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New Phrygian  and 

 
ALEXANDER LUBOTSKY 


I. 


 1. In New Phrygian (NPhr.), one has generally assumed two words  (cf. Haas 1966: 
96, Brixhe 1978a: 12, Heubeck 1987: 72 and fn. 6, etc.): a conjunction with a meaning, compar-
able to that of Gr. , and a preverb or emphatic particle, immediately preceding the participle 
() `cursed'. 
 The former meaning is based on two inscriptions where NPhr.  occurs between 
() and ():          (9)1 `made a 
grave and a standing momument for Nenueria' uel sim. and     (18). 
As both () and () must be parts of the grave, cf.      
     (26) `whoever brings harm to this  (grave?) 
or  (monument?), let him be cursed', it seems probable that () and ()- are 
correlated and that  is a conjunction meaning something like `and'.2 
 
 2. Closer inspection of the occurrences of () shows, however, that this 
word most probably does not exist. The dossier of  based on the texts as given by 
Haas and Brixhe (cf. fn. 1) can be divided in several categories (in the following I mostly give 
only the apodosis of the malediction formulae): 
 
 a. In ten inscriptions the sequence  has been restored and is thus useless as 
evidence: 
 –   [ ]  (4); restoration   [  
]  is equally possible and is given by Calder (1911: 166). 
 – []  (10); restoration [ ]  is more probable and 
was already proposed by Calder (1911: 169). 
                                                        
1 The numbers of the NPhr. inscriptions refer to: Haas 1966: 114-129 (Nos. 1-110), Brixhe 1978a: 3-7 (No. 111-
114), Brixhe – Waelkens 1981 (No. 115), Brixhe – Neumann 1985 (No. 116). The numbers of the OPhr. inscrip-
tions refer to Brixhe – Lejeune 1984. 
2 In Old Phrygian (OPhr.), the sequence eti occurs only in etitevtevey (B-03), which can be analysed eti-tevtevey. 
The form tevtevey strongly reminds one of anevnevey of the so-called Myso-Phrygian inscription, published for the 
first time by Cox and Cameron (1932) and included by Friedrich in his Kleinasiatische Sprachdenkmler (1932: 
140). Cox and Cameron transliterate this word as anevneve (Friedrich as anevnevez), but Lejeune (1969: 47) pro-
posed to transliterate the final sign of this word as a yod. The division eti-tevtevey being confirmed by a-nevnevey, 
we may restore t]/evtevey at the beginning of line 2 of the same inscription B-03 (the end of line 1 is illegible). 
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 – [][]/[ ]  /[] (11); Calder (1911: 170) reads [][]/[]. 
 –   / [] <>  [] (19). The scribe 
apparently left out a part of the inscription, so that we do not know where the lacuna ends. 
 –    []/  []/ [][] []/  []/  
  (53) (for  cf. Brixhe 1979: 180); restoration of the  at the end of line 3 is 
unnecessary. 
 – []   /   [.]/  [..../.]   (56). 
This is the text given by Haas (1966: 122), who remarks: "Wohl doch []/[]". 
According to Calder's drawing (1911: 199), however, the  of  stands exactly under the  
of the previous line (), so that it is probable that the line ends with . The first letter 
of the next line looks like  or  in the drawing, but it could also be a . The rest of the line 
seems to be intact, so that I read: []   /   /   / 
 .  
 – / [ ][][ ] (65). According to Calder's drawing (1911: 211), 
there is no room for two letters at the beginning of line 2. Calder reads ]/ [][][] 
[ and remarks: "the second letter in line 2 is almost certainly O, not E". We may perhaps 
read   [][ and assume that  is a mistake for the usual . This inscription is 
found in Kursunlu, to the north of Iconium, in which region alternations between tenuis and 
aspirata are usual (for Cilicia cf. Neumann 1986: 82, for Lycaonia Laminger-Pascher 1984: 14). 
 –   <>[  ]/ [    ]/[][ ] (68). The 
right side of the stone is absent (cf. Calder 1913: 98). Calder restores the second line as / 
[,  ]. However, the restoration of the first line requires 13 or 14 omitted 
letters rather than 12, as given by most scholars, because  is preferable in view of 
, which most frequently has the same form as the preceding pronoun (cf. Neumann 1970: 
212f.), and  occurs more often than . I would therefore propose the 
following restoration:   <>[  ]/ [   ]/ [] 
[ ]. See further ad c. 
 –   [ ]/[]  (71); the restoration is uncertain. 
 – ...]/[]/ [] (91); the part of the inscription, preceding the , is illegible, 
so that the restoration is uncertain. 
 
 b. In two cases the reading of the inscription must be corrected: 
 –  [ ]   (5); as both  and  have a round shape in this 
inscription, the reading ]   is not only possible (cf. Ramsay 1905: col. 
79ff.; Brixhe 1978b: 1, fn. 2), but even preferable because  and  in nine of the 
eleven occurrences have the same ending (Brixhe 1979: 185, fn. 27). 
 –    (28) must be read     (cf. Brixhe 
1978a: 17, who follows Calder's reading in 1933: 89, cf. also the photograph on pl. 52). 
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 c. In nine inscriptions we find (), which is mostly divided ' ()-
 with elision of . However, the division  ()  is not only possible, 
but preferable, as the elision of  in the position before - does not take place everywhere and 
was probably facultative. The  is elided in /- '  (76, 106), cf. 
  (32, 33, 34, 36, 59, 60, 105), but, on the other hand, we find    
in 48 (Brixhe 1878a: 11),   and   in 116. The division of  
(33) and  (36) is unclear. 
 – [   ]    (3); for the restoration cf. Brixhe 1978a: 

12; for the second  see below, sub e. 
 –        []  (12). 
 –  []     [][][] []    (39). 
 –       (40). 
 –         (62). 
 – []/{}   [ ]   [ ] (92). 
 –         (96). 
 –  <>    [ ] (97); for the second  see below, 

sub e. 
 –       [ ] (113). 
 
 d. Twice () is found after , where we must rather read   
 , cf. for this formula ()    (45, 61, 70, 100) or  
 (56): 
 –     (94). 
 – []   [] (102); the restoration of Calder 1956: 21f., No. 108, cf. the 

drawing on p. 228. 
 
 e. The remaining material is confined to ten occurrences after () (for which see below, 
 8ff.), where the division  ()  seems preferable (see further  3): 
 –   []  (2). 
 – [   ]     (3); for the first  see above, sub c. 
 –       [/]    [] (6); for the reading cf. Brixhe 

1978b: 1. 
 –   [....]     [ ] (7); for  cf. Brixhe 

1978b: 9; alternatively, one may divide to read   (see further ad d). 
 –     (26). 
 –      (75); Brixhe 1978a: 10-1 proposes to see in  a 

mistake for . 
 –  <>      [ ] (97); for the first  see above, sub 

c. 
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 –       (112). 
 –   []  (114). 
 –     (115). 
 
 3. I thus propose to divide /() of the last ten inscriptions as / () 
 and translate `let him become accursed by (the god) Tiyes'.3 The formula / () 
 is then comparable to     (94, 102) or    
[]/  (86), only without the preposition  (on these formulae and the god Tiyes 
cf. below,  5-6). There are several considerations in favour of this analysis: 
 
 a. The alternation    strongly recalls that of   . If we look at the 
distribution of  in the NPhr. inscriptions, we see that  practically does not appear in word-
initial position: 
 
as word-initial:  (5) "fr sonstiges eitou (angelehnt an griechisch )" (Haas 1966: 202); 
in inlaut:  (31),  (58); 
in the ending -:  (31 vs.  in 9),  (42, 87),  (69), 

 (86),  (98), . (116); 
as word-final:  (4),  (15 vs.  31, 69),  (115 vs. () or 

 passim),  (or , 116), and  (39, 62, 65, 86 vs. () passim 
and  87, 1034); 

uncertain: [ (30),    ... (30; so Haas 1966: 111, but Calder 1956: 39, No. 
195, reads , which rather points to division   ), ][ (42), 
][ (72). 

 
 One can agree with Haas that "der Buchstabe , der im Griechischen bereits annhrend = 
i lautete, bezeichnet ein stark geschlossenes e. Er wird besonders dann verwendet, wenn i im 
Spiele ist" (1966: 202). The distribution of  thus shows, that the analysis of  in 6 
and 114 as - with - instead of - is improbable. 
 
 b. It is striking that in ten inscriptions with /() we find no / or 
 formulae, whereas the vast majority of the  curses do contain them. This 
indicates that the god is already mentioned in /(). 
 
 c. The NPhr. malediction formulae generally make explicit by whom the violator of the 
tomb will be cursed: we find constructions with  and , with  , etc. It 

                                                        
3 When the present paper had already been written, I learned that Prof. M.N. van Loon had reached the same 
conclusion several years ago in an unpublished article `Some Remarks on the Phrygian Inscriptions'. 
4 If the reading of 103 is correct, one may probably divide  as , being an 
unusual spelling for /. 
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seems significant that in the whole corpus there are but four more or less complete inscriptions, 
viz. 10, 28, 71, 82, where  is used without a complement. 
 
 d. Only in two inscriptions, viz. 67 and 78, is  not preceded by (), so that 
the analysis of the text with () immediately preceding  is a priori more probable. 
For the problem of gemination see below. 
 
 4. The fact that formulae with / and with  alternate is not an argument against 
our analysis. We find more formulae which are used with or without a preposition. A well-
known example is   next to    and even once    (4). 
In the same way, we may analyze inscription 62 as         "let 
him go, cursed, to Tiyes and the gods" uel sim. Cf. also  5 on  (/) vs.  . 
 Also the asyndetic constructions  []    (75) and   
    (112) are not without parallel, cf.      
(93) or  [ ]    (5) (cf. Brixhe 1978b: 1). 
 More problematic is the syntax of [   ]     (3), 
      [/]    [] (6), and  <>    
  [ ] (97), as the construction with three members and two times  (X  
Y  Z) is otherwise unknown in Phrygian. In constructions with two members,  is found 
either after the second member (X Y ), e.g.       (40), or, 
more frequently, after each member (X  Y ), e.g.      (96) (Brixhe 
1978b: 1f.). In constructions with three members we would also expect  after each member, 
and Brixhe (ibid.: 2) believes he finds X  Y  Z  in two inscriptions, but both cases are 
uncertain, cf. []{}   [  ]   [ ]   [ (92), 
which is based on restoration, and []  [][]    []   
(42), where Brixhe proposes to change  to . Consequently, there seems to be no clear 
counter-example to the syntax X  Y  Z. 
 I believe we must rather assume a mixture of two formulae, viz.      
()   and  ()  . 
 
 5. The analysis of /() as / () , proposed above, 
provides further support for the view which I have defended elsewhere (Lubotsky 1988: fn. 11), 
viz. that two NPhr. apodosis formulae (/) () and  must be analysed as 
follows: 
 
(/) () = prep.  + dat.sg. // + 3 sg.impv. ()
 = prep.  + acc.sg.  + 3 sg.impv. . 
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 Both formulae mean `let him become cursed by Tiyes' uel sim. The difference between 
these formulae is thus explained by the different prepositions:  + dat. vs.  (< *s < *ens) + 
acc. This syntax is confirmed by other inscriptions. For  + acc. cf.    (31), 
  (33),   (35) (cf. Neumann 1986: 83). The only other attestation of the 
preposition / is probably 14 []   []   '  
 ... `whoever brings harm to this grave or to () ...' where it is used in order to 
emphasize the dative of (), which is indeclinable, cf.      
  ... (87) or         []  
(115). 
 The analysis of  as    was already proposed by R. Meister 
(Xenia Nicolaitana, p. 168, which was inaccessible to me) and accepted by Calder (1956: XXIX) 
and Heubeck (1987: 79f.), who, however, stick to the view that the (/) formulae contain 
the name of the Phrygian god Attis. However, if our analysis of /() is correct, 
the theory operating with Attis in NPhr. inscriptions can definitively be rejected. 
 
 6. The name Tiyes in the nom.sg. is probably attested in the OPhr. inscription M-04. 
akinanogavan : tiyes / modrovanak : [?]avara[?], where it bears the title modrovanak `King of 
Modra' (cf. Neumann 1986a). 
 Furthermore, the Phrygian town  is named after this god, cf. the remarks of 
Stephanus Byzantius:  ' ʮ      
  ,         (cf. on this 
passage Haas 1966: 67). The name  contains the suffix -eio-, which is frequently used in 
Phrygian for the formation of adjectives. The same adjective occurs in NPhr. inscription 58 
  , translated by Haas (ibid.) `er soll das gttliche Vorbestimmte tragen'. 
This curse is a variant of a frequent NPhr. malediction   T  `let him 
get the established punishment of Tiyes' uel sim., which contains the gen.sg. of the name Tiyes. 
 The case endings of the name Tiyes are those of a consonant stem, and I would propose 
to reconstruct an s-stem (for -s- > -h- > -Ø- see Lubotsky 1988: 19f.): 
 
nom.sg. tiyes  < *tiH-es 
acc.sg.  < *tiH-(e)s-m, cf.  (88) 
gen.sg.   < *tiH-s-os, cf. <> (5) 
dat.sg. (/) < *tiH-s-ei, cf. //,  (31) 
 
 7. Accordingly, we may conclude that () does not exist in NPhr. and that 
the only NPhr.  is the conjunction `and' or adverb `besides, in addition to', which is very close 
to the use of Greek . The consequences of our analysis are discussed in the following section. 
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II. 

 
 8. The word  is found in most NPhr. malediction formulae, cf., for instance,   
       (57), or    
        (93). The distribution of NPhr.  
was meticulously analysed by Brixhe in a recent study (1978a: 8ff.), and his conclusions can be 
summarized as follows:  
 a. NPhr.  generally stands in the apodosis of the malediction formulae, immediately 
preceding the participle () `cursed' or the adjective (?)  in the formula 
      , found in 33, 76, and 108. This distribution refutes 
the hypothesis of Haas (1966: 81ff. et passim) that  is an indefinite pronoun `irgendein' 
belonging to  in the protasis and reflecting PIE *kʷid. 
 b. NPhr.  is a particle, reinforcing the following participle. 
 c. NPhr. , which is attested three times in the protasis: 
  [] [] []   [] (39), 
      (67), 
[]    [ ] (103), 
is probably of a different origin and is a variant of , , , occurring frequently after demon-
strative pronouns, cf.  (76),  (27),  (10); 
 (56),  (82),  ()  (115). 
 d. The etymology explaining  is a variant of , which was proposed by Dressler 
(1968: 48) and Gusmani (1967: 325) on the ground of the parallelism of two constructions, viz. 
 () and  (), is improbable because the latter construction with 
the reduplicated  does not exist. The apparent occurrences of  () go back to 
  () (but cf. above,  2ff.). 
 e. The particle  is probably based on the pronominal stem *to-. 
 f. NPhr.  is mostly followed by a geminated consonant, cf.   (passim) and 
 <> (88) vs. / (33, 36). 
 
 9. I believe that these results can hardly be contested. The only remaining problem is the 
gemination. On the one hand, "il est evident que la gemination a, en neo-phrygien, cesse d'e^tre 
pertinente, cf. les doublets / /, ou la geminee est etymologique" 
(Brixhe 1978a: 14), which may account for some sporadic cases of unetymological gemination, 
cf.  (44, 53) vs.  (passim, cf., however, also  101, 105) or 
 (25). On the other hand, the frequency of   shows that this explanation 
probably does not hold here. Brixhe opts for an alternation between after a 
consonant (and after a strong boundary) and  after a vowel, which accounts for  
 and . 
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 Haas (1966: 88) explained the gemination after  by the assimilation of the final 
consonant of *tid (according to him, < *kʷid), but in order to account for the double -- in 
, he reconstructs the participle as *stetigmenos < *ste-stig-menos (to the root of 
Gr.  `steche, brandmarke'). This etymology is problematic both from the etymological 
(Phr. -- vs. Gr. --) and the semantic point of view (cf. Heubeck 1987: 74). Moreover, it seems 
strange that word-initial st- yields a geminate, whereas the same sequence in the middle of the 
word is simplified to -t-. 
 Heubeck (1987: 70ff) refers to an old idea of Torp (1884: 14) that the double consonant 
in  reflects the accent of the preceding  (= ), which is implausible from the 
phonetic point of view, and, moreover, this would be the only case where the accent is reflected 
by gemination. 
 
 10. Beyond any doubt, the most simple and straightforward explanation of the gemination 
is to assume with Haas that  ended in a consonant (most probably, - or -), which was 
assimilated to the first consonant of the following word, cf. [] (32) or 
 (35) for the usual ,  for -, or  (33, 76, 108) for 
-. 
 Nevertheless, both Brixhe (1978a: 8) and Heubeck (1987: 71) explicitly reject this expla-
nation because of  where we find the same gemination, but after the preverb , 
which ends in a vowel. As we have seen above, however, in all apparent cases of  
the  belongs to the previous word, so that here again we have , followed by gemination. This 
counter-example being dismissed, nothing prevents us from analyzing  and 
 as and , respectively. For the simple -- 
instead of -- cf.  (87, 103) instead of the usual . 
 These considerations also open new prospectives for the analysis of the so-called -
formula,        (33, 76, 108), as  can now be 
analysed -. I hope to return to this formula elsewhere. 
 As far as the origin of the particle is concerned, it is likely that this particle reflects 
the anaphoric pronoun *id with added t- from the pronoun *so, *s, *tod (cf. the emphatic Skt. 
particle id, which originally was the same pronoun, only without the added t-). For the formation 
compare also the neuter of the West Germanic demonstrative pronoun: OE is, OS thit, OHG 
diz, which go back to *tid (Beekes 1982-3: 218), and the Anatolian reflexive particle *-ti (Hitt. 
-z, Luw., HLuw., Lyc. -ti), which seems to have the same origin (ibid.: 213, cf. also Brixhe 
1978a: 14). 
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