he concludes, for an ED ruler of Laga$ only Iri- is acceptable.

There is an unstated and questionable assumption in this reasoning, that there was only one pronun-
ciation of Sumerian words at any given time. He assumes that the sign URU was everywhere pronounced
iri from ED to OB times, and in post-OB times it became uru. The present writer assumes that there were
dialectal differences between different Sumerian-speaking cities, though evidence is unlikely to be found
often because logograms were used for most nominal and verbal roots and so the actual pronunciation is
concealed. For “city” it is well known that the Emesal dialect writes URU x UD from OB times, and lists
gloss this uru. Edzard declines to investigate the use of this uru in non-Emesal contexts. It is well known
and generally accepted that the scribal tradition of main dialect and Emesal is not the whole truth. In any
case the fact is that the oldest gloss for URU is Old Babylonian and from Nippur, so its validity for ED
Laga§ is open to question. Thus Edzard’s case rests in fact on the syllabic value ri of the third-millennium
Semitic world.

1.J. Gelb in MAD 11? (1961) p. 53 cited from Uru'inimgina’s own inscription “za-za-URU (A.
Steible, FAS V/1 Ukg 1 ii 11) as Yza-za-ru,. Edzard dismisses this by arguing that dzg-za-ri is equally
possible, but this is wrong. Gelb himself refers to this god as Zazaru, and the evidence consists of: 9za-za-
ri in Ur-Ningirsu 1.6 i 7 (H. Steible, FAS IX/1 p. 128), Gudea (Cylinder B xi 4), and “The Rulers of
Laga§” (E. Sollberger, JCS 21 (1967) 282 184). The same god is written “za-az-rit/rum in an OB fragment
of a Sumerian litany from Kish (De Genouillac, PRAK II C 56 5). Though Ur-Ningirsu is Jater than Uru'i-
nimgina, most scholars will consider this evidence from Laga§ itself as stronger evidence than the value ri
from the contemporary Semitic world. So for the Laga$ ruler Uru- is more likely than Iri-.

(iii)

In 1970 the present writer did not argue that Urw’inimgina and Lugalinimgina belonged to the same
name-type since the matter seemed beyond question. Edzard now argues that though “Lord of the reliable
word” is a complete, meaningful name, “City of the reliable word” is not, This denial derives from a
modern European understanding, not on study of ancient thought. The present writer's opinion, from
hefore 1970 in fact, is that in such Sumerian (and Babylonian) names “city” is a kind of hypostasis for the
patron deity of the city:

“Hymns to temples and cities were a genre of Sumerian and Babylonian literature, and there is
clear proof that the divinity of the deity was seen to have spread to temple, city and accoutre-
ments” (W.G. Lambert, RHR 207 [1990] 128).

For personal names Akkadian offers more evidence than Sumerian, and the meanings in Akkadian are
more sure. So B. Landsberger in J.J. Stamm’s Die akkadische Namengebung (MVAG 44 [1939]) 86 tried to
take some Akkadian personal names containing a city name or @/i in a modern sense, but he had to admit
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that there was no difference in meaning between Pan-Kés-liimur “Let me see the face of Ke§” and Pan-
Mardul-litrmur “Let me see the face of Marduk™. The former certainly alludes to the Mother Goddess,
patron of the city of K&3, not simply to the fabric of the city. On pp. 84-85 many examples are given, from
which we shall quote one type alone: Mannu-ki(ma)-Arba’il/Harran/Ninua/Uruk, “Who is like Arba’il/
Harran/Nineveh/Uruk?” The use of the personal “Who?” proves that the cities named were not expressions
in this context of the buildings and streets, but of the patron god, and this type of name with a divine name
is common in both Akkadian and Sumerian, e.g. Mannu-ki-IStar, or a-ba-%en-lil-gim. In this light the Ur II
names lugal-ma-dug “the lord has done good things for me” and uru-mu-ma-dig “my city has done good
things for me” (examples in H. Limet, L dnthroponymie sumérienne) are identical in reference. The lord in
the first is a divine lord, the city in the second alludes to the patron deity of the city. Similarly the ED
personal name from Laga§ (examples in V. V. Struve, op. cit.) uru-mu-a-na-ak “What have I done to my
city?” parallels the stock phrase in Sumertan prayers, e.g. gi-e dingir-mu a-na i-na-ak “What have I done to
my god?” (JNES 33 (1974) 291 1). Thus Uru-KA-gi-na and Lugal-KA-gi-na are identical in reference, and
s0, contrary to Edzard’s arguments, a gloss on the one is relevant to the other,

(iv)

Edzard’s choice of ka in preference to inim is based on the Akkadian personal name pi-su-GI (pilsu-
kin). This is hardly compelling, especially when the Sumerian zi{d) “reliable” is synonymous in this combi-
nation with gin, and there is a common Sumerian personal name from ED to Ur HI: inim-ma-ni-zi “His
word is reliable”, later used for a minor god. Thus Falkenstein’s wisdom in writing uru-KA-gi-na is fully
vindicated. The arguments erected by Edzard for reading Iri-ka-gi-na cannot be sustained, and the glosses
on Lugal-KA-gi-na are still valid evidence for the other name. The case for Uru’inimgina stands.

Los antroponimos iberos en (—}beles(-)*

A. Lilfo — Universidad de Murcia

El componente (-)beles(-) se encuentra en antropénimos fberos: a) en las inscripciones, bajo la
forma indicada, tanio como primer elemento del nombre como segundo, ademds de —beles y —bels; b) en
textos latinos, transmitido como -bilis (Indibilis), -beles (Laurbeles, Umarbeles, etc.), —bels (Bennabels),
-peles (Estopeles), -meles (Ordumeles), -melis (Turtumelis), ~mels (ddimels); ¢) en las fuentes griegas,
como —Baing ("'AveoBding), ~fEng CTvBiférng), —Bihug (IveiBiaig) y -Borig (TvaiBors)'. Una lista exhaus-
tiva de éstos se puede encontrar en los excelentes Monumenta Linguarum Hispanicarum I1I, 12 editados y
comentados por Untermann, por lo que no procede enumerar aqui tales formas.

Este componente nominal ha sido puesto en relacién con el aquitano belex v explicado también en
relacion con el vasco beltz, “negro™; también se lo ha relacionado con el vasco befatz, “gavilan”, forma del

* El presenie trabajo se enmarca dentro de un proyecto financiado por la DGCYT.

1. Para mds detalles sobre la aparicion de las variantes griegas cf. M2 L, Albertos, La onomdstica personal primitiva de
Hispania Tarracenense y Bética, Salamanca 1966, s. v. Indebifis, p. 124-5.

2. Citado como MLH, Wiesbaden 1990, p. 216-7, 7.31-7.33. Cf. también M.? L. Albertos, op. ¢it., p. 262-3.
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that there was no difference in meaning between Pan-Kés-imuyr “Let me see the face of K&§” and Pan-
Marduk-lipmur “Let me see the face of Marduk”. The former certainly alludes to the Mother Goddess,
patron of the city of K&§, not simply to the fabric of the city. On pp. 84-85 many examples are given, from
which we shall quote one type alone: Mannu-kifma)-Arba'il/Harran/Ninua/Uruk, “Who is like Arba’il/
Harran/Nineveh/Uruk?” The use of the personal “Who?” proves that the cities named were nol expressions
in this context of the buildings and streets, but of the patron god, and this type of name with a divine name
is common in both Akkadian and Sumerian, e.g. Mannu-ki-Istar, or a-ba-Yen-lil-gim. In this light the Ur III
names lugal-ma-dig “the lord has done good things for me™ and uru-mu-ma-dag “my city has done good
things for me” (examples in H. Limet, L'Anthroponymie sumeérienne) are identical in reference. The lord in
the first is a divine lord, the city in the second alludes to the patron deity of the city. Similarly the ED
personal name from Laga3 (examples in V. V. Struve, op. cit.) uru-mu-a-na-ak “What have I done to my
city?” paraliels the stock phrase in Sumerian prayers, e.g. gd-e dingir-mu a-na i-na-ak “What have I done to
my god?” (JNES 33 (1974) 291 1). Thus Uru-KA-gi-na and Lugal-KA-gi-na are identical in reference, and
50, contrary to Edzard’s arguments, a gloss on the one is relevant to the other.

(iv)

Edzard’s choice of ka in preference to inim is based on the Akkadian personal name pi-su-Gl (piisi-
kin). This is hardly compelling, especially when the Sumerian zi(d) “reliable” is synonymous in this combi-
nation with gin, and there is a common Sumerian personal name from ED to Ur III: inim-ma-ni-zi “His
word is reliable”, later used for a minor god. Thus Falkenstein’s wisdom in writing uru-KA-gi-na is fully
vindicated. The arguments erected by Edzard for reading Iri-ka-gi-na cannot be sustained, and the glosses
on Lugal-KA-gi-na are still valid evidence for the other name. The case for Uru’inimgina stands.

Los antropdnimos iberos en (-)beles(—)*

A. Lifio - Universidad de Murcia

El componente (-)beles(-) se encuentra en antroponimos iberos: a) en las inscripciones, bajo la
forma indicada, tanto como primer elemento del nombre como segundo, ademds de —beles y -bels; b) en
textos latinos, transmitido como -bilis (Indibilis), ~beles (Laurbeles, Umarbeles, etc.), —bels (Bennabels),
~peles (Estopeles), —meles (Ordumeles), —melis (Turtumelis), —mels (Adimels); ¢) en las fuentes griegas,
como —BdAng ("AvioBding), ~BEAng (IvEiPérng), —Riig ('IvBifuhic) y -Porig ('TvdiBolig)t. Una lista exhaus-
tiva de éstos se puede encontrar en los excelentes Monumenta Linguarum Hispanicarum 111, 1? editados y
comentados por Untermann, por lo que no procede enumerar aqui tales formas.

Este componente nominal ha sido puesto en relacidn con el aquitano belex y explicado también en
relacién con el vasco beftz, “negro”; también se lo ha relacionado con el vasco belatz, “gavilan”, forma del

* El presente trabajo se enmarca dentro de un proyecto financiado por la DGCY'T.

1. Para mds detalles sobre la aparicidn de las variantes griegas cf, M. L. Albertos, La onomdstica personal primitiva de
Hispania Tarraconense y Bética, Salamanca 1966, s. v. Indebilis, p. 124-5.

2. Citado como MLH, Wiesbaden 1990, p. 216-7, 7.31-7.33. Cf. también M.? L. Albertos, op. cit., p. 262-3.

Aula Orientalis 10 (1992) 258-250

258




NOTAS

mismo radical’, Muy recientemente, en un excelente estudio sobre la relacion entre la onomastica aqui-
tana y su relacion con la ibérica®, tras un exhaustivo estudio comparatistico de los usos, entre otros
segmentos, del {bero beles / -bels y del aquitano Belex / bels se vuelve otra vez a destacar que la relacion de
estos formanies nominales con el vasco “belfz ‘negro’ constituye una de las mejores correspondencias no
solo ibero-aquitanas, sino también vasco-ibéricas™. Pero seguidamente se sefiala que “el unico punto de
discrepancia reside en que en los compuestos aquitanos ocupa siempre la segunda posicién, como corres-
ponde en vasco a un adjetivo, mientras que en los compuestos ibéricos se documenia también, aunque
menos frecuentemente, en primera posicion”™, para acabar con la constatacion de que si “befes / -bels signi-
ficara ‘negro’, comprobacion esencial que queda fuera de nuestras posibilidades por ahora”, habria que
admitir una estrecha y antigua relacidon entre ambas lenguas, aunque no excluye la posibilidad de que
“tanto el ibérico como ¢l vasco antiguo lo tomaran prestado de una tercera lengua desconocida™.

Pese a que es comiinmente admitida la interpretacion de tal componente de antropénimos a partir
de la forma del vasco®, la explicacion que se nos da de la etimologia del nombre del régulo Indibilis,
version latina de la forma adaptada al griego come "Avdofiding por Polibio, en nuestra opinidn es
bastante discutible: “Se trata probablemente de una forma hibrida, indoeuropea-ibera, cf. ide. *ndhi-
prefijo con valor superlativo, y vasco beliz ‘negro’, lo que da un significado de ‘muy negro™. Pero esta
explicacion del nombre propio en su conjunto, ademas de la del componente (-)beles{-), no nos parece
aceptable por los siguientes motivos:

a) El recurso a una forma como hibrida en una lengua tan mal conocida como la fbera tiene toda la
apariencia de ser una explicacidn ad hoc, sin mayor fundamento que ¢l del mero parecido casual.

b) No consideramos aceptable per se su vinculacion necesaria y directa con el vasco beltz, belaiz, ya
que la puesta en relacidn de una forma con otra de una lengua diferente, dos mil afies posterior, con ¢l
tnico fundamento de su apariencia similar, nos parece un procedimiento poco probatorio; la inica apoya-
tura de este aserto estd en la semejanza del componente nominal del ibero con la forma del vasco, pero la
validez de este procedimiento estaria en funcidn de Ia utilidad del vasco para explicar y entender los
hechos, o una gran parte de los hechos de lengua del ibero, lo que no ocurre. Queda claro que, en todo
caso, la distribucion dentro de las formas presenta alguna diferencia con el aquitano, ya que en ibero
puede aparecer como primer elemento de un compuesto y como segundo, mientras que en el aquitano
solo aparece como segundo,

¢) Un componente nominal que signifique “negro™ no parece muy adecuado para convertirse en un
elemento de uso relativamente frecuente en la composicidn de antropénimos. Aunque se pueden encon-
trar formas de “negro” en usos antropdnimos en diferentes lenguas’, no es un procedimiento frecuente, ni
tan frecuente proporcionalmente como nos lo sugieren los testimonios del ibero. Ademds, en estadios
antiguos de cultura es habitual encontrar nombres propios parlantes, maxime en el caso de reyes o jefes
locales, nombres en los que se ensalza el valor o el poder de los mismos®. No parece, por tanto, verosimil
que el rey de una tribu lleve por nombre “Muy negro”, o que, por ejemplo, ikofbeles, otra forma conside-
rada nombre propio, tenga que interpretarse, en consecuencia, como el “ikof negro”.

Como sefiala Albertos®, “la mayor parle de los nombres personales que consideramos ibéricos
constan de dos elementos y a veces podemos aislar alguno mds. Esto guarda cierta relacion con la onomds-
tica indoeurcpea. Recuérdese que en los pueblos de lenguas indoeuropeas, la capa social directora posee

3. Cf M2 L, Albertos, op. ¢it., p. 271; 1. Siles, Léxico de inscripciones ibéricas, Madrid 1985, s.v. be.les, p. 116-7.

4. 1. Gorrochategui, “La onomistica aquitana y su relacidn con la ibérica”, en J. Untermann v F. Villar (eds.), Lengua y
Cultura en la Hispania Prerromana. Actas del V Coloquio sobre Lenguas y Cultiras Prerromanas de la Peninsula Ibérica (Colonia,
25-28 de Noviembre de 1989), Salamanca 1993, p. 627.

5. Cf. M.2 L. Alberios, op. cit., p. 271: “Completamente admitida estd la identidad del ibero beles, befs y del aquitano belex
con el vasco beftz, ‘negro’.

6. Cf. M2 L. Albertos, op. cit., p. 124-5.

7. 8in ir mas lejos, Sc/nvarz en alemdn o Negre en calaldn.

8. Para esta cuestién, por lo que atafie a la aniroponimia griega, y, concretamente, la homérica, se puede mencionar la obra
de H. von Kamptz, Homerische Personennamen. Sprachwissenschaftliche und historische Klassifikation, Géttingen 1982,

9, M.2L, Alberwos, op. ¢it., p. 260,
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con frecuencia antrop6nimos compuestos, formados de dos elementos radicales diferentes”. Esto se ve,
por ejemplo, en los nombres celtas en —rix. Pero éste es un hecho que también se da en las lenguas semi-
ticas. Sin ir mds lejos, el nombre del general cartaginés Hasdrubal, Sya™my , es un nombre parlante, como
se desprende de su analisis, compuesto de un primer elémento Y, que significa “socodrro”, “ayuda”, y
de Sya, “seiior”, “duefio™. Y lo mismo se puede decir de Hannibal, Syasn , compuesto de 1 |
“grac1a” y del mismo segundo elemento de la forma anterior!!. Se trata, pues, en ambos casos de antropo-
nimos construidos con la forma que significa “sefior”, y que aparece en acadio como bélu(m), hebreo ba'al
y arameo ba'l3'?

Como hemos sefialado anteriormente, la relacion de (-jbeles(—) con el vasco beltz, belatz se establece
inicamente en funcién del mero parecido formal. Pero, si el tinico criterio que procede aqui es el de ese
parecido formal, pensamos que resulta mucho mds interesante poner en relacién este morfema del ibero
con el formante anteriormente indicado de las lenguas semiticas, Sya , “sefior”, “dueiio”, ya que en
lenguas semiticas podemos encontrar la forma Sya , “sefior”, tanto en primero como en segundo
elemento de compuesto, lo que se ajusta perfectamente a la evidencia del ibero, Ademds de los antrops-
nimos mencionados, aparecen formas como BakoAny, en CIL VIII 16'%; Baliahon, en CIL VIII 18677,
Baliaton, en CIL VIII 16011'%; Balsamo, en CIL12407; 'Ba- '-al-ma-tu-ku'*, *Ba- ’ -al-sa-me-me'® o Ba- -
li-sa-pu-na'® en asirio.

Todo ello permite pensar que la base nominal (-)beles(-), adaptacidén ibera de la forma Syq , “sefior”,
tomada del semitico a través del fenicio, pudo haber sido incorporada por lo iberos a su sistema de
lengua, lo que es, en nuestra opinion, verosimil, precisamente porque es larga la presencia y profunda la
influencia fenicias en toda esta amplia zona, como lo atestiguan los restos arqueoldgicos'®. Nuestra
propuesta tiene también la ventaja sobre la explicacidén previa, de corte vasco-iberista, de que:

a) Ademads de la semejanza formal y de funcionamiento de este componente nominal del {bero con
¢l del semitico, en ambos casos se trata de formas proximas en el espacio y en el tiempo.

b) El vocalismo e de (-)beles(-), coincidente con la forma del acadio, y representa la apofonia a/e
inducida por el fonema faringal, tipicamente semitico, que también cae en punico (< bal).

c) El doblete (-)beles(-)/-bels sugiere que la segunda e pudiera ser una especie de vocal de relleno y,
por tanto, sin relevancia morfolégica especial.

d) La terminacion —§(-) puede considerarse un morfema gramatical del ibero, que se habna afiadidoala
forma de préstamo, como lo sugiere su aparicidn en otras formas en final de palabra, o, en ocasiones, de
“segmento”’.

e) El significado que se le podria atribuir a (-)beles(-) segin esta propuesta estaria mas en conso-
nancia con lo que es un sistema de nombres propios y se adecuaria en mayor medida a lo que es €l nombre
de un rey o un régulo, en paralelo a lo que encontramos en otras lenguas que nos son mas conocidas. Pién-
sese, sin ir mas lejos, que las fuentes latinas nos obsequian con un antroponimo ibero Adenibeli?®, que
sugiere ¢l nombre del famoso general cartaginés. Cabe, por tanto, la posibilidad de explicar antropénimos
{beros en (-)beles(-) a partir del semitico. En el caso de Indibilis, gr. *AvBoBdAng no resultaria especial-
mente forzado poner en relacion el primer elemento fndi-, gr. "Av8o- con hebreo y arameo stn, ugaritico
jin, acadio naddnu, “don”, “regalo™!

10. Cf. Z. 8. Harris, 4 Grammar of the Phoenician Language, New Haven 1936, p. 88 y 132, s.v,; J. Friedrich, Phénizisch-
punische Grantmatik, Roma 1951, p. 86.

11. CF. Harris, op. ¢it., p. 103, s.v.; Friedrich, op. cit., p. 87.

12. W. v. Soden, Akkadisches Handwirterbuch I, Wiesbaden 1985, p. 118, s.v.

13. CI. J. Friedrich, op. cit, p. 63.

14. Cf J. Friedrich, op. ¢ft, p. 30 para las dos tltimas formas,

15. Cf. I. Friedrich, op. cit, p. 57 para las dos ltimas formas,

16. Cf. J. Friedrich, op. cit, p. 32.

[7. Cf. 1. Friedrich, op. cit, p. 27,

18. Cf. en este mismo sentido, J. Sanmartin, 4ufr 6 (1988) 92ss.

19. Cf. J. Untermann, op. cit., p. 34, correspondiente al indice inverso de formas iberas del noreste.

20. Cf. J. Untermann, MLH IIT 1, p. 216,

21. Cf. W. v. Soden, dkkadisches Handworterbuch II, Wiesbaden 1072, p. 701, 5.v.
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