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PROBLEMS AND TASKS

After Miillenhoff’s fruitful activityl it was Miller’s investigations2 that
produced a great advance in- the research on the language of the Iranian
tribes in South Russia. The ancient inscriptions of the Pontic region were
collected and edited by Latyshev,3so that the fairly large number of names
appearing in the inscriptions has become easily accessible to linguists. Miller
had made a thorough study of Ossetian, a language still spoken in the Cau-
casus, and on the basis of his expert knowledge of that tongue, he began
to investigate the material of names appearing in the ancient inscriptions
of South Russia. His work was crowned with success: with the help of Ossetian,
he managed to find out the meaning of a considerable portion of the non-
Greek names in the inscriptions. The phonemic form of the names thus inter-
preted by Miller shows, in many cases, a phonemic development parallel
with that of Ossetian. These correspondences may be summed up as follows:

1. The initial p- phoneme of the OIld Iranian languages has a correspon-
ding / both in the names figuring in the inscriptions and in Ossetian: e. g@.
<tltec; = Ossetian  fida 'Vater’~ Avestan pitd; (bodpTots = Ossetian fart
'Sohn’ — Avestan puadra-, etc.

2. The Old Iranian initial fri- group of phonemes developed into U-:
Aeipavo«; = Ossetian limén °Freund’ ~ Avestan *friyamanali-.

3. Old Iranian initial v- has disappeared before i: ’lvodiafo® — Old
Ossetian  *insadz-ag, cp. Western Ossetian insdi, Eastern Ossetian ssdj
’zwanzig’ ~ Avestan visaiti.

4. Old Iranian initial h- has disappeared before a: ‘Alb- (in the following
word: ’ApodBbu < *’ARb-dp5a) = Ossetian avd ’sieben’ ~ Avestan hapta-.

1 Deutsche Altertumskunde, I11. 101 —125.

2 His chief works: OceTiiHCKiie ano/tbi, 1—I1l. MocKBa 1881 —7; JpiropcKim
CKa3aH>ifl, MocKBa 1902; Die Sprache der Osseten, Strassburg 1903: Ossetica, MocKBa
1904; the Ossetian dictionary published postumously by Freimann: OceTHHCKO-pyccKO-
HeMeuKim c¢.nOBapb, | —IIl. JleHUHrpag 1927 —34.

3 Inscriptiones antiquae orae septentrionalis Ponti Euxini graecae et latinae, I,
I, 1V, 1885-1901.
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PROBLEMS AND TASKS

After Miillenhoff’s fruitful activityl it vas Miller’s investigations2 that
produced a great advance in-, the research on the language of the Iranian
tribes in South Russia. The ancient inscriptions of the Pontic region were
collected and edited bv Latyshev,3 so that the fairly large number of names
appearing in the inscriptions has become easily accessible to linguists. Miller
had made a thorough study of Ossetian, a language still spoken in the Cau-
casus, and on the basis of his expert knowledge of that tongue, he began
to investigate the material of names appearing in the ancient inscriptions
of South Russia. His work was crowned with success: with the help of Ossetian,
he managed to find out the meaning of a considerable portion of the non-
Greek names in the inscriptions. The phonemic form of the names thus inter-
preted by Miller shows, in many cases, a phonemic development parallel
with that of Ossetian. These correspondences may be summed up as follows:

1 The initial p- phoneme of the OId Iranian languages has a correspon-
ding / both in the names figuring in the inscriptions and in Ossetian: e. g.
Oibag = Ossetian fidd ’Vater’~ Avestan pita; (foOpiaq = Ossetian furt
'Sohn’ ~ Avestan pufira-, etc.

2. The OId Iranian initial fri- group of phonemes developed into U-:
Aeiuavo™ = Ossetian liman °’Freund’~ Avestan *friyamanah-.

3. Old Iranian initial v- has disappeared before i: ’lvadfcrfo<; = Old
Ossetian  *insadz-ag, cp. Western Ossetian insdi, Eastern Ossetian ssdj
’zwanzig®  Avestan visaiti.

4. Old Iranian initial h- has disappeared before a: ’ARb- (in the following
word: ’ApbdBbu < *’ARb-dpba) = Ossetian avd ’sieben’~ Avestan hapta-.

1 Deutsche Altertumskunde, 111. 101 —125.

2 His chief works: OceTimcKiie 3Tioflbi, I —II1l. MocKBa 1881 —7; AnropcKMH
CKaszaHMfl, MocKBa 1902; Die Sprache der Osseten. Strassburg 1903; Ossetica, MocKBa
1904; the Ossetian dictionary published postumously by Freimann: OceTHHCKO-pyccKO-
neMeuKHH c.nOBapb, | —I11. JleHnm'paa 1927 —34.

3 Inscriptiones antiquae orae septentrionalis Ponti Euxini graecae et latinat, I,
I, 1V, 1885-1901.



5. Instead of Old Iranian r we find | before i: see al ove Aeigavoi; and
also OaXo6apavo;, in which (pa\- — Ossetian fai- ~ Avestan pairi.

6. The Old Iranian initial ary- group of phonemes developed into ir-:
'HpaKag = Ossetian ir 'Ossete’, iron ’ossetisch’ ~ Avestan airya-.

7. In place of the Old Iranian group of phonemes ti we find the groups
ts or dz: 'lverdEafoq = Old Ossetian *insadz >—Avestan visai-ti.

8. The Old Iranian group of phonemes -dr- is replaced by -rd- or -rt-:
d>olpiaq = Ossetian furt ’Sohn’ —Avestan puldra-; -2ap9o<; in names like
KmviEaphoc; etc. = Ossetian &dysart 'Macht’ ~ Avestan ysadra

9. The OId Iranian -yr- group of phonemes developed into -ry-: Xopxaxcx;
= Ossetian miry ’rot’ ~ Avestan suyra-.

10. The numerous names ending in -axoq, -utoc; appearing in the inscrip-
tions, correspond exactly to the present active participles formed in Ossetian
with the ending -4g: e. g. TwuKCc, = Ossetian iyosag ’‘gut horend, guter
Horer’, from the verb jos-un ’hdren’; KdctaYO" = Ossetian Icdsag ’guter
Seher’ from the verb Jcas-un 'Sehen, schauen’. (In this case we come up against
an obvious error of Miller’s, since the words iyosag and Icésag contain, not
the ending -4g mentioned a' ove, but the suffix -ag, -ag4 which is used to
form adjectives expressing permanent qualities from the present stem. The
forms of names appearing in the inscriptions may, of course, just as well stand
for adjectives formed with the suffix -ag as for participles formed with the
ending -&g).

11. The suffix -envoy, found in some of the names in the inscriptions,
corresponds exactly to the suffix -gin which forms adjectives in Ossetian:
NUgTrlvof = Ossetian nom-gin ’namhaft, berihmt'.4

On the basis of these correspondences Miller came to the following
conclusions: 1. The Ossetes I elong to the Iranian group of the Indo-European
family of languages. 2. The ancestor of the Ossetian language was one of
those dialects which had eleveloped in the northern part of the territory once
inhatited by the Iranians, i. e. on the steppes of Central Asia, lying roughly
to the north of the rivers Oxus and Yaxartes. 3. The separation of this dialect
from the common lIranian parent language had taken place in prehistoric
times, before the cultured nations of Iran — the Medes and Persians —
entered the course of their historical existence. 4. The ancestors of the Ossetes
belonged to those nomadic Iranian peoples who, for many centuries, were
known partly as Sarmatians and partly as Scythians, and who occupied the
steppes stretching along the Pontus and the Sea of Azov.5

4 See Mmuiep, OceTHHCKIiie OTioflbi, 111. 83, Die Sprache der Osseten, 6 foil. With
regard to par. 6 see Vasmer. Die lranier in Sudrussland, 28.

5 OceTHHCKire ano”bi, 111, 100 foil, and also 73.



From this formulation of Miller’s it does not appear clearly whether,
in his opinion, the dialect, which he regards as the ancestor of the Ossetian
language, was the common dialect of the Scythian-Sarmatian tribes, or a
separate Ossetian dialect quite apart from the tongue of the Scythian-Sarma-
tian tribes. From Miller’s other remarks, about the position of the Ossetian
language, it appears, however, that on the whole he regards the Scythians
and Sarmatians as the ancestors of the Ossetes and that, in his view, the
language of the Pontic Iranians (Scythians and Sarmatians) must le identi-
fied with Old Ossetian, i. e. an earlier stage in the development of the Ossetian
languageB.

After Miller, it was Vasmer who dealt in some detail with the language
of the Iranian tribes in South Russia,7 in a much more cautions manner.
This caution is especially noticeable when he discusses the mutual relation-
ship of the available Scythian and Sarmatian names. Vasrner has attempted
to separate, on the basis of the available material of names, the language
of the Scythians, from that of the Sarmatians. But he has no doubts, either,
as to the close connection existing between Sarmatian-Alanic, on the one
hand, and the Ossetian language, on the other.8 His formula admits ofa
wide range of possibilities.

Vasner’s caution was undoubtedly well-founded since, though it is
possible that ethnically the Ossetes are the descendants of an Iranian tribe in
South Russia, itis hardlj-likely that a strikingly large number of Iranian tribes
from South Russia, appearing in different places and under different names
in the course of history, could be gathered into a single unit. Neither is it
likely that their language could be regarded as Old Ossetian, i. e. as an earlier
stage of the present Ossetian language. Vasmer’s attempt to separate the
language ofthe Scythians from that ofthe Sarmatians was not very favourably
received. The negative attitude to Yasmer’s theory found its clearest expres-
sion in Lommel’s criticism. The latter admits the possibility of linguistic dif-
ferences between Scythians and Sarmatians but. according to his viewr, these
must have been quite insignificant. Against the differences which, in his opinion,
cannot even be demonstrated, Lommel emphasizes those linguistic peculiarities
of Scytho-Sarmatian which closely connect this latter group of languages
with Ossetian and Sogdian. Such is the use of the -t as the plural suffix in all
these languages (Scythian-Sarmatian-Alanic -tui, Ossetian -ta, -t’d, Sogdian

6 See e. g. OceTHHCKue stioah, HI, 101: ...nyrb KOTopbiw cneflORaJUi npeat'H
oceTim (cap.MaTO-CKii(J)CKiiH iuieMeHa) .. Die Sprache, der Osseten, 7: ,,Diese Eigentim-
lichkeiten dei’ politischen iranischen Sprache gestatten uns. in demselben eine Vorstufe
der Ossetischen zu sehen, welche als ein Nachkomme der ausgestorbenen ’Sarmatischen’
gelten kann®“. See also ibid. 4, 5.

7 Untersuchungen uber die altesten Wohnsitze der Slaven. 1. Die lIranier in Sid-
russland, Leijxzig 1923, Iranisches aus Sudrussland: Streitberg-Festgabe, 367 —376, and
also FLV XII. 236-251.

8 Die lranier in Stdrusshind, 28 toll.



-t). In Lommel’s view this way of forming the plural may date from very early
times, and may have spread very long ago over the whole linguistic area of
Northern Iran. Thus in Lommel’s conception the picture of different Northern
Iranian languages or dialects is replaced by a homogeneous Northern Iranian
linguistic community or linguistic area.9

The idea of a Northern Iranian linguistic group that forms the back-
ground of Lommel’s arguments took definite shape only after the important
archaeological discoveries in Eastern Turkestan had brought the Sogdian
language to light. It was at this time that, following Andreas’ hints, Gauthiot
formulated his theory, according to which Sogdian, Chorasnhan, Alanic, and
Ossetian, together with the rest of the related languages, formed a common
»Scythian® group of languages.10 Gauthiot’s theory found, on the whole,
general acceptance. One of the most prominent common features of this
.Scythian* group of languages is the formation of the plural -with -t, already?
referred to al ovell: after Tomaschek12, Marquartl3 Lémmel, Jacobsohnl4
and some other scholars it was Kretschmer who recently tried to prove the
existence of this feature, on the lasis of a more detailed argumentation from
the Scythian language, with the plea that its presence in Yagnoti, Sogdian,
and Ossetian argued for its extreme antiquity.15

The basis of all these conjectures and arguments is formed, whether
consciously or unconsciously, by the old theory ofthe family-tree of languages.
According to this theory?7 the Aryan branch, having become independent
of the primitive Indo-European linguistic community, was only gradually
divided into Indian and Iranian. Iranian in its turn being subdivided later
into the Northern (or Scythian®), Southern. Western, etc. branches. Anyone
imbued with the spirit of this theory would naturally attribute the common
features in different languages to an ancient unitary linguistic community;
the farther he travels back on the road leading from individual languages,
to the original linguistic community, the less inclined he tecomes to assume
the existence of linguistic or dialectal differences in the languages of human
communities. This explains why Miller tried to establish the following line
of development: Scythian-Sarn atian-Alanic-Ossetian, why Lémmel thought
it unlikely that there were any tangible dialectal differences within the North

9 See AisIPh XL (1926), 151 foil.

10 Essai de grammaire sogdienne. Yol. I, Paris 1914—1923. III.

11 See Bemeniste. Essai de arammaire sogdienne. Yol. Il. Paris 1929. 79.

2 Sirriir CXYIl (1888), 47.

13 Untersuchungen zur Geschichte von Eran, Il. Leipzig 1905. 78 foil.

14 KZ LIY (1926). 268.

la Glotta XXI1Y (1936). 42. — The -rat ending in Scythian-Sarmatian tribal

names was first compared by Miller with the Ossetian plural sign -to. Yasmer was the
only scholar to reject this explanation (lranisches aus Sidrussland: Streitberg-Festgabe,
Leipzig 1924. 373 foil.) but his arguments were found unconvincing by all sholars. inclu-
ding H. \\'. Bailey (Asica. reprinted from TrPhS (1945), 25 foil.). Nevertheless, the
question requires fresh, more detailed examination.



Iranian or ,Scythian“ branch, why the plural formation with -1was attributed
to such an early date. Seen from the angle of the family-tree theory, the
linguistic facts could be best explained by assuming the former existence
of a ,,Scythian“ branch speaking a uniform language, and developing, through
a slow process of differentiation, into languages like Ossetian and Yagnoli,
still spoken to-day. Starting from the premises of such a theory one naturally
could not assume the existence of any noticeable dialectal differences in the
various groups of Scythian and Sarmatian, since these languages represented
an earlier stage in linguistic development.

The limitations imposed by the family-tree theory upon research may
be best observed in Vasmer’s case. He already noticed that in the material
of names figuring in the inscriptions there are forms tearing witness to dif-
ferent lines of phonemic development. In some instances, when the forms
were obviously synchronous and differences could not be explained as being
due to temporal succession, he actually thought of these differences concealing
some dialectal variety. In most cases, however, he did reach this conclusion,
but either disregarded facts testifying to the existence of dialectal differences,
or tried to assign such forms to a later datel6.

A similar theory also underlies Skold’s researches into the Ossetian loan-
words in Hungarian, and the related problem of Ossetian dialects. Skold
tried to prove that the Ossetian loan-words in Hungarian derive, not from
an extinct Alanic or Ossetian dialect, but from Eastern Ossetian which is
still a living language. In his view the Ossetes and the Alans formed a single
people who once used to inhabit a large territory. Nevertheless, he thought
it impossible to assume the existence of other Ossetian dialects at an early
date, apart from those two which are still spoken. Thus in Skdéld’s theory,
too, we are clearly faced with the idea that we cannot assume a greater lin-
guistic differentiation than that prevailing at the momentl7.

Skdld’s conception is based on the mechanical and forced application
of a theory: it is best shown by his disregarding the fact that even present-day
Ossetian has more than two dialects. Already Miller noticed three Ossetian
dialects (Western, Eastern, and Southern Ossetian)18 Recently Abaev’s
investigations have clearly demonstrated that in the Southern Ossetian ter-
ritory alone there are three separate dialects, easily distinguishable by their
phonemic characteristics.191f Skdld had no doubts with regard to the existence
of the eastern and western Ossetian dialects as earty as the age of linguistic
mconnections between Ossetes and Hungarians, he naturally could have no

16 lIranisches aus Sudrussland, 370.

17 Z11 111 (1925), 179 foil., Die ossetischen Lehnworter im Ungarischen, Lurul-
Leipzig 1925, 66 foil.

18 Die Sprache der Osseten, 2.

19 O flsbiike KOKHbix oceTHH. fI3UKH CeB. KaBKa3a h JJarecTana. 87 foil.
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reason to doubt the existence of other Ossetian dialects in the same period.
So he simply paid no attention to the southern Ossetian dialect or dialects
which contradicted his theory.

Thus it is entirely natural that Skoéld’s conclusions about the Ossetian
loan-words in Hungarian, and the relations between Alans and Ossetes in
general, have been recently thoroughly revised b}r Abaev. Abaev refuses
to view the problem of Alanic-Ossetian contacts as a problem of racial and
anthropological relations, he regards the Alans simply as ,forebears”, the
Ossetes as ,,descendants”, as Miller had done. In his view, the question of
Alans and Ossetes is significant only as the ,,problem of cultural-historical
and linguistic contacts between two peoples of the Northern Caucasus, one
of them living at the present time, the other in the Middle Ages.“2

Abaev has sought to throw light on the relations between Alans and
Ossetes from several directions. He examines, first of all, the place-names
in the territory inhabited by the Balkars and the Kaiachay, and discovers
numerous Ossetian elements in them; on the basis of these elements he comes
to the conclusion that the territory was once inhabited by people who spoke
Ossetian, or, more precisely, the western dialect of that language. He points
out, on the other hand, that, according to the testimony of medieval sources,
the Balkar and Karachay territories used to be inhabited by Alans, and that
as a matter of fact, the Karachay are to this day called alani by the Mingrels.
These facts, in Abaev’s view, can be explained only by supposing that historical
contacts between Alans and Mingrels must have existed during the Middle
Ages. The inscription of Zelenchuk, found at a site north of the present
Karachay territory, is regarded as being Ossetian b}~ Al aev who, on this
point, follows Miller’s view. Abaev also discusses in detail linguistic contacts
between Hungarians and Ossetes. He has no doubts that there is a stratum
in the Hungarian and the Ossetian vocabulary common to both languages,
this leads him to the conclusion that at a definite historical period there
must have been two contiguous linguistic communities; the descendants of one
of these communities are the Hungarians of to-day, the descendants of the
other are the present Ossetes. Thus, taking the historical continuity of Alans
and Ossetes as his basis, Abaev thinks that the people who enriched Hungarian
with Ossetian elements, could only have been the Alans. He tries to illumine
the problem of historical contacts between Alans and Ossetes, a’so by examining
Alanic persons’ names. Abaev points out that the Alanic name Ma-ia-rh-sha,
known to us from a Chinese record, has an exact equiva’ent in the present
Ossetian name Matérsa, while the name A-da-chi has a corresponding Alanic
form Addac in the fifth century. Finally, Abaev discusses in detail the inter-
pretation and significance of the Alanic formulae of salutation preserved

2D Alantra. HAH CCCP 1935, uTfl. o0iy. nayK, 881 foil.



iii Tzetzes, from the angle of Alanic-Ossetian relations. He demonstrates that
the Alanic words found in Tzetzes show close affinity to present Djgorian
(Western Ossetian) forms. Nevertheless, in summing up the results of his
investigations, Abaev expresses his conviction that ,,a great irany of those
peculiarities, which nowadays separate the Irénidan (— Eastern Ossetian)
dia'ect from the Digorian, did not exist at that time (in the eighth century),
and the (linguistic) facts established by Tzetzes refiect, not some specific
»Digorian“ forms, but the ,.average“ A'anic forms of that age.“2l
Abaev’s work has, in many details, greatly contributed to research
intended to clarify relations between Alans and Ossetes. But on the whole,
Abaev’s*point of view is closely related to Miller’s attitude which he had
rejected so sharply, in principle. The fact is that Alaev denies the existence
of the present dialects in medieval Ossetian, i. e. he regards Alanic as a uni-
form language, and admits the theory of a direct Alanic-Ossetian historical
continuity: these features of his attitude are hardly influenced by the circum-
stance that he does not regard the Alans simply as the ,.forebears” of the
Ossetes, nor the Ossetes as the ,.descendants“ of the Alans. Abaev’s whole
view rests fundamentally on the family-tree theory, as did that of Miller:
in accordance with this basic conviction Abaev would derive the Ossetian
dialects ofto-day from a uniform medieval Alanic language. This view reflects,
no doubt, the conviction that if we reverse the flow of time, we meet with
increasingly uniform states of language. It is enough to give two examples,
in order to show to what extent this conception influences Abaev’s work.
In analysing the Alanic word \a<;, he is only anxious to stress that the word
stands nearer to the Digorian form ywarz than to the Irénian form /orz.
In Abaev’s opinion, it is usually the Digorian dialect that represents the older
phonemic stage; consequently, if the phonemic form of the Alanic word is
closer to the Digorian form, this would prove clearly, on the one hand, that
there is direct historical connection between Alanic and Ossetian, and, on
the other, that the Ir6nidn phonemic form must have been, formerly, the
same. Meanwhile, Abaev fails to notice that it is impossible to deduce the
present Digorian and Irénian forms from Alanic yaq (o: /as, /as, yaz, etc.),
so that this word, instead of lending support to, actually refutes the theory
of direct historical connections*between Alans and Ossetes. Similarly, in con-
nection with the Alanic word xchva the only thing Abaev notices is the presence
of the final -a phoneme which appears also in the Digorian form &/sina (in
-contrast to Irénian ’ysin). In this case both the Digorian and the Irénian
forms may be derived, without any special difficulty, from Alanic xtfiva:
but the Hungarian word asszony (Old Hungarian achscin, a: a/sin), borrowed

2 With regard to Abaev’s conclusions see also D. Gerhardt’s detailed review,
amounting practically to a translation, in ZDMG XC'lIl (1939), 33 foil.
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from Alanic before the tenth century, definitely points to a form, aysin. It
follows from this that, as early as the tenth century, two forms, a/sin and
/sina, must have been in living use, i. e. the present dialectal differences
in Ossetian must have already existed then. These examples show clearly
that Abaev’s conclusions should be subjected at many points to a thorough
revision.2

In contrast to Miller’s view, according to whom Alanic-Ossetian was
in direct historical connection with the language of the Scythians and Sarma-
tians, Andreas had previously expounded his theory that the Alans were
not Sarmatians, but later immigrants into Southern Russia from their Eastern
Iranian home in Xwarizm.2 Andreas’ arguments, unfortunately, did not
appear in print, so that his conception had no serious response for a long
time. Meanwhile Charpentier, too, started advocating the theory ofthe Eastern
descent of Alans and Ossetes, deriving his arguments from historical sources.
He conjectured that the original tribal name of the Alans was as- or o0s-,
so that the Alans may be regarded as being identical with the ’'Aoioi who,
according to Strabo, had conquered Bactria, with the Asiani of Trogus
Pompeius, and the Wu-sun of Chinese sources.24 Charpentier’s conclusions
would have had, of course, fat-reaching linguistic consequences if only they
-could have been verified. But the necessary linguistic material was missing
at the time. The eastern linguistic contacts of Alanic-Ossetian could be tackled,
with any hope of succes, only after Chorasmian texts had come to light in
considerable quantities, i. e. when it became possible to form some idea of
the language of Xwadrizm, the territory from which Andreas had long ago
sought to derive the Alans and Ossetes.

It was Zeki Validi who first succeeded in discovering Chorasmian texts
in any quantity, and who found a passage in Biruni (in the Introduction
to the tahdld nih&yat al-amakiri) which seems to be of decisive importance
in forming a judgment about the language of the Alans. According to Validi,
the passage in Biruni informs us that the ,,Alans or As ,had formerly lived,
together with the Pechenegs, around the lower reaches of the Amu-darya
{the Uzboj’), and later, after the river had changed its course, they migrated

2 Abaev proves to be an adherent of the family-tree theory even in his latest book:
OceTHHCKHH H3biK H ~oabKnop. T. I. H3fl. AH CCCP M.—JI. 1949, which has so
far been inaccessible to me. Cp. in any case HAH CCCP VIII (1949), 507: ,B stoh
KHHre B. H. AdaeB, nonnocTbio OTCTynaa ot yCTanoBOK CBoero ymiTejm, H3JiaraeT
MCTopmo oceTHHCKOro H3biKa MTpaKTyeT CKHijDCKyio npoOJieMy ¢ otkpobchho ,,npaH3bi-
KOBbIX* n03HUHU* .

23 See A. Christensen, Die Iranier: Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft. 111, Abt.
I. Teil, 111 Bd. Ill. Abschn. 1. Lief. Minchen 1933. 249. note 2. Andreas himself gave
a bnef outline of his position in Verhandl. d. X111l. Intern. Orientalistzn-Kongresses.
Leiden 1904, 103.

24 ZDMG LXXI1 (1917), 357 foil. Of the nations identified by Charpentier we
have to exclude, in anv ease, the Wu-sun, for historical and geographical reasons; see
G. Haléim, ZDMG XCI (1937), 252.
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to the coast of the Sea of the Khazars®“; Biriini also tells us that ,,the language
of these Alans is a compound of Chorasmian and Pecheneg-Turkish®“. Validi
takes this to mean that the Chorasmians spoke an Iranian language related
to Ossetian; he thinks it likely, at the same time, that the language of these
Alans, who had migrated to the land of the Khazars, must have differed
in some measure from the language of the Caucasian Ossetes.5

It was Henning who first subjected to linguistic scrutiny the Chorasmian
texts discovered by Validi; he came to the conclusion that, although the
Chorasmian language shares many important characteristics with Ossetian,
nevertheless, on the whole it is nearer to Sogdian, while it also has a number
of characteristic features found neither in Sogdian nor in Ossetian. The features
shared with Ossetian consist, according to Henning, chiefty of the phonetic
changes s > s and c¢ > ¢, though the change from 8 > s was not entirely
completed in Chorasmian.%

Thus the scrutiny of Chorasmian texts has for the time being failed to
supply linguistic facts that might be regarded as a decisive proof of the theory
affirming the Chorasmian origin of the Alans. This circumstance obviously
influenced Validi’s mind when he came to the conclusion that the language
of the Alans, who had migrated to the land of the Khazars, must have been
somewhat different from that of the Caucasian Ossetes. This is, naturally,
equivalent to admitting that the Chorasmian origin of the Alans-Ossetes
(a conjecture tased on considerations of history) cannot be proved as a lin-
guistic proposition.

These negative linguistic conclusions, which contradict the evidence
of historical sources, were, naturally, far from reassuring to those advocating
the eastern origin of the Ossetes; hence several new attempts were made
recently to try and prove the close contact of Ossetian with the languages
of North-Eastern Iran or its eastern origin. Among these attempts let us
first consider Freiman’s works. He discovered a considerable quantity of
fresh Chorasmian linguistic material, and in elatorating it touched several
times on the question of the relation tetween Ossetian and Chorasmian.
Freiman’s investigations have established that correspondences between
Ossetian and Chorasmian are not restricted to the phonetic changes s > s
and ¢ > ¢, pointed out by Henning, but extend to a number of phenomena
of different kinds. Thus Freiman has shown that the phonetic change -ti > -ci
is found both in Ossetian and in Chorasmian: see e. g. Chorasmian akic
‘(e,iaeT ~ Ossetian kandnc ™e.iaroTL in some cases the OIld Iranian -Or-
group of phonemes has similar corresponding forms in both languages, e. g.
Chorasmian arclvak Third’ ~ Ossetian &rtd °three’; Old lIranian initial h-

2 See ZDMG XC (1936), *26* foil, and also Ihn Fudlin’s Reisebericht, Leipzig
1939, 14. 125 foil.. 137.
% ZDMG XC (1936), *30* foil.



has disappeared in many cases both from Ossetian and C'horasmian, e. g.
Chorasmian ilRdac 'seventy' ~ Ossetian &vdai 'seventy’ — Old Iranian haptati ;
the plural suffix -t4 characteristic of Ossetian is found also in Chorasmian,
e. g. niyésic CAymaTeAii', nikanc 'koala’, sjxirc 'uijitli"2Z7 Freiman attributes
very gi’eat importance to these correspondences when pronouncing judgment
on the origin and p'ace of the Ossetian language. He states emphatically
that ,the transference to the West of our knowledge concerning the linguistic
Middle Ages of Eastern Iran (this is Freiman’s description of the discovery
and elaboration of the Chorasmian linguistic material) has made it possible
to lay a firm foundation for those linguistic bridges which connect more
closely the Chorasmian language with the language of the Alan-As, i.e. with
the language of the Ossetes, those emigrants who had their homes in
Xwdrizm*“.28 In one instance Freiman makes the attempt to trace back the
connections of the Ossetian and Chorasmian or Saka languages, as far as
the fifth century B. C.: he tries to explain the name Skunxa, the Saka chieftain
defeated by Darius, from the Ossetian verb sk’udnxun OT.iugaTLCA .2

Tolstov lias called attention to another interesting proof ofthe Chorasmian
origin of the Alans-Ossetes. He pointed out that one of the Turkmen tribes
of South-Eastern Turkmenia bears the name Alan, a name which denotes
also one of the subsidiary tribes of the Salyrs. According to Tolstov, the Alan
Turkmen tribe differs in a number of ethnographic peculiarities from the
surrounding Salyrs: one may observe among them, for instance, a strong
tendencjr toward tribal endogamy and marriage within the clan; they wear
white clothing, etc. It is especially noteworthy that a tradition has been pre-
served among them, according to which they migrated to their present
habitation from the Mangyslak Peninsula where, they say, there used to be
,,a large fortress known by the name of Alan*“. The interesting point is that
there exist, in fact, ruins of a fortress known as Alan-kala (..Alan fortress*)
on the north-western borders of Xwarizm, between the Sea of Aral and the
Mangyslak Peninsula. So there can be not doubt that the tradition of the
Alan Turkmen tribe has a historical value, and that we may regard this
tribe as Turkicized descendants of the Alans who used to live on the territory
of Xwarizm and on the plateau of Ust-Urt.3

It was Tolstov, again, who pointed out that the name of one of the
Chorasmian rulers appearing on his coins as wr&wm% while in Birani it figures

; 2|7 See A. A. <t>peii*iaH, CB IV (1947), 157 foil.. CB V (1948). 191 foil.. CB VI (1949).
63 foil.

28 See HAH CCCT Ota. hit. ii H3biKa, VII (1948). 238 foil.

2 lbid. 239.

0 See C. n. Toictob, BAH 1948, I. 197. Similar data with regard to the Alans
near the Sea of Aral, as e. g. Firdusi’s Diz-i Alarum and the place-name Qizil-Alan
in the Turkmen steppes, have been earlier pointed out bv Marquart, Uber das Volkstum
der Komanen: AGGW XIII, Berlin 1914. 106 foil, and bv Minorsky, HudUd al-‘Akim,
-London 1937, 481.
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in the form ’rdmw% bears a close resemb'ance to the name of Uruzmég,
a well-known hero in the Nart-sagas of the Ossetes.3l This correspondence
— if it can be linguistically verified — supplies another interesting datum
for the historical contacts between Alans-Ossetes and Chorasmians. We
may establish, at all events, that the passage in Bironi and the reading of
the Chorasmian coins give two different forms of the name: 1 warduma/
and 2. ardamu/. But the same duality appears also in Ossetian as, beside
Uruzmdag, there also occur the forms Wardzmég, Ordazmdg, and Wdrdzmég.2
On the basis of these and the Abadzech form Urzames we may suppose the
existence of an earlier form *Warz?mag ~ *Warzumag which is quite close
to the Wardumax form of the Chorasmian ruler’s name.

There is no doubt that Freiman’s observations and Tolstov’s data have
brought forward a lot of important new material to the question of Alanic-
Ossetian history and language. But we must not ignore the fact that, while
Freiman’s researches have considerably increased the number of linguistic
mcorrespondences between Ossetian and Chorasmian, they have also revealed
more fully that Chorasmian stands much closer to Sogdian than to Alanic-
Ossetian. For this reason we need not be surprised that some scholars, e. g.
Altheim, continue to regard the passage in Birlini about the language of the
Alans and Chorasmians just as problematical as before. According to Altheim,
Biruni could certainly not mean that the Chorasmian and Ossetian languages
were especially close to each other with regard to their origin: the meaning
of the passage is that the Alans or As took over certain linguistic peculiarities
from the Chorasmians, in whose neighbourhood they once lived, and that
the same applies also to the Pechenegs.B For the rest, Altheim accepts the
identity of the present Ossetians with the medieval As and the ancient "Aoioi
the conquerors of Bactria, i. e. he accepts the thesis of the eastern origin
of the Ossetes34. His attempt, however, to interpret the passage in Birom
in the light of late historical contacts between Chorasmians and Ossetes,
instead of assuming an identity of origin or linguistic community between
these two peoples, must te, therefore, ascribed to a negative estimate of
the linguistic connections between Alanic-Ossetian and Chorasmian.

Parallel with the linguistic research on the relations of Ossetian and
Chorasmian there also emerged several historical combinations which tried
to solve the origin ofthe Ossetians and the Alans in the direction indicated by
Charpentier. One of these combinations is Vernadsky’s. He has renewed
the conjecture about the supposed identity of the Wu-sun and the ™Aatoi,

3l See JtpeBHHfi Xope3M. Mockbb 1948, 189, no coeflav flp:Bnexopcs MHficKOfi
UHBHJiH3aunH. MocKBa-JlenHHrpaA 1948, 161, foil.

X See B. H. A6aeo, yi3biK n Mbiumemie V (1935), 281.

B F. Altheim, Literatur und Gesellschaft im ausgehenden Altertum. Halle/Saale

1950, 11, 210. ) . . )
31 See Der Hellenismus in Mittelasien: Saeculum 1 (1950), 281.
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as well as the Asian!, the As, and the Ossetes. He has, moreover, introduced
new elements into this combination by trying to prove that the names Anti,
"Avreg, and Yen-ts’ai belong to the same group of peoples' names.3 But
these combinations of Vernadsky’s raise very serious historical and linguistic
difficulties.%

Maenchen-Helfen also follows in Charpentier’s footsteps with regard
to the origin of the Ossetians and the As,37 but by utilizing the results of
"ecent investigations he is able to set this problem into a much wider frame-
work. Under the influence of Haloun’s arguments, Maenchen-Helfen rejects
the identification of the Wu-sun and the Asiani, and proposes a new', wider
combination in its stead. He tries to prove that the name Arii used by the
Tokharians about themselves is identical with Pliny’s A)si, Ptolemy’s *Apaim;
as well as with the Aorsi who came to be called Alans later on. These peoples
or peoples’ names, to which he adds the al-(l)arisiyi mentioned in Mas'ndi,
are, in his view', identical with As, the old name of the Ossetes and its
different varieties. All these peoples are, at the same time, Tokharians, i. e.
the Yueh-chih of the Chinese, since Arii is the name used bythe Tokharians
for themselves. In Maenchen-Helfen’s opinion the name Tokhar, itself, is
found among the Ossetes in the tril al name Digor. Maenchen-Helfen. himself,
must have felt that these identifications of peoples and peoples’ names raise
a host of historical difficulties. For this reason he tried to render them more
probable by assuming the presence of a numter of historical layers. According
to his account, the trital name of the Yieh-chih was Togar, w'hile their ruling
group bore the name of Kusha (transcribed as Yieh-chih by the Chinese).
This people came under the rule the Sacae who called themselves Arsi (= Aorsi,
Arsi, 'Aoioi, Asiani, As, etc.). The people, formed as the result of this Togar-
Aursi stratification, was later divided into several groups. One group migrated
towards the West, and became the ancestors ofthe As-DIgiir among the present
Ossetes. Maenchen-Helfen distinguishes, moreover, the Alans from the As.
The upshot of these identifications is that, while the Tokharian problem
lecomes over-simplified, the formation of the Ossetes turns out to be the
result of a very complex ethnical stratification.

There is no doubt that, even with the assumption cf these historical
strata, Masnchen-Helfen’s conclusions contain many elements that are hypo-
thetical or entirely unsupported. His attempt, however, to explain the forma-
tion of the present Ossetian people as the result of repeated ethnical stratifi-

3H G. Vernadsky, Ancient Russia,3 Xew Haven 1946, 82 folk, Byzantion XVI
(1942-44), 81 foil. *

3% See ray remarks in RHC X. S. V (1947), 230 foil.

37 JAOS LXV (1945), 71 foil. Maenchen-Helfen himself refe s to Charpentier
but he exaggerates in connecting the identification of Arsi-Asiani with Charpenlier
(79), since the wo"d Aréi was introduced into the Tokharian controversy only bv Sieg;
SBAW 1918. 560 foil.



mcations, in contrast to former conjectures based on the family-tree theory,
deserves close attention, in any case.

H. W. Bailey’s recent investigations in the study of the origin of Ossetian
vocabulary have a very important tearing on the contact of Ossetian with
the Eastern Iranian languages as well as on the eastern origin of the Ossetes.
Since the studies of Hibschmann (Etymologie und Lautlehre der ossetischen
Sprache) and Miller, Bailey’s works may be regarded as the most important
step forward in the study of the origin of the Ossetian vocabulary. Bailey
does not connect the Wu-sun with the Asiani; he even dismisses the name
Arsi which he regards simply as the Tokharian equivalent of the north-
western Prakrit form of the Sanskrit word drya- 'beggar monk’. Thus he
ultimately identifies the old As and the present Ossetes only with the “Aaioi
At the same time, he derives the rame As, Ossetian ASi ~ Asm from an
earlier form *Ursya-, and connects this with the ol-(l)arisiya found in Mas'udi
as well as with the names Arsi and ’Apam<;. Thus Bailey regards the Ossetes
as the descendants of the "Acnoi, an Eastern lranian trite which conquered
Bactria; he attempts to support this view with the results of his study in the
field of the Ossetian vocabu’ary. He tries to prove the presence in Ossetian
of a considerable number of words, the exact equivalent of which can te
demonstrated only in Sogdian and Saka. In Bailey’s view, these corresponden-
ces indicate that the ancestors of the As were in close contact with the Choras-
mians, Sogdians, and the forelears of the Afghans. This symbiosis is put
by Bailey to the third century B. C. since the Iranian rames in the Greek
inscriptions of South Russia, and the earliest linguistic remains of the Sogdians,
(both types going back to the second century A. D ,) reveal, in Bailey’s opinion,
clearly defined linguistic individuality, so that the state of symbiosis must
have existed several centuries before.38 This train of thought shows also that,
during the period of symbiosis of the As, Sogdians, Chorasmians, etc., Bailey
assumes the linguistic community of their respective languages, otherwise
he might just as well have assumed the existence of a state of symbiosis at
a later period when these tongues developed into fully-fledged separate lan-
guages. Thus, it would seem that, ultimately, Bailey sees the relation of these
languages to one another from the angle of the family-tree theory.

Bailey’s works have considerably enriched our knowledge concerning
the Eastern lIranian contacts of the Ossetian language, in general, and the
Ossetian vocabulary, in particular. But while stressing this, we cannot fail
to remark that his conclusions cannot, in all respects, be regarded as final,
either from the historical or the linguistic point of view. First of all, there
is no need whatever to assume linguistic unity, for a period, when peoples
.speaking different languages are living together. We have seen above that

K See H. W. Bailee, TPhS 1945, 1 foil., TPhS 1946, 202 foil., TPhS 1947, 142 foil
150 foil., BSOAS X111 (1949-50), 135.
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the .45 and the Chorasmians were living together as late as the tenth century
A D. — yet there is no question of a linguistic unity between Ossetian and
Chorasmian. So there is no inevitability, either, in Bailey’s deduction, accord-
ing to which Ossetian must have been living together or at least have been
in contact with the other languages of Eastern Iran about the third century
B C. From the methodological angle, too, Bailey’s procedure of trying to
determine the relation of Ossetian to the Eastern Iranian languages, on the
basis of vocabulary, is open to objection, especially if we have to count
in Ossetian with a complex Eastern lIranian stratification. Thus it is clear
that the problems raised and discussed by Bailey are still waiting to be exa-
mined from a number of different angles.

After this survey ofrecent research on the position of the Ossetian langu-
age. we see clearly those major groups of problems which it is neces-
sary to solve if we wish to attain a certain degree of certitude with regard
to the Eastern Iranian connections of Ossetian, or the problem of the North
Iranian group of languages as a whole. These groups of problems may be
summed up as follows:

1 The relation of Ossetian to the ancient Iranian languages of South
Russia. The clarification of this problem is indispensable if we want to see
clearly the relation of Ossetes, Alans, Sarmatians, and Scythians

2. Within the above group of problems the question of plural formation
with -Tea requires a separate examination since it has always been a pivotal
question in research and the available material is considerable. In the eyes
of the majority of scholars this method of forming the plural is one of the
decisive proofs for the close connection of Scythian-Sarmatian-Alanic-Ossetian
on the one hand, and of the Eastern lIranian languages, on the other. The
question, however, is whether this plural suffix really existed in Scythian,
and whether one is justified in regarding this morphological peculiarity of
the language as a dialectological criterion.

3. It is absolutely necessary to clarify the mutual relations of AlJanic
and Ossetian. This work requires, of course, a thorough re-examination
and re-valuation of the linguistic remains of the Alans.

4. The solution of the same problem also requires the re-examination
and re-valuation of the Alanic loanwords in Hungarian. As we have seen
above, Abaev ascribed a very important role to these loan-words in clearing
up the relation of Alanic and Ossetian. Their testimony was regarded as
decisive by Skéld, too, in the question of Ossetian dialects.

5. The relation of Ossetian to the Eastern Iranian languages. The disco-
very of the Chorasmian texts, the results of historical research, as well as the
works of Henning, Freiman, and Bailey on the subject, have made the
clarification ofthis problem one of the most pressing tasks of Ossetian linguists..
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6. The stratification of the Iranian elements in the Ossetian vocabulary.
This question was raised by the possibility that the Ossetian jjeople were
formed by various Iranian tribes being superimposed, one upon the other.
The existence of such a possibility was clearly demonstrated by Maenchen-
Helfen’s results, even if the latter require substantial corrections in many
respects. Moreover, if we have to count with different ethnical strata in the
case of the Ossetian people, this must find a reflection in their vocabulary,
too. Thus, this question is one of the most exciting tasks of future research.

Of these groups of problems, we are going to discuss in this essay the
relations of the ancient Iranian languages of Southern Russia to one another,
and to Ossetian.



PROTO-IRANIAN AND OSSETIAN

If we wish to clarify the problems connected with the language of the
Sarmatian tribes of Southern Russia and its relation to Ossetian, we have
to bear in mind, first of all, two considerations. We have seen above that,
in judging this question, the great majority of scholars, e. g. Miller, Vasmer,
Lommel, Kretschmer, Skéld, and Abaev, started from the theory of the family-
tree of languages. This manifested itself chiefly in the fact that, the earlier
the stage of language they examined, the less inclined they became (often
flying in the face of practically palpable linguistic facts) to assume even
a slight degree of linguistic differentiation. The result was that they regarded
the language of the Scythians and Sarmatians as uniform, and considered
even the present Ossetian dialectal differentiation to be an entirely new
development. Since the family-tree theory has thus exercised a decisive
influence on research concerned with Ossetian and the language of the
Iranian tribes of South Russia we have to raise the question whether it is
right to accept this theory as a basis ofour investigations. In order to answer it,
we will examine the application of the family-tree theory in some examples
taken from linguistic history.

One of the chief aims of comparative linguistics, based on the family-
tree theory, was to try and reconstruct the homogeneous linguistic status
or parent language from which later dialects and languages were to develop-
Says Edgar Sturtevant in ,An introduction to linguistic science”, 154: ,Com-
parative grammar reconstructs certain features of the language spoken by
the original, unseparated community, on the basis of corresponding features
of the descendent languages.“ In order to attain this objective, scholars used
to compare the different languages belonging to the same group or family
of languages, noting their identical features and regarding these as charac-
teristic of the ancient, homogeneous linguistic status. Thus in reconstructing
the Proto-lranian linguistic condition which, in its turn, was preceded by
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the Aryan linguistic condition, Bartholoraae utilized those correspondences
existing between Old Persian and the language of the Avesta as well as those
existing between the language of the Avesta and some modern Iranian lan-
guage, chiefly Modern Persian39. But the adequacy of this method is very
questionable. Following a critical hint b}7J. Schmidt, Kretschmer has pointed
out long ago that certain linguistic phenomena, though present in all
separate larguages, must not, in every case, be regarded as cha-
racteristic of the fundamental language, while conversely, it is sometimes
only one language that preserves ancient linguistic traits.4 But it is not only
the linguistics methods of the family-tree theory that have aroused grave
doubts: its historical assumptions, too, have proved untenable. There is no
doubt that one cannot assume the existence of populous societies possessing
a unitary organization and speaking a homogeneous language in the early
periods of history4l — though this assumption is implicit in the family-tree
theory. There is an increasing body of evidence, derived especially from
archeological research, which shows that the idea of homogeneous linguistic
communities, and of corresponding homogeneous peoples, has to be dropped
entirely.2 But even if we refrain from discussing the whole problem of the

d) Grundriss der iranischen Philologie, I, 1. Strassburg 1895- 1901, 3.

10 Einleitung in die Geschichte der griechischen Sprache, Gottingen 1895, 7 foil.
Recent criticism of the family-tree theory iscontained in Illop —MeMO/jauOB, Beegemre
b H3biKOBeAenne, MocicBa 1945, 185 foil., HecmmKaa HAH CCCP OJIH- VII (1948),
241 foil., and in Bonfante: Language XX111 (1947), 350 where he expounds the neo-
linguist position with regard to the family-tree theory. Recent pronouncements in
favour of the family-tree theory are by Sturtevant: Language X XIII (1947), 376 foil,
and Lane: Language XXV (1949), 333 foil.

41 See Altheim’s telling remarks in Italien und Rom, Amsterdam-Leipzig 1941,
152 foil, and Literatur und Gesellschalt im ausgehenden Altertum. 11, Halle/Saale 1950,
113 foil.

4 See Parét, WaG VIII (1942), 53 foil., Kithn, IPEK XV (1941-42), 256 foil.
Especially characteristic is Pittioni’s statement in Erasmus Il (1949), 296: ,,Die archédo-
logische Forschung de" letzten Jahre hat uns eben zum Umlernen gezwungen. Noch
vor kurzer Zeit der Meinung verfallen, dass die einzelnen indogermanischen Vdlker
wie Zweige gleichzeitig aus dem Stamme spriessen, wobei die Wurzeln dieses Stammes
im norddeutsch-skandinavischen Raum gelegen sein sollen, lernen wir nun immer deut-
licher, dass nicht die Filiation uns das Werden der indogermanischen Einzelvdlker
erschliesst, sondern nur die Agglutination oder die Substrattheorie, also die Tatsache,
dass von den wichtigen oberpaléolitischen Kulturen aufwarts Schicht auf Schicht gelegt
wird, wobei diese Uber weite Strecken hin gemeinsamen Schichten Verwandschaften
und Beziehungen erzeugen, die in ihrer Abfolge Gleichzeitiges und Aufeinanderfolgendes
verbinden und damit ein mehr als kompliziertes Bild einer Kultur- und Vdlkerentfaltung
erweisen*“. — Recently, even the most devout adherents of the family-tree theory have
started admitting that the parent language or fundamental language could not have
been homogeneous. See e. g. Sturtevant’s following words: ,,We must admit the existence
of dialectic differences within Proto-Indo-European. At present we cannot do very much
about such features; but it is important to recognize their existence®“. (An Introduction
to Linguistic Science3 New Haven 1948, 167.) This means, of course, giving up the
ideg of the parent language and the attempts at its reconstruction; so Sturtevant hastens
to add: ,,In theory, at least, a period of dialectic differentiation preceded the final sepa-
ration of the Indo-European languages from the parent stock“. Thus he succeeds in
finding a formula combining the idea of a parent language with dialectal differentiation.
But the only concrete basis of the whole theory is the actual existence of dialectal
differentiation.
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family-tree theory, and do not go beyond the reconstruction of the Proto-
Iranian linguistic state, the deficiencies of this method are obvious.

We must raise, first of all, the problem of sources. By setting the two
Old Iranian languages (Old Persian and the language of the Avesta) against
the Middle Iranian and Modern Iranian languages, one may easity create
an impression that seems to be in perfect harmony with the family-tree theory.
The Modern Iranian languages are, undoubtedly, much more numerous than
the Middle Iranian ones, while the latter considerably exceed in number
the two Old Iranian languages. This temporal distribution of independent
languages and dialects is apt to rouse, at first sight, the idea of a progressive
linguistic differentiation in the mind of the spectator. One jmust not forget,
however, that this idea of progressive differentiation is due only to the scanti-
ness of material. We have a certain amount of data about practically all
the modern Iranian languages and dialects; of the medieval Iranian langua-
ges (in spite of the splendid discoveries of recent decades) there exist data
of only a few, while of the OId Iranian languages only two are known to us.
We must also bear in mind that there is a qualitative difference between
these data. Those dating from the present age derive in part from languages
or dialects that are not written down, while the languages known to us from
the Middle Ages, or from antiquity, are almost entirely of a literary or written
eharacter. If we take these facts into consideration, we have to admit that
there is absolutely no evidence to show' that linguistic differences, among the
tribes and peoples speaking lIranian languages, were considerably less in
antiquity than in the Middle Ages, or at the present time. Thus it would
be an entirely unwarrantable assumption to regard, for instance, the language
of the Old Persian inscriptions as the homogeneous language of the Persians,
taken as a body of people. Herodotus enumerates in his work ten Persian
tribes (1 125) which lived scattered over a wide area and showed considerable
differences in their material culture.43 Bearing this in mind, one would
oertainly hesitate to identify the language of the OId Persian inscriptions,
let us say, with the language of the nomadic Persian Asagartiya tribe. The
same applies also to the Medes. Herodotus enumerates six different Median
tribes (1 101): even if one of these names denotes a social stratum rather than
a tribe, there can be no doubt as to the tribal divisions of the Medes.44 Thus,
there is no ground whatever for assuming the existence of a homogeneous
Median language at the time. On the contrary, there are certain features in
the investigations conducted hitherto which lend full support to the view
that in the case of both Persians and Medes we have to count, at the very

43 See Christensen, Die lranier, 236.

44 See Christensen, Die Iranier, 233. H. S. Xyberg, in Die Religionen des alten Iran.
Leipzig 1938, 335, regards the Boudioi, too, as acaste of priests; with regard to the
other data, however, lie himself bears witness to the authenticity of Herodotus' account.



moutset of their appearance in history, with a linguistic differentiation that
accords with their division into tribes Already, Geiger hit upon the idea
of a dialectal differentiation among the Medes, when asking the question
whether the Old Persian word jamah-is not borrowed from one of the Median
dialects4s. The investigations of Andreas, Lentz, Ted sco, and Herzfeld
have contributed to the development of this suggestion. Following a hint
by Andreas, Lentz has pointed out that the OIld Persian jamah- is certainly
«an old loan-word from Median; but among the present dialects it is only in
Slwandi that we find the correspondence of /- to initial yv-, while in the
northern dialects the usual corresponding group of phonemes is Ve, vh-.
Since, according to the testimony of the Old Persian word, the development
yv. > j- must have taken place in Median as early as the sixth century B. C.,
while over the larger part of the linguistic area the initial has teen preser-
ved, there can be no doubt that there already existed a considerable dialectal
differentiation in Median at this time46 Tedesco’s investigations concerning
the dialectology of the West Iranian Turfan texts led to the same result.
Tedesco has demonstrated that in the north-western Turfan texts some
phonemes and groups of phonemes have a double correspondence: thus e. g.
intervocalic d (O) is usually preserved but in some words it has a corresponding
-li-, etc. Since in the south-western Turfan texts it is the phoneme y that
corresponds to intervocalic d, this double correspondence may be explained
eonly by assuming that the language of the north-western Turfan texts is
based, not on one dialect, but on several north-western dialects4/ This dialectal
differentiation must reach back into far antiquity, as is clearly shown by
the juxtaposition of two data: the name Frabddta was transcribed in ancient
esources, as early as the second century B. C,, in the forms Phraates or Phrahates
which reflect already an Iranian form Frahdata; at the same time, Ptolemy
gives the name of Isfahan in the form ’Aondbava as late as the second
century A. 1).8 Thus in the north-western territory dialectal differentiation
may be traced back to sixth century B. C., if no further, and the same is
true also of the Persian territories. It is again Tedesco's investigations which
have demonstrated that the language of the OId Persian inscriptions could
not have been the direct antecedent of Middle and Modern Persian dialects:
Alteehtpersisch’, i. e. the Old Iranian antecedent of the south-western Turfan
texts, must have been a different dialect49. These linguistic observations
show clearly that there is no ground whatever for supposing the existence
of a homogeneous Median or Old Persian language. On the contrary, there
are indubitable linguistic facts indicating that, in the case of both Medes and

45 Grundriss der iranischen Philologie, 1 2, 423.

46 Lentz, ZI11 It' (1926). 288. See also Herzfeld, AMI VII (1935), 40 foil.

47 Tedesco, MO XV (1921), 195, 205 foil., 246. 253.

48 Tedesco, MO XV (1921), 195; Herzfeld. AMI VII (1935), 15.
« Tedesco, MO XV (1921), 248.
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Persians, one has to deal with different dialects right at the outset of their
historical career; it is extremely likely that this dialectal differentiation
was connected with a division into trifces.

In this case, however, the reconstruction of the Proto-Iranian linguistic
stage, and even the concept of a Proto-lranian linguistic .state, have to be
subjected to a thorough revision. According to Bartholomae’s theory, the
Aryan Parent Language split up into two essentially homogeneous languages
one of which he simply called ’Proto-Iranian’. This 'Proto-Iranian language’
was,, however, a purely formal linguistic concept, the contents of which were
determined by the changes which took place in ’Proto-lranian’ from the
time of its separation from the Aryan parent language until its disintegration.
On these premises Bartholomae acted quite logically when he utilized, in
reconstructing the Proto-lranian linguistic state, those changes which he
founddroth in Old Persian and in the language of the Avesta, since, according
to his theory these common changes must have occurred in Proto-lranian
while changes peculiar to one of them must have taken place in the separate
Old Iranian languages.® This theory is entirely logical: yet historically —
even apart from its unproved and unsubstantiated premises — it is extremely
unlikely. As we have pointed out above, only two of the Old Iranian languages
supph’ us with a fair munter of linguistic remains; of these, the language
of the Avesta has undergone considerable distortion during the process of
transmission, so that its value as a source for the history of phonemes is
frequently open to doubt; while the language of the OIld Persian inscriptions
only gives us some insight into the language of a single Persian tribe. It fol-
lows that, actually, we have only data about an insignificant proportion
of Old Iranian languages or dialects; this circumstance — even if one were
ready to accept the premises ofthe family-tree theory — makes the reconstruc-
tion of a 'Proto-Iranian language’ an ardous and rather hopeless task. There
is no evidence whatever to show that the changes, common to the Old Persian
inscriptions and the language of the Avesta, took place also in the numerous
other OId Iranian languages and dialects unknown to us; consequently, the
changes determining the ’Proto-lranian language’ necessarily elude our
grasp. Similarly, there are no indications whatever to show whether some,
or even a consielerable part, of the changes peculiar to one language alone,
do not go back to Proto-lranian times. To take only one example: one of
the most definite features of the reconstructed °’Proto-lianian language’
is the change of initial su > hu > zv\seee. g. Old Indian svarnara- ~ Avestan
Xvardnah-. But it is precisely this word which we find already in Old Persian,
in the form jamah-, as an Old Median loan-word. Thus the development of
the Aryan initial group of phonemes su- was alread\' different in the dialects

50 m"ee Grundriss der iranischen Philologie, I 1, 1 foil.
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of Median, one of the OId Iranian languages; there is no evidence whatever
as to the date when these differences developed. There is no evidence, either,
to show that the form farnak- developed, through an intermediate form
*[varnah-, from Aryan *svarnas-: one may easily suppose that in one part
of the Median linguistic territory there was a direct phonetic development
esu > /-. This would naturally imply that the phonetic development su -> yv-
was not characteristic of the whole Proto-Iranian language, i. e. that ’Proto-
Iranian’ was not a homogeneous language, but was divided into different
languages or dialects. This idea leads to the obliteration of boundaries between
Proto-Iranian and OId Iranian; hence the question arises whether one had
not letter drop, or entirely reinterpret, the concepts of a ’Proto-lranian
language’, or a Proto-lranian linguistic state.

There is no doubt that, from the angle of the family-tree theory, the
chief distinctive mark of the ’Proto-lranian language’ was precisely its
homogeneity, the uniformity of the changes separating it from Aryan; owing
to the emergence of features peculiar to some languages only, this uniformity
gave place to the diversity of the Old Iranian languages. If the existence of
such a homogeneous state of the language is not capable of demonstration,
there is, in fact, no need to adhere to the concept ofa Proto-Iranian language’.
We have to point out. too, the essential difference that exists between the
concept of ’Proto-lranian’, on the one hand, and the designations of ’Old
Iranian’, ’"Middle Iranian’, and 'Modern Iranian’, on the other. 'Proto-lranian’,
together with ’Aryan’ and ’Indo-European’, is a purety formal linguistic
concept denoting a homogeneous unit. 'Old Iranian’, 'Middle Iranian’, and
'Modern Iranian’ are, on the other hand, historical concepts which do not
admit of a clear linguistic definition. It has never yet occurred to anybody
to reconstruct a homogeneous Old Iranian or Middle Iranian language which
would possess common distinctive marks: these expressions are used to denote
the Iranian languages known to us from different periods of history. Hence,
even within one and the same Iranian language, these expressions tlo not
usually denote stages of development admitting of clear linguistic delimitation.
It follows that there is no road leading from the historical concept of the
’Old Iranian languages’ to the forma] linguistic concept of the ’Proto-Iranian
language’. We have seen al ove, moreover, that the concept of a ’Proto-
Iranian language’, or Proto-Iranian linguistic state, is linguistically untenable;
hence we must reinterpret it from a historical angle, or drop it entirely.

The data supplied by Herodotus about the Persian and Median tribes
date from the fifth century B. C. There is no doubt, however, that the forma-
tion of both the Median and the Persian tribes must be assigned to a consi-
derably earlier period. Hence it is obvious, too, that the linguistic differences,
observable among the Median and Persian tribes in the sixth and fifth centuries,
may be traced back into earlier times. An examination of the Iranian names
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found in the cuneiform sources leads us to the conclusion that a considerable
part of the linguistic differences observable in the sixth century may be
traced back to the ninth. As early as 712 we come across a prince called
Auarparna; from the beginning of the seventh century we know the names
of princes Sitirparna and Eparna: in these names the element -parna. is a
transcription of the word farnak- which we have discussed above.5 Hence
the double correspondence of /v ~ f- to Aryan su- goes back to the eighth
century. During the reign of Salmanassar there is mention in 854 of a prince
called Kundaspi, about 740 of a prince bearing the name of Kustaspi. The
corresponding forms of these two names in other parts of the Old Iranian
linguistic territory would be *Vind&spa- and *Vistaspa-; hence the phonetic
change of initial vi > gu- ~ ku- may be traced back, in this case, to the ninth
century52 All this comlines to show that the differences in the Old Iranian
languages or dialects reach back, in fact, into the Proto-lranian period, i. e.
into the age preceding the historical appearance of the Iranian tribes53
If we wish to continue employing the concept of 'Proto-Iranian’as a historical
designation in linguistics, it is most apposite to our purpose to mean by it
the linguistic facts, languages, dialects, and linguistic condition of the period
preceding the historical emergence of the Medes and Persians and the founda
tion of a state b}7them. The only question is whether the time limit of this,
historical period may be clearly defined, and whether it may be organically
connected with the period of the ’Aryan language’, a concept known to us
from linguistics. According to the testimony ofarchaeology54 and of historical
sources, the migration of the Medes and Persians to the territory of Iran
may be assigned to the end of the second millennium, or the beginning of the
first millenium B. C.% This is also the conjectural date established by Herzfeld
for the occurrence of those changes -which separate Iranian (or 'Proto-Iranian’

51 See e. g. Nyberg, Die Religionen des alten Iran, 334; Herzfeld, AMI VII (1935p
28 foil. Herzfeld’s contention that the p of the Akkad script stands in these names for
vh is without any foundation. First, the example quoted by him — Iranian Gundojarr <=
Indian Guduvhara — illustrates quite a different point (here / is transcribed as vh,
not vh as p); secondly, the word farnak- is transcribed even in later cuneiform texts
as parna-: *Fradafarnah- = mlp-ra- (a-) du-par-na-’, *Dadafarnah- = mDa-da-par-na-’
(see W. Filers, Iranische Beamtennamen in der keilschriftliehen Uberlieferung, I, Leipzig
1940, 97),

52 See Kretschmer, KZ 1V (1928); Nyberg, Die Religionen des alten Iran, 333,

83 This was clearly realized, with regard to Median, by Herzfeld, AM1 VII (1935),
23 foil.: ,,In einem so grossen gebiet kann von anfang an nicht nur ein dialekt gesp ochen
sein: medisch bedeutet eine ganze gruppe. Die assyrischen, babylonischen, elamischen,
aramaeischen und griechischen umsch eibungen medischer orts- und personennameo
lassen davon allerhand erkennen ... Die aufgabe ist, was da zu erkennen ist und was
die heute noch lebenden dialektreste bewahrt haben, mit den grossen unterteilen Mediens
in Verbindung zu bringen, in denen sich uralte Stammesunterschiede ausprégen®.

54 See Ghirshman, Fouilles de Sialk, 11, Paris 1939; the results are summed up by
Altheim: Saeculum 1 (1950), 294 foil.
65 See e. g. Herzfeld, AM 1 VIII (1937), 46 folk, AM 1 IX (1938), 164 folk, Archaeo-

logical History of Iran, London 1935, 9 folk
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in Bartholomae’s terminology) from Aryan.% Herzfeld’s argument is sup-
ported, for the time being, by a single linguistic fact.57 Additional corroboration
may be derived from the Aryan names found among the Hurri.58 According
to the testimony of these names, on the western borders of later Iran, there
lived in the 14th century B. C. certain ethnic elements whose language does
not yet show those changes which distinguish the OIld Iranian languages
from OlId Indian. Thus, historically, one may speak of Proto-Iranian languages
during the period that extends roughly from the migration of the Iranian
tribes into the territory of Iran, to the formation of the Persian state. But
this Proto-Iranian period of history cannot be organically connected with
the period of the ’Aryan language’. 'Proto-Iranian’, precisely like *Old Indian’,
is a historical-geographical concept, while ’Aryan’is a formal linguistic designa-
tion. This qualitative difference in the ideas is reflected also in the attempts
to determine the Aryan linguistic elements found among the Hurri. There
were some scholars who, on the basis oftheir phonemic characteristics, regarded
them as Old Indian.® Others, feeling that 'Old Indian’is essentially a historical
and geographical concept which can hardly be applied to linguistic remains
from the Near East, consider them to be Aryan60. In fact, if one wanted to
express the relation of these elements to the later Old Iranian languages from
the angle of history, it would be appropriate to call them Pre-lranian6l
At present it would obviously be premature to give a historical revaluation
to the concept of the Aryan linguistic state; moreover, an examination of
the Pre-lranian elements in the Hurri language, from the angle of Old Iranian
or Proto-lranian languages, would take us far from our subject. Hence we
only wish to state our conviction that the idea and reconstruction of a homo-
geneous Proto-lranian language, conceptions born of the spirit of the family-
tree theory, must be given up. This naturally does not mean giving up, at
the same time, the idea of a Proto-lranian stage in the history of Iranian
phonemes, or the reconstruction, in general, of Old Iranian and Proto-Iranian
forms. Nevertheless we have to realize that one may reconstruct, with a greater
or lesser degree of probability, the OId Iranian or Proto-lranian forms of
only such words that are in use in certain definite, individual languages:

5% AMI1 VIII (1937). 46 foil., Altpersische Inschriften, Berlin 1938, 183 foil.

57 This is obviously the reason why Herzfeld’s conclusions are regarded as pre-
mature by Eilers, lranische Beamtennamen in der keilschriftlichen Uberlieferung, 117.

58 gee e> g. Christensen, Die Iranier, 209 foil.,, Nyberg, Die Religionen des alten

Iran, 330 foil. . . i .

59 see e, g. A. Gotze, Kleinasien: Handbuch der Altertumwissenschaft, 11l1. Abt.
I. Teil. 111. Bd. 3. Abschn. 1. Lief., Minchen 1933, 59, where fuller bibliography is
gl\vén

60 gee e# g. Christensen, Die Iranier, 210; Xyberg, Die Religionen des alten Iran,
332. — Herzfeld himself felt that he was ’anticipating’ when applying the names ’Old
Indian’ and Tndo-lranian’ to the Hurri Aryans: see Archaeological History of Iran 9.

61 The closest approximation to this view is Oldenberg’s conception in Die Religion
des Veda3 4, Stuttgart-Berlin .1923, 24 foil.



the reconstruction of forms pretending to be of universal validity, equally
applicable to all Iranian languages, is a hopeless task; therefore, in the
course of this essay, phonemic reconstruction will be employed only in the
sense outlined above; conjectural OIld Iranian or Proto-Iranian forms will
mean only forms that may be supposed to have existed in the Old Iranian
or Proto-lranian stage of a particular language, or, in general, forms that
may have existed in any OId Iranian or Proto-Iranian language.

Thus, in investigating the language of the Iranian tribes in South Russia,
as well as their relation to Ossetian, one must not be influenced by the presup-
positions of the family-tree theory. Actually, we have to point out that these
languages lend important support in two respects to the criticism of attempts
at reconstructing the 'Proto-lranian language’. First, there is Bartholomae’s
suggestion that the initial group of phonemes si- in Proto-lranian lost the
element i through an intermediate grade £-, and was ultimately reduced
to the phoneme s-; e. g. Avestan saénn ~ OId Indian hyenas, Avestan snmahe
’des schwarzen’ =—0OId Indian tydmas, Ossetian sau > Old Indian syédvas62
Since the formulation of Bartholomae’s theory, the Middle Iranian linguistic
material at our disposal has been considerably enriched and partly supports
Bartholomae’s point of view. Thus e. g. in Sogdian we find the form s'w
'schwarz’ which seems to justify the intermediate grade < conjectured by
Bartholomae. Of course, even in this case, the utmost one is ready to admit
is that the first part of the supposed process si- > s- > s- was accomplished
in Proto-Iranian, while the second part was a development in individual
languages. But the Iranian names in the inscriptions of South Russia have
established it beyond doubt that Bartholomae’s suggestion is untenable
even in this form. Among these names we find the following forms: tUeatafo”
Panticapaeum. liGouoc; Olbia, ZiaudKoq Tanais638 These names which
date from the second century A. D.reflect the forms sydv, syévciy, syavakeéi.
This makes it clear that the language of some of the Iranian tribes in
South Russia retained the initial group of phonemes si- until late historical
times; actually, even in the late Middle Ages, the word sydv was taken
over from Ossetian in the form sau by the Balkarsés Thus, these Iranian
linguistic data from South Russia show clearly, together with Avestan syava-
and Modern Persian siyéh, that even the first part of the phonemic change
si- > s- > s- cannot be regarded as going back to Proto-lranian times.

Another important point in Bartholomae’s Proto-lranian reconstruction
was the thesis that Aryan palatal ft- developed into s- before i, and that
this group of phonemes si- was simplified to s-; see e. g. Avestan savalté ~

62 Grundriss der iranischen Philologie, 1 1, 37.

63 See Vasmer, Die Iranier in Sddrussland, 51 foil.

64 See also Sehaeder, lIranica. Berlin 1934, 51.

65 See Miller, Die Sprache der Osseten, 4. Cp. also Georgian sav-i < Ossetian *éau.



~ Old Indian c™avati, Avestan s& ~ Modern Persian sad, etc66. The Sogdian
data do not contradict this conjecture; see e. g. &\ ’gehen’. In Ossetian, how-
ever, there is a very interesting correspondence to the Proto-Iranian conjectural
initial group of phonemes si-: Avestan savaHé ~ Ossetian cau™n, Avestan
sélti- ~ Ossetian &ncad. Thus in Ossetian Ae find c- instead of Proto-Iranian
si-, or, more precisely, in western and eastern Ossetian we find c-, while in
the Ja\jan dialect of Southern Ossetian, we find c- or s-67. According to Abaev’s
suggestion, however, it is not the Old Iranian palatal affricate that has been
presented in the phoneme c- of the Javian dialect (actually, such a conjecture
Avas not put forward, as even in Bartholomae’s Anew the Aryan J- had deve-
loped, already in Proto-lranian, into s- if followed by i), but the development
of this phoneme is a secondary phenomenon6 We will disregard, for the
time being, the first part of this suggestion, auz. the question of the phoneme
corresponding in Old or Proto-lranian to. present Jatnan c-, and will discuss
the second part. There are seA-eral serious objections to regarding the phoneme
c-, in the Javian dialect, as a secondary phenomenon. First of all, Abaev
himself points out that, according to Yalguzidze’s data, deming from 1802,
the phoneme c- was still extant at that time in the Javian dialect, though
to-day it has already been replaced by the palatal spirant s-8. If Avere to
accept AbaeA’s theory of the Javian c- being a secondary phenomenon, we
would haA-e to regard the pa‘atal spirant *- as its predecessor, a phoneme
which is actually found in most Iranian languages. In this case, however,
phonemic development would run along the line t- > ¢- > s- which does
not seem probable at all. Moreover, one must not examine the Javian dialect
by itself, in complete isolation. According to Yalguzidze’s data, around 1800
the phoneme c- was still pronounced in Javian, instead of the c- in the western
and northern dialects. There is no doubt, however, that in the latter dialects®
too, the phoneme c- had developed from an earlier c-. This is shown by the
fact that in the place-names of the territory once inhabited by Ossetes, present
Western and Eastern Ossetian c- is represented by c-; see e. g. saufcik = Osse-
tian sau-afcdg Schwarzer Pass’. According to Munkéacsi’s notes, this latter
word has the following phonemic Aalues in the various Ossetian dialects;
Eastern Ossetian &fcdg. Southern Ossetian dfsdg, df&ik, Western Ossetian
afcak ’zur Sommerweide geeignete bergige Gegend’7L Since, according to
the testimony of place-names, the Western and Eastern Ossetian c- goes
back to an earlier c-, and since in Southern Ossetian they still pronounced c-,

6 Grundriss der iranischen Philologie, I 1, 7, 38 Reichelt, Au-estisches Elementar-
buch, Heidelberg 1909, 45.

6 With regard to South Ossetian see Ab5ael}, O H3biKe kokhux oceTHH, 89.

8B O H3blKe KDKHblX OCeTHH, 97.

8 O A3blKe K>KHoIX oceTHH, 89.

0 See MHJiJiep, OceTHHCKHe a kjaw. I1l, 8, Die Sprache der Osseten, 5.

7 KSz XX (1923-1927), 03.
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instead of the present s, it is clear that the Javian c cannot be secondary,
unless the phoneme c, which had originally existed in the phonemic system
of Ossetian, was a secondary development in the rest of the Ossetian dialects,
too, i. e. in the whole of the Ossetian linguistic territory. But such a sup-
position lacks any foundation, because in Ossetian the palatal spirant s-,
whether old or of secondary origin, has been equally replaced by the dental
spirant s-. Consequently, if the predecessor of the present Eastern and Wes-
tern Ossetian c- ~ Javian c¢- > s- had been s- or ti- (whether in Proto- or
Old Iranian, or at any other period) we would find to-day the phoneme s- in
its place. Thus we have to regard it as certain that the predecessor of present
Ossetian ¢c- ~ ¢- > s- was ¢- both in Old Iranian and in Proto-Iranian. This
fact has a double consequence for the reconstruction of Proto-lranian. First,
it is impossible to prove that the group of phonemes si- has already developed
in Proto-Iranian into s-. Secondly, the thesis that the Aryan palatal A- if fol-
lowed by i, developed into s-, in Proto-lranian, is also refuted. Ossetian offers
clear testimony to the effect that the Aryan palatal T might develop into c-in
some Proto-lranian languages, even if followed by i. Thus we have proved,
from yet another angle, the impossibility of assuming the existence of the
Proto-Iranian language’.



THE SARMATIAN DIALECTS OF SOUTH RUSSIA

Tims, in examining the Iranian names preserved in the Greek inscriptions
of South Russia, we have to disregard the presuppositions of the family-tree
theory when attempting to clear up the question as to whether these names
really reflect a homogeneous language, and whether this language may really
he regarded as the predecessor of Ossetian. The question is, what criteria have we
to employ in attempting to solve this problem. Miller’s proofs, as we have seen
above, are partly of phonemic, partly of morphological character. As to the
two morphological proofs, i. e. the presence of the suffix -4g and -gin in the
names of the inscriptions, undue importance need not be attached to them.
Miller himself has pointed out that the suffix -&4g is found also in Persian,
in Baluchi, and in Afghan.2 One may add that it has since been discovered
inSogdian, too; cp. e. g. sm’r’'k’qui a des scrupules, qui hésite’, from the verb
sm’r-; npyk’k ’qui écrit’ from the verb np’ys-, etc.13 The same applies also
to the suffix -gin, equivalents of which have been found by Benveniste in
Persian and Sogdian.74 Thus these morphological elements cannot be utilized
to prove the existence of direct genealogical connections between the language
of the Iranian tribes in South Russia and Ossetian. In order to clarif}" the
relation between the Iranian names in the Pontic Greek inscriptions and Osse-
tian. Awe shall have to rely on phonemic criteria. This implies, no doubt,
a certain degree of one-sidedness, but this one-sidedness is the direct conse-
quence of the linguistic material at our disposal. Moreover, if we have to
count with the existence of several dialects among the Iranian tribes of South
Russia, these differences may be best determined on the basis of phonemic
criteria. The differences might become even sharper if we were able to define

7- Die Sprache der Osseten, 89.
73 See Benveniste. Essai de grammaire soqdienne, 11, 56.
7 Essai de grammaire sogdienne, IT. 97.
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the phonemic system of the languages or dialects used by the various Iranian
tribes of South Russia; but the one-sided linguistic material, preserved only
in Greek transcription, does not make this feasible. Hence in the rest of this
issajr we shall have to limit ourselves to the demonstration and systemati-
zation of phonemic differences.’

If we examine the lIranian names preserved in Greek inscriptions as
well as the Sarmation names figuring in the works of classical antiquity,
we shall find that names dating from roughly the same period showTdifferent
developments for certain OId Iranian phonemes or groups of phonemes.
This fact is of outstanding importance, since the most obvious explanation
of the phenomenon is that names, showing different lines of phonemic deve-
lopment but dating from the same period, derive from different dialects. This,
in turn, leads us to the conclusion that the language ofthe Iranian (Sarmatian)
tribes in South Russia was not homogeneous, but that these tribes spoke
dialects or languages more or less different from one another. These languages
and dialects were, of course, probably more closely connected among them-
selves than with any other Iranian language. The most characteristic cases
of this type are the following:

The OId Iranian initial group of phonemes *ar-y- has four different
developments: 1 ar-(y)-, 2. al-, 3. ir-. 4. il-.

Old Iranian *ar-y- > ar-(y)--

Arii 'name of a tribe in South Russia’ in Epiphanius (4th cent. A. D.},
De lapide ligyrio V. IV, p. 190 Dind. (AaTbimeB, li3BecTim “pcBHiix micare-
iph. 1, 712): < OId Iranian *arya- — Avestan airya- (Vasmer, Die lranier
in Sudrussland, 33).

Arraei Sarmatae, quos Areatas vocant: Pliny, Nat. Hist. IV 41 (1st c.
A. D.). Thus Pliny gives two names for this Sarmatian tribe living south of
the Danube. In the ending of the second name we recognize the plural suffix
et, -ti, found also in Ossetian, Sogdian, and Yagnobi. The remaining first
part of the name (Area-) may be compared again with the Old Iranian name
*arya-. The difference that appears in the second syllable of the two forms

On the classification of dialects see Gy. Laziczius, A magyar nyelvjarasok,
Budapest 1936, 44 foil. For the criticism of earlier methods see LLlop-MeMOflaHOB. BRe-
aeHHe b «3biKOBefleHHe, 228 foil.
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(-ea- ~ -ya-) may be explained in two different ways. First, taking into
consideration the fact that in the transmission of Pliny’s text the names
of peoples are to a varying degree, and sometimes hopelessly, corrupt, we may
easily suppose that Area-tas is a corruption of an earlier form *Aria-fas.
This form would correspond precisely to a possible Sarmatian form *arya-ta.
The second, more likely® possibility is that the spelling Area- reflects a form
area- which is simply a variation of the word arya-. There is a parallel among
the names preserved in the inscriptions: the name ZiuluKog known from
two inscriptions of Tanais, the nearest possible transcription, in Greek letters,
of an Iranian form sydvak (~ Avestan sydva- ’schwarz’) appears in the vari-
ation ZeauafOi; in an inscription of Panticapaeum (see Vasmcr. op. cit,
51 foil., Schaeder, lranica, 51). This latter datum makes it clear that the
spelling Area- may be also a transcription of the word arya- or one of its
variations (? ardya- or area-). If we take into consideration that the form
Areatas contains an lIranian morphological element (the plural suffix -t),
it seems very likely that this name was used by the Sarmatian tril e in question,
to describe itself. It is possib’e that this name is somehow connected with
the one discussed above. The most natural assumption would le that this,
in its turn, is a Latinized (or, if Pliny took his datum from a Greek source,
Grecized) form of the word arya-. In this case, however, we must regard
it as a corruption of the form *Arii or *Arei. To show that such a distortion
might easily occur in the transmission of Pliny’s text, it is enough to quote
the manuscript variants of the name Pangaei: pangaei, pangei, paegiae,
pegei, peie.

’Apnpapvng  ‘RaliXel; wijv ZipaKtliv’ Didéd. Sic. XX. 22, 4 < *arya-
farnali- (Vasmer, loc. cit.).

Old Iranian *ar-y- > al- .

"AXavoi ’lranian tribe of Southern Russia’ Flav. Joseph. VII 7, 4
The name of the Alans is known from other sources, too; e. g. Chinese sources:
A-lan (Hou-Han-shu, 118, Wei-liie, fragm. 22, see Junge, Saka-Stndien, 77);
Latin authors: Alani and Halani; Arabic and Persian sources: al-Lan;recently
the name has been discovered also in Mingrel. one of the Caucasian languages:
alani-ko'Ji ’ge-ioneK-ajaH, t. e. ciiii.hijh, xpa6puii, .miocén’ (see A6aea, HAH
CCCP 00 H 1935, 883) All data in the sources point to the form alan.
The name alan admits of two acceptable interpretations. According to Skéld
(Die ossetischen Lehnwdrter im Ungarischen, 68) it goes back to the plural
genitive form arydnadm of the Old Iranian word arya-; hence, morphologically,
it is ultimately identical with the Persian name Kron, Irdn. According to
the other interpretation, also, the name alan goes back to the Old Iranian
word arya- ’Arier’ (more correctly, perhaps, to &rya-, see Tedesco, ZIl Il
(1923) 46); not, however, to the genitive plural but to the form &aryana- formed



with the suffix -na-.7® From the angle of phonetics, assuming the development
-ry- > -I-, both interpretations are irreproachable; yet, owing to semantic
considerations, the second explanation must be preferred. The name Erén,
Iran is the name of a country and probably developed from the construction
aryanam /sadrarn > éran sahr ‘das Reich der Ariers All our data, however,
which refer to the name aJan (with the exception of the Chinese sources,
the testimony of which, in this respect, is by no means decisive) agree in
indicating that this name was the name of a people The word Urya- and its
derivation Uryana- were used to denote a tribe or a tribal federation. An enlight-
ening parallel to this use may le found in the tribal names discussed above
(Arii and Arraei ~ Areatae) as well as in the name the Eastern Ossetes use
about themselves, viz. the name ir Troner (Ostosseten)5which may also be
traced back to the OId Iranian form Urya-. The form UryUna- itself is found
in the Avesta: airyana- ‘arischj airyandm yvarano, airyandm valjo (Bartho-
lomae. AirWb. 198). Recently, the from UryUna- has also been traced in
Sogdian in the construction UryUnam vaijah: *y’nwyjn o: aryiin vizan (see
Henning. ZDMG XC [1936], 5). Since, however, the above word does not
occur otherwise in Sogdian. we may possibly have to do with a borrowing
from Persian in this case. With regard to the origin of the name alan it is
very important to know that the word Urya-, or rather its suffixed form,
is known also in Saka. in the expression Irina (jari Iranian mountains’. This
word irinaa- < ‘lranian or Aryan5in the Saka language may be either the form
*ira-, a development of OId Iranian axya-, with the suffix -%naa appended
(for the suffix see Saka raysa < ‘Saft. Essenz5—sraysinaa- ’aus rasa bestehend’),
or a direct development of Old Iranian *UryUnaka- (for the epenthesis see
Saka ysiiaa- < Old Iranian *zaritaka-; for the development of intermediate
-yd- > -j- see Saka jl- 'schwinden' /—Avestan fyd- ’debilitare. minuere§
Saka jowéa- 'Lebezeit5 < Old Iranian *jylind-, cp. Avestan jyatav- ’Leben
etc ). We have to point out, however, that none of these data testifying to
the existence of the word UryUna- are used to denote the name ofa people, or
the name of a definite tribe. For this reason, from the angle of deriving the
word alan as the name ofa people from the form *UryUna-, decisive importance
attaches to the fact that in Ossetian we actually find the word Urya-, with
the suffix -na- appended, used to denote an ethnical unit: iron Troner
(Ost-Ossete), ost-ossetisch5 < Old Iranian *0ryina-.

The derivation of the name alan from the form *UryUna- was earlier
regarded with some scepticism by Vasmer;7/later, however, he came to accept
this interpretation78 In the eyes of those advocating the identity of Alans

'6 According to Andreas, quoted by Gauthiot, Essai de grammaire sogdienne.
1. 11l.; Jacobsohn, Arier und Ugréfinnen, 234.

77 Die lIranier in Sudrussland, 31

BRLV XII, 242.
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and Ossetes, the most surprising feature in this derivation of the name alan
from the form drylina-, was the need to suppose the presence of the phonetic
change -r/,- > -lI-, a change that cannot be shown to have taken place in
Ossetian. In Ossetian the OIld Iranian initial group of phonemes *Ury- does
not develop into al-, as one would expect on the basis of the name alan and
the supposed identity of Alans and Ossetes: it develops into \r- or ijr- (cp.
Eastern Ossetian ir ’lroner (Ostosseten)’, Western Ossetian ijrd ’oceTimcKaa
nopo”a, ocer. napo/V see Munkdacsi, KSz XXI (1932), 86, < Old Iranian
*Urya-; Eastern Ossetian iron ’lroner (Ost-Ossete), ost-ossetisch' < Old
Iranian *UryUna-18). Hence the name ’AXavoi can in no wise le regarded
as Ossetian because its phonemic form cannot be brought into line with
the phonemic correspondences between Old Iranian and Ossetian. Xor does
the situation change if we reject the view of Andreas discussed above, and
suppose that the name 'AXavoi goes back only indirectly to *arya-na-80,
because, even assuming this, we cannot explain the presence of the initial
a- from Ossetian. The fact that the name Alan cannot be interpreted from
Ossetian has a decisive importance on our judgment about the relations of
Alans and Ossetes. It would be an obvious assumption, of course, that the
name Alan was not app'ied by the Alans-Ossetes to themselves. This possi-
bility, to which there can be no oljection in principle, is, however, excluded
by the fact that the change -ry- > -I- may be demonstrated also in the case
of another name, precisely on the linguistic territory of the Alans (see the
following item).

’AXeEapbo«; Phanagoria, Latyshev, IOSPE Il, 363 (307 A. 1) ): Vasmer,
in Die Iranier in Sidrussland, 31 explains this form as deriving from Old
Iranian *arya-/sa{lra- through dissimilation, in RLV XII 244 as deriving
from the same form, through popular etymology, under the influence of
"AXéEuvopo®. But the names of the inscriptions do not furnish any examples
for such dissimilation (cp. ’ApiapciOrig, ’Apiupluvriq Vasmer, Die Iranier
in Sidrussland, 33); as to connecting this word with the Greek name
"AXeEavbpog, by way of popular etymology, this could have occurred only
after the change ary- > al- had taken place: hence it seems certain that,
as in the case of the people’s name ’AXavoi, here, too, we have to do with
the change ary- >al-, having the force of a phonetic law. Old Iranian *arya-
ykadra- developed into *ala-/sard and this form may have turned, being
connected in popular etymology with the Greek word UXéEui or 'AXeEav&poq
into ’AXéEaphog. Another possibility is that the form 'AXéEapboq does not
owe anything to Greek popular etymology but simply reflects a form *aldysaru.
One is justified in supposing the existence of such a form, on the analogy

M Hubschmann, Etymologie und Lautlehre der ossetischen Sprache, 41.
& Vasmer. loc. cit.
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of parallel form like Kctivakaphcx; < OId Iranian  *kaina/sadra- and
Knvfctapilog o: kendysard.

MaXftafoq Phanagoria, Latyshev, IOSPE II, 389. If this, in fact, is the cor-
rect form of the name (it does not seem quite certain), then the word reflects
an lIranian form malday which, in turn, may have developed from an Old
Iranian form *maryataka-, under the operation of the change -ry- > -I-,
The element marya- in this word may he regarded as the exact equivalent
of the OlId Indian word marya- Jungling, flotter junger Mann’, while the
second part -taka- may stand for a group of suffixes. This latter can probably
be divided into the elements -(a)t-a-ka-. With regard to the suffix -at-, -t-,
cp. Avestan brvat- ’Augenbraue’ ~ Old Indian bhrU ’Augenbraue’ and Avestan
hu-zamit- ’leicht gebdrend’ ~ Avestan hu-znmay- 'leichte Geburt’ (H. Reichelt,
Awestisches Elementarbuch. 152); as to the juxtaposition of the suffixes -t-
and -t-a-, cp. Old Indian Kkarit- ’falb’ — harita- gell, grin’, from the word
haray- gelb, falb’, and the corresponding juxtaposition of the suffixes -it-
and -ita- in OId Iranian, e. g. Avestan masit- 'ausgedehnt, gross’ ~ masita-
‘gross, umfangreich’, from the word mas- ’lang, ausgedehnt, gross’. As to
the suffix -ka-, this is one of the most frequent elements of word-formation
in the lIranian languages, occurring very often a'so in combination with
numerous other suffixes. It appears e. g. in Sogdian in the following groups
of suffixes: -(’)nk < *-(a)-na-ka-, -'uyk < *-anayaka-, -yyk < *-aiyaka-,
Jyk < *-ayaka-, -ynk < *-ainaka-, etc. (see Benveniste, Essai de gramrnaire
sogdienne, 11, 95 foil.). The situation is precisely the same in the Saka language.
Here, too, the suffix -ka- is very frequent (,sehr verbreitet und bis in die
Spatzeit lebendig”® — says Konow in bis Khotansakische Grammatik, 67),
and is used a’so in combination with several other suffixes; see e. g. -naa- <
*-naka-, -laka-, -llka-, etc. (Konow, op. cit.,, 68, 70). Traces of the group
of suffixes -taka- are found, too, in one or two Ossetian words. Thus, the
word saftdg 'Klaue, Huf which is connected with the Avestan word safa-
Huf’ (see Miller, Die Sprache der Osseten, 94), goes back undoubtedly to an
Old Iranian form *safa-taka- and contains the compound suffix -taka- supposed
to be present in the name Malday < *Maryataka-. Thus the derivation of
the name MdXbcrfog from the OId Iranian form *maryataka- becomes very
probable, and this supplies another example of the phonetic change -ry- > -1-.

Old Iranian *ar-y- > ir-.

'Hpaxu”™ apxiepiunvelq 'AXavuuv, Panticapaeum (193—208 A. 1).). The name
certainly has to be read as irak- because, on inscriptions dating from the
same period, we often find q instead of i: < Old Iranian *arya-ka- (Vasmer,
Die Iranier in Sudrussland, 39 foil.. Iranisches aus Sudrussland, 368).
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" IpRig Tanaié, KiiniiOBini, TaHaiic No. 195 (188 A. D.). This name
was regarded by Miller as a compound of the Ossetian words ir and
vidag (ir Troner (Ostosseten)’ < *arya-; vidag, Munkécsi: KSz XXI (1932),
83: uidag, uiedagé 'Wurzel’, the approximate sense of the whole name being
von arischer Wurzel’); Vasmer was right, however, in pointing out that the
earlier meaning of the word vidag was probably "Weide’ (cp. e. g. Avestan
vaétay- 'Weide, Weidengerte’, and that with this meaning the name does
not give any acceptable sense (Vasmer, Die Iranier in Sudrussland, 41).
With regard to ’lp-, the first element in the name. Miller’s interpretation
may be accepted in any case. As to the second element -Bic; (stem: Bio-), there
are two possible explanations: 1. ~ Avestan vaédah- Besitz’, 2. ~ Avestan
vaéday- ’Gestalt, Form’. In the first case the OIld Iranian form of the name
would be *lrya-vaidah-, meaning ’der den Besitz der Arier ergriffen hat’,
or ’der einem Arier geblhrenden Besitz hat’; in the second case, we may
assume the existence of an OId Iranian form *urya-vaiay-, meaning ’von
arischer Gestalt’. An exact semantic parallel to this second compound is
found in the name of the Scythian king ’ApiaTieibriq which goes back to
an Old Iranian form *arya-paisa- and has also the meaning ’von arischer
Gestalt’ (see Vasmer, op. cit. 12). Whichever interpretation we accept, the
name ’lpBic; shows the development of the initial group of phonemes ary-
into ir-.

“Ip-fuvo® Tanais, Kmiiioisini, Tanano No. 196 (beginning of third c¢
A. D.). This name, hitherto unexplained, may be traced back to an Old
Iranian form *Uryakédna-, i. e. the word firya- supplied with the well-known
patronymic suffix -(a)Jcdna > -(a)ghn- (see e. g. Armenian Boyekan < Middle
Persian B&i + akin Hubschmann, Armenische Grammatik. I, Leipzig 1895,
53, Middle Persian ’rdiv’ng’n o: ardawdnagan ’Ardawanian, deriving from
Ardawaén, etc.). Thus the meaning of the name irydn may have been ’deriving
from Aryan’ or ’deriving from Ir (= an ancestor bearing the name of ir <
firya-) The assumption of the latter meaning is obvious, on the basis of
names like ’Hpaxa® < lrak, Oopnpavoc; < juriran, etc.

IpugBouaroq Tanais, Khiiiiowui, Tanauc No. 195 (188 A. T).): the
first element in the name goes back to Old Iranian *ftryana- or *frrya-
(cp. ’AuBouorog Vasmer, op. cit., 31).

’Ipctlabiq Tanais, Kmiiiowiu, Taiianc No. 194 (225 A. 1).): ’lp- < Urya-
(Vasmer, op. cit,, 41, Iranisches aus Sudrussland, 368).

<t>opiipavos Tanais, Khiiiiobuh, Tanaim No. 386 (225 and 212—229 A. 1))
< OIld Iranian *paru-dryana- viele Arier beherrschend’ (\asmer, Die
Iranier in Suddrussland, 55, RIA XII, 245).

3*
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Old Iranian *ar-y- > il-.

""HXuavoc; Olbia, Vasmer, Die lIranier in Sudrussland, 39. This name,
hitherto unexp’ained, probably goes back, assuming the development *ar-y- >
il-, to an OId Iranian form *aryaman- which may he compared with Avestan
airyaman- ’Genosse’ ~ OIld Indian aryaman- 1 ’Genosse’, 2. ’Name eines
Adilya’ (see on this point Bartholomae, AirWhb. 198 foil.,, Benveniste: JA
CCXXI (1932), 124 foil.) as well as with Middle Persian Irman and Modern
Persian irman 'Gast’ (with regard to the latter see Horn, Grundriss der neu-
persischen Etymologie, Strassburg 1893, 32 foil, and Hibschmann, Persische
Studien, Strassburg 1895, 20 foil.).

Names like ’lpauBoucrrog, etc. indicate that we have to do
here with an Gepenthesis; so the line of development is ir- < *air- < *ary-.
The other two groups of names show, however, that this development was
not general, but was restricted to a definite dialect or group of dalects. Thus
one cannot derive, for instance, the element AXe- in the name ’A\éfap9o<;
from the Iranian form <*airya-, as Vasmer did, (RLV XII, 244), because the
regular development of this form is ir- or il-. This would he all the less justi-
fied as the i- and a-epenthesis can be shown to have existed, among the
Old Iranian languages, only in the Avesta8l, and even here it is probably7
due only to the carelessness of Persian and Parthian scribes8 There can
re no question of an G or u- epenthesis common to all Iranian languages or
going back to Proto-lranian. On the other hand, the testimony of these
names indicates that epenthesis must have leen a fairly early phenomenon
in some of the dialects and the existence of such dialects must, in fact, be
assumed. Accordingly, one may actually suppose that the phenomenon
did. in fact, exist in the language of the Avesta, in the first centuries A. D.,
as Reichelt floe, cit) assumes on other grounds. In any case, the dialect
which supplies us with these names is connected, b}rmeans of this phenomenon.,
with those Northern and Eastern Iranian dialects in which the Gepenthesis
can be shown to have existed: Saka ysidaa- < *zaritaka-, Afghan sil~ Avestan
visaiti, Ossetian inna < fanya-, Shigh, nir < *narya-8.

(0]

The OId Iranian diphthong au developed along two lines: 1 au (ao0),
2. 0 (u).

8l Bartolomae, Grd. d. i. Ph. 1, 176.

8 Reichelt, Stand Und Aufgaben der Sprachwissenschaft, 278. This view is repre-
sented by Bartholomae and his followers. A fundamentally different approach is seen
in Andreas and his school, recently also in Bailey’s theory (Zoroastrian Problems
in the Ninth-Century Books Oxford 1943, 1 7 foil.) Neither theory does howe\er,
envisage epenthesis in Common or Proto-lranian. For a recent view on the whole
subject see Ahheim, Literatur und Gesellschaft im ausgehenden Altertum, 11, 189 foil-

8 t\ ith regard to these dialects see Reichelt, loc. cit. and Grdr. d. idg. Sprach-
und Altertumskunde, 11, 42 33.
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Old Iranian *au > cm

Aopaoi ‘Sarmatian tribe'. This name has been interpreted in different
ways, -facobsohn thought that the word Uryana- was somehow concealed
behind it; later, however, he gave up this conjecture (Arier und Ugrofinnen,
234, 257). Miller (rKMHIIp 1886 October 235 — article inaccessible to me)
and Tomaschek (SWAW CXVII [1888], 37, PW-RE I, 2660) connected the
name "Aopaoi with Avestan aurusa- ’weiss’, Ossetian ors, firs ’weiss’; this
interpretation was later accepted by Vasmer (Die Iranier in Sudrussland,
32) and AlJtheim, too (WaG Il [1936), 319). Against this interpretation
Marquart has tried to explain the name in a new way. The starting point
of his new interpretation is the existence of historical contacts between Alans
and Aorsi. According to the testimony of Chinese sources, Yen-Is'ai whom
Marquart, following Gutschmid and Hirth, identifies with the "'Aopaoi, changed
his name to A-lan. Since, however, Greek and Latin sources inform us that
in Eastern Europe the name Aorsi was replaced by Alan. Marquart comes
to the conclusion that the name "Aopaoi is but the earlier name of the Alans.
He now attempts to establish the meaning of the name Alan, calling to aid
the series of epithets applied to an Armenian nobleman’s family in Faustus
Byz. (4, 2): af{anazgik‘ alanadrawsk' arcoménsank‘ marznakanikk'. The last
of these four epithets, in Marquart s view, goes back to an adjective *marinak
which may be a borrowing of a Middle Persian form *marzinak or *marzénak
(derived from Middle Persian marz, Modern Peisian marj ’Grosse, Wirde’):
hence the meaning of the word is ’wiirdig’. The expression arcoménsank
is purely Armenian, with the meaning 'Adlerstandarten fihrend’. The second
element in the first epithet is the Armenian word azg 'Geschlecht, Nation’,
hence the compound probably means "aus alanischem Geschlecht stammend’.
Finally, the second element in the second epithet is the Armenian word
drams (< Iranian drajs) 'Banner’, so that the meaning of the compound is
alanische Banner fiuhrend’. Since thus all the epithets express worth and
dignity and are closely re’ated in meaning, Marquart was justified in concluding
that the word alan, i. e. the initial element in the first two epithets must
mean ’siegreich, ruhmvoll, wirdig’. Hence, according to him, ,der Volks-
name Alanen wird demrach ein Ehrename sein, den sich das Volk selbst
beilegte und der eine Gruppe veischiedenramiger iranischer Nomadenstamme
der kaspisch-pontischen Steppen zu einer politischen Einheit zusimmen-
fasste*. Regarding the word Aopaoi as the former name ofthe Alans, Marquart
then.proceeds to look for a similar meaning behind it. For the purposes of
interpretation he distinguishes, first of all, two forms of the name: 1 Arsoae
(Tab. Peut. 1X 5, X 1), *Arzoae (Abzoae: Pliny, Nat. Hist. 6, 38) — 2. 'Aopaci
(Strabo, Ptolemy), Aorsi (Pliny Nat, Hist. 4, 80) Of these, Marquart derives



the form Arsoae, Arzoae from the Iranian form *arz-awa- (cp. Modern Persian
arj 'Wert', Avestan arajah-. Middle Persian arj, etc.); as to the form ’'Aopcroi,
Aorsi. he interprets it ;s the Iranian compound *hu-arz- (with the appro-
ximate meaning ‘guten Wert habend’?). Thus Marquart concludes that ,,der
Name Aorser, ebenso wie die Alanen, eine ehrenvolle Sebstbezeichnung ist,
welche sich das Volk bezw. der fuhrende Stamm wahrscheinlich bei der
Begrindung einer grdsseren politischen Einheit beilegte® (Untersuchungen
zur Geschichte von Eran, Il, 82—86.)

Marquart’s explanation is, both historically and linguistically, so well-
grounded that one cannot simply pass it by. The first question in this con-
nection is whether we really have to do with two forms of the name. In support
of his conjecture, Marquart refers to the parallel forms Su-gambri ~ Gambrivii
and Wisi-gothae — Gutones. But these parallels only demonstrate, in a genera]
way, the possibility of a tribe or a people having two names, differing only
in an element implying comparison. The question whether this applies also
to the name™Aopcroi can be decided only after a careful investigation of the
data containing the name. An examination of the ancient sources referring
to the name "Aopcroi yields the following result: of the two forms, separated
by Marquart, it is only the "Aopcroi, Aorsi that can be substantiated by sound
textual tradition. Textual tradition supports unanimously the form ’'Aopcroi
in Strabo and Ptolemy, and nearly unanimously the form <Aorsi in Pliny
(Nat. Hist. 4. 80). In the case of Tacitus (Ann. X1l 15, 16 and 19), the M SS
give the forms adorsorum, adorsi, and aduorsorum. These forms are obviously
due to the circumstance that the scribes wanted to impart some meaning
to a name unintelligible to them. But these particular forms o f’rationalization’
may all be traced back to the form Aorsi, not to Arsoae. Thus the data in
Tacitus, too, are organically connected with the form ’'Aopcroi, Aorsi. As to
the other form distinguished by Marquart, we have to point out, first of all®
that the PJinian form Arzoae is only Tomaschek’s conjecture: the MSS give
Abzoae which is probably a corruption — yet there is no material proof
whatever to show that the name Aorsi is hiding behind it. Hence this conjecture
may be left out of account. But if this is so, the forms Arsoae in the Tabula
Peut., by themselves, do not possess any special significance. The Tabula
is full of corrupt forms, so that it would be contrary to all rules of scientific
methods if one were to regard the form Arsoae as authentic as the forms
“'Aopcroi, Aorsi found in Strabo, Ptolemy, Pliny, and Tacitus. Moreover,
judging from the character of textual corruption due to the copying of MSS,
one may demonstrate almost palpably the corrupt nature of the form Arsoae
as well as the causes of its origin. The deviation in the endings of the two
forms Arsoae and Aorsi may be easily explained by the supposition that,
parallel with the Latinized form Aorsi of the nam e’ Aopcroi. the geographical
literature of the Romans also used the form Aorsoe, a transcription of the



Greek name. There are plenty of examples in Roman authors for such parallel
usage in names taken over from Greek geographical literature. Thus, e. g.,
the name Neupoi appears in Mela (II, 1) as Neuri, while in Pliny we find
the form Neuroe (Nat. Hist. 4, 88); conversely, the name ‘AuaEofioi is trans-
cribed by Mela (11, ]) as Hamaxobioe, by Puny (Nat. Hist. 4, 80) as Hamaxobii ;
similarly, the name ’Apipacmoi occurs in Mela (II, 1) as Arimaspoe, while
in Pliny (Nat. Hist. 4, 88) we find Arimaspi. It may be observed that such
un-Latinized names, transcribed from Greek, often have their ending -oe
distorted, or rather Latinized, to -oae in the course of MS transmission. Thus,
e. g., in some MSS of Pliny the name Enoecadioe (Nat. Hist. 4, 83) appears
as enocadloae, enoae.adioae. In the latter form both Greek diphthongs <-oe-
have been °corrected’ to -oae- by the copyist. Similarly, some MSS of Pliny
give the form neuroae for the name Neuroe (Nat. Hist. 4, 88). Thus the ending
of the form Arsoae in the Tabula Peut. may be easily explained as the result
of a secondary Latinization of the name Aorsoe. As to the deviation in the
initial sounds ofthe word (Aor- ~ Ar-), the omission of one of twro juxtaposed
vowels is a frequent phenomenon in the transmission of MSS. Thus the
name of the people given by Mela as Choamani is found in several of Pliny’s
MSS as comani (Nat. Hist. 6, 48). Another example from the transmission
of Pliny’s text is the distortion of the word Bactros (Nat. Hist. 6, 47), first,
to baotros, then its further corruption to botros. On the basis of these examples
we are justified in taking it practically for granted that the form found in
the Tabula Peut. is a distorted form of the Latin transcription of the name
‘Aopcroi. The process of its origin may be outlined as follows: *Aorsoe 7>
*Aorsoae > Arsoae.

Thus the thesis which forms the base of Marquart’s edifice of explanations
— viz. the existence of two forms for the name of the Aorsi — has proved
to be unacceptable. The other fundamental question wdiich has to be posed
in connection with Marquart’s theory, is whether the name ‘'Aopcroi may,
in fact, represent the transcription of an lIranian form *hu-arz-. Since the
Greek letter o stood for a definitely close o-sound (= o), it is most proba le
that the name Aopcroi represented a foreign form *aurs. Such a form is, of
course, very far from Marquart’s *hu-arz-, the Greek transcription of which
would be *OapZloi or XéapEoi. Marquart himself was aw*are of the grave
difficulties which arise in this connection: hence he gave several parallels
to illustrate the possibility of transcribing as "'Aopcroi the conjectural form
vhu-arz-. His examples are as follows:

“'Aopvoc; < Iranian  *hu-warna-. 'wohlbewehrt’, from the stem war-
‘wehren®.

> Atoosu — Avestan hutaosn- EN. der Schwester und Gemahlin Vistédspas

"Apuppoi, Apo6ppis, Lycian Hiimriclcd = OIld Persian haumavarlca-.
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Finally, Marquart quotes several names beginning witli Auto-, in which
the first element represents Olel Persian *wnta-; e. g. AUliogppabéii® = Ohl
Persian wntafrabota-.

But these examples are either not suitable parallels to the transcription
of Iranian *hu-arz- as Greek 'Aopaoi or have t6 le interpreted in a way dif-
ferent from Marquart’s.

The name ’’Aopvoq is certainly not the transcription of an Olel Iranian
form *huvarna-: it may either stand for *durn, a conjectural development
of this form; or it may be connected (as Tomaschek suggested in PW-RE
. 2659) with a quite different word, viz. Old Iranian nvarana- 'Schutzwehr’,
the.existence of which may be conjuctureel on the basis of Old Indian nvarana-
Tverhillend; Verhillung, Hille, Decke, Gewand': in this case the Greek form
would transcribe the development *&urn

The name ’'Atooggi may a’so represent the transcription of *dtdsd-, a
later development from OId Iranian *hutausa-.

Greek ’Auupfioi, *Audp-pis anc® Lycian Humrkka reflect different deve-
lopments of O’d lIranian *haumavarka-: 1. ’ApuUppoi, ’Aubp-pic; < *amurgi,
*dmurg < *haumavarkah; 2. Humrkkd < *himirga < *haumavarkah.

From the angle of phonemics, the correspondence Auiogppabdni®
Vatafrabata- implies cpiite a different problem from that represented by
"Aopboi ~ *hu-arz~. This is a case of the Greeks replacing a group of sounds
(va-, ya-) absent from the phonemic system of their language, by another
phoneme or group of phonemes (au-). Similar cases are very frequent in
the Greek transcription of Iranian names (see e. g. Harmatta, Ant. Hung.
I, 35).

We may thus establish that the Greek form of the name’Aopaoi cannot
represent the tianscription of an Iranian form *hu-arz-. The latter may have
developed into *hvarz, */varz, *varz, *yarz, */az: but all these are far from
the foreign form *aurs, the existence of which may be conjectured on the
basis of the spelling Aopcioi. Thus the form *aurs hiding behind the name
ecan hardly be anything else but an intermediate stage in the following deve-
lopment: Old Iranian *arusa- > *aurusa- > Ossetian ors, Urs. We may also
remark that the name *Aopaoi shows w-epenthesis, a phenomenon which
connects it with names like ’HpexKd“ etc. showing Gepenthesis.

rdog Tanais, KininoBiiM, Tanaiic No. 79 (225 A. D.). According to Vasmer,
the word may be an abbreviated form ofa person’s name like Avestan gaodayah-
das Rind hegend und pflegend’ or gavayan- ’der Rinder hat’ (see op. cit.
36, RLV XII, 244) Since the group of phonemes -ava- is usually transcribed
in the names of the inscriptions as -au- or as -aua-, -auo- (e. g. <t>opiauc<;: -lauo-
~ Avestan yuva- ’Getreide’, Aas ner, Die Iranier in Sddrussland. 55; G.
Xluafoq ~ Avestan sydva- ’schwarz’, Vasmer, op. cit, 51, etc.), probably
monly the first possibility has to be taken into account.
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Old Iranian *tni > 0.

'‘Pwgotvn Panticapaeum, Latyshev, IOSPE Il, 107 ~ Avestan raovsna-
3licht, gladnzend’ (Vasmer, op. eit., 49).

ruuffakKOs Tana's, Khiiiiobiih. Tanaiie No. 85 (220 A. 1)). According to
\asmer (op. cit., 37) this word has been obtained by suffixation from the
«hort form of a name derived from *gdés, the equivalent of the Avestan word
gaosa- Ohr’. Besides Vasmer's conjecture there is also the possibility that
this name has simply to be regarded as an equivalent of Old Persian *gausaka-
"Horcher’, Parthian *g6sak (> Armenian guéa/c 'Angeber, Denunziant’)84.

'luudaf Panticapaeum, Latyshev, IOSPE II, 29: the word represents
the short form of a name like Avestan aspayaoba- ’zu Rosse kampfend'
(Vasmer, op. cit,, 41). A similar name has recently been found in Sogdian:
yicbrzmk- o: yobarazmak- (see Reiehelt, Die soghdischen Itavdschriftenreste
des Britischen Museums, Il. 56).

3.

The OId Iranian group of phonemes -sp- has three different develop-
ments: 1 -sp-, 2. -fs-, 3. -sf-.

Old Iranian *-sp- > -sp-.

"AuucFTTabex, Olbia, Latyshev, IOSPE 1, 67.—Avestan ama- ’stark’ -j-
spaba- ’Heer’ (Vasmer, op. cit.,, 32).

"ACTTraKO" Tanais, Kuimoiunt, Tanauc No. 85 (220 A. 1).). In Vasmer’s
view (op. cit.,, 34) the word has been obtained by suffixation from the short
form of a name formed from aspa- (like aspacanah-, paruaspa-).

”Acmap Procopius, De hello Vandalico | 3, 8 < OIld Iranian *aspabara-
'Reiter’ (Vasmer, op. cit.,, 34).

BuidpaciTToc; Tanais, liHiinoiuni, Tanauc No. 68 (220 A. D.) < OId lIranian
haivaraspa- ’10 000 (viele) Pferde habend’ (Vasmer, op. cit.,, 35).

BavibaOTiog ’'King of the Jazygians’ Dio Cass. 71, 16, 1. < Old lIranian
*vanataspa- ’siegreiche Pferde habend’ (Vasmer, loc. cit.).

BopaerTtos Tanais, Kunnouiui, Tanane No. 76 (193 A. D.): ~ Ossetian
bor ’gelb’, Modern Persian bor ’color ruber’ (Vull. 1, 274) + aspa- (Vasmer
op. cit., 36).

iTrubafag ’King of the Sanigae’ Arrian. Peripl. 11, 3.

iTrdfxxKoq Olbia, Latyshev, IOSPE I, 84: names formed from the Old
Iranian word spaba- 'Heer’, analogous to names derived by suffixation from
the short forms of Avestan pouruspéba-, srutdéspaba- (\ asmer, op. cit., 52 foil.).

s4 With regard to these see Schaeder, lronien, 5.



Old Iranian *-sp- > -fs-.

TeubapTUKii * Xocpos év ZKu&iq peTU w6 XeTopevov Gpo” Gifiov  Steph.
Byz. According to Marquart’s very probable conjecture the correct form
of the name is *MevdapTcxKip to be explained as a compound of the words
*fsand Avestan spdnta- ’heilig’) and atr- (~ Avestan &tar- 'Feuer’).8
This view was accepted by Vasmer (op. cit.,, 57 and Iranisches aus Stdrussland,
371 foil.) who would, however, assign the change sp >/s to a period later
than the third century A. D. and hence concludes that Stephanus Byzantius
must have derived this datum from a later source. This view, however, is
by no means probable. The sources used by Stephanus Byzantius are mostly
geographical works dating from a period anterior to the second century
A. D.;8 hence there is a strong likelihood at the very outset that this parti-
cular datum comes from the same sources. Moreover, we can define more
closely the origin of this particular datum. The phrase crpov 6poq cannot
be separated from the place-name "Ayiov concerning which Stephanus suppiies
the following information: "Afiov ' icmoq ZKuhiaq év ib Aoid|TTicc; éripdio,
ne, TToXuiaTujp. Hence it seems indubitable that both data derive from Poly-
histor87. Since, however, Stephanus had no direct access to the work of Ale-
xander Polyhistor8 it would be an obvious assumption that the mediator,
as in many other cases, was Philo of Byblus. But even in the absence of such
a fairly precise delimitation, the name “Acmap which appears in Procopius
would still prove that the development of the group of phonemes sp was not
homogeneous because the datum supplied by Stephanus could in no case derive
from a time later than the fifth century A. D. It does not, in fact, matter
very much whether we assign the parallel groups sp-—fs to the third or the fifth
century. But since it seems certain that Stephanus Byzantius took the datum
*HevBapidKr| from a considerably earlier source, we may assume that, as
early as the first century A. D., the OId Iranian group of phonemes sp was
replaced in the language of some Iranian tribes of South Russia by fs.

Bujpdipaio«; Olbia, Latyshev, IOSPE I, 64: in Miller’s view it is the
same name as Bopaoiroig but it shows a later development of phonemes (sp~>
fs). Vasmer doubts this (op. cit., 36) since, in his opinion, the phonetic change
sp > fs had not yet taken place at the time. But having established the
chronological position of the name YeubapTcooi this argument loses its force.
Hence the name Buupoipaio® may safely be regarded as the transcription
ofthe form *bordfsa- ’having a roan horse’. The final element -Zoc, may probably
be compared with the suffix -tea- or -ca- known from Saka (cp. péatajsa-
’kraftig’, rratajsa- ’loécherig’, Konow, Khotansakische Grammatik, 68).

t5 Untersuchungen zur Geschichte von 'Eran, 11, 88.
86 Honigmann: RE I, R. 111, 2379.
87 Harmatta, Ant. Hung. I, 32.

8 Honigmann, op. cit.,, 2384.



"Aipaxog Tanais, Khiiiiobhm, Tananc No. 63 (220 and 236 A. 1).). This
name, too, may be regarded as the transcription of a form *afsa/ ~ Ossetian
afsa Stute’. Thus it corresponds exactly to the name "AcmaKOg butit comes
from a dialect in which the Old Iranian group of phonemes *sp had developed
into fs.

‘Aiguipc® Olbia, Latyshev, IOSPE I, 81. This name probably also hides
a form *afsay, so that — like the preceding name — it corresponds to Old
Iranian *aspaka-. It is worth noting that this name comes from the same
district as BujpdipaEog, viz. from Olbia.

Old Iranian *-sp- > -sf-.

IgpapoBuiq Panticapaeum. In Vasmer’s view (op. cit, 53) the word
corresponds to the OIld Persian name vayaspara-, with the elements of the
compound in the reverse order. The chief difficulty about this interpretation
is that the etymology of the Old Persian name has not been satisfactorily
explained. Bartholomae (AirWb. 1358) divides it into vayas-pdra- and
gives it the meaning ’der der Verfolgung ein Ende macht’. But this inter-
pretation is by no means certain; in fact, one may divide the word also into
vaya-spéra-, as Vasmer does. In this case the second element in the compound
may be compared with Old Persian *spdra-, Middle Persian spar ’Schild’
(see on this point Horn, Grdr. d. neupers. Etym., 155); the first element, howe-
ver, remains unexplained. The best course seems to be, therefore, to disregard
the OIld Persian word altogether and to try interpreting the name by itself
There are two possibilities for dividing the word: either as Igpapo-Rouc; or
as 5l(pa-poflcig. In the first case, the element Xgpapo- may be compared with
the above-mentioned OIld Iranian word *spdra- ’Schild’, while the second
element fcnc, o: baya- may be compared with either of the following words:
Avestan bay- ’erschrecken’ (Bartholomae, AirWb., 927) or b& scheinen’
(Bartholomae, AirWh., 952). The compound yields, in either instance, a
satisfactory meaning: the sense is either ’one who inspires terror with his
shield” or ’one shining with his shield’. On the other hand, if we divide the
word into XgpapoBouc;, the first element may be compared with Avestan
spd- ’Gedeihen, Glick’ (Bartholomae, AirWb., 1616), while the element
-polRcus d: *ralay%- may be compared with Avestan rap- ’Unterstiitzung
gewahren — finden’ (Bartholomae, AirWb., 1508); the sense, in this case,
would be ’one supported by good fortune’. Whichever possibility we accept
the initial group of phonemes sf- corresponds in any case to Old Iranian *sp-.

’AacpwpouYos Olbia, Latyshev, IOSPE I, 118. Miller and Justi (Iranisches
Namenbuch, 47) connect this word with the name ‘Acrrroup fo® which, initsturn,
isinterpreted by «Tusti as corresponding to the Armenian name Aspurak, while
Miller and Tomaschek (RE 11, 1738 foil.) thought to recognize the word aspa-



M-

in the first part of the compound. This latter suggestion is certainly correct
but the second element of the name needs to be explained. The most obvious
solution is to regard the name 'Acrrroup-fos as a transcription of the compound
*asp-urg < *aspa-urga-, the second element of which, viz. -urga-, may be
compared with Avestan ugra- ’stark, kréftig’. For the development of the
Old Iranian group of phonemes -gr- into -rg- there are numerous examjtles;
in Ossetian, too, -ry- is the regular development of Old Iranian -gr-: Ossetian
ciry < Old Iranian *tiyra-etc. (see Miller, Die Sprache der Osseten, 36). Thus
the name 'AcmoupTOc; is a fairly clear compound which it is relatively easy
to interpret: but this interpretation does not help one at all in explaining
the sense of the name Aagpuupou-foq because the element -pou-fo® in this
latter name obviously cannot he identified with the element -oupfo«; which
admits of a clear interpretation. Yet. while we have to give up the identifi-
cation of the name ’Aacpuupou fo; with the name "Actttouptos, the interpretation
of the former is by no means a hopeless task. In the final -ou-fo$ element
we may recognize the suffix -ug which exists in Modern Ossetian (-ug, -ig.
-dg, see Miller, op. cit.,, 90) and which used to exist also in the language of
the Jazygians of HunganT (-uh, see Gombocz. Ossetes et lazyges. Repr. 5).
The remaining stem ’Acrgpuup- may be regarded without any difficiilty as
the equivalent of the OIld Iranian word *aspabdm- ’Reiter’. Hence it seems
to be identical with the name Aspar discussed above, only the OIld Iranian
group of phonemes -sp- has here been replaced by -sf-, while the group ofpho-
nemes -ab&- > aB&- > -avd- has been contracted to the labial phoneme
-a- (w). Thus the name ’AacpwpouYO<; 3: asfar-ug, too, shows the development
of the OId Iranian group of phonemes *-sp- into -sf-.

The OId Iranian initial phoneme p- has*two different developments:
L p-, \ /-

Old Iranian *p- > p-.

TTibavoc; Tyras, Latyshev, IOSPE I, 2 (181 A. D ): ~ Avestan pitar-
Yater (Yasmer, op. cit, 48); the name comes from the form *pita-na-.

TTixogpapvekric; Tyras, Latyshev, IOSPE I, 2 (181 A. D.): ~ Avestan
pitar- + cpapvaKriq (Yasmer, loc. cit).

TToupbcnoc; Oibia, Latyshev, IOSPE I, 62: — Avestan pudra- ’Sohn'
(Vasmer, loc. cit).

TToupbckns QOibia, Latyshev, IOSPE 1Y, 15: < OIld Iranian *pudra-Jca-.

TTibeis Oibia, Latyshev, IOSPE I, 61. < *pita-.

TTctieig Tanais, KininoBiig, TaHanc No. 302 (220 A. D.): < OlId Iranian
*pati- 'Herr’.



Old lIranian *p- > /-

Tibag Tanais, KimnoBipg Tananc No. 485 (103—203 A. 1).): ~ Ossetian
fida 'Vater' < Old Iranian *pita- (Vasmer, op. cit., 55).

<tiboavoug Tanais, KHImOBIm, Tanaiic No. 380 (236 A. D.): < Old Iranian
*pita-na-

Tn&avaxoq Tanais, KinmoBim, Tauaiic No. 379 (beginning of 3rd cent.
A. D ): in Miller's view = Ossetian fedavinag ‘friedliebend’; this, however,
is phonetically impossible. The word has to be regarded simply as the result
of further suffixation from *fida- < Old Iranian *pita-, formed with the
group of suffixes -na-ka-, known to us from Sogdian and Saka (cp. Sogdian
-(")nk: pwt’n’k ‘bouddhique’, Benveniste, Essai de grammaire sogdienne,
Il, 95and Saka -naa-: dyinaa- 'Spiegel’, Konow, Khotansakische Grammatik, 68).

OopYdBaxoq Tanais, KimnoBim, Tamanc No. 411 (175—211 A.D ). < Old
Iranian *parugav- ’rinderreich’ (Vasmer, op. cit.,, 55).

<t>opr)pavo<; Tanais, KminoBim, Tananc No. 386 (225 and 212—229 A. I).):
see above.

Topiauo™ Tanais, Latyshev, IOSPE Il, 447; < OIld Iranian *paru-yava-
viel Getreide besitzend’ (Vasmer, loc. cit).

«bobuKog Phanagoria, Latyshev, IOSPE II, 364, Tanais, Kimnoiung
TaHanc No. 384 (211—219 A. D ): Miller tried to explain this word from
Ossetian *fudag 'ausgelassen, Schlingel’8. But there is no evidence of this
word being used as a proper name. It is conceivable as a nickname, but this
is contradicted by the widespread use of the name O&xiKOc,. It seems to have
been the name ofa large family or tribal unit, part of which lived in Phanagoria®
part in Tanais. Thus it seems a likelier suggestion that the stem of the name
<t>0baKog which, after separating the suffix -k (-ko<), appears as (foba- O
fuda- corresponds exactly to Avestan puSa- 'Name einer iranischen Familie’
(Bartholomae, AirWhb., 909). If this exp'aration is correct, we have here
a second instance of an exact equivalent to one of the names in the Avesta
among the Iranian tribes of South Russia. The importance of the first instance
and the historical significance implied in the exact correspondence between
the Avestan frydna- 'Name einer glaubigen irischen Familie’ and the name
<t>\iavog from Olbia have recently been emphasized by Nyberg (Die Religionen
des alten Iran, 251).

<bépogq Tanais, KimnoBing Tauaiie No. 388 (228 A. 1).): ~ Ossetian
fur "Hammel’ (Miller, OceTimcKiie aTiogbi 111, 80). The Ossetian word isr
however, of unknown origin, so that it is probably more correct to assume,

5] Miller's interpretation is known to me only from \ asmer's work. The form
fudag given by Vasmer is probably derived from the word fud 'das Bcse’ by means
of the adjectival suffix -ag. In the dictionary of Miller-Freimann we find, howe\er,
the word fuduag 'ausgelassen etc.': hence it seems very likely that Miller actually had
this word in mind. In this case his interpretation is unacceptable for phonetic reasons, too.



with Vasmer, that this name, too, is the short form of a compound containing
the word *fur which corresponds to OIld Iranian *paru- ’viel’, (see Vasmer,
op. cit., 55).

(héacxKOs Tanais, liHiniOBiig. XaHanc No. 389 (228 A. D). Probably
obtained by suffixation from the short form of a name belonging to the
Old Iranian type *parupasu-.

(houpiag Tanais, KHimoBiig, TaHanc No. 390 (228 A. D.): ~ Ossetian
furt 'Sohn’ < OId Iranian *puBra- (Vasmer, loc. cit.).

The OId Iranian group of phonemes *fri- has also a twofold development
1. fli-, 2. U-.

Old Iranian *fri- > fli-.

OAeiuvorfoq Olbia. Latyshev, IOSPE I, 24: Vasmer (loc. cit) regards
this word as the equivalent of the Ossetian word liman 'Freund’ and traces
back loth words to the OId Iranian form *frlyamédna-, The antecedents of
this view were that Hubschmann (Etymologie und Lautlehre der ossetischen
Sprache, 46) connected the Ossetian word liman with Avestan frya- o: friya
and OIld Indian priya-, both the latter meaning ’lieb, wert, freund’, and
suggested the idea of an exact correspondence between Ossetian liméan and
Old Indian prlyaméana-. Miller, too, (OceTimcKiie BTfogu, Il1l. 83) sought
to derive the Ossetian word from the Iranian stem *fri~, without defining,
however, more closely the Old Iranian form to which it might have correspon.
ded. It was on the lasis of the OIld Indian form prlyaména- conjectured by
Hubschmann that Vasmer constructed his Old Iranian form *frlyaména-
wliich would correspond exactly to the name <t\eiwaYOc;, as well as to the
Ossetian word liman. But this conjucture raises many difficulties. First of
all, it is open to doubt that the group of phonemes -iya- developed into -i- —-d-
in Ossetian (limdn — Idméan). On the basis of the correspondence between
Western Ossetian liyun ~ Old Indian rlyate (see Miller, Die Sprache de?
Osseten. 17) one would rather expect the development -iy- or -iyu- (the position
is particularly clear in the 3rd person plural: liyuncd < OId Iranian *riyanti).
But even if one were to disregard this difficulty, it is certain that the form
-rnana- would have developed in Ossetian into -mon, not into -man (cp. Osse-
tian bon Tag’ < OId Iranian *banu-, Miller, op. cit.,, 20). Thus the probable
development in Ossetian of the OIld Iranian form conjectured by Vasmer
would be Hiyumon —Hidmon, perhaps Himon. But the difficulties belong
not only to the category of phonetics but also of semantics. The Old Indian
form given by Hibschmann is the participle of the verb priyate ’befriedigt,
froh sein, Gefallen finden an’; hence its meaning is ’glad, satisfied’. From this



meaning it would be fairly difficult to deduce the meaning ’friend’. All these
difficulties disappear, however, if we regard the name OXdpvaYoq and the
Ossetian word liman as developments of the OId Iranian compound *friya-
manah-. The'first part of this compound would correspond to Avestan frya-
‘lieb, wert, freund’, while the second j)art to Avestan manah- ’Sinn, Geist;
Denken, Gedanke’. The meaning of the compound would thus te ‘freund-
lichen Sinn habend, freundlich gesinnt’. Similar compounds are very frequent
in the Avesta: naire.manah-, hamd.manah-, hu.manah-, etc. There exists
a’so the compound expressing the exact antonym of *friya-manah-: duh-
manah- ’des Denken Ubel ist, des Denken feindlich ist, feindselig’ (Bartho-
lomae, AirWhb., 753—4). The Modern Persian du.smén which is the develop-
ment of the OId Iranian compound dus-manah-, as well as the Greek word
budpeviiq *feindlich gesinnt, feindselig’ which present a close parallel, later
came to mean ’Feind’; in the same way the OIld Iranian compound *friya-
manah- “freundlich gesinnt’ which developed into liman in Ossetian, came
to acquire the meaning ’Freund’.

<tH\ijudvakOE Olfcia. See the foregoing.

43\iavoc; Olbia, Latyshev, IOSPE I, 64: < OId Iranian *friydna- ~
Avestan frydna- 'Name einer glaubigen irischen Familie’ (Vasmer, loc. cit).
It is worth noting that all the three available forms which show the develop-
ment fri- > fli- com from the same district, viz. Olbia.

Old Iranian fri- > U-.

Aeigavog Panticapaeum, Latyshev, IOSPE Il, 29A, Tanais, Latyshev,
IOSPE II, 446; < OId Iranian *friya-manah-.
AijuvaKOE Gorgippia, Latyshev, IOSPE 1I, 402; o: lim°na-k. Same as

the preceding, with the suffix *-ka-.

6.

Old Iranian r before an i has also a twofold development: 1 -I-, 2. -r-.

Old Iranian ri > |

<t>a\blpavoq Tanais, I[HiinoBng, TaHauc No. 364 (175—211 and 220 A. 1).).
The interpretations hitherto attempted are as follows: in Miller’s view
the word is a compound meaning ‘aufhaltend, beseitigend’; the elements
in the compound (4>a\- and -bapav-) correspond to Ossetian fill <' Avestan
pairi and to Avestan dardna- ’haltend, tragend’ respectively. Justi tried to
explain the word from Avestan péatira- while Vasmer suggested a possible
connection with the Ossetian word faldar (the correct form is faidar) weiter’
(see Vasmer, op. cit,, 54). None of these explanations is, however, acceptable
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Vasmer’s interpretation is unsatisfactory from the standpoint of semantics,
while that of Justi (besides phonetic difficulties) leaves the ending -pavog
unexplained. Miller’s solution is open to grave semantic objections, quite
apart from the legitimate doubt whether the compound with the sense given
by him may be used as a person’s name. The meaning of the Avestan word
dardna- is not ’haltend, tragend’ (as Miller suggests) but 'Befestigung; Aufent-
halt; Aufenthaltsort, Wohnsitz, Schlupfwinkel’ (Bartholomae, AirWb
692—3). True, the corresponding Old Indian word dharana- does mean ’tra-
gend, erhaltend’; but even if one were to assume a similar meaning in Old
Iranian, the sense of the compound could at test te only ‘erhaltend, aufrech-
terhaltend’. Thus the solution must be sought on other lines. Phonetically,
the name OuXbdpavoc; d: faldaran- may be traced back not only to the form
pari-darana- but also to *pari-tarana-. The element -dar in the Ossetian
word faldar quoted by Vasmer also goes | ack to an Old Iranian form *-tara-
(see Miller, OceTimcKHe axio™Li Ill, 156 and H(l schmann, op. cit., 35)
This Old Iranian *pari-tara-(na)- may be regarded as having been obtained by
suffixation (by means of the comparative suffix -tara-) from the adverb and
preposition *pari ~ Avestan pairi meaning’vorne; zuvor, friher’and’urn —
herum, Uber-, Uber —hin’. Similar suffixed forms ofadverbs and prepositions
are very frequentin the language ofthe Avesta: av-tara- ’der innere, innen be-
findlich’ (an- — Greek évj; aiwi-tara- "aussen (um das Land)herum gelegen,
fremd’ (aiwi ’zu, gegen —hin, gegen’, etc); apa/- tara- rickwarts, hinten gele-
gen" (apank- 'nach hinten,riickwéarts gewendet’); fra-tara- ’der raumlich vordere,
weiter vorn befindliche’ (fra ’vorwarts, voran’); nis-tara- ’der &ussere’ (nis
’hinaus, weg’); vl-tara- ’der seitlichere; der weitere’ (Wb ’auseinander, abseits,
getrennt von —’); see Bartholomae, Air Wb, 132; 90, 87; 79, 82; 979, 974;
1087; 1439, 1435. Thus new words may te formed from nearly every adverb
and preposition by means of the comparative suffix -tara-. The from *pari-
tara-, conjectured on the basis of the name (t>aX&dpavo® fits well into this
series, and probably means ’one in front, first’. Thus, semantically, the name
OuXbdpavcx; is the exact equivalent of the Alanic name Paria < Old Iranian
*parvya- ’erster’. It only remains to remark that the Ossetian word faldar
weiter’ cannot be a development from this conjectured Old Iranian form
*pari-tara-, since the regular development in Ossetian would be *faldér;
the first element in faldir — as Miller has pointed out correctly — corres-
ponds to the Avestan word para ’fort, weg, zur Seite’, so that the word must
le traced back ultimately to the OIld Iranian form *para-tara-.

Old Iranian *ri > r.

TTapcrTrdvaKog Olbia. In Miller’s view, this name is a compound of the
words corresponding to Avestan pairi and Old Indian sph&na- °‘fett’ (see in
Vasmer, op. cit., 48). But as Vasmer has already pointed out, the word corres-



ponding to OId Indian sphéana- is missing from Iranian, so that some other
interpretation must be sought for the second part of the name. This element
-anav in the name TTapemdvaKOc; (-axoi; is a wellknown suffix) may be com-
pared with the Sogdian word spn o: span. This word occurs in the compound
spncyr-spn (F. W. K. Miller, Soghdische Texte I, 40, 42, 43) which appears
in the Greek text as oiKOvogoc,, Hence the meaning of the word spncyr must
be ’household’ while that of spn must be 'manager, administrator’. Thus the
compound *par-span-ak < *pari-spana-ka- must have meant approximately
’manager, inspector, administrator of a household’.

7.

We see also a twofold development in the case ofthe Old Iranian groups
of phonemes *-dn- and *-dm-. In Modern Ossetian the corresponding groups
of phonemes are usually -on, -om (see Miller, Die, Sprache der Osseten, 20);
this, however, is the result of a fairly recent development, because in the
Ossetian place-names which survived in the Balkar, etc. territories formerly
inhabited by Ossetes we usually find «instead of o; the same position is reveal-
ed also by the other Ossetian loan-words in Balkar and Karachay (see recen-
tly Abaev, IAN SSSR OON 1935, 890). The names in the inscriptions, too,
still preserve largely the group of phonemes -tin-, -dm- where there is the same
group in OIld lranian; it is very important to note, however, that we already
come across names here which sjiow the correspondence -on-, -om-.

Old Iranian *-dn-, *-dm- > -tin-, -dm-.

’AXavot see above: < OlId Iranian *aryana-; ~ Ossetian iron.
’Avbdvaxog Tanais, Khiiiiobiij. TaHaiic No. 14 (220 A. D.): ~ Ossetian

andon ’Stahl’ (Vasmer, op. cit.,, 32).
Bdvaq Panticapaeum, Latyshev, IOSPK II, 29: < OlId Iranian *béanu-:

Ossetian bon 'Tag’.
Zdpavboc; Tanais, Khiiiioishb, TaHaiic No. 223 (228 A. D.): ~ Ossetian

zarond ’alt’ (Vasmer, op. cit., 39).
NdgYnvogq Olbia, Latyshev, IOSPE |, 55: ~ Ossetian nomgin 'namhaft

(Vasmer. op. cit., 45).

ITibavo® see above: ~ Ossetian fidon ’vaterlich’.

Idvayo” Olbia, Latyshev, IOSPE I, 75: ~ Saka sana-, Sogdian s’n,
Ossetian son ’Feind’ (Harmatta, Ant. Hung. Il, 35).

Sangibanus Prince of the Alans’ Jordanes, Getica, 37: ~ Avestan sarjia-
'Spruch, Gebot, etc.” -j- banu- ’Lichtstrahl, Strahl = durch Gebote glanzend
‘(Vasmer, op. cit,, 50): ~ Ossetian bon Tag .

<tibdvou<; see above: — Ossetian fidon.

<t>opr|pavos see above: =>Ossetian iron.
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Old lranian *-&n-, -am- > -on-, -om-.

’Apbauuuv Olbia, Latyshev |, 52: according to Justi (op. cit., 39) ~ Osse-
tian art -j- mon °’Feuergeisth This interpretation is rendered unacceptable
by the fact that Ossetian does not possess the word mon 'Geist’. The form
quoted by Justi is only an etymological abstraction from the words dalimon.
dalaimon, etc. given by Miller (op cit., 35); but these words must probably
be divided as déal-uimon, etc. (On this point see Schmidt, FUF Anz. XVIII
95—6. X1X, 19; Abaev, IAN SSSR OON 1935, 885), 'Vasmer compares the
name with the Avestan word ardframanl- ’Klager’; this should have developed
however, into the form ’Ap&apujvbo”®. The difficulties disappear, however,
if we regard the name ’Apbotgujv as the development of the Old Iranian com-
pound *arta-mana-, the elements of which correspond to the Avestan words
ardta- 'Gesetz, Recht, heiliges Recht’ and mana- "Art und Weise’ ("dessen Art
und Weise das heilige Recht ist’).

Mairujviov ’a town beside the river Tjuas' Ptolemy IIl 5, 15: — Avestan
macdana- ’Aufenthaltsort, Wohnung, Haus’ (A'asmer, op. cit., 63).

lujuuaxos Tanais, KmniOBiia. TauaiicNo. 333 (beginning of 3rd cent. A. D.).
Jacobsohn (KZ LIV, 273) has tried to explain this name from an Old Iranian
form *sydvamaka-: this interpretation seems, however, unconvincing since
we cannot demostrate the phonetic change -dva- > -6- from the names in
the inscriptions. On the other hand, the word seems to be an exact equivalent
of the Avestan name sydmaka- 'Name eines Bergs oder Gebirgs’ (Bartholo-
mae, AirWb., 1931). The corresponding form is known a’so from Old Indian:
sydmaka- ’dunkelfarbig’ while the form Xyadma- (without the suffix -ka-)
is used also as a proper name. Thus the name liwjluaxog may be regarded
as the development of a supposed Old Iranian word syamaka- ‘dunkelfarbig”
and may be read as syoma/.

8.
The Old Iranian group of phonemes *-gr- developed also along two diffe-
rent lines: 1. -gr-, 2. -rg-.
Old Iranian *-gr- > -gr-.

Arpoi ‘tribe beside the Maeotis’ Strabo, X1 2, 11, Ac+apoi Appianus,
Milhr. 88: < OIld Iranian *agra- >>Avestan ayra- der erste, oberste’. Seman-
tically, this tribal name corresponds exactly to the people’s name TTdpioi
(Strabo X1 9, 3) < OId Iranian *parvya- ’der erste’.

Old Iranian *-gr- > -rg-.

‘AorroupYoq Gorgippia, Latyshev, 10SPE IV, 435: see above: < Old
Iranian *aspa-ugra-.
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Oup-fios Panticapaeum, Latyshev, IOSPE 1V, 366, Tanais, Latyshev,
IOSPE Il, 443: this name, hitherto unexplained, may be a’so regarded as an
-equivalent of Old Iranian *ugra- "stark, kraftig’.

OupYRalog Olbia, Latyshev, IOSPE I, 64: after the preceding two
names this one can be solved almost automatically. Oupy- < Old Iranian
*ugra-, -Bafoq <~ Avestan bazu- 'Arm’: thus the whole name corresponds
to an Old Iranian compound *ugra-bazv- ’strong-armed’, i. e. a bahuvrlhi-
type of compound.

9.

The Old Iranian group of phonemes *vi- also shows a twofold line of
development: 1. vi-, 2. i-.

Old Iranian *vi- > vi-.

Biboxkng Panticapaeum, Latyshev, IOSPE II, 29B: Avestan vid-
‘teilhaftig’; probably obtained by suffixation from the short form of a name
belonging to the type of Avestan vidat-gav-.

Bia-rris Panticapaeum. Latyshev, IOSPE 1V, 255: in Vasmer’s view,
the name may be connected either with the Avestan word vista- 'Kampfer’
or is the short form of a name which belongs to the Vistaspa-type. Since,
however, the AirWb. does not know of the word vista- and, moreover,
since in the name Vistdspa- the element vista- has never been explained, it
seems a likelier explanation that the name Bicnric; developed from the Aves-
tan word vista- or the short form of some compound in which this word is a
constituent element (as e. g. vistd.fraordtay- ’der das Glaubensbekenntnis
kennt’).

Old Iranian *vi- > i-.

'IvffdZa-fog Olbia. Latyshev, IOSPE I, 65: ~ Avestan visaiti, see above.

10.

A twofold development may be also observed in the case of the Old
Iranian group of phonemes *ha-: 1 ha-, 2. a-.

Old Iranian *ha- > ha-.
Xuveexng Panticapaeum: ~ Avestan hana- ‘alt” (Vasmer. op. at., 56).

4*



Old lIranian *ha- > a-.

’AEapUuv Tanais, IvHiinoBiig. Tanaiic No. 4 (220 A. 1).), 454: ~ Avestan
hazaija- ’'tausend’ (Vasmer., op. cit. 30).

‘ARddpbct ’Alanic name of Theodosia’ Anonym. Peripl. Ponti Eux. 77:
'ABb- ~ Avestan kapta Veben’ (Vasmer, op. cit.,, 72).

"AcphaipaKO”, 'AgpOdpotKogq Tanais, KminoBiig. TaHanc No. 63 (236 and
220 A. D.): ~ Ossetian &vdaimag ’der siebente’ (Vasmer, op. cit. 32).

11.

The OId Iranian group of phonemes *ys-, too, has two different develop-
ments: 1 ys- or ys-, 2. s- Or s-.

Old Iranian *ys- > ys-.

AXéEcxphoi; see above: -Eaphoq — Avestan ysadra- 'Herrschaft, Reich’.

Aibuudfcapbog Tanais, KmiiioBiig. TaHanc No. 106 (189 A. D.): -Eapho”
see above.

Aooup6SapOoq Tanais, KinniOBiig, Tananc No. 261 (220 and 228 A. D):
-EapOof see above.

KaivdEap&oq Oibia, Latyshev, IOSPE 1, 54: -EapOog see above.

KrjveEapOog Oibia, Latyshev, IOSPE IV, 17: see the preceding.

EdpDavoc; Zanais, Latyshev, liHHiioBHg, TaHanc No. 264 (beginning of
3rd cent. A. D.): ~ OlId Iranian *ysadra-na- (Vasmer, op. cit., 45).

ZdpTauoq Oibia, A K 18, 103 No. 4: </0OlId Iranian *ysadra- ’Herrschaft*
+ ama- ’stark, kraftig’ combine to form a compound the meaning of which
is ’durch seine Herrschaft kraftig’.

EoRas Panticapaeum. 1AK 10, 41 No. 35. This name, hitherto unexpla-
ined, may be regarded as the equivalent of an Old Iranian word *yjauba-
‘excitable’, a present participle formed with the suffix -a- from the verb

ysauh- (— Avestan ysaob- ’in Aufregung geraten’, Bartholomae, AirWhb,
542)

Old lranian ys- > s-.

Zaiiacpdpvi® King of the Saii’ Oibia, Dittenberger, Syll.s No. 495. This
name was interpreted b}TTon;aschek (see Justi, op. cit,, 279) as a compound
consisting of equivalents of the Avestan words saeta- ’Geld, Vermdgen’
and yvardnah- (Old Persian jamah-) °'Ruhm, Ruhmesg’anz, Herrlichkeit,.



Hoheit, Majestéats (see Bartliolomae, AirWb. 1704, 1870). This explanation
is unimpeachable toth from the semantic and the phonetic points of view.
Hence the name Zouxacpdpvris must he read as saitafarn and its meaning is
‘der durch Vermdgen Herrlichkeit besitzts The initial phoneme s- in the
Avestan word saéta- goes lack to the group of phonemes ys- (< *ysaita-);
see Bartholomae, AirWb. 1704; Kuiper, ZI11 VIII, 245.

Zaiot ’Sarmatian tribe in the district of Olbia5 Olbia, Dittenl erger,
loc. cit. This people’s name was compared by Tomaschek, Thraker 1. 99 with
the Avestan word ysaya- 'Herrscher, First, Kénig5 (Bartholomae, AirWhb.,
550). This interpretation was, however, called in question by Vasmer (op. cit,
50), on the ground that we find the phoneme s- instead of ys- in initial posi-
tion. Under the influence of Vasmer’sarguments | myselfrejected Tomaschek's
exp’anation and connected the name Zuioi with the Avestan word say~
‘ungleichméssig gefdrbt, scheckig5 (e. g. in the proper name sdyuzdri-, the
real meaning of which is ’des weibliche Zugtiere scheckig sind5 see Bartho-
lomae, AirWb. 1569, 1572). In this case this people’s rame would belong
to the same type ofnames as Turkish bulag, ala yontlu, etc , meaning ’piebald,
having pied horses’ (see Folia Ethnoyraphica I, 130). Although this inter-
pretation cannot be objected to either on phonetic or on semantic grounds,
and is still a possible alternative, we have to point out that Tomaschek’s
exp'anation is by no means improbable — in fact, in some respects it seems
more likely. Vasmer’s objection with regard to the initial phonemes falls to
the ground, since in the name of Saitapharnes, King of the Saii, we find pre-
cisely the same correspondence of §- to the Old Iranian initial group of phone-
mes ys- (the correctness of the interpretation of the king’s name can hard y
be doubted). Thus we are justified in comparing the people’s name Zaio
wdth the Avestan word ysaya- 'Herrscher’ as well as its Modern Iranian equi-
valents, viz. Vakhi sai *fat, rich” and Sughni sayln ’khans’ (see Morgenstier-
ne, Indoiranian frontier languages, Il, 541), the phonemic forms of which
show a perfect correspondence. Compared with the former explanation, this
interpretation of the people’s name Zaioi is rendered more likely by the
circumstance that the Saii — judging from the data in the Protogenes-inscrip-
tion — were probably the leading tribe or ruling class in a tribal federation.
In this respect they may be compared with the leading or ruling tribes of
other nomadic Iranian tribal federations or nomadic empires, e. g with the
royal’ Scythians or the ’royal’ Sarmatians, etc. whose names expressed
precisely their outstanding social position. Among the names of such royal’

tribes we find e. g. the people’s names Zcxvbioi = ysayant- herrschend’
and TTipioi = parvya- ’erster’ (on these various points see Harmatta. ESIR
Il, 29); the name Zaioi = ysaya- Herrscher’ fits well into this series. Thus,

from the sociological angle, this latter interpretation of the name of the Saii
seems preferable to the former
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CONCLUSIONS

If we sum up the results of our observations we get the following picture

O.d iranian Iranian of South Russia Ossetian
1 2 3 4 Western Eastern
*ar-y- ar-(y)- al- ir- il- in- ir-
*au au 0 o] u
*sp sp sf fs fs fs
*p- p- f- /- f-
*fri- fli- li- li- 1d-
*ri r I I 1
* an -an -an -on -on
um am -am -om -om
*gr pr rg ry, ly ry, ly
*Vi- vi- i- i- 'S
*ha- ha- (ya a- ya-, a- ya-, a-
*ys- X*- ys- ys

Thus the examination of the Pontic Greek inscriptions and the Iranian
names preserved in classical sources on South Russia clearly shows that, as
early as the first centuries A. D., the language of the Iranian tribes inhabiting
the steppes of Eastern Europe was by no means homogeneous. The phonemic



00

differences appearing in the names amply provethat these tribes spoke several
dialects, obviously corresponding to the nature of their tribal division. This
fact is important to us for several reason. First of all, the picture which we
derive, after examining these names, about the linguistic condition of the
Iranian tribes in South Russia is in entire harmony with the observations
made by us above concerning the language of the Median and Persian tribes
Secondly, this result enables us to approach the examination of the relationship
letween the Finno-Ugrian and the Iranian languages from a new angle: the
realization that there existed several Iranian languages or dialectes in South
Russia will make it possible to interpret several phonemic features, hitherto
unexplained, in the Iranian loan-words of the Finno-Ugrian languages.
Naturally, it would be extremely important, both for clearing up the
dialectology of the Iranian languages and the historical background of Finno-
Ugrian and lIranian linguistic connections if we could give a precise ethnical
delimitation to the various Iranian dialects. But this is a very difficult task.
At present most of the names cannot be assigned to any definite tribes nor
do we know how the various phonemic differences crystallize into structural
features which separate the dialects from one another. But the problem is
not insoluble. First of all. we can gather some indications from the names
themselves. Thus e. g. those dialects which give us the names TTouphaioi;
and (houprag. in spite of the difference in the development of Old Iranian
initial *p-, are nevertheless united by certain common features since they
show a similar development of the OId Iranian group of phonemes -{r-. The
same development of the Old Iranian group of phonemes -{r- is seen, however,
a'so in the name ’'AXéiapdoc; < *’AXafapbog, so that we may assume its
close connection with the former dialects. Moreover, since in the people’
name AXavoi we see the same development of the Old Iranian initial group
of phonemes *ary- as in the name AXéEapho?, this word, too, must be inclu-
ded in this group. Thus we are beginning to see the outlines of a group of
dialects which, on the strength of certain phonemic criteria, is connected
with Ossetian though it is clearly distinguishable from the latter by other
phonemic phenomena. At the same time, there are some Sarmatian dialects
which are-fairly distant from either group (cp. e. g. Jazygian Bavadlucmex;
and Sirak ‘Apigpapvpg) Besides these phonemic connections arising from the
names themselves, a careful comparison of the geographical distribution of
the names with the historical sources, es well as the examination of the his-
torical and ethnical conditions in the various Greek settlements, a task
recently attempted by Knipovich in his book on Tanais (TaHanc. Hctojuiko-
apxeo.ioniMecKoe iicc.ie®ouaHiie. MocKBa-deHinirpaA 1949) — all this will
make possible the ethnical and historical evaluation of the linguistic
differences established in this essay. This much we may safely say, in any
ecase, that on the ground of phonemic criteria alone one may distinguish at
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least four languages or dialects: through the various concatenations of phone-
mic peculiarities this number will at least be doubled.

The fact that the Iranian tribes of South Russia spoke several languages
or dialects, clearly distinguishable from one another, as early as the first
centuries A. D.. has important consequences in clearing up the linguistic
relations between Sarmatians, Alans, and Ossetes. Although this question
may be solved only by a close examination of Alanic linguistic remains and
the history of Ossetian phonemes, we may confidently state that the simple
historical identity of the language of the Sarmatians, Alans, and present-day
Ossetes is not a probable proposition, noris it possible to bring them direct
genealogical connection. Since the names hailing from the territory of the
Alans as well as of the other Sarmatian tribes point to the existence of several
dialects, it is obvious that neither the language of the Sarmatians nor that of
the Alans may be simply regarded as being Old Ossetian. Moreover, some
of the Sarmatian dialects show certain phonemic peculiarities (e. g. -&n > -0n)
which are quite recent developments in Ossetian. The same situation prevails
also in Alanic. Thus e. g. the name Xaudvuiv (Tanais, 225 A. D., Khiiiioiuim.
TaHanc No. 327) shows already the change from Old Iranian sydiva- to the
form sau which is characteristic of Ossetian. At the same time, however, we
see in this word also the change -&n > -6n which is a much later development
in Ossetian. Thus this Alanic name from Tanais (0: sduanén < Old Iranian
*sydva-ndna-), together with other names pointing in the same direction,
is a clear proof that Ossetian cannot be brought into direct genealogical
connection either with Alanic or with Sarmatian if we regard the latter as-
homogeneous languages.®

so Sent to piess in July 1950.



O A3bIKE MPAHCKMX MMJIEMEH B HKOXXHOW POCCU/

(Pestome)

M3 0630pa HOBEMLUMX WCCNEefOBaHWMA, OTHOCSLLMXCA K MOMOKEHWIO OCETMHCKOI $A3blKa, MouTU
aBTOMATWYECKM BbIPVCOBLIBAIOTCA  MPOG/eMbl, paspeLleHne KOTOPbIX SBASETCA HeobXOAMMbIM /15t
BbISICHEHVS1 BOCTOYHO-MPAHCKMX CBSA3ell Ha3BaHHOIO S3blKa, PaBHO KakK W [yl OCBELLUEHUS B3avIMO-
OTHOLLIEHWIA $13bIKOB CEBEPO-MPaHCKOM pynnbl. 3T Mpob/ieMbl OGHUMAIOT CrefyoLye Tembl:

]. OTHOLLEHME OCETMHCKOK $3blKa K HEXHO-POCCUMIACKMM MPaHCKVM Si3blkaM ApeBHEro Beka.
Pa3paboTka 3TOro BOMPOCA WCK/IIOYMTENIBHO BadKHa [/ OMPEfENeHNst COOTHOLLIEHW A OCeTWH, ana-
HOB, capMaT W CKuUOB. B Buiy Be/MuMHbI OTHOCSLLErocs martepuana M 60MbLIOTO 3HAYeHUs,
NPUAAHHOTO TeMe UCCrefoBaTeNisiM1, 0Co60ro U3y4YeHust TpebyeT:

2. Bornpoc MHOXECTBEHHOTO uMCfia HA -TAL B HOXKHO-POCCUACKMX MPAHCKMX Si3bIKax APeBHOro
Beka. HO MHeHWM) 6OMbLUMHCTBA Y4eHbIX 3r0 SB/SETCA BaXHEWLUMM [AOKa3aTe/IbCTBOM TOro, YTO
CKUACKMNIA, anaHCKWUiA, CapMaTCKWA WM OCETUHCKWUIA S3bIKU C OAHOW CTOPOHbI, @ BOCTOYHO-MPAHCKMe
A3bIKA C APYroi, TECHO CBfA3aHbl MeXay co6oli. Ho B TO ke Bpemsi BO3HMKaeT BOMPOC: BCTpeya-
etca  JM  3TO  ABMEHVE W B CKACKOM A3bIKe M BOOOLLE MOXHO /M MPUMEHUTL €ro KayecTse
B&KHOIO ANa/IeKTO/I0rMYECKOro KpUTepus.

3. TpebyeTcA BblsiCHEHME B3aVMMOOTHOLLEHWIA &1aHCKOr0 WM OCETMHCKOFO $3bIKOB. 3TO MOXET
ObITb OCYLLIECTB/IEHO TOMbKO MOC/e MOBTOPHON 06PabOTKM M MepeoLieHKN MUCbMEHHbIX MaMSTHUKOB
aNaHCKOro fsblka. 3/eCb HamnpallMBaeTcsl HeobXOAMMOCTb PeLLeHA:

4. TMpobnembl 3aMMCTBOBaHW BEHFEPCKMM S3bIKOM M3 &/1aHCKOro, TaK Kak WX BaXHOCTb
0N ONpefieNleHNst COOTHOLLIEHWM — aflaHCKOro M OCETMHCKOro $3bIKOB Oblia MpusHaHa eule Aba-
eBbIM. VX 60MbLUOE 3HAYeHMe C TOYKM 3PEHVSt AWaneKTONOrMM OCETUHCKOTO f3blka 6bU10  MoAYepK-
HyTO 1 LLIKenbaoMm.

5. Bompoc CBA3X MeX4y OCETUHCKUM 1 BOCTOYHO-MPAHCKUM  A3blkamu. OTKPbITUE  MUCbMEH-
HbIX MaMATHUKOB XOPE3MUIACKOr0 $A3blKa, paBHO KakK W paboTbl [eHHUHF, ®peiivaH n  beiinn
npeBpaTUIN 3TOT BOMPOC K LIEHTPasibHY0 Npo6/ieMy OCETVMHCKONM SMHFBUCTUKMA.

6. PaccnioeHne MpaHCKMX 371EMEHTOB OCETUHCKON fleKCUKW. Bompoc 6bnBbigBMHYT B CBSA3W C
MPOUCXOX/EHNEM OCETMHCKOr0 Hapof,! Hac/oeHVWeM pasfnyHbIX MPaHCKMX MeMeH. 3TO CuuTaeTcs
— no wuccnefoBaHuaMm Maenchen-Helfen — cakTom, x0T pab0Tbl Ha3BaHHOIO Y4YEHOro K HeKo-
TOPbIX MecTax HYXJaloTCa B 3HauMTe/lbHbIX MoMpaBkax. Ho ecnv B OTHOLLEHWW 3THOreHesa
Hafio cunTa/ICa C pasHbIMA  CMOSIMM, TO 3TO [O/DKHO OTPasUTbCA M B CNIOBapHOM COCTaBe s3blKa.
Takum 06pasom, 3TOT BOMPOC MPeACTaB/seT Co60i OAHY M3 WHTEpecHelwMX rem st GyayLmx
MCcCNefoBa HUA.

M3 BbllenpuBefeHHbIX MpobieM B cTaTbe paspabaTbiBaeTcs  BOMPOC — B3aVIMOOTHOLLIEHWIA
FOXKHO-POCCUACKNX MPaHCKUX A3bIKOB K [PEBHOCTU W WX OTHOLLEHMS K OCETUHCKOMY Si3bIKY.

Ecnn Mbl NpoCMOTPUM MPaHCKWe COBCTBEHHBIM MMeHa, COXPaHMBLUMEC B IPeYecKuUX Haf-
NUCAX, HalfeHHbIX B HOKHOM Poccun, paBHO KakK W capmaTCKue, OBHapyXeHHble B 3anucaX aHTud-
HbIX MucaTenell, TO CTAHOBWUTCS OYEBMAHBLIM, YTO OHM YaCTO MOKAa3bIBAIOT Pas/IMYHOE COOTBETCTBME
TOFO JKe CaMOro WpaHCKOro 3ByKa WM 3BYKOBOW [pynMbl, HECMOTPSA Ha TO, UYTO OHW MpoucC-
XOAAT M3 TOl >Ke 3Mnoxu. STOT (hakT BeCcbMa MNPOCTO O6BACHAETCA MPUHALIEKHOCTBIO  Ha3BaHHbIX
COOCTBEHHbIX VMEH K Pas/MuHbIM Hapeuusiv. W3 3Toro criefyeT, YTO SBbIK HOXHOPOCCUIACKUX MpaH-
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CKMX (CapMaTCKWMX) MfemMeH He O6bll OAHOPOAHBIM, & MOAPAa3fenanca Ha ocobble Hapeuws, -4
[VaneKTbl, KOHeYHo, 6nmke ObiM OAWH K [pYromy, 4em K /IH060MYy ApYromy WpaHCKOMY S3blKy.
Cauble XapakTepHble pasnuua MpriBefeHbl Ha cTp. 54.

OTMeYeHHbIi (haKT MMeeT 60MblLLUoe 3HAYeHVWe BO MHOMMX OTHOLLEHMSIX. Bo-nmepBbIX, KapTuHa,,
NnonyyaloLLasicA  MyTemM U3yYeHWs COGCTBEHHBLIX WMEH 418 O06CYXAEHUS S3bIKOBbIX COOTHOLLIEHWIA
MpaHCKMX nnemeH B HOxHOM Poccun, BMoONHe coBnagaeT € HabMOAeHUAMW, NPOM3BEEHHbIMU B
OTHOLUEHNN COCTOAHUA A3bIKOB MHAMVICKMX 1N NepCcUacKnX niemMeH. BO-BTOprX, Ha OCHOBaHWW 3TOro
pesy/ibTaTta OTKPbIBAETCA BO3MOXKHOCTb OCBELLEHWSI CBSI3el Yrpo-IMHCKUX M MPAHCKUX A3bIKOB, rak
KaK MO3HaHWe pas/Mumii MPaHCKMX S3bIKOB, WM Hapeuwi, 6GydeT CrnocoGCTBOBATb BbISCHEHWMIO [0-
TOMEe HeMOHATHBLIX 3BYKOBbIX COOTBETCTBMIA, BCTpevaloWyXcs B C0Bax, 3aMMCTBOBaHHbIX YTPO-
PUHCKUMU A3bIKaMU.

YunTbiBasi 06e TOUKM 3PEHUS WMHTEPECHO 6bU10 Obl YCTAHOBUTb 3THUYECKYHD MPUHAANEXHOCTb
TOFO WM APYroro WPaHCKOro Hapeums WM s3blka. JTO SABNSETCA BeCbMa TPYAHOW 3afjadell, Tak
KakK B 60/bLLMHCTBE CNlydaeB Heu3BECTHO, K KaKUM A3blkaM MNpuHagniexxat OTAe/IbHble COBCTBEHHbIE
MMeHa W Kak rpynnupyloTcsl 3BYKOBble OCOGEHHOCTV O OTAeMbHbIM HapeumsaM. Ho HecMoTpsi Ha
3HaunTeNbHble TPYAHOCTW, BOMPOC paspelleHns 3Toli Mpobrembl He 6e3HagexeH. [pexae Bcero,
COOCTBEHHbIE MMeHa camu NpeacTaBNAT HEKOTOpPble OTMPaBHbIE MyHKTbI, CI'IOCOﬁCTByIOLLWIe peLlueHnto
Hanpumep Te Hapeuus, M3 KOTOPbIX MPOM3OLLIM WMeHa TToupBoiog n DolpTaC, BOMPekn pas-
JMYMI0, MPOSIB/ISIOLLEMYCA B PasBUTUM  Haya/lbHOrO [jPeBHEMPAHCKOro 3ByKa *p-, B HEKOTOPOM
OTHOLLEHUM MMeloT 06LUMe YepTbl, CBSILLUBAIOWME WX MeXZy C060M, TaK Kak ApeBHeypaHCKas
rpynna 3BykoB -B/-- oTpaxaeTcss B HWUX ofMHakoBo. Ho ums AAeEapBo¢ < *AAGEapBo¢ mnoka-
3blBaeT TO XKe camoe COOTBETCBME, MO3TOMY ero TeCHas CBSi3b C BbILLENPUBEAEHHLIMY MMEHaMK
SIBNSIETCA BecbMa BEPOSTHOW, B Bugy TOoro, 4YTo pasBUTME [PEBHEMPAHCKUX 3BYKOB *ary- B
Hauane HasBaHWA Hapoga AAAVOi MPUBENO K TOMy e pe3y/bTaTy, Kak WU B criyyae COGCTBEHHOIO
UMeHN  ANeEQP&OG, 1o NPUHAL/IEXHOCTb 3TOF0 Ha3BaHWS! K TOM Xe camoii Fpynne VIMEH He MOA/IexuUT
COMHEHMIO. V13 9TUX XapaKTepHbIX 4epT BbIPMUCOBLIBAKOTCA Mepej Hamu KOHTYpbl rpynnbl guasniek-
TOB, KOTOpPble Ha OCHOBaHMM HEKOTOPbIX 3BYKOBbIX SABNEHUI NPUMbIKAKOT K OCETUHCKOMY  S3bIKy»-
OTCTynmas OT Hero B psfe APYrvX COOTBETCTBMIA. B TO >Xe Bpems BCTPeYalOTC W SIB/IEHUS, KOTO-
pble Pe3K0 OT/IMYAlOTCH, Kak OT OCETMHCKOrO A3blKa, Tak W OT Ha3BaHHOM rpynrbl Hapeunin (cwm.
A3birckoe  Bavadaomog u  evpakckoe Aptdapvng). MoMMmo 3TOro, YCTaHOBMEHWe TeppuTopuasib-
HOrO pacripefeneHVsi reorpadMyeckMx HasBaHWiA W CpaBHEHWE MX C WCTOPUYECKUMM  WCTOYHMKaMu
paBHO Kak 1 06paboTKa WCTOPUYECKMX W 3THUYECKUX faHHbIX OTAEMbHbIX FPEeYecKMX MoceneHnii,B
pode HeAaBHO OMNy6/MKoBaHHOM MoHorpadgun KHunosuua (TaHauc. [CTOPUKO-apXeonornyeckoe
nccnegoBaHve. MockBa-JleHMHrpag 1949 r.) pfagyT Hall BO3MOXHOCTb /11 UCTOPUYECKOW W 3THU-
YECKOWM (hMKcaLMN A3bIKOBbIX Pas/INUWIA.

M3 cocTaB/feHHOro HaMy martepuana BWAHO, YTO Ha OCHOBaHWW /Wb OfHOrO  3BYKOBOIO-
KPUTEPUS MOXKHO Pas/iMunTb, HO KpaiiHeil Mepe, YeTbipe 3blKa WM AManeKTa, HO pasHble coue-
TaHUA 3BYKOBbIX SBMEHUIA MO MeHbLUe Mepe YABOAT 3TO UYMC/O.

O6CTOATENbCTBO, YTO MPAHCKME M/ieMeHa, MPOXMBABLUME B TMEPBbIX BeKax Hallei 3pbl B
CTenHoli 30He BOCTOYHOV E Bponbi, pasnmMuanncb Mexgy co60ii B OTHOLUEHWM OCOBGEHHOCTEN S3bl-
KOBOTO WM [Va/leKTUYECKOr0 XapakKTepa, OKasblBaeTCs BaXHbM W [ BbIACHEHUS  S3bIKOBbIX
COOTHOLLIEHWI anaHoB, capMaT W OCETWH. XOTS 3TV COOTHOLLEHUSI MOTYT 6biTb BbISICHEHbI B OKOH-
yaTefbHOM BUAE TOMBKO C YYETOM alaHCKUX MUCbMEHHbIX MaMSATHVMKOB, PaBHO Kak W C MpuMe-
HEHMEM [aHHbIX M3 UCTOPUM OCETMHCKOrO si3blka, HO W Temepb Ye SBSETCA HeoCropuMbIM TO
(haKT, UTO s3bIKW anaHoB, capMaT W OCETWH C WCTOPUYECKOM TOUKU 3peHUs He BblUM WMAEHTUYHbI
N OCETUMHCKUIA $3blK He MOXET OblTb pacCMaTpVBAaEM, KaK HEMoCPeACTBEHHbIV MPEEMHUK SLLIKOB
anaHoB U capmat. COGCTBEHHble MMeHa, MPOUCXOAsLLME U3 TEPPUTOPUM HACENEHHON anaHCcKUMM W
JpYruM/ CapMaTCKUMK M/IeMeHaMy, MOKasbIBalOT Pas/inyuvs, KOTOpble MOTyT ObiTb 06BLSACHEHbI TOMbKO
CYLLIECTBOBAHMEM HECKO/IbKWMX Hapeuwid, BCEACTBME Yero s3blK anaHoB W capMaT He MOXeT Obimb
VOEHTUNLMPOBAH C [PEBHEOCETMHCKUM  S3bIKOM. B TO >ke Bpemsi B CapMaTCKMX WMeHax BWaHbI



crefibl  3BYKOBbIX COGCTBEHHOCTe (Hanpumep -af> -In), KoTopble TOMbKO B MOC/efHEe BPeMs
MosSBWINCL B OCETMHCKOM $3blke. TO >Ke caMOoe OTHOCUTCH M K anaHCKOMy s3blKy. Hanpumep,
anaHckoe umsi Zauvdvouv  (TaHame, ¢ 225 T. H. 3, cM. KnunoBud yk. cod. JI\ 327) oTpaxaeT
[IPEBHEMPAHCKOE Syava- CBOMM Haya/loM (Sau-), XapaKTepHbIM [/19 OCETMHCKOro ssbika. o BmecTe
C TeM B HeM 3aMeTeH W pe3y/nbTaT pasBWTMS -am > On, KOTOPOe MPOM30LYI0 TOMbKO HefaBHO B
OCETUHCKOM fi3blKe. 3TO MMA (a/laHCKoe sduarién < fpeBHemp. *syavaniina-) Hapsily C COGCTBeH,
HbIMA MMeHamK, MOKa3bIBaOLWMMM MOJOOHbIE ABMIEHUA, BrOJIHE [OKa3bIBAeT, YTO $3bIK OCETUH He
MOXET 6bITb WAEHTUDNLMPOBAH LE/IMKOM HU C Si3bIKOM a/1aHOB, HW C SI3bIKOM capmar.
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