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THE ANCIENT MIND ON THE NATURE OF UNIVERSE
THROUGH SOME LINGUISTIC OBSERVATIONS:

A.L. Katonis™

Abstract

The paper deals with topics in Greek and Indian grammatical traditions which, in both

cases, have to do not only with grammar in the inodern sense but also with cosmological
issues.
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“How much does one really understand by merely following one'’s own reasoning only?”
(The Vakyapadiya of Bhartrhari, Kanda I1 484)

The idea for this paper goes back to a time when I was working on my dissertation dealing
with historical phonology (published as Katonis 2010a). In ancient texts ‘letters’ are now called
ypGppata (grammata), say ‘letters proper’, now ctoyeia (stoikheia), i.c., ‘clements’. With
regard to the elements, 1 quite often met the remark that things both take their origin and end
up in them. This wasot clear: simple things as Jetfers and philosophical implications, indeed,
cosmological considerations came together: what was this? In parallel, in the classical age, dpyn
(arkhé, literally ‘the beginning’, later ‘first principle’, ‘element’} became synonymous with
otolyeiov (stoikheion), as the Aristotle follower Xenophon teaches us.

This is a strange synonymy: apyn with ctoixeiov, and oroyyglov with ypéupara. But then,
it is logical that ypappoata became related to the first principles: it is in this sense that 1st c.
B.C. grammarian Dionysius Halicarnasseus teaches us that “human voicel’ (pwvi, phoné) has

its first beginnings (apxai, arkhai) in what we-call stoikheia (elements) and grammata (letters).

*  Jawaharlal Nehru University, Chair of Greek Studies.
1. Thisis a revised and essentially expanded version of a paper read at the International Conference on
Greek Studies: An Asian Perspective, 25th-28th February 2014, JNU, New Delhi.
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Grammata, inasmuch as they are shown with ypappai (i.e., ‘strokes’, ‘lines’), and stoikheia
inasmuch as each voice takes its birth and dissolution in these. It follows that a gtoysiov is also
a simple sound of speech (see LS] 1647 s.v. orovyeiov. Latin elementum (which gives the English
word ‘element’), again, although the etymology is not perfectly convincing, is explained from
the concept of ‘letters’. If not from the sequence /, m, n, f, coming perhaps from a boustrophedon
writing of the alphabet, then perhaps from *elepantum, meaning ‘ivory letter’. Or is the word
borrowed from Etruscan which was once, a cultured language for Latin, indeed for whole Italy?
In any case, in a few minutes, from simple letters we arrived at a cosmological dimension. What
is happening?? One has the impression that the classical world was imbued from and operating
with inherited very ancicn! and unquestioned cultural patterns which they did not understand
themselves always properly.

Aristotle’s astonishing treatise, the Metaphysics, cannot be evaluated here in detail. Enough
to say that Aristotle, too, discusses stoikheia several times, and as is to be expected, he begins
with a survey of the early thinkers like Empedocles, Anaxagoras and others. Empedocles’ idea,
in Aristotle’s interpretation, is remarkable: the Universe (10 ndv, fo Pan) is divided into elements

2. Cf. LEW 1. 397-398 where also Horace is quoted writing on elementa prima (Hor. Sat. 1, 1, 26).
Horace remarks (quoted according H. Rushton Fairclough’s edition, Loeb 1966): “even as teachers
sometimes give cookies to children to coax them into learning their ABC?” (p- 7), which, in original
runs as (lines 25-26): “ut pueris olim dant crustula blandi | doctores, elenenta velint ut discere prima:
| [...T’ (p- 6). Rolfe remarks in his commentary to elementa prima: “their letters” (1976: 166). The
classic commentary by Kiessling - Heinze (1967: 7-8) remarks that elementa stands for ‘letters’ as
the probable primary meaning, like in Epodes 1 20, 17 (“ pueros elementa docentemn”, but as soon
as Horace adds “prima”, he must have had on mind the figurative usage, 1.e., “principia”. 1 wonder
if this unexplained Latin word has anything to do with Hebrew emet meaning ‘truth’. The Hebrew
word is artificial. 1t does not represent three consonants, of the alphabet (first-middle-last) only but
also consists of the concluding letters of three words in the Genesis referring to God’s work, The
famous passage (Genesis 2:3) runs, according to the King James Bible (KJB), as follows: “And God
blessed the seventh day, and sanctified it: because that in it he had rested from all his work which God
created and made™. The three Hebrew words in question’are “bara (the word concludes in Aleph, the
first letter of the alphabet) Elohim (m™the 14th lefter) and la’asot (t: the 28th letter), which can be
rendered as ‘God created to do’. To be noted also that bara is the second word the Genesis begins with,
in connection with God: bereshit bara Elohim ... ‘In the beginning created God ...". The underlying
concept might be that truth encompasses all (see Appendix). Truth - Elementa prima - Stoikheia-
Grammata (Sounds-Letters): the issue calls for further studying.
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through conflict (veikog, neikos), say disruptive, centrifugal forces; when, however, through
friendship (¢hia, philia), say centripetal forces, everything goes together into One, then it
is again necessary to distinguish (©axpivecOay, diakrinesthai) the parts of everything. Now,
Swkpive (diakrind), the active verb form, both means ‘to distinguish’, ‘to separate’, and ‘to
divide’ (Metaph. 985a 20-29). Whatever the philosophical implications before and after Aristotle
were, with regard to the present discussion, we face the cosmological magnitude just mentioned,
and also a not less important dimension, that of the dialectics, so much discussed in the last
two cenfuries, whereas this intellectual investigation had its roots in Plato’s method, founded
on Socrates, consisting in exchanging ideas and opinions. Although Advaita is considered an
Indian spiritual achievement (the unity of a Supreme spirit and human spirit as One, developed
by Sankaracharya, see Garrett 1996: 11), Greek thinking is on numerous points similar and I
am inclined to assume that there might underlie a common layer. Most certainly, the concept of
the One of which Aristotle was the main proponent in Greece, is not something that Aristotle
formulated for the first time. It is perhaps only modern dialectics that has its roots in Greek
thinking, How much falls to the share of each, Indian, Greek and Indo-European, I would leave
this question open in the present discussion.

Linguists, still today, are puzzled by language origins. Not infrequently, they declare that
the origin of language is not a linguistic issue but a philosophical one. In this regard, although
there is progress, modern explanations are often just a little less insufficient than were the ancient
ones. Indeed, it 1s also a question, how insufficient, and in which sense, ancient explanations
are. Explanatory attempts have always-been numerous, and in some cases, suggestions in such
far-off areas as Greece and India show similarities to which a common layer must underly.
Strikingly, the ancient opinions which imply both philosophical and mythological (cosmological)
considerations find modem parallels in interpreting exactly the same dimensions where cosmic
and linguistic expansion show a similar shape; and structural conformity might be more than
a chance correspondence in form.? It is the, at first sight, remote lines this paper tries to work
along: ancient traditions on language, heavily bound to mythology and primordial learning, with
modermn lingnistic analysis added. As a final solution is not aimed at, it will be a satisfaction if the
present paper can contribute something positive to an old issue still open.

I suggest, first, to discuss language, as supposed by the ancients to have been given by a god
or by a god-inspired man as an argument to explain linguistic conservatism, secondly the mytho-
poetic name-giving formula called namdghéya or namakarana in India, being also a ceremony,

3. See the Nanopoulos - Babiniotis talks published in an impressive book in 2010 to which I'll return
below.



J INDIAN LANGUAGE REVIEW

as reflecting both “creation” and naming things and persons?; then, with linguistic arguments
added, I’ll have a look at the question of “letters” which were believed to have sounds.

The issues open up, beside philosophical problems, also theological depths.’ Thus, so that
we take an example, such an important grammarian as 1st ¢. B.C. Dionysius Halicarnasseus
cannot really be understood without a philosophical framework; in his case, a controversy of
principles with the Stoics (representatives of a School of Hellenistic Philosophy founded in the
early 3rd c. B.C.), lead by Chrysippus (Head of the School in 232 B.C., who developed Stoic
logic in particular), is operative, which included such subtle terminological issues as synthesis
vs syntaxis (see Wiater 2011, e.g., pp. 238 ff.), where, it is argued, synthesis means “how the
different parts of the speech have to be composed in order to make an attractive and beautiful
text”. An older acceptation of synthesis, and more important for us, may be that “assemblage
of letters” attributed to Prometheus (in Greek mythology, son of the Titan Iapetos) Tarn Steiner
discusses (1994: 116). Prometheus lists among his benefactions to men his discovery of writing
(literally “ypappérav [...] covBéoeic”, i.e., ‘putting letters together”) “wherewith to hold all
things in memory”. This is recalled by Aeschylus in his play Prometheus Bound, in a long speech
delivercd by Prometheus himself where some other related concepts like signs and interpretations
are also cited (A. Pr. 436-506).¢ What is important for us is that Prometheus, clearly, represents
an older generation of divine beings,” and through this tradition the concept is transmitted that
“letters”, “speech” and the like preexisted well before the “upstart gods™ (ib. 1. 439) came. His
complaint is “Behold what I, a god, endure evil from the gods™ (1. 92).

Whereas modern language sciences explore linguistic facts and try to understand their
nature, 1.e., they are descriptive and explanatory, traditional grammar has always had a teaching
tenor, and a concern of 7ow something should be realized or understood rather than how it was
actually being understood or spoken or written. This was a feature which may have had to do
with, beside a respect for tradition, the overall conservatism in ancient thinking.

-
y -

4. See Lochtefeld (2001: 457) with a photograph ;f Néamakarana Samskara (name-giving) as it happens
today. :

5. Lumpe’s long survey-on elements (1959) begins with a linguistic discussion citing Plato on “ctoiygia
100 Tavtde” (‘elements of everything’) and Aristotle on “gmviig oroteia” (‘elezﬁents of voice’, col.
1074), and then passes to the “Indo-Metiterranean foundations” (col. 1676) where Brahmanic India,
Jainism, Buddhism, and also Chinese systems are being discussed. ‘

6. The edition used is that by H. Weir Smyth, Aeschylus 1., Loeb, 1963, pp. 254-259.

7. Cf Gantz (1993: 152 ff., 158 1f.) where the older Hesiodean and the newer Aeschylean traditions are
compared and discussed. .
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Accordingly, the grammarian Dionysius Thrax (D.T., 2nd c. B.C.), the author of the first
modern European grammar, made it clear that this discipline was concerned with written (as
sanctioned by tradition, 1 would add} linguistic forms leaving real spoken language aside (cf.
GG L p. 5, Uhlig).?

1t appears, then, that even the concept “grammar™ (cf. ypdupa, ‘letter’) originates from
the written dimension of human language.® and, moreover, the discipline of the “letters” was
approached as a kind of “art”. How to explain, then, the strange dual condition of clinging to
spoken language (i.e., oral tradition) on the one hand and to the “letters” as a reference point -
on the other, not ignonng either that the descriptions are semetimes contradictory and that the
terminology 1s not always consistent? What were “letters” and “elements” indeed 7'

Far from Greece, but not very differently in its practice, Indian phonetics was concerned
with the need of the ritual importance of speech: the need to preserve sacred texts and ritually
potent utterances in the oral tradition of Sanskrit (Rocher 1997: 141}. Phonetics in Ancient
India was called siksa. Strictly speaking this was one of the two main categories, less specific
and therefore more suitablc when speaking of the Indian influence on Western phonetics (Allen
1953: 3-5; cf. also pp. IX-X). The subjects of the siksa'' are identified with such categories as
‘sound-unit’, ‘tone’, ‘quantity’, ‘degree of buccal closure’, etc. (Allen ib., p. 5[3]). Literally
this word means ‘the study’ (‘a desire to know’),’? and this is well understandable if we think
of the attempt to preserve the sacred texts not only through their words but also through their

8. For philological abbreviations not explained in the References, the use in Classical Philology, as
marked in the Liddell - Scott - Jones Lexicon (LSJ), is relevant.

9. D.T. may have given the summary of an age-long controversy. Cf. to this insight the philosophical
dimensions on which, as a rule, the gramrmatical observations were based (e.g., Long 2000: 477).

10. Like the Greek word grammatike (based on grammata) gave, through French mediation, the English
word “grammar”, equally the Greek stoikheia survives m English in stoichiometry, the branch of
science that deals with the application of the laws of definite proportions and of conservation of matter
and also of energy to chemical reactions and processes. Stoikheia, however, is better continued in
Russian crmuxus and related forms to which I will return. - o

11 To be precise, originally §7ks, and later $iksa. Its categories were fundamental for all further linguistic
studies as was its pure interest in sounds rather than letters {Scharfe 1977: 78).

12. See on this Ghosh (1991: XXV) who gives a survey of interpretations of this name. In any case,
$iksd was a Vedanga, 1.e., an aid to the Veda on how to pronounce the Vedic texts properly for ritual
purposes. Vedanga, by the way, is a compound: veda + afiga {“limb”).
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correct pronunciation.” A full immersion into the Indian tradition is not possible, it is, however,
necessary to remark that this tradition has remarkable affinities with what is called classical in
the western one in a frame that is called Comparative Philology."

Tarn Steiner (1994: 122}, in a convincing discussion, makes clear that the grammata, despite

partial synonymy, were not stoicheia, introducing also the atomist equation between letters and
atomic matter (i., fn. 91). The second insight is especially impressing if we consider that Indian
thinking, too, calculated upon ‘“‘sound-atoms” that we can read, among others, in Gaurinath Sastri
(1959: 52-53). Sastri refers to the Jaina system of thought which assumes that words or sounds
are possessed of tactile properties, say “sound-atoms™ or atomic constitution, and the concept is -

13.

14.

Garrett (1996: 694) gives a good explanation of what siksa is: it belongs to a corpus of six explanatory
works the object of which are to teach how to read and understand correctly the Vedic texts, and how
to apply them correctly to sacrificial purposes. Siksa is the science of proper pronunciation which
explains the nature of letters, accent and pronunciation as ascribed to Panini. I was lucky enough to
have the opportunity to attend the workshop (five lectures) given by Prof. Kapil Kapoor, an expert
in Indian thought on language and linguistics, Editor-in-Chief of the Encyclopedia of Hinduism,
at JNU in Febmary 2017. In the hand-out to his 2nd lecture (20.2.2017), the importance of oral
language compositions is dealt with. Orality yielded, among others, the 4 Vedas to which 6 auxiliary
sciences were added (keeping his orthography): Shiksha (phonetics), Nirukta (etymology), Vyakarana
(grammar), Chanda (metre), Kalpa (performance modes), Jyotish ([applied] astronomy). Lecture and
hand-out go into more details which need not to be reproduced here. In his lecture on 22.2.2017, and in
the respective hand-out, he gave his own system of linguistiés and phonetics literature (to be noticed:
it is certain that there had been engagement in language and in linguistics issues before Panini), and
what he especially emphasized was that soundrs were considered in India material substances to which,
in a next step, the mirukta or etymology, i.e., meanings were added (this seunds very modern), and
through this procedure we arrive at words wITich, we icnow, were the carrier of the material world,
and through that we come to the central notion of orality and knowledge that was nothing sacred or
devotional but practical. With regard to chronology, Prof. Kapoor suggested that Panini lived in the
7th cent. B.C., and consequently, put pre-Paninian Yaska into the 8th cent. B.C. (22.2.2017).

The aim of this paper is not to go furth@ than India and the Indo-European (IE) dimension. One may
consider, however, that Chinese thinking, too, arrived at examining the “Rectification of names” that
reminds of the Hermogenes-Cratylus controversy as given by Plato; more linguistically, the coexistence
of the arbitraniness and iconicity, and of social and biological perspectives. See Lien (1994) on the
lingui_stic thoughts of Xun Zi (4th-3rd ¢. B.C.), and, more generally, Allen 1948: 37(1).




further referred to by the 5th ¢. A.D. Indian grammarian Bhartrhari (Sastri 1959: 52-53).15

The power of vac (language, speech) has intrigued Indian thinkers from the earliest times.
Words were not merely the poet’s tools, and not only the magic keys by which the officiating
priest opened the door to prosperity and heavenly bliss. Often Speech was seen as a casual
force behind even the gods and the universe. At an early date, Speech was visualized as the
Cosmic Cow and the cow’s steps (pada) were first taken as the lines of the verse.'® An advanced
analysis saw in her steps the single words, and the usually four lines of a verse were henceforth
called the ‘feet’ or pada (Scharfe 1977: 77). I wonder if the notion for metric “foot” known in
classical tradition as 7rodg (pds, or popularly: piis) in Greek and pés in Latin, goes as far back as
to this cosmic explanation or is as much on the ground as Martin suggests (“called so because in
antiquity the feet gave the time in the soldiers’ marching”, 1974: 324), or if there is something
common. West, one of the best experts, would leave the question open. I might argue that the

15. Prof. Kapoor, in his third lecture (22.2.2017), spoke in detail about phonetics, Bhartrhari and sounds.
He underlined that sounds are considered a substance in Indian tradition which means that once you
produced a sound, it does not disappear; you just don’t hear it. This, further, helps to understand why
word (language), from which the world is constructed, is so important. In this sense, “we construct
our world”! Understanding vowels and consonants seems to be similar in Indian and Greek thinking.
In both traditions, “consonants” had “no sound”, i.e., “they couldn’t be pronounced”. For this, a
“vowel”, in Greek a “@wvijev” or “puviev” (lit. ‘sounding [element]’) was necessary and they were
pronounced together, this is why consonants were “co-sonants”, i.e., “cOpewnvae”, a term which gave
Latin “consonans”. A “K."”, e.g., then, in the alphabet was not “kbut “ka” (in Greek “ka”). Moreover,
the “sounds of the letters”, as was remarked in the 4th lecture (24.2.2017) were, like in Greek tradition,
the same as the “sound in music”. This striking similarity can hardly be an independent similarity in
the two traditions. “In India, everything 1s filled with sound”, as was added in a talk after the lecture.

16. Discussing why a cow, and exactly a milch-cow (Gérman Mfiéhkuh), and what the cow’s relationship
to language was, but nof the cow’s steps, goes beyond the scope of this paper. Is this, perhaps, a
mother-archetype (see Jung 2005: 81 and elsewhere), connected with language in a natural way? See,
further, Mallory - Adams (2006: 140) on the “long-standing association of Indo-European peoples and
their cattle”, Mallory (1989: 137-138) on the “cattle cycle”, especially on “tl;e sacrifice of both a man
and an ox (or bull) from whose parts the world was created” (p 138), and Straufl (1972: 99-105) on
the same problem, with more emphasis on /anguage. Several Germanic parallels on the Cosmic Cow
like the Audumbla (with name-pafallels) add more details to the problem. See also Adams - Mallory
1997. In the last section of this paper 1 return to the question of “line” and “stoikheion”.




common concept, despite the differences in details, seems to be more convincing. At least for
the Graeco-Aryan world, the terminology suggests the existence of a technical language (cf.
West 2007: 59-60).

In the Rigveda Brahman (the Absolute, “all the enigmas of the universe™) is equated with
language (vak).!’ More exactly, vak- would appear in compounds, and for lemma one usually
posits vac. Vak- stands, naturally, in etymological relationship with Latin véx (“voice’, ‘sound’).
Pataiijali, Panini’s commentator, says: “we are the upholders of the authority of the world” (Rath
2004: 45)." To understand this importance of “voice” outside India, one may have recourse to
the logos (Adyog) in the Gospel according to John. Since this logos-concept has its roots in the
neoplatonic doctrine, Weber (1865: 473) asks himself if Alexandrian neoplatonism - Alexandria
being one of the neoplatonic centers - was influenced by the Indian thought.”® For both vac

17. On some details in concem, and on the connection of Brahma and Saraswaty, see Khokar - Saraswati
(2005:25-26). Doniger draws the attention to the fact that some females in the Rig Veda are personified.
She interprets vdc as “Speech”. Though not for vdc, she underlines the fact that for gods birth from
nonexistence, and two births mutually, each of them producing the other one, was assumed (2015:
126-127). For another case cf. Thapar (2016: 96).

18. Rath also discusses concepts like “goals” and “Sruti” interpreted as ‘revelation’ (p. 41). The word
Sruti - originally not more than ‘hearing’, ‘listening’ - is to be connected to the Latin and Greek verbs
meaning ‘hear’ (Monier-Williams 2005: 1101; Beekes 2010: 719; srudhi corresponds to Gk kA6
‘hear’, ‘listen’, belonging to xAbw® ‘hear’, ‘understand’, ‘listen’), and Latin clued (‘be famous’, ‘be
called”). For a difference between $abda (a ‘word’ in the mind of the speaker) and §ruti (different
audible words) cf. Houben (1995: 68). Every further semantic change ornuances in meaning are to be
reduced to this semantic base; even sléka-, the familiar metre in versification (cf. KEWA 111 372-374,
EWAia Il 666-667, explained: Morgenroth 1977, pp. 216-217[329]), belongs, etymologically, here.
Kapoor (22.2.2017) connects $ruzi (hearing) With imcfé; construction. To the concept of Brahman
see Williams (2003: 89-90).

19. For the identification of logos and sphota, cf. Sastri 1959: 102-103(1), also 85 ff. and 291 (Index),
and Scharfe (1977: 172). For the somewhat strange etymology of the word (“split’, ‘burst”) cf. KEWA
113 543 (s.v. “sphutdti”) and EWAIA 11 779 (sphot). G.-J. Pinault, the eminent Indo-Europeanist
and Sanskritist, in a discussion in the Philologische Bibliothek of the Freie Universitit in Berlin
(8.09.2013), remarked that sphofa was the ‘spoken word’, and - with regard to the etymology - the
technical meaning was relatively late, it was not yet there in Vedic. To the concept, see also Houben
(1995: 7[12].33.160.236) and Davis (1978: 88-92, and elsewhere).
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and logos, he finds an intermediate stage between the prime matter or principle (Urmaterie,
Urprinzip) and the personal existence (p. 465) which, he thinks, could help to understand the
rather enigmatic beginning of the gospel, whereas vac, and consequently also logos, would be
considered also a means during the (cosmogonic) creating act.

This reminds of Elizarenkova’s remark that “fixing a name (cf. namadhéya) meant creating
an object” (1995: 99). We already discussed the Indo-European primeval layer and, perhaps, we
understand now the New Testament passage better. The Gospel according to John begins with
these remarks: “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was
God. [...] And the Word became flesh and lived among us [...]”. The average Christian believer,
I assume, thinks simply of Jesus Christ who was born, and lived with them until he took upon
himself the sins of fallen humanity and sacrificed himself. Let’s not forget that the original
language of the New Testament is Greek.

However, there are passages also in the Old Testament: “The LORD’S word made the
heavens, | all the host of heaven was made at his command” (Psalm 33, 6), “For he spoke, and it
was;” (ib. 9) - cited according to the New English Bible, 1970, p. 635)% - so, even in a Christian
perspective, the whole complex must be older. Schmidt (1918: 5ff.), who also draws attention
to Weber’s discussions in the Indische Forschungen and to Vi, is rather convincing with what
he writes on the Schipfungsgeschichte (history of creation) and on the “word of God™: “Gott
sprach und es ward” (‘God spoke and it came into being’). I might suggest that this is probably an
archetypal image for the whole humanity. One only feels corroborated oneself when reading that
the IE verbal root *d”eh - (the common ancestor to Greek tithémi, Sanskrit dddhami, and Latin
facio, which, by the way, in the classical language means ‘to make’!), beside ‘put’, etc. meant

20. To this, in the Old Testament the following correspond: “1d A6y Tob xvpiov ol obpavol Ectepehinoay
Ko T TVEOPOTL TOD GTOPaTeC adTos ThsH 1 &Ovapug adtdv” (Psalm 32,6, Rahlfs, Sepruaginia 11, 1935,
p. 31; according to the New English Bible [New Revised Standard Version, ©1989]: “By the word of
the Lord the Heavens were made, | and all their host by the breath of his mouth” [Psalm 33,6]); “6m
avTdC Elmev, kol dyevinoav” (Psalin 32,9, ib.). The difference between the two passage numbers is.
due to the fact that the Greek text has one psalm more. The English translation is, indeed, not really
suitable to render the problems of the present discussion. The.words“‘a"{ns\‘r, xaol yevmncay” Psdid’
or ‘spoke’ “‘and they were born’/ are especially significant. (Traditionally, Psalms 1-41 and 51-72 are
attributed to King David, having lived between approximately 1015 and 975, who was also a warrior
and a poet, and was regarded, further, one of the ancestors of Jesus Christ). For the numbering of
the Psalms see, e.g., R. Francisco in Grande Dizionario Enciclopedico UTET, XVI (Torino 1971), p.
559). '
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also ‘speak’. The dictionary of IE verbs explains this in the following manner: the (semantic)
coincidence would be ‘stelle hiermit fest’ (= ‘I establish’) — ‘verkiinde’ (= ‘1 pronounce’) (LIV
137[1]).~

Is the real start in creation conceivable? With our present knowledge, it isn’t. The “origin”
appears to us relative. The New Testament “év apyii” (“in the beginning’) is an elusive concept
as is the obviously older Jewish tradition: the Torah, the foundational narrative of the Jewish
people, their call into being by God, their trials and tribulations teaches us what already was
existing before the world was created - and one of these was the Torah itself.??

Thus, it appears that the “beginning” was not absolute in mankind’s spiritual tradition.”? We
can add that Indian thinking does not really sympathize with creation. Instead, revelation in the
course of time conceived as cyclic (Khokar - Saraswati 2005: 8.19) is favored. The beginnings
in this sense are as elusive as those of our universe.

I would be reluctant to extend my interest to exact sciences, a field where I am not at home,
were it not about a world-wide leading astrophysicist D. Nanopoulos, and G. Babiniotis, the
leading linguist in Greece. In a recent challenging talk in Athens sponsored by the Onassis-
Foundation, followed by an ammazing book (Nanopoulos - Babiniotis 2010) they not only find

21. On the importance of “verkiinde™ cf. Tichy 1994: §3-84.

22. Cf. Priexistenz der Thora. bPes 54 a Bar: “Sieben Dinge wurden geschaffen, bevor die Welt geschaffen
wurde, ndmlich die Thora, die Bufle, der Garten Eden, die Gehenna, der Thron der Herrlichkeit, das
Heiligtum, der Name des Messias” [etc.] (G. Kittel s.v. Aéyw, Theologisches Wérterbuch zum Neuen
Testament, IV, 1942: 139 ).

23. OnLogos, cf. Lohr (2010) who gives a survey on its creating force, both in non-Christian and Christian
tradition. It is impressing that theological thinking on God arrived at the co;cept of “the One” (16
"Ev) with Clemens Alexandrinus (col. 380) which, of course, reminds of Aristotle’s system of the
Universe. Surely, the concept of “the One” was one E;f.the reasons Aristotle was in great esteem by
the Christian Church.

24. Dimitris Nanopoulos (University of Texas A&M), bom in Greece, is one of the leading astrophysicists
of our time and one of the most regularly cited scientists in the world, cited more than 35,800 times
over across a number of separate branches of scifice, proponent, amoﬁg others, of the Flipped SU(3)
Theory and of Superstrings. Being engaged, beside questions concemning the origins of the Universe,
also in quantum-inspired models of brain function, in his talks with Babiniotis in Athens, he gave an
idea (Nanopoulos - Babiniotis 2010: 77-78) on how linguists could tackle the language origins issue
experimentally, to which Babiniotis reacted (p. 80) positively. (See ib., pp. 203-205 for more details).
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parallels between cosmogony and glottogenesis (“birth of language™) but prove, for this writer at
least (see Katonis 2014: 48), that questions of creation of a similar shape, can, according to our
present knowledge, only be conceived as gradual, and remain in any case, despite the fact that
we know more and more all the time, unsolved. In Nanopoulos’ thinking, although the expanding
universe began its existence from a particle smaller than a quark or an electron, still creation ex
nihilo is not to be reckoned with. Quantum theory, adapted to brain processes, is a candidate to
give explanations to glottogenesis.

With regard to logos and vac, it is then clear that the concept is ancient and pre-Christian.*
Beside the aforementioned instances on God and his Word, there are several other passages in
the Bible; one among them is especially striking: “He (the Son of God) reflects the glory of God
and bears the very stamp of his nature, upholding the universe by his word of power (Heb 1:3,
cited according to RSV, the Revised Standard Version of the English Bible) - the parallel with
Pataiijali, whatever their relation, is striking.

Let us remark provisionally that two, originally independent traditions seem to have
coexisted of which the oral one must have been more respectable. Torah, itself, by the way
postulates a “Torah that is written” and a “Torah that is spoken™.?*® Duality and the concept of
the One, whether Empedocles, Aristotle or Sankaracharya, or whoever else - I cannot help but
having the impression of a dialectics, and pushing it back into pre-Greek - pre-Indian level. The
IE spiritual thinking certainly was not as “prosaic” as some scholars are inclined to assume. The
same forward-backward movement, whatever its importance and interpretation, is to be seen in
the Ait. Up. 1,4, and 11,4 passages to be quoted below.

So that I come again to India, according to the Aitareya Upanisad, Purusa, the primordial
giant was hatched from an egg by Atman, the Self. From the mouth of the giant the speech came
out, and from the specch the fire: “de sa bouche (surgit) la parole, et de la parole, le feu” (Ait. Up.

25. Traditionally, the image “Christ Anapeson” (‘the ’R’ec]inin_gl E)ne’) 1s identified with Logos (Word),
however the respective article by N.P. Sevéenko in The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. 1,
1991: 439, does not discuss this belief. If correct, then this is a late identification. Lohr (2010: 432)
remarks that indicating Christ as Logos “interacts with labels-as §0vyug (‘power’, ‘strength’), copia
(‘prudence’, “wisdom’), eixdv (‘likeness’,<image’, ‘ndtion’)” (col. 432). )

26. A similar. duality in Indian Tradition was underlined by Kapil Kapoor several times in his 2017
lectures.
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L4; Silburn 1950: 28).*” The Purusa-hymn (RV X 90, the Purusasikia) is not as explicit as that,
however the birth of the brahmans is assigned to his mouth, and, also the four castes (the three
others being r@janya, vaisya, sidra) are nowhere so clearly explained as here (Michel 2008: 288
to 12).2 Whereas the Purusa-hymn is rather late (Michel 2008: 286), it is generally agreed that
the Upanisad text belongs to the oldest ones of its kind (see, e.g., Silburn 1950: 18.20).

The explanation of the entangled Purusa-complex may remain a topic for more atternpts at a full
explication. Romila Thapar has to add the following: “Creation is attributed to Indra, to the separation
of earth and sky, to primeval Man [...], to the golden embryo, hiranyagarbha [ .. .]. It is also said that
Time begets heaven and earth [...]. The reiteration of the centrality of time comes about through the
performance of seasonal rituals. This emerges from [ . ..] the notion of a cyclic return each year” (2016:
139). I remind here that Indian thinking does not sympathize with “creation™ ...

Ranabir Chakravarti insists on the late interpolation of the Purusa- passage: “The Rigveda
offers the earliest known account of the origin of the four varnas, [...]. The famous Purushasikta
in the Rigveda (X.90) narrates that the mouth, arms and the thighs of the Great Primeval Being
(Purusha) respectively became the brdhmana, the rdjanya and the vai$ya, while from | the
feet were born the §udra. The well-known division of the traditional Indian society into four
varnas or sharply hierarchized, unequal, endogamous groups is thus encountered first here.
[...] First, the Purushasitkta is clearly a late hymn, figuring in the interpolated section of the
Rigveda and therefore the Purushasikta evidence is difficult to relate to the situation prevailing
in the Rigvedic times. [...] In fact, the Rigveda more frequently speaks of only two varnas:
the aryavarna and the dasa or dasyu varna, between whom a hostile relation is often said to
have existed. The dasa/dasyu varna) is often described as of dark-skin (krishnatvach), of an

27. Cf. the German translation by Deussen (Michel 2007: 51): “spaltete sich sein Mund wie ein Ei, aus
dem Munde entsprang die Rede, aus der Rede Agni,” (see also the commentary on p. 48). 11,4 depicts
the reverse course: “Alors le feu devenu parole entra dans la bouche™ etc. (ib., p. 29). In German:
“Agni als Rede in seinen Mund einging”, etc. (Michel fOI)?: 52). The Ait. Up. is 2 kind of commentary
to RV 10,90, the hymn about Purusa, the Primordial Man. Paragraphs 9-14 of the hymn describe his
parts that correspond to the parts and elements of Nature but the description is not as explicit as in
the Ait. Up. (cf. Michel 2008: 286-288).

28. For the original see Aufrecht 1968 1I: 388,12. Thé &tymology of the name Purusa (pi- “human being’
+vrsa- ‘bull’, cf. Adams-Mallory 1997: 138) explains why he was sacrificed. 1t has been suggested
that the primeval myth of the PIE community involved the sacrifice of both a human and a bovine
(ox or cow). pu- and vrsa- were combined into a single name. See also Mallory’s article “Stelae” in
the same encyclopedia (pp. 544-546), and the Purusa-interpretation on p. 544.
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unintelligible speech (mridhravach) and also without speech (ardgsa; [...]” (2016: 70-71). I
suggest that one must keep apart, as far as this is possible, history as reconstructed by different
means, and mythology, a very ancient attempt at explaining Man and his surrounding world.

The relationship of Purusa, Prajapati (‘the Lord of Beings’), and the RV passage is perhaps
best explained by Basham. According to him, there is no clearly defined creator-god in the RV.
By the end of the RV pertod, however, such a god had developed: Prajapati, later called Brahma,
the masculine form of the neuter brahman. He was thought of as a primeval man (purusa), who
existed before the foundation of the universe. The man was sacrificed, presumably to himself,
by the gods, who apparently were his children. (Cf. to this: in the Edda the god Wodan, in order
to obtain magic power, is sacrificed by himself to himself). From the body of the divine victim
the universe was produced. The great Hymn of the Primeval Man, as Basham expresses himself,
“bristles with obscurity, but its purport 1s quite clear” (1954: 240).

The remaining tradition about Prajapati does not “bristle with less obscurity”, however,
Romila Thapar contributes one more detail: “The great god Prajapati performed a sacrificial
ritual in the presence of Varuna. On beholding the goddess of speech, Vac, the semen of the two
gods fell on the fire. From the flames arose Bhrgu, and from the embers Angirasa [...]. This myth
may have been a later invention, although the fire and the soma cults are common to the Avesta
and the | Rgveda [...]” (2016: 317-318). In some other instances, Prajapati, in one way or another,
plays a role in fertility acts (Doniger 2015: 154.157.161.400).

I think that the common cultf weighs more than the possibility of a later invention. The r@jia
was, by the way the representative of the god Prajapati and could therefore rule over people (ib.
p- 110). Obviously, myth was not able to offer a solution to the questions of coming into being,
as no other intellectual construct by Man is, but as soon as Homo sapiens puts the question, the
puzzle of creation is there and changes from time to time.*®

29. Khokar - Saraswati (2005: 48) add: “Creation began with the Word. Brahma and-Saraswati created the
premier sound 4 UM - and then all else came into I;Eing.” Cf. to all this the chapter “The solitary Twin”
by West (2007: 356-359), where Puruga’s sacrifice is discussed in the broader Indo-European context
of cosmogonic myth. The legend of Romulus and Remus (the twins who acted in the foundation of
Rome), structurally, might represent the same motive. Prajapati’s (the very first of the Gods) gradual
rise and many entities from the Highest Being to the sacrifice may shed some light on the Indian
concept on language: ramong many others he became mind or spirit (manas) and sacred speech (vac,
the Vedic Mantras). Having become speech he was equal to all (Gonda 1986: 117; see also 175-176).
One cannot help remembering, whether there is a connection or not, Hebrew emet discussed above.
On Prajapati see also Doniger (1975: 25 ff.). —
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Name giving and naming-creating is not only an interconnection which links the Indo-
European languages as well as the separate languages and their historical predecessors (if
available) but the importance of the institution is reflected also in mythology, literature and
social anthropology. We can even go as far back as psychology implying the Jungian collective
unconscious. A sick individual may be given another name, and, thereby another soul, then the
bad demons no longer recognize him - the healing process may be completed (Jung 2005: 129).

On the evidence of Indic tradition, mainly the Rig Veda, the names are “made” and
then “put” on the object which is often a child. This is reflected, e.g., in Sanskrit nama dha-,
namadhéya. This fundamental operation with names is discussed by Elizarenkova who renders
the phrase with ‘put/set/fix a name’. She gives contexts according to which the operation
acquires a cosmogonic value since “fixing a name meant a creating an object”™ Quoting Renou,
she also remarks the intimate semantic ties between ndman and dhéman- (‘seat’, ‘residence’ of
a godhead, of divine force, see EWAiA I 784), the last deriving from the root dha-. Renou sees
here, she writes, in the first, “the global and abstract aspect of the same notion whose multiple
and accidental side is represented” by the second (Elizarenkova 1995: 99-100). West, too,
underlines that “put” both means ‘set in place’ and ‘create’ (2007: 28). I would add that, as often,
this is also a play on words, not in a bad sense but as a magical perception, even if it is a mistake,
misinterpreted by folk-etymology. Several other remarks by Elizarenkova can be read on the
following pages.*® To be remarked that the formula is, overwhelmingly, “to put a name”, and
the verb ‘to give’ is much less frequent. Latin “nomen indo”, is really not ‘to give’ but ‘to give
in’, “to put into’, ‘to insert’, which, again, clearly suggests that this was something more than
simply ‘giving’.>! The proverb Nomen est omen (‘a name is an omen, a token’) is international,
and must have its roots in this concept.

It appears that namadhéya is a, ‘a name’, b, a “title’, c, ‘the ceremony of giving aname to a
child’ (Monier-Williams 2005: 536, quoting Mn. II, 123).

Especially in the Rig-Veda we find: “Brhaspati! Das war der Rede erster Anfang, als sie

30. Withregard to “put”, one is.inclined to recognize the same underlying concept when meeting Greek
phrases like ‘to put a fate’, poipav émm@évar (cf. Onians 1951: 378 fT).

31. Latin da, in this usage, may well not belong to the"verb dére (‘give’) but to the verb ‘put’ (see LEW
1362 and de Vaan 2008: 175-176). “Indd” (“put into’) in this case, reveals an archaic animistic way
of thinking. On the evidence by etymological dictionaries of English, the ultimate ongin of the verb
“put” is unknown. Such a thing happens usually when the concept is very old and the respective word
may come from a pre-1E layer.
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damit hervortraten, die Namengebung zu vollziehen” (RV X, 71, 1).32 Geldner remarks: “Die

- leitenden Gedanken [des Hymnus] sind: 1, Die sakrale Sprache ist eine Erfindung der alten

Weisen [...], die das, was im Inneren schlummerte, hervorholten, sichteten und zur heiligen
| Rede ausbildeten” (ib. pp. 248-249), To Brhaspati: “Die indische Uberlieferung hat den in
10,71,1 und 72,2 erwihnten Gott Brhaspati zum Rsi der [Lieder] Gruppe gemacht” (ib. p. 243).
Grafimann defines Brhaspati as follows: “brhas-pati, m., Herr des Gebetes [brhas G. von brh],

Bezeichnung eines Gottes, und mit brahmanas péti wechselnd. Er ist der Erreger und Férderer
der Andacht. - Vgl. indra-brhaspéti” (1996: 914).3

Brhaspati (‘the Lord of Sacred Speech’) was originally an epithet of Indra, then an
independent deity, the preceptor of the gods.* In last instance, he descended from Brahma the

32. Quoted according to Geldner 1951: 249 and Michel 2008: 248-249,

33. “Brihaspate prathamdam vaco dgram yét prairata namadhéyam dadhanzh™ (RV X 71,1 [897,1], Aufrecht
1955: 364; cf. also X 82,3 [908,3], Aufrecht ib., p. 373). Geldner translates X 82,3 [908,3] as follows:
“Der unser Vater, der Erzeuger ist, der der Ordnung, der alle Arten und Geschépfe kennt, der der
alleinige Namengeber der Gétter ist, zu ihm kommen die anderen Geschépfe, um ihn zu befragen”
(ib. p. 265; Michel, ib. p. 265). A more recent study (Elizarenkova 1995: 108-109) has Sacred Speech
“veiled in a mystery that is almost impenetrable”. RV X 71,1 is translated as follows: “O Brhaspati,
the beginning of Speech (was borm), | When they set themselves in motion, giving names (to things).”
She remarks the role of the fire, too: “The mediating function of Speech is closely linked with that
of Agni, the god of sacrificial fire. It is frequently mentioned in the hymns, for example, in 1.173.3”
(p. 109; also ib., p. 216). This is, by the way, the hymn to “Knowledge” as Elizarenkova reminds us.
The famous passage, according to R.T.H. Griffith’s English translation (2nd ed., Kotagiri [Nilgiri]
1896) goes as follows: [10-071 HYMN LXXI. Jnanam. | WHEN-men, Brhaspati, giving names to
objects, sent out Vak’s first and earliest utterances, | All that was excellent and spotless, treasured
within them, was disclosed through their affection. | 2 Where, like men cleansing corn-flour in a
cribble, the wise in spirit have created language, | Friends see and recognize the marks of friendship:
their speech retains the blessed sign imprinted. | (etc.). Quite late, from the 6th cent. AD, Brhaspati

became popular also in terms of cycles of time, and can be equalled to Jupiter (Thapar 2016: 302).
34. Although the engaging comparison between the Greek Titan Prometheus and Indic Pramathi (an
epithet to Agni) made by A. Kuhn in 1855 has been abandoned, still I would remind that Prometheus,
a “benefactor of the human race” seems to have been an epithe! first to a name of a god that became
forgotten, preserved only in the 5th ¢. A.D. Alexandrian Hesychius-Lexicon. West (2007: 273) gives
all the newer interpretations according to which the old “Fire-Catcher”s name still can be related

linguistically to Vedic marh-, and be reinterpreted as “Sharpwit”.
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Creator as son of Angiras.* Once again, mythology profusely avails itself of and recreates events.
See more on this complicated semantic and functional shift in Doniger, beginning the survey
with Prajapati and the Aitareya Brahmana (1975: 30.72.74 etc., to p. 341 included). In another
book (2015: 122), Doniger discusses that “intoxication, though not addiction, is a central theme
of the Veda, since the sacrificial offering of the hallucinogenic juice of the soma plant was an
element of several important Vedic rituals.” The pocts who “saw” the poems were inspired by
the “fiery” (1) plant that is being brought down from heaven: soma is born in the mountains or
in heaven. In variants, in the Indo-European corpus, fire is held within a reed as in the Greek
myth of Prometheus; and brought down by a firebird (xap-nruua) in Russian mythology.* I
cannot help reminding that “Prometheus”, whatever he was previously as a linguistic means,
and whatever his relationship with Indian inguistic facts is, has, or can have, to do with the root
signifying ‘mind’ (hence the verb pav@évo ‘to leamn’ with the root pab-, i.e., math-) and means
‘the Fore-thinking One (DELG 940, Beekes 2010: 1237).

Heaven/Mountain - fire - (fire)bird - “fiery” soma - “seeing” the poems - “making” the
words (since the “poets” were ‘makers’, cf. Gk moiehv ‘to make’!) - this complex must have
belonged to a primeval Indo-European layer, and is also one of the many proofs than in IE
antiquity, literature and an elaborated folk-poetry must have existed. Beyond that, is “poets”,
the ‘makers’, an IE concept sprung from the belief that words create the world? Kapoor did not
mention this but he concluded his lectures with more remarks on the importance of language
and poetic truth: “we construct our reality” (26.2.2027).

On names, in Manu s Laws we read the following: “In the beginning he [i.e., Lord, the
Creator of the Universe] made the individual names and | individual innate activities and
individual conditions of all things precisely in accordance with the words of the Veda”; 1.e.,
the pre-existence of the Veda 1s postulated, exactly like that of the Hebrew Tora; and in another
passage we read: “To people who do not understand the greeting when a name is given [...]”

(Mn. 121 and 1T 123, italicising ours).*” “Creation”, obviously, cannot be tackled as something
absolute. This is so even in mythology.

35. His unusually beautiful wife was abducted by Soma or Candra which led to a war between Soma and
Indra, and their followers (cf. Williams 2003:91).  -«~ -

36. Soma was the drink or nectar of immortality (amrita), fought over by gods and demons, but eventually
brought from heaven by an eagle (syena), later said to have been Garuda (vehicle of the god Strya)
as Williams explains (2003: 271). The structural simi]'éi"i_ty with the Greek version in mythology and
the Prometheus-legend is striking. - -

37. Cf. to the Vedic tradition, Monier-Williams (2005: 536). Olivelle translates the passages using other
words but the two renderings are essentially the same (2005: 88 and 101). I have not found remarks
either in Wendy Doniger or in Olivelle commenting on the present issue, whereas Biithler remarks
to II 123: “l.e. to those who either are unacquainted with grammar or with the Dharmaséstra [...]"
(1886: 52[123]).
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With regard to the Greeks, here is a name-giving ceremony described in the 19th Book
of Homer’s Odyssey. The name “Odysseus” is being assigned by Autolykos®, Odysseus’
grandfather, whereby the child is being put solemnly on his knees. This is explained in line

401: “Eurycleia laid the child upon his knees”, etc.?® Eurykleia addresses Autolykos who then
answers:

“Autolycus, find yourself a name now to give to your child’s own child; be sure he has long
been prayed for.* | Then Autolycus answered her, and said: «My daughter’s husband and my
daughter, give him the naine I shall tell you. Inasmuch as I have come here as one that has willed

pain to many, both men and women, over the fruitful earth, therefore let thc name by which the
child is named be Odysseus [...]»”.*!

On the role of the knees have written formerly, among others, Benveniste, Cahen and

38. Autolykos is usually interpreted as a proper name. This may be incorrect. Name and meaning bring us
to a very old IE ceremony reflected in many ways in different related languages. “Animals” (literally
and figuratively) were part of the ancient IE society with “wolves” (= ‘wolf-warriors”) regarded as
members of elite or shock-troops, and charged, besides fighting, with a number of tasks, among them
even founding. See on this Katonis 2010. “Putting a name” was usually the duty of a father. I would
suggest to interpret “Autolykos”, literally ‘the wolf himself’, as ‘chief” or ‘first werewolf”; “wolf”
intended in the sense above. There are many parallels to this concept in Greek: “autotheos” (‘very
god’), “autoippos” (‘ideal horse’), “autokrator” (originally: ‘one’s own master’, ‘(a young man)
having come of age’, later *pleniotentiary’, and finally, ‘emperor’) (see explanations s.vv. in LSJ).

39. The English rendering omits the rather important epithet “dear”™. The original runs as follows (here
the epithet and the word 4nee underlined): “Tév pa ol Evpixieia pido éni yoovao 8fke [...]7 (1.
401).

40. As the Murray - Dimock edition remarks (1995: 269), Euryclela’s “long praygd for” (moAvépntoc)
was itself a not uncommon Greek name, Polyarefiis. And Autolycus own name suggests “wolfish”
as explained (‘wolf’, again, is not infrequent in names!).

41. “AbTOIVK’, attdg ViV Gvop’ efipeo &t ke Bfjon | moubog nondi eikg- moivapnrog 6€ tol éomv.” |

Ty S’aﬁf’AﬁréXvKog anapeifeto pavnody e (405) | «TapPpse éudg Buyanp te, Tibech’ dvop’
Otn kev gtne- | moAholow yap Eyd ye ddvacapevog 168’ kv, | éw&pc’xm\; N6 yovaniv ava yBova
movivBotepay: T & 'Odvoeng dvop’ Eotw nmvopov- [...]»" (Od. 19, 403-409, A.T. Murray - G.E.
Dimock, LCL, Homer I1, 1995, pp. 262-265). That this explanation does not correspond to the linguistic
reality, the idea reflecting a false etymology of the name (i.e., “Odysseus™ does not derive from the
middle voice verb d8%coopat ‘be angry’), need not preoccupy us in this context.
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Meillet. The first (1927) interprets Irish, Soghdian and other expressions which contain the word
“knee” in similar contexts and concludes that putting a child on the knees of the father equalled
with his acknowledgement as a legal heir; Meillet’s remarks (1927) on Latin genuinus, Greek
yvioiog (both ‘authentic’) with additional data corroborates the above observations, and so does
Cahen (1927) adding several Germanic details. In this way, as etymology shows, Latin gernii and
Greek yovu (both ‘knee’), and genus and yévog (both ‘generation’) are obviously related, with
the Sanskrit equivalent added. We also know that knees were often used euphemaistically for the
genitals (Adams 1997).%2

Let’s recall Dionysius Halicarnasseus’ remarks. in exact rendering: “There are in human
and articulate speech a number of first- | beginnings admitting no further division which we call
elements and letters: «letters» (ypéupota) because they are denoted by certain lines (ypaupoi)
and «elements» (otouyeia) because every sound made by the voice originates in these,® as is
ultimately resolvable into them” (Translation by Rhys Roberts 1910: pp. 137 and 139).*

With this, I arrived at the third section of this paper: do, according to the ancients’ concept,
“letters” have sounds? And how to evaluate the stoikheia-grammnata problem?

Plato, one of the finest 5th ¢. B.C. writers, author of several dialogues, remarks the
following: “Surely, my meaning, Protarchus, is made clear | in the letters of the alphabet, which

42. As late as present day German Kind (‘child’), is related. To the Odyssey passage, cf. the conservative
Russian with the word koleno (koneno), meaning, still today, both ‘knee’ and ‘generation’, with the
derivative pokolenie (noxonenue) ‘generation’. The important thing is not only that the word is akin
to Greek yovo and yévoc, and to Latin genii and genus reSpéctiver (the ultimate etymon for all these
will be the - understandably - ‘to turn [around]’, but the role of the knee in name-giving. “Knee’ is
in Sanskrit j@nu, and to this are related januka ‘bearing’, jdtd ‘son’, ‘birth’, and similar.

43. In apassage in Xenophon’s Memorabilia (11, 1,1), the hedomst Aristippos’ answer to Socrates shows
that &pyf| (‘beginning’) and ooy giov, by that time, were synonymous. Cf. also Burkert 1959, e.g. p.
176(1).

44. “Apyod piv odv gion tig avBpamivne pmviig kal | &vapBpov pmkétt dexdpeva daipeoty, & karobpey
| otoveia xod ypappata: ypéppota pév &t ypappoic{ ioronpaivetat, otmxa’fd 3¢ 611 mica Pwv
Vv Y- | veow £k to0Twv Aappiver mpdrov kol 'ty Suhoew | gig tadta nosivar”’ (D.H., Zvv@. [=De
Compositione] XIV, UR, p. 48). The old standard text edition of D.H. is now reprinted: the volume
in question is Dienysii Halicarnasei quae exstant Vol. V1. Opusculorum Volumen Secundum,
Ediderunt Hermannus Usener et Ludovicus Radermacher. Editio stereotypa Editionis Prioris (MCMI V-
MCMXXIX). Stutgardiae et Lipsiae in Aedibus B.G. Teubneri MCMXCVII /1997/.
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you were taught as a child; so learn it from them. [...] Sound which passes through the mouth of
each and all of us, is one, and yet again it is infinite in number” (P1. Phlb. 17A-B).*

In this passage, mentioning school practice, Plato informs us, that letters have sounds even
though the aim of the dialogue is other than giving that information. His thoughts are similar in

the Sophist where he argues that grammar serves to combine Jetfers®® whereas the same job is
done with sounds in music (Soph. 253A).

Surprising as it may be to the modern reader, the same concept is put forward in another
dialogue: “Let us again make use of letters to explain what this means. [...] The way some god
or god-inspired man discovered that vocal sound is unlimited, as tradition in Egypt claims for a
certain deity called Theuth. He was the first to discover that the vowels in that unlimited variety
are not one but several [...] until he had found out the number for each one of them, and then

he gave all of them together the name «letter» [...] considered that the one link that somehow
unifies them all and called it the art of literacy™.*’

What do “éne@pbéyEoto” and “npocewndv”, that are, in a simplification, rendered with the
verb form “called” (“called it the art of literacy™) mean exactly?*®

According to the Liddell - Scott Lexicon (LSJ 670), the middle voice verb “&mgbéyyopar™
has meanings like: “utter after’ or ‘in accordance’, ‘attach a name’, ‘predicate a quality of”; and
later more generally ‘name’, “call’, ‘quote’, ‘pronounce’. To atfach a name, certainly deserves
our attention. Even more so another use: “émgféyyopo povag ént ] xabepmoet”. This refers

45. “Tapéc piv, ® Hpdtapye, fotiv év oic | ypappoacty d Adyw, kai AduBave avtd év Toltog olonep
kol nenaidzvoar [...] Qovi wgv fuiv éoti Tov pio Sii tobd o’cép‘drog ioDoa, xoi dnepoc ab mhndel,
névtov 1€ xal exaotov” (Pl Phlb. 17A-B, translated by W.R.M. Lamb, LCL 1962, pp. 220.222).

46. We may remember Prometheus’ words in the Aeschylaean play on “putting letters together” (supra).

47. Phib. 18B-D. (Translation by Dorothea Frede, in: Cooper - Hutchinson 1997: 4(6; omissions by the
present author). “TIdhv 8¢ év 10ig ypappac 1o vﬁﬂ,syéps{fc;c AaBopev. [...] Eneidh poviyv Grepov
KaTevonoey eite Tig Bedg elte kai Beiog GvBpwnog, wg Adyog &v Alyimte ©db tiva toltov yevéobm
AEyov, B¢ TpdTog T poviievio &v 1 aneipy Kaﬁ:_vénosv [...] éoog apiBpov adtdv AaPodv évi exboTt
xai éﬁpﬁam oToryEiov éitm;é'.pacs- [...] ToDzov.7dVv Seopdv od Aoyioapevog [...] YPaLLOTIKTY TEmY
énepbéytato mpooamav” (Phlb. 18B-D, WR.M. Lamb. LCL 1962, pp. 224’—226; cf. A. Digs, Budé
1941, p. 12). ‘

48. Cf. Pl Cra. 383a: “puviic poprov émpbeyyopevor” (rendered, in the Budé edition, as ‘en le désignant
par une parcelle de leur langué’).mElsewhere “pBéyyopar” is linked with “d@n6f” (‘true [words]’),
and “woeiv” (‘to sound’, ‘to make a noise’, ‘(o rattle’) with the opposite “ygvdii” (430a)!
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to a dedication in Plutarch’s Publicola and could be - in a first interpretation - rendered as ‘to
speak sounds in a dedication’.

“[lpocewm®dV” is a participium aoristi and may belong to the entry form zpodléyw ‘say in
addition’. Aéy®, however, is a suppletive verb, having in aorist (for simplicity: past tense) etrov. This
gives. with the preverb npdg (here zpoo-) added, the participle aposewmdv. Lexicographical tradition,
however, puts usually the entry form npocayopebo or mpoopwvem. This need not engage our attention
here, In any case it shows that aorist (originally a verbal aspect called injunctive), remains more
important in the Greek verbal system than “present tense” (or more correctly: praesens imperfectum).

“IIpooceinov” is frequent in the epic language, used, e.g., in phrases like “looking at him in
anger ...”, or simply, “to speak to one’, ‘to address (a speech to)’, “to accost’ and similar,

Both verbs definitely give the impression of a ceremonialism. The second, akin to epos
(8moc), is widespread and old in Indo-European. Efnov (‘V/they said’) corresponds to Skt. dvocam
(‘I spoke’), and related Enog corresponds to vacas (‘speech’, cf. Adams - Mallory 1997: 535).
Eimov. together with dvocam, goes back to a common Indo-European form from which the Greek
verb, by dissimilation, yielded ‘eweik“om, and further *£(F)gmov > £eurov > einov (GEW 1 464,
DELG 362, Beekes 2010: 389). The use of an ancient element, with the verbal prefix zpoo- (‘t0”)
1s not improper in the given context.

The first verb, the etymology of which is problematic, akin to @86yyog (phthongos)®

49. There could exist a stemn @Bgy- with regular ablaut and nasalization, as Beekes (2010: 1569) remarks but
the 1E connections are not certain. Plato uses the verb @Béyyopm, e.g., in the Laws VII (800a and c, as
“pBeyyécbw” and “@B&yyorr0™), in two similar contexts. The first is rendered by R.G. Bury in the Loeb
edition (1926) as ‘shall utter”’, the second rendering uses the word ‘voice’ as subject to the verb ‘bring upon’.
In Book 11 (664a), it is the /awgiver (vopoBétmc, 663e) who must ensure that the whole community uses
abvays the same language, and the verb for this is, again, “@0&yyorro”. Is this the language spoken, the
opinion (as Schopsdau 1994: 50 suggests) or both? If the latter, the existence of the couple dvouaroféne/
vouoBéme seems to be more justified. One could ask oneself pethaps two more important questions to which
I do not venture an answer here: why is this verb-aeponeni l(the middle voice expresses always something
subjective)?, and how to evaluate the fact that the verb is possibly non-1E? The etymological dictionaries
are cautious, some connections with Slavic and Lithuanian forms have been considered but are uncertain,
and the LIV and the EIEC do not list it. The best, one can suggést is a consideration - more persuasive
semantically than phonologically - whichrconnects the concepts of “shine, g’low, ghitter, glimmer, twinkle;
ring, (re)sound, (re)echo, resonate, linger in one’s mind/memory” (cf. GEW 11 1012 s.v. ¢O&yyopon) and
LIV 512 (s.v. 7*[s]b"ng-).. To such unexpected couples, the case of Greek “apy6g” (‘shining’, white’,
ghstening’; ‘swift(-footed’) could be reminded where the semantics has been established satisfactorily.

3

(The adjective is not to be confused with “dpyoc” “idle’, ‘lazy’, where the a is long).
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and other derivatives which are widely used in grammatical contexts, plead, in our feeling,
moreover, for a teleology, something, not infrequent in antique literary tradition. Ilpocgpovéwm
or mpooayopev®, the parallel lexical entries for mpoceinmov, mean, ‘to call’, ‘to address’ and
similar. More precisely, mpocayopedm implies greeting and calling by name. Both verbs seem
to be attested in present tense form, what is not unimportant, in Aeschylus (an early author who
lived between 525-456 B.C., see LSJ: 1499 and 1531).

Can we assume that, even if “OvopartoBémc”/“vouobétng™ (‘name-giver’, ‘law-giver’)
are somewhat unhappily attested in Greek when compared with Latin and Sanskrit, the same
“governing” concept was underlying?*® Sanskrit dhdrman- (‘law’, ‘order’, *firm support’ and
similar could, semantically and linguistically, be a good parallel, yet Mayrhofer expresses some
doubts, cf. EWA1A 1 778-780). Ultimately, the word corroborates the assumption that these were
contents “communicated” from a space above the human sphere.?! Diehl argues that @8&yyectan,
@Boyym, pBOYYOC “retain their basic meaning as «sound» and «language»™ (1940: 93).

Theuth (Thoth) “the first to discover that the vowels [...] are not one but several [and the one
to have given] the name «letter» [...]” was the Egyptian Hermes. Plato may have thought that the
cradle of civilization was once in Egypt. Hermes was, in the Graeco-Roman world {(Mercurius
in Latin) the epitermios divinity, the great mediator between anything, and so between the

50. Kapil Kapoor, in his second lecture (20.2.2017), spoke with consistence on “legislators™ in Plato.
He did not hint at a possible problem in the textual transmission. This problem does exist but still,
in the general spirit of Plato, there arise no special difficulties if we keep the term “vopofémg” and
“legislator”. See the following footnote, }

51. Des Places gives a survey of “vopog”, “vopofég” and “ovoparoBémc” in Plato and suggests a partial
synonymy. It is especially transparent that “vopoBétmg” equals “dvoparofémc” in Cra. 389a5, because
the preceding passage (389a2) has “Ovopatovpyod” translated as “name-maker”’ by H.N. Fowler in
the Loeb edition (cf. des Places 1964: 363 and 384). Also, in the familiar @ovoel-0¢oel dilemma - the
main concemn of Plato’s Cratylus -, “vou@™ may replace “0écer” (des Places ib., p. 363). Could then
“vopog” equal ‘law’, ‘language’ and ‘tune’? Cf. Astius ([1836], Ii, 1956: 390-392.453) for a similar
presentation of the same terms used by Plato. A further subportcan beextracted from Polomé - Mallory
(1997: 245) where the root *dhéh - is discussed under™Law™ (cf. Gk Bécn;‘, 0¢puc, Lat. con-diti-0,
Skt. -dhiti-, German Tat, English deed, etc. To Sanskrit °2hiri- ‘Schicht’, ‘Lage’, cf. EWAIA 1 784,
s.v. dha. Thus, the root means ‘to set’, ‘to establish’, and what is, then, “set”, “established”, 1s law.

The distribution indicates Proto-Indo-European (PIE) status, as does also with “name” (to which see
p- 390). '

e T DT eI RV T T L - 83 -




| IND1AN LANGUAGE REVIEW |

gods and humans, too. He is also referred to as the interpreter or deviser of speech.’? Theuth’s
contribution was, in this interpretation, discovering the script. Script, too, was considered
sacred and had, consequently, also a god (Frede 1997: 150-151).% To Frede’s discussion we
add that the first concept seems - beyond what she explains - to be more practical, the second
more philosophical. There have been attempts both by grammarians and modern scholars to
trace a semantic difference yet, in the work of the most important authors, the two terms are
synonymous In grammar, and the difference, if any, certainly is not that between ‘sound’ and
‘letter’ (Burkert 1959: 169.173).

The stoikheion-problem, despite the numerous attempts at its interpretation, cannot be
regarded as solved (cf. Beekes 2010: 1396). What I would argue is that order or the ordered
pature of things with this word seems to be assured. The stoikheia, then, might be the resultants
of an ancient generalizing mental operation, and, accordingly, their limits may lie along the
borders of early philosophical thinking, or better even, politico-ideological thinking, which
relies on, and partly is identical with, philosophical interpretations. The importance of order,
repeatedly recognized, is perhaps best realized by Benveniste who discusses it under the concept

of thémis and gives it the distinctive indication of “extremely important”.* “We have here one of

52. To this, cf. the interesting discussion by Diez de Velasca (1993, e.g. pp. 22-23). To the deviser of
speech cf. Allen (1948: 37(;4]).

53. For Indic and other parallels cf. Thumb - Hauschild. The name of the devanagar script is traditionally
considered to mean “the script of the city of the gods [= of Sky]” (1958: 188-189), and even the
Brahma script (Brahmt ?r‘pi) that preceded devandagari was considered as invented by the God Brahma
(Monier-Williams 2005: XX VI). Plato repeats Theuth’s achievements in his Phaedrus. Th. was, further,
regarded, among others, as the founder of astronomy and mathematics (cf. 274 b-c). It is striking,
that the Devandgart script, which succeeded Brahmi lipi, was created - as stated by a relatively late
construct - by Sarasvati, the wife of Brahma3 (cf, Basham 1954: 316).

54. @émg/0éme (Themis/themis) means in Greek, as a noun, that which is laid down or established,
Iaw (not as fixed by statute, but) as established by custom. The word, further, means also ‘custom’,
‘justice’, ‘right’ and similar (LSJ 789). As a proper nouﬁ, it designated a female Titan, the goddess of
justice, law and order. She bore, once a spouse of Zeus, the three Fates (Moipat). Before Apollo, the
oracle in Delphi belonged to her (Becher 1979: 567). 1 think, the parallel with Prometheus is clear.
Etymologically, the word belongs, very-probably, td the derivatives of the root *dheh,-. Beekes, as
often, would not exclude pre-Greek origin (2010: 539), and this, in a historical perspective, does not
cause unsurmountable interpretational difficulties for our purposes. Chantraine, on the other hand,
is more traditional and more exhaustive (DELG 428). I suggest that Themis is more incorporated in
the IE world and thinking than is not.
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the cardinal notions of the legal world of the Indo-Europeans to say nothing of their religious and
moral ideas: this is the concept or ‘Order’ which governs also the orderliness of the universe, the
movement of the stars, the regularity of the seasons and | the years; and further the relations of
gods and men, and finally the relations of men to one another. Nothing which concerns man or
the world falls outside the realm or ‘Ordex’. It is thus the foundation, both religious and moral,
of every society. Without this principle everything would revert to chaos” (1973: 379-380).
Stoikheia as letters would not go back to IE level; Benveniste does not discuss them but the
limit, if we consider the largely attested concept that language and script came from the divine
sphere, may hardly have been emerging literacy. He then enumerates a number of related words
with Greek dpapioxw (‘to fit together®), and Latin ars (‘art’) among them. We find Sanskrit ra,

naturally, in the first place. To be added that Latin ars meant originally ‘natural disposition’,

‘qualification’, and ‘talent’ (ib.). Benveniste then concludes writing “Everywhere the same

notion is still perceptible: order, arrangement, the close mutual adaptation of the part of a whole

to one another, even though the derivatives have undergone different semantic specialization

in the different languages. We thus have for Indo-European a general concept which embraces,

by numerous lexical variants, the religious, legal, and technical aspects of ‘order’. But within

each domain distinctive terms were found necessary. This is why ‘law’ was given more
precise expressions which must be studied each in their proper sphere.” The explanation for

the doubleness of stoikheia - grammata, 1 might argue, can be sought in the duality “order”

55. Cf. McEvilley 2002: 24 {on the concern with “universal order” and “unifying principles behind apparent
diversity™), and Adams 1997a: 362 on rtam (‘fixed rule, divine law; sacred or pious action’) whereas
the stem rt- means ‘afflicted with; right, proper’. On the meaning, see also Miller 1985: 38-47. The
concept both contains a dynamic and a static side that are not always equally stressed with their three
connotations: activity - order - law. Since grammatically the word is a participium perfectum, the
best interpretation is perhaps “something gone over correctly” or “the settled qr ordered course of
going”. The structure of the universe is rendered B this mal;y faceted concept which comprises all
possible levels: natural, socio-ethical, and religio-sacrificial (Miller ib.). The word itself, of course,
is to be reduced to *h er-, and is cognate with Greek apuég (‘joint’, * groove’), apopioke (“to join’,
‘to put together’, ‘to fix’, ‘to fit with”), appovia (‘joint’, ‘union’, ‘cramp’, ‘clasp’; ‘treaty’, *harmony’,
‘proportion’), etc. It is interesting to realize that the concept of “system” (Gr;ek obouo) is similar:
its dictionary definition is ‘whole compounded of several parts or members’, ‘system’. In Aristotle’s
De generatione anminalium it designates ‘the composite whole of soul and body’, and in a letter by

Epicure it is 10 dhov 0D othuatog (‘to whole of the body’, LSJ 1735). Doesn’t this remind of the
Primeval Man? '




postulates according to Benveniste and the ideological - later - philosophical thinking. Polomé,
who proposes an IE *h értus, remarks: “the underlying meaning would appear to be ‘fitting’
which had already developed metaphysical connotations in Indo-Iranian ‘cosmic order, fitting
in time and space’, i.e., cosmos must be kept in harmony by rituals and sacrifices which adjust
the relationships between the microcosm and the macrocosm. Such an underlying concept may
have already existed within PTE” (Polomé - Mallory 1997a). More a case for India, yet, perhaps,
not unrelated, in charge of ytd- stand Mitra (the dual form for ‘Mitra and the other one’) or as a
devata dvandva®® Mitra-Varuna. It is Varuna properly, who is charged with the maintenance of
the forces of cosmos (Adams - Mallory 1997a).

Mitra was one of the twelve adityas who were bom to Kasyapa-prajdpati, a procreator;
himself a sun god. In the Rigveda his name is often associated with Varuna. Also glorified as the
god of night and as ruling the earth and sky, together with Varuna (Williams 2003: 215).

Varuna, on the other hand, was one of the oldest Vedic deities. He may have been part of the
first triad of gods known in Vedic period - along with Mitra and Aryaman. Still in Vedic period,
they were replaced by Agni, Indra, and Siirya. Varuna was both an asura (demon) and a deva
(god), leading to the notion that as an ancient lord of justice (rita) and truth (satya), he had a
violent streak. Later, when Indra took over the rulership of heaven, Varuna became the god of
oceans, who rode on a makara, his fish or water monster vehicle. He was presented as the father
of Brahma, who created the whole world, and also of the Vasishtha, one of the sapta-rishis, the
seven Rishis (William 2015: 294).%7

These changes in functions and positions offer puzzles, there is however an extra-Indian
factor which seems to be situated between the Indo-European and the Indian antiquity, and in any
case is closer to Sanskrit than to Iranian, and the changes might be reflecting the moving tribes as

56. Devdta dvamdva, a compound whose members are two (or more) members of deities (Monier-Williams
2005: 495). - e -

57. Without diving into the mythical prehistory and into complicated explanations, one is inclined to think
that this three-step change in mythology is a parallel to the picture Greek mythological prehistory
offers: the hall-marks for the three ancestral epochs are Uranos - Kronos - Zeus. The three chief
gods, it is supposed that belonged to 1, Pre-IE, 2, IE (butpre—Greek) and 3, Greek prehistory, even if
“Uranos” is more IE-like than Kronos. The 11ngu15t1c comparison according to which Uranos - Varuna
is possible but not sure, whereas that between Zeus - Dyauli- is sure, is another issue. Linguistic
shapes and social functions need not necessarily go in parallel. We should not forget Rome, which,
culturally has not offered many innovations but in mythology, on the contrary, preserved precious
ancient IE traits. The structural yield is worth thinking of it.
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they changed place and, together with that, social duties and roles. It is about the Mitanni gods
appearing in the Boghaz Keui Treaty with the king of the Hittites. The gods were Vedic gods
(Indra, Varuna, Mitra, and the Nasatyas). The treaty is datable around 1380 BC, and there is an
agreement among linguists that the language of the Veda cannot be much earlier than this date
(Trautmann 2015: XXXVI).

Along the mythological dimension, philosophical approaches were rather frequent. Beekes
also remarks that the singular for croweia is secondary. We could think of an interchange of
more concrete and more abstract meanings. Once language, letters, speech, sounds, etc. were
supposed to have to do in whichever way with the divine sphere (cf. McEvilley 2002: 58),
assuming a constant recurring movement between the earthly and the divine worlds are to be
taken for granted. It is typical that whereas grammarians write that the elements are the first
beginnings and the ultimate goal into which everything dissolves [...] meaning letters, the same
is said in philosophy. This is maintained, e.g., in Stephanus’ lexicon: “proprie de quatuor mundi
elementis et principiis, ex quibus omnia oriuntur et prodeunt” (TGL VIII: 789, s.v. Zroxgiov).
With regard to the grammartans, the lexicon is not as detailed as it should be but clearly, croryeia,
elementa, are regarded more abstract and more general {ib. cc. 790-791). The lexicon deals with
the word and its derivatives in nine columns (788-796). Similarly, the Suida-lexicon writes
both about “ta&15” (“order’) and the four elements in a philosophical sense (s.vv. Ztoryeiov and
Yroiyog respectively, Suid. TV, Adler 1935, p. 446; see p. 435 on otiyoc, otolxog being ‘td&ic’
and otixog being both ‘1481c’ and ‘line”). EM (728, | ), again, writes on &£ in a military context
(s.v. Zryaer). What Indian thinkers offer is often comparable to, and also criticizable in a similar
manner, with Greek grammatical approaches.

The following remarks seem important and I suggest that there may be some sort of clue
to understand stoikheia and elementa properly. “The Rig Veda has a kind of polytheism, but
one that already hasin it the first seeds of what will flower, in the philosophical texts called
the Upanishads, into monism (which assumes that all living things are elements of a single,
universal substance). A much quoted line proclairs this singular multiplicity, in a context that
is clearly theological rather than philosophical; «They call it Indra, Mitra, Varuna, Agni, and it
is the heavenly bird that flies. The wise speak of what is One in many ways; they call it Agni,
Yama, Matarishvan» (1.164.46). This is a tolerant, hierarchical sort of devotional polytheism:

- The worshiper acknowledges the existence, and goodness, of gods other than the god that he or

she is addressing at the moment. This creative tension between monism and polytheism extends
through the history of Hinduism” (Doniger 2015: 128).

Varuna, who frequently appears with Mitra in a dvandva-couple, is important for this
investigation 1n his Vedic aspect.




[T

What would interest a linguist, often, and largely gets lost, or to use a term inspired by the
texts themselves, “dissolves in philosophical considerations”. Sastri’s book (1959), promising
by its title, is written in a somewhat inflated language, presupposes, to be sure, the knowledge of
Indian thought, but the only important thing to learn is that the language issue is of paramount
importance. Word or Speech are shown as the “eternal” and “absolute” principle (cf., e.g., p.
24), i.e., it precedes creation, but one is not really instructed on either physiological aspects or
on - so that we paraphrase John 1.14 - how the Adyog o@p€ eyéveto (on how ‘the Word became
flesh’). The concept about the atomic constitution in the Jaina system of thought, however, may
convey us further. The assumption that word or sound are possessed of tactile properties like
other material substances is a feature that deserves our attention.

At this point, one more look at “elements” will be useful. That this concept is much broader
than just covering what “letters™ are is clear. How Latin “elementa” came to correspond to Greek
“stoikheia” is not clear. Hebrew and other data permit of speculations about a very ancient, even
pre-1E world and way of thinking that was inherited.

Semantically, Greek “stoikheion” is even broader than the two concepts we encounter in
Latin, and through it in other languages. There is a clear ablaut-system to be mentioned below,
and to be ascribable to the IE level which consists of the forms “stikh-" (otiy-), “steikh-" (cTe1)-)
and “stoikh-" (oTory-). In later Greek, the diphthongs [ei] and [oi] coincided in [i]. This fact is
not relevant in [E level but may interest us with regard to later semantics.

“Zroygeio” in Modern Greek, means roughly the same thing as element means in various
languages: ‘the constituents of the physical world’ or ‘ideological’ or ‘cultural constituents’ of
whatever. 1n book printing, the word can mean also ‘letters’ or “fonts’. Babiniotis (2002: 1657)
surmmarizes all meanings. Zreiyo (‘to step’, ‘to walk’) is not used in Modern Greek but some
other related forms are: otiyog (outcome of the zero grade) meaning ‘verse’ or ‘line’, otoiymua
(medieval formation of the noun with o (ablaut) grade represented in classical ctotyoc ‘line’,
‘row’) meaning ‘bet’, ‘stake’, ‘wager’, and more importantly, modemn ototyg6 (form with
barytonesis and synizesis) meaning ‘ghost’, *phantoiﬁ?, ‘spook’, ‘elf’, ‘goblin’ and the like.
Unfortunately, the semantic development is not explained in his etymological dictionary either.
It is added only that the word means ‘demon’ or ‘devil in folk superstition’ (2011: 1337).

In international scholarship, understandably, everything non-classical comes second. This
means that medieval and later Greek tradition and language are not so minutely studied. Yet, in
Medieval and in Modern Greek, for historical reasons, folklore is important. Purely linguistically,
the language is equally important for linguistic science as is the classical language. Modem
Greek folklore, quite often, gives a clue to a puzzle posed in classical studies. Consequently,
I refer to medieval studies which still have much to do, to find something in superstitions that




can be a link and possibly an addendum to the unsolved problem of the old stoikheion question.
Here is something I found and which is suggested as an interim contribution. Medieval Russia
was deeply influenced by Byzantine Greek culture and religion. It is also known that after
the fall of Constantinople (1453) Moscow and Russia considered themselves successor of
Byzantium. Their religion is the orthodox Christianity, and the Old Church Slavonian and the
Russian language have many Greek loanwords. “Stoikheion” is found in Russian as cTuxus.
The Vasmer - Trubachev etymological dictionary (1987: 761) thinks that it comes from Greek
ototyeiov. However, it is more probable that it was taken from the Greek plural otoysia which, it
is known, was more frequent than the singular, and was reinterpreted in Russian as singular. The
meaning of the word is, like in other languages, ‘element’, whatever it means. A sound change
o1 > 1, for this late period is natural. There is another word in Russian, “cTux” meaning ‘verse’,
‘line’, ‘stroke’. According to the dictionary, it came from (related) Greek “otiyoc” having the
same meaning even in Modern Greek. This explanation is very probable. “Crux”, however, has
also another meaning: ‘frame of mind’, ‘mood’, ‘sudden desire’ or ‘inclination’. Surprisingly,
the authoritative Vasmer - Trubachev dictionary ignores this meaning. It is the much older
Preobrazhensky dictionary (1910-1914: 387) that lists it and thinks that it must come from the
meaning of ‘line’, ‘stroke’. How this happened is not explained. Still, usages like ‘inclination’,
‘desire’, ‘mood’ seem to bring us somehow near the “elementary” forces, emotions we can attach
to the “elements” conceived in an everyday sense, and perhaps not only in everyday sense.

Finally, here are more linguistic considerations added. Etymologically, ypduua goes back
to a root meaning to ‘designate’, ‘indicate’ (cf. German Kerbe, kerben, ‘notch’, ‘score’, noun
and verb) being a derivative of ypaew (‘write”), and ororyeiov to the verb oteiyw, secondarily
otowyém (“to step’, ‘to proceed’, cf. German Steg, steigen).

“Xtovyeiov” and related are more important. In the following, I’ll try to outline a scheme
with possible inferences with regard to semartics. Since this paper is a tentative approach to
understanding the semantics according to which “letters had a sound”, I’'ll offer it as a tentative
answer leaving space for future thinking, - i

If we start from the principle dictionaries use, we have for a verb otsiyw (‘to step’, ‘to
walk’), for a noun otoiog (the same as otiyog, ‘line’, ‘row’, ‘verse’, to which ctoeiov is
secondary), and one more verb form £otiyov, belonging tq oteiyw. All this, with the ablaut

grades, gives: -
GTEIY® - le.steikhd : el
ctoiyog - 1.e.stoikhos : ol
Eotiyov - le.estikhon : 1
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Zaeiyw 1s praesens imperfectum ind. act. 1st pers. sing. (“present tense” for simplicity), a
form, in terms of the ablaut theory, with e-grade. Ztoiyoc is a noun having, in ablaut terms, an
o-grade, and £otryov is an aorist, put simply “past tense”, but it is not as simple as that. Aorist,

‘originally an aspect in the Greek verbal system, is basic both in verb and noun morphology.

Indeed, in Greek, nouns very often show the same grade as show aorists in the verbal system.
In ablaut terms, this is called zero-grade (“zero” in the sense that in this case there is no “e”
alternating with “0”). As a noun, to this otiyog (stikhos) corresponds. In reality, the system
is richer, comprising however cases which are all reducible to an e/o/e system as explained
by Beekes (1995: 99-102) for example. The theory goes back to Ferdinand de Saussure who
launched it in 1878.%¢ Cases he analyzed, with a familiar example, are like this. On the basis of
Aeinw “to leave’, ‘to be absent’ and similar we have:

Aeitw - leipd (praesens imperfectum) : ei
Aéhowma - leloipa (praesens perfectum) : oi
Eamov - elipon (aoristos or aorist) Dl -

With three more examples added for the case of short vowels, and with a similar system for
the long vowels and for reducing them to the same scheme. The impressing proto-IE system is
best represented in Greek. In Sanskrit we find some forms having -r-, e.g., riréca (= Aéhowan)
(cf. Beekes 2010: 845).

Saussure suggested “sonantic elements” (coefficients sonantiques) for cases where an
unknown sound had been hypothetised. For a couple of decades his construct remained unproved
but it was justified by the discovery of the Hittite language, and today the theory, influenced by
Hittite phonology, is called “Laryngeal Theory”. Accordingly, modern linguistics uses the “h”
symbol for “laryngeals” (which may well have been also pharyngeals).*

58. The present writer offered a similar analysis on the word “oikoc¢” (“house[hold]’, ‘dwelling’ and its
derivatives in an attempt to match morphological data with semantical ones, published as Katonis
2006..The Greek noun had an original initial digamma (F o‘ikog = woikos), and is related to Sanskrit
“vig”. . -

59. EIEC (p. XX) remarks: “laryngeal = a-sound prodiced in or near the lﬁrynx, e.g., English A. In this
encyclopedia, PIE laryngeals whose exact pronunciation is unknown (indeed not everyone believes
that they were all phonetically laryngeal) are designated as &, 4, h,, h, h (when eitherh,orh ) or /1,
when the nature of the particular laryngeal is unknown”. Other works may use a different laryngeal
system. Most works operate with 3 laryngeals to which they add a “vocalic coloration™ except for 4,
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The consequences have been far reaching, and it is certainly the most important single
discovery in the whole history of Indo-European linguistics. The whole complex is much more
intricate because it became clear that not all “coefficients™ can be imagined as vowels, and their
place is not always the one Saussure hypothetised.®® What is suggested in the present paper
tentatively is that the zero-grade forms already implied the concept of ‘line’ or ‘row’, and to
this further e~o (i.e., ei~oi) derivatives belong which bring us to the concepts of “steps™ and
beyond. Clearly, then, “stoikheion” is something broader than “gramma”. A ‘line’ developed
into a ‘step’, the ‘step’ into a “first step” (&py), and out of philosophical implications through
medieval superstitions, we arrive - somewhat distressingly - at goblins and elves. “Steps™ where
from, where to? Lines developed into steps or even in steps, or steps developed into lines or even
in lines? Remember the Cosmic Cow and her padas. In terms of the Laryngeal Theory, it is the
zero-grade; In terms of derivational morphology and semantics, it is the aorist, which provides
us with the primary forms. In this case, this is “stikhos”, and stikhos means ‘line’.

To sum up, “stoikheia” seem to have had “demonic” power - and for the linguist still much
work has to be done. At this poimt I prefer to give ground for future thinking.

With regard fo further analysis, as soon as we are able to learn in tradition more about
Ancient Greek education, we see again and again, the cosmic implications appear.®’ The Platonic
passage above may be concelved as understanding Theuth’s contribution containing a structured
classification system of sounds and corresponding letters (Frede 1997: 154-155), just as the
pupils were supposed to learn an “ordered set of elements”. The word oteiym has its relatives
in Ancient Indian (cf. KEWA III 514-515, EWAIA 11 761, and Monnier-Williams 2005: 1258)
but more implications than the military ones do not seem to be present. Sanskrit stegh- means
‘to step (up)’, ‘to stride’, ‘to ascend’, etc. Would the military dimension be a mark where we
can look for an appropriate semantic link? Or, is it as down-to-earth a concept as a hunting term

60. A good introduction to the theory is provided by Fr.O. Lindeman (1997) from Oslo University, based
on his earlier Einfiilrung published in Berlin in 1970. T

61. Cf. Burkert 1959: 168. For the etymologies, cf., e.g., DELG 235-236.1049, and Beekes 2010: 1396.
Although ultimately the two groups go back to concepts like ‘scratch, cut, carve’, and ‘step (up),
climb’ respectively (cf. also EIEC 143.228. 488) there might be something more behind what DELG
and Marrou (1950: 210) hint at in this connection. As a"minimum, one should refer to the fact that
the letters were first taught orally, and that the “cosmic™ symbolism (music and numbers included)
was there from the first moment. Is it a mere arbitrariness when Weber (1876: 27), writing on $iks3,
“Lautlehre”, “Metrik” and “astronomische Berechnungen” (phonetics, metrics and astronornical
calculations) connects with one another?




(“jagersprachlich”) - according to Knobloch (EWAIA 11 761)? Or, what we would prefer, as
sublime as the verbal semantics of Old Church Slavonian po-stigng, actual Russian nocTurays,
‘to reach’, ‘to meet’ (cf. KEWA III 514)7 The semantics of Russian “nocturuyts Mbicia” (‘to
grasp the meaning of something”) might be thought-provoking. %

What remains at this point for a summary, is that “letters”, both in India and Greece, were
“pronounced”. Pupils learned in ancient Athens the alphabet, for A,B,I" as an example, as
described by Burkert and others, by pronouncing them in the following manner: “&wa, Bijta pa,
yéppa ya”, etc. The forms “Ba” and “ya” deserve attention. In a way, they “recalled” the “letters”
into being. Such was also the way reading texts. There is a contradiction which seems to find its
explanation in school practice: it said that vowels were “sounding” (they were “paviievia” or
“povaevra’), “consonants had no sounds”, more exactly, they were “co-sounding” (“cOppava™).
Greek “povijev” and “cOupovov” gave the Latin translations vocalis and consondns, and hence
the related grammatical terms in European tradition. This is not more than an inconsequence
to be explained with school-practice, not the only one with regard to grammatical thought. We
need not be too rigorous; linguistic science did not exist in Antiquity. Indeed, it did not exist in
the contemporary sense until Sir William Jones’ famous Annual Report in Calcutta in 1786. His
Report is regarded to be the official birth of modern linguistics.

Writing, certainly, does not go back as far as the IE level: language constitutes a sign system
that is primarily spoken. Its fixing with symbols happened much later in history. If language
came, as it were, from a god or a god-like human, it was quite natural for the ancients to assume
that the means to fix it came also from the supernatural sphere. India and Greece share this very
ancient concept.

Appendix

The Jewish sages sometimes say “the seal of God is truth,” since the final letters of the three

-~
-
-

62. We will definitely disagree with either as a correct analysis of the important mediae /p § y/ stating them
as “tonlose” under “stimmlose” (1) or as Frede’s result interpreting Theut’s contribution (of course,
in Plato’s presentation, ib. p.. 154). Frede gives a list of “mittlere” (= ‘mediae’) with question mark as
“stimmhafte” (= ‘voiced’) without question mark byt containing letters like /o 6 ¥/, and others. The
ancients, with the exception of the Indians, did not realize voice nonmally, even European tradition
was late to discover it (Allen 1987; 28.30; cf. Allen 19353; 33ﬂ'.'). See the dissertation by this wrniter
dedicated to similar phonological issues (Katonis 2010a). There is no point in checking if Frede
interpreted Theuth correctly. Her (their?) system is confused and unsuitable for a linguistic analysis,
and should not be reckoned with. More important are there the general remarks.
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[ words that conclude the account of creation - bara Elohim ia’asot (“God created to do” [Genesis
2:3]) - spell emet:

Cf. to this the Hebrew Alphabet:
B[P7] 2625223 22|21 [P0 IS8 (A7 |16 [i5 [T [ 21211 [10] 5 [ 3 [7[6] 5 [ 4 |3 2 |
T AT Bl R R YR | _

ry
L
=
1
-
—
w
L
A

1: Aleph, the first letter of the Alphabet
14:Final Mem, the 14th letter, in the middle of the Alphabet
28: Tav, the last letter of the Alphabet

(Source: “Emet - Truth”; Hebrew for Christians. © John J. Parsons. Retrieved online
18.2.2017)

REFERENCES
Adams, D.Q. (1997). Knee. EIEC 336. . -
. (19972). Make. EIEC 362.
Adams, D.Q. and Mallory, J.P. (1997). Cow. EIEC 134-139.
.(1997%). Priest. ETEC 451-453, S
Allen, W.S. (1948). Ancient ideas on the origin and development qf language. T}’S [1949]: 35-60.
. (1953). Phonetics in Ancient India. London etc.: Oxford University Press.

. (1987). Vox Graeca. A Guide to the Pronmunciation of Classical Greek. Third Edition.
Cambridge etc.: Cambridge University Press.

93 T LT e L ERallleast e e




Astius, D.F. (Friedrich Ast). (1956). Lexicon Platonicum sive Vocum Platonicarum Index.Vol. 1-3. Bonn:
Rudolf Habelt Verlag (Unverdnderter Nachdruck der Ausgabe von 1835-1838 [Vol. I: 1835, I1: 1836,
111: 1838, Lipsiae in Libraria Weidmannianal).

Aufrecht, Th. (1968). Die Hymnen des Rigveda. 11. Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz.

Babiniotis, G. (2002). = I. Mrapmvidme, Aedixé mc Niag Eiinvixie Idaoas /*Dictionary of the
Modern Greek Language’/. Acvtept; Exdoon /*2nd Edition’/. ABrva: Kévrpo Aefixoloyiag /*Athens:
Centre for Lexicology’/.

. {2010). see Nanopoulos, D.

. (2011). Eropodoyixd Ascixé mg Néag Elipvixis Iidooac /*Etymological Dictionary of the
Modem Greek Language’/. Agdtepn Exdoor) /‘2nd Edition’/. ABfjva: Kévipo Aekixoroylag
/’ Athens: Centre for Lexicology’/.

Basham, A.L. (1954). The Wonder that was India. A Survey of the Culture of the Indian Sub-Continent
before the Coming of the Muslims. London: Sidgwick and Jackson {Revised Editions 1967, 2004).

Becher, llse. (1979). Themis. In: Lexikon der Antike. Hrsg. von J. Irmscher und Renate Johne. Leipzig,
VEB Bibliographisches Institut, 1979, p. 567.

Beekes, R.S.P. (1995). Comparative Indo-European Linguistics. An Introduction. Amsterdam/
Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Company.

. (2010). Esymological Dictionary of Greek. Leiden-Boston: Bnll.
Benveniste, E. (1927). Un emploi du nom «genou» en vieil-iriandais et en sogdien. BSL 27: 51-53.

. (1973). Indo-European Language and Society. Summaries, table and index by J. Lallot.
Translated by Elizabeth Palmer. London: Faber & Faber (© 1969 by Les Editions de Minuit).

Biihler, G. (1886). The Laws of Manu. Translated with Extracts from Seven Cominentaries. Oxford:
University Press (Reprinted, Delhi-Varanasi-Patna: Motilal Banarsidass, 1975).

Burkert, W. (1959). ZTOIXEION. Eine semasiologische Studie. Philologus 103: 167-197.
Cahen, M. 1927 «Genou», «adoption» et «parentés-en germanique. BSL 27: 56-87.

Chakravarti, Ranabir. (2016). Exploring Ean{y India up to c. AD 1300. Third Edition. Delhi: Primus
Books.

Cooper, .M. and Hutchinson, D.S. (eds) (1997) Plato. Complete Works. Indianapolis/Cambridge:
Hackett Publishing Company. . -

——

Davis, L.W. (1978). Studies in Bhartrhari'’s Vakyapadiya. A Dissertation Presented by L.W. D. Submitted
to the Graduate School of the University of Massachusetts in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy. '

4



DELG Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque. Histoire des mots. Par P. Chantraine. Avec un
Supplément. Paris: Klincksieck (1999).

des Places, E. (1964). Platon. Oeuvres compléetes.Tome XIV. Lexique de la langue philosophique et
religieuse de Platon. Paris: “Les belles lettres” (Budé).

de Vaan, M. (2008). Etymological Dictionary of Latin and the Other Italic Languages. 1.eiden-Boston:
Brill.

Diehl, E. (1940). “...fuerunt ante Homerum poetae”. RAM N.F. 89: 81-114.
Diez de Velasco, F. (1993). Serpentine power in Greece and India. Yavanikad 3: 13-31.

Doniger, Wendy. (1975). Hindu Myths. A Sourcebook translated from The Sanskrit with an Introduction
and notes by W.D. London-New York etc.: Penguin Books,

. (2015). The Hindus. An Alternative History. New Delhi: Speaking Tiger Publishing

PVT. LTD.

EIEC  Encyclopedia of Indo-European Culture. Editors 1.P. Mallory and D.Q. Adams. London-Chicago:
Fitzroy Dearbom Publishers.

Elizanrenkova, Tatyana, J. (1995). Language and Style of the Vedic Rsis. Edited with an Introduction by
Wendy Doniger. Albany, N.Y.: State University of New York Press.

EWAia M. Mayrhofer, Etymologisches Worterbuch des Altindoarischen 1-111. Heidelberg: Carl Winter,
1986-1997.

Frede, Dorothea. (1997). Platon. Philebos. Ubersetzung und Kommentar von D.F. Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht (Platon, Werke. Ubersetzung und Kommentar [ ...] herausgegeben von E.
Heitsch und C.W. Miiller. III 2).

Geldner, K.F. (1951). Der Rig-Veda aus dem Sanskrit Uibersetzt und mit einem laufenden Kommentar
versehen von K.F. G. IIl. Neunter bis zehnter Liederkreis. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press etc. [cf. Michel 2008).

Gantz, T. (1993). Early Greek Myth. A Guide to therary and Artigtic Sources. Baltimore-London: The
John Hopkins University Press.

Garrett, J. (1996). A Classical Dictionary of India. Delhi: Low Price Publications (©1871; 1873
[Supplement], Reprinted 1990; 1996).

Gonda, J. (1986). Prajapati’s Rise to Higher Rank. Leiden: Bnll .
Ghosh, Manmohan. (1991). Paniniya Siksa (Text and Translatlon) Delhi: V.K. Publishing House.

GrafBmann (Grassmann), H. (1996). Wérterbuch zum Rig-Veda. 6., uberarbeltete und ergéinzte Auflage
von Maria Kozianka. -




RIS

TN

Houben, J.E.M. (1995). The Sambandha-samuddesa (Chapter on Relation) and Bhartrhari’s Philosophy
of Language. A Study of Bhartrhari Sambandha-samuddesa in the context of the Vakyapadiya with
a translation of Helaraja's cornmentary Prakima-prakasa. Groningen: Egbert Forsten.

Jung, C.G. (2005). The Archetypes and the Collective Unconscious. Second Edition. Translated by R.E.C.
Hull. London: Routledge.

Kapoor, Kapil. (2017).  Bharativa Bhasha Chintan Parampara - Indias Tradition of Linguistic
Thought. Five lectures given in the Special Centre of Sansknt Studies of Jawaharlal Nehru
University, New Delhi, India, on 19, 20, 22, 24, 26 February 2017.

Katonis, A.L. (2006). =Katdvng, A.A., ‘Oworoyia’ - pia yhwoooroykti npocéyyon /* ‘Ecology’ - A
linguistic approach’/. Iwegoloyia/Glossologia 17: 157-168.

. (2010). Wolf-warriors, the Argonauts, and the foundation of Trebizond. The Mediterranean
Review 3,2, 2010: 1-22.

. {2010a). A.A. Katdvng, Amoxieiotonoinony twv nynpav kleiotdv /b d g/ e EAAnpvixic.
Araypovixt} gawvoloyixr npoaéyyran |'Opening of the Voiced Stops /b d g/ of Greek. An Approach
through Diachronic Phonology'l. I: Avddvon pe Hopéapmpa 1 /’Analysis with Appendix 1°/, II:
Hapaprnue 11, Zopa Yixov /" Appendix 11, Corpus’/. ABfva: Ilovemotipio ABnvdyv - Zapiroreio
‘I8pvpa /° Athens: University of Athens - Saripolos Foundation’/ (English Summary: I, pp. 197-201).

. (2014). Weakening and Strengthening in Greek. Athens: D.K. Stamoulis (Original Edition,
Philologica et Linguistica 1.).

KEWA M. Mayrhofer, Kurzgefafites Etymologisches Warterbuch des Altindischen. A Concise
Evymological Sanskrit Dictionary. 1-1V. Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1956-1980.

Khokar, A. and Saraswati, S. (2005). Brahma-Saraswati. New Delhl Rupa Co.

Kiessling, A. and Heinze, R. {1967). Q. Horatius Flaccus. Samen Erklédrt von A. K. Erneuert von R. H.
9. unverdnderte Auflage. Dublin - Ziirich: Weidmann.

LEW  Lateinisches Etymologisches Worterbuch I-111. Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1965; 1972.

Lien, C. (1994). Xun Zi (c. 313-238 BC). In: R. Asher (Ed.-m-Chief), Encyclopedia of Language and
Linguistics 9: 5070.

Lindeman, Fr.O. {1997). Introduction to the Lafyngeal Theory’. Innsbruck: Institut fiir
Sprachwissenschaft der Universitit Innsbruck. -

LIV Lexikon der indogermanischen Verben. Die Wurzeln und ihre Primﬁrstammbi] dungen. Unter Leitung
von H. Rix und der Mitarbeit vieler anderer [...]. Zweite, erweiterte und verbesserte Auflage [...1.
Wiesbaden: Dr. Ludwig Reichert Verlag, 2001.

Lohr, W. (2010). Logos. In: Reallexikon fiir Antike und Christentum. Begriindet von Fr. J. Dolger, etc.
Stuttgart: A. Hiersemann. XXII: 327-435.



[ DIAN LANGUAGE REVIEW ¥

Lochtefeld, J.G. (2001). The lllustrated Encyclopedia of Hinduism. 11. New York: The Rosen Publishing
Group.

Long, A.A. (2000). Language. In: J. Brunschwig - G. Lloyd (eds). Greek Thought. A Guide to Classical
Knowledge. London, England - Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Press, pp. 338-354 (translated
from French).

LSY A Greek-English Lexicon. Compiled by H.G. Liddell and R. Scoft. Revised and Augmented
Throughout by H.S. Jones with the Assistance of R. McKenzie and with the Co-operation of Many
Scholars. With a Supplement 1968. Oxford: At the Clarendon Press 1977. (Revised Supplement by
P.G.W. Glare, with the Assistance of A.A. Thompson 1996).

Lumpe, A. (1959). Elementum. In: Reallexikon Siir Antike und Christentum. Begriindet von Fr.J. Délger
etc. Stuttgart: A, Hiersemann. I'V: 1073-1100.

Mallory, 1.P. (1989). In Search of the Indo-Europeans.Language, Archacology. Myth. London: Thames
and Hudson (Reprinted 1992).

Mallory, J.P. and Adams, D.Q. (2006). The Oxford Introduction to Proto-Indo-European and the Proto-
Indo-European World. Oxford: University Press.

Marrou, H.L. (1950). Histoire de I’ education dans 1" Antiquité. Deuxiéme edition revue et augmentée.
Paris: Seuil.

Martin, J. (1974). Antike Rhetorik. Technik und Methode. Miinchen: Beck (Handbuch der
Altertumswissenschaft. II, 3).

McEvilley, Th. (2002). The Shape of Ancient Thought. Comparative Studies in Greek and Indian
Philosophies. New York: Allworth Press - School of Visual Arts.

Meillet, A. (1927). Lat. genuinus. BSL 27: 54-55.

Michel, P. (2007). Upanishaden. Die Geheimlehre des Veda. In der Ubersetzung von P. Deussen.
Herausgegeben und eingeleitet von P. Michel. Wiesbaden: Marix Verlag.

. (2008). Rig-Veda. Das Heilige Wissen Indiens. In der Ubersetzung von Karl-Friedrich
Geldner. Herausgegeben und eingeleitet von Peter Michel. Band II: Neunter und Zehnter Liederkreis.
Wiesbaden: Marix Verlag (nach der Ausgabe Géttingen und Leipzig 1923).

Miller, Jeanine. (1985). The Vision of Cosmic Order in the Vedas. London etc.: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Monier-Williams, M. (2005) A Sanskrit Enghsh Drcz’zona:jy Deélhi: Motllal Banarsidass (©1899,
Corrected Edition: 2002; Reprint: 2005).

Morgenroth, W. (1977). Lehrbuch des Sanskrit. Leipzig: VEB Verlag Enzyklopidie (©1973).

Nanopoulos, D, and Babiniotis, G. (2010). = A, Navéroviog - I Mroumvidng, Azé tgv xoguoyovia
oty ylwoooyovia. Mia svv-Gitnon /*From Cosmogony to Glottogenesis. A Mutual Quest’/. Asbtepn
éxSoon /2™ Edition’/. Abfva: Kootovidng /’ Athens: Kastaniotis’/.

I SR




‘ IND!AN LANGUAGE REVIEY

Olivelle, P. (2005). Manu's Code of Law. A Critical Edition of the Manava-Dharmasastra. Ed. by P. O.
With the editorial assistance of Suman Olivelle. Oxford: University Press.

Onians, R.B. (1951). The Origins of European Thought about the Body, the Mind, the Soul, the World
Time, and Fate. New Interpretations of Greek, Roman and kindred evidence also of some basic
Jewish and Christian beliefs. Cambridge: University Press (Reprint 2000).

Polomé, E.C. and Mallory, J.P. (1997). Law. EIEC 345-346.
. (1997a). Order. EIEC 410-411.

Preobrazhensky, A. (1910-1914). = A. IIpeoGpaxeHCKnii, Imumonozudeckuti cioeape pyccKo2o A3bIKd
/"Etymological Dictionary of the Russian Lnguage’/. Tom Bropoit II-C. /" Volume II P-S.’/. Mocksa:
Trnorpadus I. JInccrepa 1 J1. Coeko /"Moscow: G. Lissner’s and D. Sovko’s Printing-House’/.

Rath, Krutibas. (2004). Genesis of Sanskrit Grammar. In: Panini to Patafjali. A Grammatical March.
Ed. by B.L. Ray. New Delhi: D.K. Printworld (P) Ltd., pp. 41-61.

Rhys Roberts, W. (1910). Dionysius of Halicarnassus On Literary Composition. Being the Greek text
of the De Compositione Verborum. Edited with Introduction, Translation, Notes, Glossary and
Appendices by W.Rh. R. [...]. Lopdon: Macmillan and Co.

Rocher, Rosane. (1997). [History of Linguistics:] Ancient India. /nfernational Encyclopedia of
Linguistics. Ed. in Chief W. Bright, I: 141-144 (on $iksa, cf. pp. 141-142).

Rolfe, 1.C. (1976). Q. Horati Flacci Sermones et Epistulae. With Introduction and Notes by J.C. R. New
York, New Rochelle: Caratzas Brothers Publishers (©1901).

Sastri, Gaurinath. (1959. The Philosophy of Word and Meaning. Calcutta: Sanskrit College.

Scharfe, H. (1977). Grammatical Literature. Wiesbaden: Harrassow1tz (4 History of Indian Literature.
Edited by Jan Gonda. Vol. V, fasc. 2).

Schmidt, H. (1918). Geschichte der Entwicklungslehre. Leipzig: Kroner.

Schopsdau, K1. (1994).  Platon. Nomoi{ Gesetze). Buch I-111. Ubersetzung und Kommentar von KJ
Sch. Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht. .

Silburn, Lilian. (1950). Aitareya Upanisad. Pubhee et traduite par L.S. Paris: Librairie d’Amérique et
d’Orient Adrien-Maisonneuve.

Strauf}, O. (1972). Altindische Spekulationen iiber die Sprache und ihre Probleme. ZDMG 81: 99-151.

Tamn Steiner, Deborah. (1994). The Tyrant’s Writ. Myths and Images of Writing in Ancient Greece.
Princeton, New Jersey - Ch1chester Princeton University Press, West Sussex.

Thapar, Romila. (2016). The Past before Us. Historical Traditions of Early North India. Ranikhet:
Permanent Black - Ashoka University (©2013).

Thumb, A. and Hauschild, R. (1958). Handbuch des Sanskrit. 1. Teil. Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

PP N pe—

e

P :‘:“""/"T.'r‘.‘

-

B A T L
L P

IR

e e 2
-

2y T

™

o B

e o T

-~ :t“"‘ﬁ-;rm;;qzw-'m‘ '

L



1

C i et —

T .(u.—\,g-,-_-r_d

s

a

e
TS

e,

T

.
o

"

e -7--:'.‘.:-?’.;“

L . B = -
e . e T
e T"}‘?m“*‘l”'-

s

~

e~ BT S

; e - %
"

¥ INDIAN LANGUAGE REVIEW

Tichy, Eva. (1994). Indoiranische Hymnen. In: W. Burkert - Fr. Stolz (Hrsg.), Hymnen der Alten Welt

im Kulturvergleich. Freiburg, Schweiz: Universitétsverlag - Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1994: 79-95.

Trautmann, Th.R. (ed.).(2015). The Aryan Debate. Oxford: University Press (©2005).

Vasmer, M. and Trubachev, O.N. (1987). = M. ®acmep - O.H. Tpybaues, Smumonozuveckuti cnoeap

pyeerozo asvira " Etymological Dictionary of the Russian Language’/. Tom 111 (Mysa - Ca1) /" Volume
111 Muza - Sjat’/. Mocksa: Ilporpecc /"Moscow: Progress’/.

Weber, A. (1876). Akademische Vorlesungen iiber Indische Literaturgeschichte. Zweite, vermehrte,
Auflage. Berlin: Dimmler (with an 18 page Addendum - Nachtrag -, published 75. in 1878).

West, M.L. (2007). Indo-European Poetry and Myth. Oxford: University Press.

Wiater, N. (2011). The Ideology of Classicism. Language, History, and Identity in Dionysius of
Halicamassus. Berlin - New York: De Gruyter.

Williams, G.M. (2003). Handbook of Hindu Mythology. Santa Barbara, California, etc.: ABC-CLIO.




