Aithiopes

By R.S.P.Beekks, Leiden

Quis enim Aethiopas ante quam
cerneret credidit?
Plinius Nat. Hist. 7.1.6

1. The name AiSioneg was explained in antiquity as ‘(with) burnt
faces’ and this interpretation is still found in all handbooks.!) I have
found doubts only in Mehler 1965 s.v. (who states missch(ien) ‘per-
haps’), and by Stephanie West 1985 ad o 22, who states that there is
no reason to doubt this interpretation. I think there is every reason to
doubt it, and I shall try to prove that it is wrong. I have always
wondered why the traditional interpretation has never been questioned
or refuted (cf. Beekes 1969, 194).

All elements are problematic: aid-, the -1- and -on-, which I shall
discuss in succession.

2. One question must be considered beforehand. Myc. aitijogo/e
/Aithiok®os, -ei/ shows that the form had a labiovelar. This would
exactly fit the old etymology. However, it does not prove that it is
correct, or that the form must be Indo-European, for Kuiper 1968
pointed out that the substratum language of Greek had labiovelars as
well. Quite clear is Myc. qasireu /g%asilens/, Gr. Bacihevg, and Myc.
geto nidog. Yet another example is atorogo av8pwmnog; in this case the
substratum origin is not generally accepted; I shall make some com-
ments on it in the next section. And, as far as Mycenaean is concerned,

1) Another name which is still given a Greek etymology is Atlas. It is inter-
preted as *sm- ‘one’ and A& ‘carry’. The only objection I have seen is in LFGrE
s.v., where it is remarked that the verb means ‘to endure’ etc. in Greek; but as the
original meaning was ‘to carry’ the objection may not be decisive. What meaning
the etymology would give is usually not stated. Solmsen (1909, 24) thought: “der
allein, aus eigener Kraft tragt”. I find this meaning bizarre. (The Oxford Classical
Dictionary interprets ‘very enduring’.) In classical Greed a- < *sn- means ‘one
(together)’, used in bahuvrihi’s, as in &\oyog. For the development of this element
see Frisk and Chantraine s.v. &-; it never means ‘one alone’. The etymology would
be nearly impossible, if Atlas was originally a mountain, as is mostly stated; but
Lesky (1950) rejects this. Atlas is the name of a very ancient, no doubt pre-Greek
figure (Lesky compares the Kumarbi-myth) and a Greek or Indo-European name
is not to be expected.
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gisipee, dual of ipog, must be mentioned. Mycenaean also has
Mogoso, Mdyog (note that here the labio-velar is represented by p in
Greek as opposed to the £ in &lpog), and teqade if this is /Thég®ans-
de/, ©npar. Further asog-ijo, -ikija, if these are forms derived from
"Aconog (Ruijgh 1967, 168). I will argue that aitijogo/e must be added
to the list. Kuiper further pointed to instances where a velar inter-
changes with a labial, as aAuxpdg, Saivocdpevog : Edalvya, Jainw;
néovoy : xGpvoy, TModva : Kdva etc. One may add ixa : ina ‘(wood-)
worm’ (“obscur”, connection with lyacdat is improbable, as it means
““accabler’, plutot que ‘nuir 2’”, Chantraine Dict. s.v. 1&). Further I
refer to Furmnée 1972, 388 for more material. I think that Oeo-
ocalol/Oettarot ~ (Boeot.) ®etrarot - (Thess.) Merdaroi should be
added.

There can be no doubt, then, that the pre-Greek substratum lan-
guage had labiovelars. It should be noted that their development is
not identical to that of the Indo-Europan labiovelars in Greek. Note
nidog, Eigog and the variation between velars and labials. The explana-
tion of both facts is a matter which I will not go into.

2.1. avipwnog. Kuiper argued (1956) that this word is non-IE. The
first reason, of course, is that there is no good etymology. I will briefly
note the more recent explanations which have been proposed.

Otrebski (1967) connects the word with 3epdnwv. He is unclear and
unconvincing about av-. This could be solved along Kuiper’s lines
(below) if one takes depdnwv as non-IE (but see Chantraine against
Frisk). But then Kuiper’s proposal is preferable.

Hamp (1968) assumed (I simplify his reconstructed forms) that in
*hon(d)r-h3k%-, of which the first part is the stem of dvvg, the
laryngeal aspirated the dental (which is itself epenthetic). But in Greek
laryngeals did not aspirate (the positive evidence is too meagre and
there is decisive negative evidence, as in nhatig), and even in Sanskrit
an intervening -r- prohibited aspiration.

Ruijgh’s suggestion (1970, 312) that the first element is cognate with
avdgaé ‘charcoal’ and that it means ‘aux yeux noires comme le char-
bon’ does not convince. It is hard to imagine how such a word could
have come to mean ‘man’ in general. His comparison with French poilu
‘hairy’ > ‘soldier’ is inadequate as it precisely designates a [limited
group of people which is indeed - roughly - characterized by the
adjective as distinguished from most other people.

Szemerényi (1971, 6551.) suggests an analysis “1) *andr-hok™o- or
even 2) *ant-hrok™o-” but he does not identify any of these elements.
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Thus far, then, no convincing etymology has been found. It is im-
probable that it contains -on- ‘face’, for ‘x-faced’ would rather indicate
a certain group of men than ‘man’ in general; cf. Aid{oneg if it meant
‘Burnt-Faces’; and compare ‘Pale-Faces’. PIE had no suffix -op- or
-0k™-. Therefore, the structure of the word, if it is not a compound
or a derived noun, is quite un-IE: *A,nd*r5k™- is the only possibility
I see.

Kuiper’s comparison (1956) with dpay which is glossed as av8pwnog
remains the best approach. However, the reliability of the gloss has
been doubted, and Kuiper himself admitted that the definition given
by Clemens Alexandrinus (Strom. 5.8.47f.) “is certainly no strong
support for any etymology to be based on this word.” (Kuiper never-
theless considers the word non-IE “since it is unlikely that any accept-
able Indo-European etymology can be given ..., and since words for
‘man’ are not seldom of foreign origin”.) I think that the case for dpdy
is not that bad. There are two more sources for the word, given in
the Thesaurus, which have not been mentioned in this context.

First there is a comment by Porphyrius on the word. It is found in
a manuscript in Oxford cited by Bentley in his Epistula ad Millium
(Ryce 1836, 303). Both Clemens and Porphyrius comment upon a
series of probable nonce-forms containing all the letters of the Greek
alphabet: xvactpr x8vnme preypo dpoy. Clemens has preypo(s) Spwwy,
but the comment by Porphyrius makes it clear that the ‘text’ had 8poy
and that this was explained with 8pdy, which therefore entered the
text (wrongly). Porphyrius says: 0 8¢ 3poy owov ... "Exet 8¢ xai étégov
gopunvelay ovtwg ... dpoy 8¢ Avipwmog: dpdmeg yap ol dvipwnot Aéyov-
tor. This shows that the original version hat 8goy, but that one also
tried to explain this word by adducing dpay, which means that dpay
really existed. Also the fact that the plural is given, which is under-
standable for a word meaning ‘man’, suggests that this was the more
often occurring form, and therefore a real word.

Secondly, there is a treatise on Greek dialects, called the Gramma-
ticus Meermannianus, so called after its Dutch owner Meerman
(Schaefer 1881, 2, 662).2) Here we find the following note: [The
Aeolians] nepondoy @g éninav 1o povosvAlafa dvopata: OBE, TEME,
Bpdy, xeodg, polg, dpoldg, Bols, xvodg, vovs, xiiv, Zevg [read Zeic].
The phenomenon, of course, is well known: the Aeolic barytonesis.

?) The manuscript is now in Berlin (Phillips 1595), as Professor J. P. Gumbert
informs me. The manuscript is dated to the XVth or XVIth century; nothing is
known about its author.
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This implies that the Aeolians knew a word 3pdy. As the other words
are all unproblematic, there is no reason to doubt the reality of our
word.

Thus both passages testify to the existence of a word dpdw, so that
we need not be too sceptical.

Kuiper assumed that avlgonog is a form with a prothetic vowel and
prenasalization. For the combination he pointed to dv3pndav, avienvn
beside tev3pndov, tevlenvn and dpdvaé (words for ‘wasp’). A similar
complex is xovoy, dyvvey, ayxovey, plants of the family Plantago.
Further we find ayyovgog beside yotpog, a kind of cake. And &yyovpa-
pag, otaguin H. beside NGr. dyovpida ‘unripe grape’; Frisk s.v. And
again Bovtrog/Pobocog ‘Art Meerigel’ beside dppouttor eidog éxi-
vov dahacoiov (Furnée 1972, 287 Al). Though some of these forms
could be explained away as assimilation or dissimilations, or as due
to the general instability of the words for insects etc., the principles
involved are well-established (Kuiper 1956, Furnée 1972, 267-291,
368-377). Thus avipwnog must be connected with Spdy and is a
pre-Greek word.

3. The root aid-. There are many words with this root, and we will
have to study their meaning. Some do not, in my view, belong with
the verb atdo.

3.1. aldua (Od.) is a bird. Boisacq already qualified the etymology
(‘brown, fire-colour’) as “non convaincant”. One can only fully agree
with Szemerényi (1964, 207): “the usual derivation from 08w ‘burn’
can only be regarded as an unjustifiable attempt to explain with the
help of the next best Greek word the name of a bird whose very
identity is unknown; need one point out that it is much more likely
to be a borrowing from a substratum language?” (Note that aidov is
an epic epithet of big animals. It is improbable that such a term was
used as the name of a bird. We shall conclude below that there is no
certain evidence for a meaning ‘(red-)brown’ for words wich aig-.)

3.2. aidovoa ‘portico’ is interpreted by Frisk as ‘die glihende’, ‘wo
die Sonne gliitht’. Chantraine is apparently not convinced by this ex-
planation: the word designates “un portique extérieur, ou 'on pouvait
originellement faire du feu, ce qui semblerait rendre mieux compte du
terme que la notion qu’il était exposé au soleil.” In LFGrE it is simply
called ‘Feuerstitte’. The word would mean, then, ‘the burning one’,
which does not seem a very probable designation for a portico. How-
ever, in Homer the verb always has middle forms; only the participle
occurs, viz. aidpevog (adwv is not a participle). The interpretation
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(as a participle) ‘the burning one’ is therefore doubtful. Furnée 1972,
197 points out that Herodian (2, 919) gives the form with double -o0-,
which makes a participle impossible. (LS] suggest *aiSofeooa, but
it is not clear from what noun it would be derived.) Furnée also
points out that the suffix -ovsa occurs in pre-Greek nouns: dyyov-
oa/E-, nddovoa, viidovoa, all plants. The gloss aiddooa H. would
confirm non-IE origin for the word (Latte considers the word as
corrupt, but one can always say that of a gloss when one does
not like it). Like Szemerényi above I would say: need one point out
that it is much more likely that this is a technical building term bor-
rowed from a substratum language, like so many others as péyagov,
dalapog etc.

3.3. aiBwv is used of metals and animals (Aéwv, (nnot, atetde, Poeg);
AiBov is the name of a horse (and the name Odysseus uses before he
makes himself known). If one considers this, it is evident that one
meaning fits all occurrences: ‘radiant, shining’. That this fits the metals
is evident, but I do not agree with LSJ who say that it is for animals
“prob. of colour, ‘red-brown, tawny’ since ‘sleek, shining’ or ‘fiery,
fierce’ do not suit all cases.” It suits animals well, if their pelt is meant.
It is well known that a well-kept horse, or a cow, has a shining pelt.
Everyone who has a dog knows that a shining pelt is a sign of good
health. There is no reason to resort to colour: it misses the point
of the epithet, which stresses the visible health and strength of the
animal.

The meaning also fits xepavvdg, for which LS] make a separate
category, and also for men: what is meant is the radiant strength of
a man.

3.4. oidoy is used with xaAx@ and oivov (and xanvdv in x 152).
Here the same meaning fits as was assumed for aiBov. (For xanvdg
the shining sparks of fire carried in the smoke must be meant.) It is
generally admitted that aidev and aiSoy had the same meaning.

3.5. aifog, rare and first found in the Vth century, is the only word
for which a meaning ‘black’ seems attested. In Ar. Th. 247 a slave
says, after his back has been singed, ai8d¢ yeyévmpoar. One might
think of a meaning ‘glowing, burning’, however. Pindar uses the word
of a shield, where it must be ‘shining’. Hom. ndvaidog does not
imply the existence of single ai96¢; and it means ‘shining’ (of helmets,
= 372).

3.6. aidadn, aidarog ‘soot’ (Hom. aifardeg ‘sooty’) is the only word
which with certainty means something like ‘sooty, black’, but this
meaning is restricted to the forms with -a\-.
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3.7. Other forms with aid- have a suffix -r-. All forms have the
basic meaning ‘bright’. (18apdg ‘chearful, glad’ and ‘pure’ fits in without
problem; I see no reason for Chantraine’s doubt. That a word which
is formally deviant develops a specific meaning, is what one would
expect. See also section 4. on the word.). I make a few remarks.

3.8. audno. I agree with Szemerényi (1971, 656) that, because of the
many r-derivatives, aidfg is not a late artificial creation after dnp, as
Meillet suggested. (On anp see Kiparsky 1967, 625f. and Peters 1980,
33f.) The word means ‘clear, bright sky’. The same meaning is found
in aidgnyeviic, epithet of Boreas, ‘born in the clear sky (over Thrace)'.

3.9. oiBpoc is interpreted by Deroy (1948, 334) as ‘warmth’. How-
ever, this suggestion is a mere guess. The only support adduced is the
connection with aie. The meaning ‘cold’ is given by ancient commen-
tators. Hoekstra (1984, 219 ad & 318) adduces decisive arguments for
‘cold(ness).

3.10. We have seen that there is no evidence in the older derivatives
of a meaning ‘fire-coloured, red-brown’ or ‘black, bumt’, with the
possible exception of aid3dg, which is late and rare. There are only two
meanings found: ‘burn, burning, fire, firewood, soot’ etc. and ‘bright,
clear, shining’.

One might consider the possibility that we have to assume two
different roots for the two meanings. Note that Frisk makes a separate
entry for the r-forms s.v. aidfg beside aidw. Of course, fire may be
bright, but it is not the same thing. The related languages all point to
an original meaning ‘to kindle, to burn’, so that ‘be bright’ is not the
original meaning. (Pokorny’s, p.11, NSw. id “eine helle Karpfenart”
and NHG dial. aitel are too uncertain; OE idel, ital ‘idle’ do not
belong here.) A development from ‘burn’ to ‘shining, bright, clear’,
with the association of ‘cold’, seems difficult. (The ancient gloss on
aidne: &nd tob aidecdar’ ol yap nueaddng is mere phantasy.) I see no
etymology for a root *h,eid”- ‘bright’.

4. The -i-. About the difficulty of the -i- Chantraine notes: “avec
un t diversement expliquée.” In fact there is not much diversity. Schwy-
zer 448 thought of a “wirkliches Kompositions-i”, but the forms
which he adduces are unreliable. The only explanation that remains is
that of a Caland-i. Thus Risch (1974, 218), who also seems to have
some doubt: “vermutlich auch Aidi-onec.” Mrs Bader (1975, 22) lists
a whole series of alleged Caland forms from our root: aidne, aidea;
ai8ov; alddr-n; aidi-con; aidog, -adtc. However, this evidence is not
reliable. Caland’s system comprises in the first place u#-, ro-, and lo-
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adjectives, and Greek has none of them; “aidfp, aidpa ... beweisen
kein *ai8gog”, as Schwyzer (448) remarked; an adjective with -alo-
is not the same as a /o-adjective; the verb has the suffix -boow (Chan-
traine, Dict.). An s-stem neuter seems to belong to the Caland system,
but here this form is first found in Apollonius Rhodius, so that it
cannot be used as evidence for a PIE system; and an adjective in -aidng
is unknown to me. Thus, in fact there is no evidence at all in Greek
for (forms of) a Caland system. And if there were a Caland form in
-i besinde an adjective 1n -ro-, this adjective would probably have
meant ‘bright’ like all r-forms in Greek (see above 3.7-3.9).

Peters (1980, 79) thinks the ro-form is found in {8apdg ‘cheerful,
glad; pure’, and refers to Skt. vidhra- ‘clean, clear’, supposed to be
*vi-idhra-, and Ossetic ird id. which may continue Iranian *vidra-
or *idra-. None of the Indo-Iranian forms is very certain, and it is
far from evident that they have the root with a meaning ‘bright’ etc.
As to the Greek word, again I think that it is not certain that an
adjective in -ago- belongs to the Caland system, as did the ro-adjec-
tives. But even if the whole group would be correctly interpreted, it
would at best prove a PIE form *(H)id%ro- ‘clean, clear’, which is
irrelevant to the supposed aith- ‘burnt, black’. (Note that Chantraine
(Dict.) separated i80p0g from oi8w because of its deviant meaning.)

Thus, I conclude that there is no evidence in favour of a Caland
form aidi-, and that the Greek evidence tells against it, as it would
rather mean ‘bright’ etc. than ‘burn’.

It should finally be noted that it is not very likely that aid(1-) from
the root ‘to burn’ would mean ‘burnt’ rather than ‘burning’. This is
clearly also Ruijgh’s view, who translates AiS{oy as ‘aux yeux briilants’
(1967, 316).

5. The question of -orn-.

5.1. The words with -on- and -on-. There always have been some
doubts about the use and meaning of -on-, suffix or second element
of a compound. The question must be seen in connection with -on-.
Recently, Risch 1974, 171 (§ 63b) stated that many of the words with
-o/wn(o0)- are certainly, and others probably compounds of an-/on-
‘eye’. Thus, he makes no distinction between -on- and -on-. I think
we should keep the two forms distinct, as it is a priori probable that
the two forms have different functions, i.e. meanings, and origins. The
two forms are distinguished by Chantraine 1933, 257-260, who also
gives non-Homeric forms. Partly, these are simply later and therefore
perhaps irrelevant, but some forms or types may accidentally not occur
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in Homer. The material may be grouped as follows.?) (These are the
forms in -wy, oy. In -onog there is only xdponog B 12, and &\lonog
besinde €éA\loy, an adjective of fish. The forms in -wno- have been
studied by Sommer 1948; they are post-Homeric.):

A -on- B -on-
Words from the root ‘to see’

1. ‘eye’, ‘sight’ adj. (oivoy, vidgoy)
2. ‘face, aspect’

3. more vague (from 1, 2)

4. illnesses

Words of uncertain, probably non-Greek origin

illnesses

plants

isolated (Svpdioy)

animals (xégrowy) animals (ndpvoy, Spvoy)
ethnonyms (Képxwneg ethnonyms (Adloneg, Apbomeg)
(also towns, rivers)

10. persons (KoxAwy*)) persons (Kéxgoy, Mépoy, Méloy)

e N

3) I have made use of a paper written in 1979 by Th.P.]J. van den Hout, who
collected the complete material regarding -wn- and -on-. I am grateful for his
permission to use his work.

4} Neither Thieme’s *pku-klop- ‘cattle-thief’ nor Riidiger Schmitt’s (1967, 168,
on both) *xvxho-xAwy ‘thief of the wheel (of the sun) nor Mme Bader’s ‘with
brilliant eye’ (1984, from *#&uklo-, Skt. jukra-) has anything to recommend it. As
has been pointed out, if the word contains -on- ‘face’, the word would not mean
‘with one (round) eye’ but ‘rundiugig’. Chantraine’s statement that it would mean
‘qui n’a qu’un gros oeil rond’ (I would not know where ‘gros’ comes from) is
wrong as it would mean ‘having round eyes’, with plural ‘eyes’. And this notion
‘round-eyed’ is nonsensical: it could only be meaningful in opposition to e.g.
‘squint-eyed’, which is not the case. It would also lose its self-evidence: ‘one-eyed’
would be confirmed by the Polyphemus story, but ‘round-eyed’ refers to nothing.
I agree with Heubeck (1983 ad 1 106) that the word was only interpreted as
‘one-eyed’ later. He is also right when he says that it would originally have meant
‘Visi rotondi’ (Round-Faces). As we shall see in 5.2, on- means ‘face’, and hence
‘eyes’, but not ‘eye’. The meaning ‘Round Faces’ makes no sense at all. An IE
etymology, then, seems impossible and I agree with Marzullo (1952, 206 n.1) that
the word is rather of pre-Greek origin. He proposed that it was originally
*Kiklopes, with the reduplication seen in yag etc. This is possible but not neces-
sary. It might contain the non-Greek element -wn- in names. I disagree with
Schmitt when he says (1967, 168): “Jedenfalls verdient dieser Versuch einer neuen
Losung [his proposal mentioned above] vielleicht mehr Vertrauen als etwa die von
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11. instr. (xoladpoy, xOAAoy?))
12. avlponog XAQOTOG

13. ac1eQdnn/ doTeann

14. INEQON-EV®, KAOTOM-EV®

15. gogooma?

Ad A. Words in -wn-

1) There is no doubt about the existence of the words with -on-,
e.g. tAixwy. Feminines have -omg: Bodnig. The words mean ‘having
the eyes, the face of ...". (On av8pwnog see 12. below.) - 2) E.g.
xovéna (which presupposes xvvaonng). A noun is npdcwnov ‘face’ (see
below). - The distinction between 1. and 2. is often uncertain. -
3) E.g. ebay ‘agreeable’. These forms are later, and the distinction
from 1. and 2. is often difficult. So 1.-2.-3. are clearly one group. -
4) Names for illnesses were perhaps derived from type 1-3: aiparwoy,
voxtaloy etc. Yet, the structure of several of these words is quite
unclear and they may therefore be of non-Greek origin: dyyirwy,
atyiloy, poroy. - 5) See the preceding. - 6) Plants. E. g. a(y)ivoy,
xvoloy. - 7) There is a small number of isolated words. SvpdAmy
‘piece of burning wood, charcoal’; Hesych gives vépona: Aapndv. -
8-10) In these categories the suffixes seem to overlap. As to B 8
Chantraine remarked that these words “se dérobent a toute étymo-
logie” and are probably of non-Indo-European origin. The ethnic
names also have no etymology. Some of them are identical with ani-
mals’ names: Kégroneg ‘Apes’, Agdoneg “Woodpeckers’. For the words

vornherein auf eine etymologische Deutung verzichtende Auffassung durch
Benedetto Marzullo ...” The overwhelming majority of names in Greek myth and
religion are non-IE, and the Cyclopes have nothing Indo-European about them.

%) Eva Tichy (Pshlmann-Tichy 1982, 300-304) explains x6AAoy from *kolio-,
cognate with ko/t ‘pole, stake’ and the suffix -on-, as ‘der das Aussehen eines
Pflocken oder Diibbels hat’. There are several objections to this interpretation.
The meaning is improbable; an instrument is not called ‘having the appearance
of ...’ There are more ‘instruments’ with this suffix (ox6ioy, péoona). The words
with this suffix are probably all non-Indo-European. There is a variant x6AAaBoc,
Chantraine (Dict.) says that this word, which means ‘fine pastry’, was used for
x0Moy “par confusion”. Eva Tichy thinks that it was used for reasons of decency,
because there was a word x6AAoy (or a use of the word) with an obscene meaning,
as it was “anklingend”. This is quite improbable: you don’t use a word for ‘pastry’,
either by mistake or out of decency, if you want to say ‘pin’. We have to take this
variant seriously. The interchange is confirmed by péo(o)aBov, a kind of strap for
oxen under the yoke, beside which there is péoona (acc.). This kind of variation
is typical of loanwords from the substratum; cf. Furnée 1972, 107.
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in -on- see Aly 1914. For towns cf. ’Qpondg, Ebponog etc., for rivers
’Acondg, Ebpwnog; see Aly 1914, 72f. I found only one name of a
town (no river) with -on-, Kacownn on Corcyra. A mountain is
‘Poddmn, but note that this is far to the north from the other names.
See on these names also 5.2. On Kiuxloy see note 4. - 12) On
avdpwnog see 2.1.

Ad B. Words in -on-

1) On the type oivoy see section 5.2 below. - 6) Plants. I only know
x£dgoy. — 8-10) See under A above. - 11) Some names of ‘instru-
ments’ have -on-. I note further Beiéroneg, péo(o)ona, oxdroy. On
xOMoy see note 5. Cf. Furnée 1972, 107. - 12) The meaning of xdpo-
nog is unknown. Connection with yaipo was denied by Sommer 1948,
120-2. I agree that this connection is quite uncertain. - 13) doteponn
is non-IE, as I argued in 1987. - 14) On these two words see Kuiper
1933, 283, and 1951, 25: they my be derived from a noun/adjective
in -o7n- ‘connected with’. (For such a noun one could compare the gloss
Soloma xatdonomnov, pasteonov Hsch.) - 15) edgvona. The meaning
of this form is much discussed. Leaf e.g. (ad A 498) observed that one
would expect -wn- if it meant ‘wide seeing’. Schmitt (1967, 159f.)
mentions Leaf but adds: “Hiergegen cf. jedoch mit zwingender Argu-
mentation Sommer 1948, 119.” However, Sommer there mentions his
view that -on- in (e. g.) aidon- is a verbal noun ‘Anblick’ (not ‘Gesicht’
or ‘Auge’) and that this word means ‘Funkelanblick bietend’. There is
no real argument, however, let alone a decisive one. (On Sommer’s
idea see further 5.2 below.) It should be noted that, if one accepts
Sommer’s interpretation, ebpbono would mean ‘breiten Anblick bie-
tend’, which makes no sense. Schmitt rejects the argument of Pindar’s
Bagvona: “Wegen Pindar, Pyth. 6, 24?2, ... ist aber noch lange nicht
das homerische ebgvona, ..., als urspriingliches ‘mit weit(reichend)er
Stimme’ gesichert. So bleibt gvpvona am besten bei idg. *hiek®- ‘se-
hen’.” However, there is in fact no argument for ‘to see’, and there
are two or three arguments in favour of ‘voice’. Thus, Chantraine
(Dict. s.v.) says that the connection with ‘voice’ “trouve appui d’une
part dans certains emplois avec xfjpu¢ ou xéladog, dans Baguondag dit
de Zeus tonnant (Pi.), dans le vocalisme bref. La seconde hypothese
s’appuierait sur un seul emploi tardif avec n\iog et rencontre en une
certaine mesure un obstacle dans le vocalisme o bref. 1l est trés prob-
able que le sens originel est ‘a la vaste voix’, dit de Zeus tonnant, et
que le composé a été secondairement rattaché a dyopat, dnwna ‘voir’.”
This is also the view of Kirk 1985 ad A 498: “He [Zeus] is edpvona,
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‘long-sounding’ (...) not ‘far-seeing’ (...), as is appropriate to the god
of thunder.” Thus also Stephanie West 1981, 258 (‘dalla voce che s’ode
per ampio tratto’). The exact meaning must be ‘having a broad (= far-
reaching) voice’. I repeat that, if -on- had the meaning ‘face’, the word
would mean ‘having a broad face’, which is incomprehensible.

Below (5.2) we shall argue for verbal government-compounds in the
Homeric adjectives like oivoy. Such a form could be supposed for
gvpvona, but the Greek evidence is not in favour of this solution.

5.2. otvon- etc., Aidion. While the element -on- (A 1-2-3.) is per-
fectly clear, also in its later developments, this is not the case with
-on- Beside the non-Greek forms we only have a very small number
of archaic adjectives in poetry (B 1). The words may be shortly dis-
cussed.

Oivoy and pfjloy seem clear. So is aiSow, which has been con-
sidered a recent variant, for metrical reasons, for ai8wv. The problem
of pépoy has definitely been solved by Koller in a fine article in this
journal (1968). It is a formulaic use of the name of the tribe called
Mépomnec.®) Nagoy has no etymology.) Peter Schrijver suggest to me
that it may be compared with Hitt. nahsariya- ‘to fear’ (which has
been compared with Olr. nar ‘modest, noble, magnanimous’). If the
Hittite word is based on a verbal noun nah-sar-, we would have a root
*neh,-, and we could posit an adjective *nok,-ro- ‘fearsome’. "Hvoy
has no etymology (see below).

¢) The old formula is néAig pepdnwv dvdpdnwv, and after néiig we don’t expect
a general qualification of men, but a specific indication. The oldest verse is prob-
ably found in an archaic section of the hymn to Apollo, vs. 42: MiAntég 18 Kdag
1€ ok pepdnov avdpdnwv. We have independent evidence that the Meropes
lived on Kos, so the word was originally the name of this tribe, which was later
misunderstood. Their eponymous hero Mégoy is found in B 831 and A 329. -
Barbara Pastor de Arozena’s view (1993) can therefore be dismissed. She mentions
Koller’s article but does not discuss it. Her proposal (‘glitter-ish’, from *mer-
‘shine’, Pok. 733) is semantically improbable, even if the word were a general
epithet of men.

7) Connection with Lith. néras is dubious, as the -o- is analogical (Fraenkel
1950-1, 1921.); it cannot be *nér-, as 6 would have given Lith. uo. Derivation of
*vagog, vagon- from *h,ner- (Kuiper 1951) is difficult because of the lengthened
grade o, which is unexpected in an o-stem adjective. - If vwpéuvog Hsch. is cog-
nate (as Fraenkel suggests), it would point to non-IE origin. (The position in the
alphabet suggests that it was *vopdpvog.) However, the meanings given, uéyag,
noAOG, xat@TATOg, Eoxatog, ¢odevig (which some want to change in edodeviic),
nhatig, give the impression that its meaning was unknown, and in any case is not
strong support for a connection with vdgonu.
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The general assumption is that -on- belongs to the root *A;ek®-
‘to see’. If so, we should explain why we find -on- here, instead of
-omn-. The question is usually not put, let alone answered.

I considered the following explanation. We could assume that -on-/
-on- are ablaut forms of one paradigm, with nom. sg. -oy, gen. -on-og.
Strangely enough I did not find this explanation in the literature. In
fact we expect ablaut in a root noun. It is probably found in *&y,
onog ‘voice’ (the nominative can be reconstructed with certainty on the
basis of Lat. vgx, Skt. vdk). That the short vowel was generalized is
possible, cf. nog ‘foot’ (Dor.; nag is only given by Hesychius; novg is
a recent form), tpinog Hom. However, it is hard to believe that both
the long vowel and the short vowel were generalized, the more so as
the connection with the root ‘to see’ will always have been clear to the
speakers. I can think of the following solution. The adjectives otvon-
etc. occur only in the dative and accusative. As the old nominative 1s
not known, we may suppose that it was *oivoy, and that the oblique
cases with -on- were retained in old formulae. I don’t think that this
is the correct explanation, as forms like npdownov, eEMxmy, yAavrdnig
are also very old and have generalized the long vowel. Thus, it is
improbable that -on- is an old ablaut form of &y. As regards Aiioy,
note that it does not have the development £ > s seen in npdécwnov,
which one expects in the case of a very old formation.?)

It has therefore been suggested that the forms with -on- are derived
from another word. Thus Sommer 1948, 119: “Es wire ja auch nicht
zu verstehen, warum oidon ... stets mit kurzem -o- erscheinen.” (As
far as I know, Sommer is the only one to posit the question and to
try and solve it.) Sommer suggests that -on- is a verbal noun, with the
same meaning as oy1g, ‘Anblick, Aussehen’. However, in this case, too,
I would expect lengthened grade, at least in the nominative, both
in the root noun itself and in compounds, cf. Skt. 'vg'tra-/uf ‘killer
of Vrtra’ < *-g®h¢n.%) Even more serious is that oy ‘face, eyes’ is the
verbal noun of this root. There is, of course, only one root noun of

8) Peters (1988, 377) thinks that npdownov beside pratikam shows that the old
nominative had lengthened grade. I don’t think that this is correct because I would
not know why the lengthened grade, which is quite normal in Sanskrit, would not
have been preserved (in pratyan). - Frisk, and Hamp 1973, 84f., suggest that in
Greek a form *prosik¥om was changed after @y. I don’t think that this is what
happened; cf. oninebo, where the 7 was not replaced.

%) Skt. nom. sg. an-ak contains *aks- ‘eye’, cf. anaksa-, which will have short
vowel because of the two consonants following.
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a given root possible. Germ. Gesicht can illustrate the semantics: it
meant ‘das Sehen’ and ‘der Anblick’ and (from the latter) ‘face’ (Kluge-
Seebold s.v.; Dutch gezicht still has all these variants of meaning).
Thus, this does not offer a solution. Finally, in the case of Ai8ion-,
which is the form that interests us, a meaning ‘einen verbrannten
Anblick bietend’ would hardly seem acceptable.

I think that a solution can be found in the following way. The form
that most resembles our type of adjectives is Skt. {vityanic-, -ic-
‘whitish® < *Euiti-hs(e)k®-. The meaning exactly fits that of the
Greek adjectives. In Avestan we have zairyanc-, zairic- ‘yellowish’. The
same root is found in Skt. pratyanc, -ic- < *proti-h; (e)ky-, ‘directed
towards’. What interests us is the nominative, pratyan (acc. praty-
anicam); Av. zairyas. For these forms a root asc- has been assumed,
but Riidiger Schmitt (1968) convincingly posited *proti-hsek™(-s),
with secondary nasal after the participles. The remarkable thing is that
the vowel in the nominative is short. That an original long vowel
would have been retained, is shown by apan ‘turned backward’, which
has its long vowel from contraction: *apa-Ha(n)k. This word type is
found in verbal government-compounds like Skt. havir-ad- ‘eating the
oblation’, nom. dru-sad ‘sitting in the tree’. I assume that the type is
old. (Note that if it is not old, and if the nominative had lengthened
grade, we would also expect *ai8iwy) Words of this type mean ‘-look-
ing’. This fits in very well with svityasic- and the Homeric adjectives:
‘white-looking’ can easily become ‘whitish’; ‘looking (like) wine’ is the
meaning of oivoy.!?)

This means that a form Aidi-oy could have existed, with the root
of ‘to see’ and with short -o-. However, a form of this type would
have had the meaning ‘looking burnt, burnt-ish’, which is not an
acceptable meaning. Such qualifications are stronger, not so cautious:
you call people ‘Redskins’ but not ‘looking red, a little red, reddish’.

10} Note that a first element in -0, whatever the form of the second element,
would give 6: -0-h;3(e/0)k™- > -6k®-. Thus we would expect *oivoy. The forms
must therefore be analogical after forms of which the first element ended in a
consonant. Cf. beside Skt. havir-dd-, madhv-dd-: amid- < ama-ad-. We have the
old contraction in Greek in ynpwotai < gheh ro-hied- (for ohe, ehjo > o cf.
dv-oya < *hje-hjog-, parallel to ehje > n as in 1 ‘he said’ < *hje-h eg-t, Rix
1976, 204, and Ao ‘I was < *hie-hyes-m); in ounotic the e-vocalism of the
root was restored, as in Lat. hérés (dissimilation with the previous 6 seems im-
probable to me; cf. innnporyds, eihfpeTpog). xnewotal is important in showing the
regular form. On these forms see Dunkel 1987 (with a different explanation of
the vocalism).
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Thus you can call Dutchmen Kaaskoppen (‘Cheese-heads’), but not
‘cheese-like’. And, again, aid(1)- does not mean ‘burnt’.

Further note that Greek has no words with -on- meaning ‘face’.

As to the Homeric adjectives, I would not exclude the possibility
that there existed non-Greek adjectives in -on-. Thus, fivon- has no
etymology, and it is hard to imagine an Indo-European pre-form:
if it had a F, as is assumed, *uén-, with lengthened grade, seems
to be excluded; so it should be *ueh;n(0)- (which is not impossible,
cf. xfigog < *ghehy-ro-, Lat. vérus < *ueh,-ro-). One could further
think of *uasno- < *uh,sno-. If it had no wau, it does not become
easier: *hjehino-. Ndpoy has no etymology either; a suggestion
was made above. It seems quite possible to me that Greek adopted
a few adjectives in -on- from a non-IE language; -on- in these
forms was then considered a form of on- ‘to see’; after which new
adjectives were formed with the suffix in its ‘new’ meaning. Note
that Chantraine (Dict. s.v.) thinks that edgbona contained on-
‘voice’, but that this was later interpreted as having the root ‘to see’.
We know that AiSioneg was so interpreted, and probably quite early
(see below).

In the case of Ai3ioneg it seems evident to compare the tribal names
(above nr 9, in section 5.1.), and these are of non-1E origin. We now
know that these names, or at least a number of them, had a labiovelar:
Myec. dorog- Adhomeg, Ero,q- ¥ 'Elhomneg (cf. ’EAdonia). (I don’t think
that one could accept the interpretation of Aokon- as ‘Trugauge’,
Landau 1958, 168). This means that Aitijog- fits into this group.

6. Conclusion for the linguistic analysis of Aithiopes; the Aithikes.
As far as the linguistic interpretation is concerned we can now draw
the following conclusions.

The element aid- means ‘bright, shining’ or ‘burning’; there is no
certain evidence for ‘burnt’. The element -i- is simply unexplained in
our form; there is no support for the interpretation as Caland-i. The
element -on- does not mean ‘face’, for in that case we expect -on-.
There were probably compounds in -on-, but their meaning, ‘-look-
ing’, does not fit Aid{ones.

Clearest is the comparison with aidoy. This form contains the same
elements, except the -1-, and means ‘bright, shining’. It is absolutely
unclear how the -1- in Aidiloy could change the meaning into ‘with
burnt face’. The only reason to assume this meaning is that the form
was interpreted in this way in antiquity. We now know, of course,
that such interpretations, whether they be folk etymologies or learned
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theories, are often wrong. In this case it seems evident that we are
dealing with a folk etymology.

On the other hand, it is evident to compare this name of a people
with other names of peoples in -on-. And these are of non-IE origin.
The form should not be considered out of its context (the names of
unknown peoples) because of its superficial resemblance with Greek
words.

It is generally stated that AiSi6nneg is an Augenblicksbildung for
the sake of the metre. We must now consider that it is an ancient
form, because of Myc. Metogeu /Metok™eus/ and Wonogewe /Woi-
nok®ewei/, which have -éu- after -ok®-. Note further MNavomneidg
(Iliad), and perhaps ’Enwnevg. At least there existed forms in -eus
from stems ending in -0k%-.

One is tempted to compare the form with the tribal name Al8xeg,
a people situated in the north-east of Thessaly (B 774).!1) Here again,
though this time we know nothing at all about its meaning, the word
has been derived from oi8w. Strangely enough, this is repeated in
Chantraine’s dictionary s.v. 1. goivi, where the form is analysed as
*aidhi- + -hsk™- ‘visage’. This is, of course, impossible as the labi-
ovelar could not have given -£ in this position in a Greek word.!2)
(See also section 2. above.) It is clear that this word must also be
considered in the context of other names of peoples in -ix-, the Téu-
pineg (of which we know nothing), and perhaps the Igaineg. Here,
too, we are dealing with non-Greek, probably non-IE names.

Now since both names are non-Indo-European, the question wheth-
er they are cognate receives a new perspective. We have seen in section
2. that in these loanwords a labiovelar may develop into & where this
does not happen in Indo-European forms. So % vs. 7 is not a problem.
For 7 vs. i0 one might think of :Ho vs. iH; the substratum language
may have had laryngeals or pharyngeals, which are a widespread
group of sounds, not specific for Indo-European. Another solution

11y They are further mentioned by Strabo VII 7, 8-9, IX 5.1, 12 and 19;
Plutarch Quaest. Gr. 13, 26; Steph. Byz. s.v. Aldwia. Strabo IX 5.12 says that they
have now disappeared (éxAelonévat), and explains that this means that “the peo-
ple vanished and their country has become utterly deserted, or else merely their
ethnic name no longer exists and their political organisation no longer remains
what is was.” Apparently nothing was known about their disappearance.

') A development to % before certain consonants (beside 7) has been con-
sidered. Lejeune 1972, 45 and 52 n.2 calls this possible, but there is no evidence
from inherited words except the gloss viypov, if from *nig?- ‘wash’, but before
r such a development is most improbable (cf. npiato, Myc. giriato).
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may be that io was weakend to 7 as for example Proto-Germanic
*.jaz became *-is in Gothic (e.g. Aairdeis). But 1 have not found
alternations of this kind in Greek substratum words.

Another possibility is that we have two different suffixes, -on- vs.
-~ added to the same root (or stem) Ai8(1)-. One might argue that
the agreement between the two names is too large to be a coincidence.
In the following I shall therefore consider the possibility that the
names referred to the same people, though this cannot be regarded as
certain. It is remarkable that, as far as I have seen, the assumed
(near-)identity of the names was not used for further conclusions
about the origin of the Aithiopes.

Bonfante (1941) thinks that the Aithikes had an Illyrian name, but
in Wilkes’ study of the Illyrians (1992) I noted about a hundred names
of peoples, none of which has a suffix -7k-.

7. In search of the real Aithiopes

7.1. Since the common etymology has been proven wrong, Aidionsg
is no longer just a word for ‘black’ or ‘negro’, but in all probability
the pre-Greek name of a real people. It seems clear that the name was
later interpreted as meaning ‘burnt-face’ and only after that had the
historical development which we can, with some difficulty, follow. The
situation up to now is as follows.

Lesky (1959; thus West in his edition of Hesiod’s Theogony, ad
985) has demonstrated that the Aithiopes were first a mythical people,
living on the Okeanos, and only later came to be located to the south
of Egypt. This mythical people probably lived in the east, it is main-
tained, because Poseidon coming home from the Aithiopes comes
from the east (¢ 283f.), and because the king of the Aithiopes,
Memnon (see below), was the son of Eos. Later Memnon is said to
come from Susa, which was founded by his father Tithonos (who is
mentioned A 1, & 1). For references I refer, beside Lesky, to Pietsch-
man in Pauly-Wissowa’s Realenzyklopidie.

Already in the Odyssea do we find attempts to locate the Aithiopes
on the map as a real people. I call this the post-mythical stage. In Od.
5 83ff. we find Menelaos recounting his visit to Cyprus, Phoenicia,
the Egyptians, the Aithiopes, the Sidonians and the Eremboi, and
Libya. This is a strange order of countries and peoples, but it is given
as a kind of reality.

A further, much debated statement about the Aithiopes is a 23f.,
where it says: Aidionag, tol diyda dedatlatar, EoYXUTOL AVOQE@V, Ol HEV
dusopévou "Yrneplovog, ot 8 dviovrog. It has been proposed that this
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is based on pure logical speculation. Black-faced people live where the
sun comes closest to the earth, that is in the extreme east, where the
sun rises; but also in the extreme west, where the sun sets. The origin
of the idea of two groups of Aithiopes is perhaps given in the ‘ad-
struction’ given in a 24. It is reasoned in the same line that, as the sun
rises from the (flat) earth, in the extreme east, the moming must be
the hottest period (Hdt. 3, 104). This interpretation of the text makes
it probable that by this time the Greeks interpreted the word Aithiopes
as ‘Burnt-Faces’, because the whole reasoning is based on it. So far
Lesky’s article.

Now as it has been shown that the etymology is only a folk ety-
mology, there must have been an earlier stage at which there were
Aithiopes who were not black-faced and therefore did not live in the
extreme east. Thus, the question arises if we can find the real
Aithiopes, of the pre-mythical stage. It goes without saying that what
follows from this point on is highy speculative.

I have already stated (section 6) the name must most probably be
compared with the other names of peoples in -on-. These are found
in north and north-western Greece. That peoples in this region could
become mythical is shown by the Centaurs. The case of the Amazons
may not be too different: they appear to have been a real people that
once lived in Asia Minor, in Thrace or in southern Russia.

We have already pointed to the Ai¥ixeg and considered the possi-
bility that they were the Aithiopes.

Perhaps we have actual evidence for Aithiopes in classical Greece.
Pietschman (RE s.v. Memnon, p.645f.) mentions the name for
Lesbos, Samothrake, Rhodes and Cyprus. I am not in a position to
check these data. It may be noted that they have never been studied
with the idea that they could point to a historical tribe of Aithiopes.
In the next section we shall consider the figure of Memnon.

7.2. The Aithiopis; Memnon. If the Aithiopes once were a real peo-
ple, one might reconsider the story of the Aithiopis: Memnon, king
of the Aithiopes, comes to the aid of Troy, but is killed by Achilles.
It is argued that the Aithiopis may contain stories that are as old as
or older than that of the Iliad (Kullmann 1960, 226, 379 et passim;
Edwards 1991, 17ff.,, 62, 140, et passim). I find it rather surprising
that the Aithiopes are called in as a fighting force unless they were a
real people.

Memnon is called their king. As far as I can see this has never been
questioned. I mean, one might suppose that there was a hero which
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could well be employed in the Trojan war, but that he had no famous
people to bring with him, so that the Aithiopes were just allotted to
him. A hero with a further unknown people seems to have been no
problem: but for Achilles we might never have heard about the Myr-
midons.

Memnon seems to have been well-known. He is mentioned A 522,
the fact that he killed Antilochos is implied in & 188. His armour seems
to have been very famous, more so than that of Achilles’ (Pietschman
s.v.; Edwards 1991, 19, referring to Virgil).

We have a mention that Memnon was killed in an ambush by the
Thessalians (FGrHist II 441£., from Kephalion). Pietschman calls this
story “ganz abseitig”, which is of course correct, but exactly for that
reason it is worth of attention. Does it mean that Memnon was “orig-
inally” killed in a war in Thessaly?

Memnon’s brother was "Hpadiov (Hes. Th. 9841£.). It seems evident
to connect this (and perhaps we should say, Hesiod did that) with the
country "Hpodin, which is mentioned = 226 and lies to the north of
Pieria, i.e. in Macedonia. One might think that this implies that the
Aithiopes of Memnon lived next to his brother.

So it could be argued that Memnon was a hero who fought Achilles
in northern Greece. If he was king of the Aithiopes, they would also
have lived in northern Greece. (And the identification with the
Aithikes would confirm this.)

7.3. Myc. Aitijoq-. In Mycenaean a man called Aitijog- is mentioned
in the Pylos tablets. He was not just a slave, but holder of a piece of
land (kitimena kotona). Until now there were two possibilities. Either
he was a mythical Aithiopian, which seems out of the question, or he
was a real Ethiopian. The latter possibility seems quite improbable to
me. In the first place, it is quite improbable that an Ethiopian would
have come to live in the Peloponnesus, and have a position of some
status there. Moreover, the whole scenario is improbable: it would
mean that the Mycenaeans used the word for Ethiopians; that the
name later came to stand for a mythical people at the end of the world;
and that, after Homer, this name accidentally again came to be used
for the Ethiopians. This scenario is not absolutely impossible, but it
does not seem probable. (There is a name Aiguptios in Knossos. I do
not know whether this means that an Egyptian came to live in Crete,
but if so this is still quite different from an Ethiopian in the Pelopon-
nese. Perhaps it was the name of somebody who visited Egypt.) So I
think that his name means that he belongs or belonged to the tribe of
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the Aithiopes, in Thessaly or farther to the north. Note that we also
have an AT, a Adroy, a Mégoy. If this is right, we have found at
least one original Aithiopian.

7.4. Alternative views. The oldest statements about the Ethiopians,
in Homer, comprise three, or rather two things: they are the €oyatot
avdp®dv, they live on the Okeanos (these two points being identical),
and the gods visit them to eat there. If we accept their position as a
‘fact’, the question arises why the gods visit them. In recent handbooks
I have not found an answer to this question, which has always puzzled
me. There are perhaps two aspects that are surprising: why do the
Greek gods go so far away (which they never do on other occasions),
and additionally all together? It is important to note here that the
latter holds true only in the Iliad (A 423, ¥ 206), not in the Odyssey
(o 22ff., € 282 and 287), where only Poseidon visits them (the only
other place 1s & 84, where Menelaos’ visit to them is mentioned). I
assume that the Iliad has the older picture. A visit of all the gods
together is certainly quite remarkable and requires an explanation;
that a single god visits a far away land is much less unusual.

Stephanie West in her comment on a 22 says that it was their
righteousness (rettitudine) which owed them the friendship of the
gods. Their righteousness, however, is not stressed in Homer (the
adjective apdpov is in fact very flat), and Romm (1992, 49{f., esp.
53f.) precisely denies that the Aithiopes were praised for their high
morals. Romm himself (p.51) thinks that the fact that they lived at
the edges of the world meant that they lived in an almost paradisiac
land and that “this prosperity forms the bond that ties Olympians and
Ethiopians together, and thus the sharing of feasts by the two societies
must be seen, at least in part, as a celebration of shared values.” 1
don’t think that this is the basic explanation; there were more pros-
perous peoples, and it is not clear that this was a sufficient reason for
their visits. If one would think of such a general consideration, I would
rather propose that it is typical of a paradisiac land, not only that
there is prosperity and no sorrows, but also that you can meet the
gods there (see below on the Phaeacians).

I found a much more convincing, because more straightforward and
‘down to earth’, explanation in Wikén, 1937, 18. He discusses the
point that the Garden of the Hesperides, which lies beyond Okeanos,
is the garden of the gods, and then adds: “Zu ihren nichsten
Nachbarn diesseits des Okeanos, den Aithiopen ..., kommen die Got-
ter zum Essen.” This explanation seems to me quite obvious. It ex-
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plains both remarkable aspects: the gods simply are in the neighbour-
hood, so they do not have to go far away (that is, especially to visit
the Aithiopes), and the gods are all there.

That this is the explanation seems to be proved by a passage in
Homer himself. In the passage quoted Wikén added (after Aithiopes)
“und die Phaiaken”. We don’t have to go into speculations about the
Phaeacians but we can simply read n 201 ff.: the gods used to eat with
us and did not hide themselves, énel oo éyyidev eipév, (dg nep
Kdnlonég 1e xal dyoe @dra Tydviwv.)'?) The Phaeacians, like the
Aithiopes, lived at the end of the world, cf. { 203 ff.: (naha yag pirot
adavatoion) oixéopev 8 dmavevde nolvrAiote Evi oV, Eoxatol The
Aithiopes are also called Eoxatot avdpdv.

This observation may have consequences for the question of the
eastern and western Aithiopes, for the garden of the Hesperides
lies in the west. In general, “the archaic and early classical era
could not see very far into the East” (Romm 1992, 78) and looked
west. The indications that the Aithiopes lived in the east are not very
convincing, and all date from after the time (i.e. the Odyssey) when
they were located in the west and the east. - If one again takes into
account that the Aithikes may be identical with the Aithiopes, one
might argue that the Aithiopes/Aithikes lived in the north-west of
Greece, near the coast, which may well have been the place where
Okeanos was thought to begin: it was clearly the end of the world for
some time.

The question becomes more complicated when we realize that there
is evidence that peoples and places have been brought from the east
to the west. Thus, the island Aia, which is put in the west by Homer,
is said to lie where Eos has her house and where Helios rises (n 3f.),
which irrefutably points to an eastern location. Here I come to a point
where I must leave the questions to others, as I am not competent in
these matters. I only note that the question of eastern and western
Aithiopes may find its answer in this connection.!*)

) The phrase “because we are close to the gods” is mostly taken metaphori-
cally, but the text, which says that somebody of the Phaeacians, when walking
alone, could meet a god, proves to my mind that it must be taken in a local sense.
(The next line, n 206, “like the Cyclopes and the ... Gigantes” is probably a
later addition to the story; see the comments by Hainsworth on £ 5ff. and n 54-66
and 58ff.)

14y If the Aithiopes lived in northem Greece, one may consider the possibility
that they lived on the west and on the east coast.
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8. Summary. 1 tried to demonstrate that ai3- means ‘bright’ or ‘burn-
ing’ but not ‘burnt’; that there is no support for the explanation of the
-1- of AiSion- as a Caland-: (there is no other explanation); and that
-on- does not mean ‘face’. As the idea that the Aithiopes lived in the
extreme east (and west) where the sun rises (and goes down), at the
hottest places of the earth, is probably derived from the etymology
which now proves to be a folk etymology, we are left with the name
of a people called Aithiopes (of which the meaning 1s unknown). As
names of peoples in -on- are found in northern Greece, it seems
probable that the Aithiopes were in origin a ‘normal’ people living in
that area. The story of the Aithiopis, about a king Memnon of the
Aithiopes fighting Achilles might have a reminiscence of that people.
Myc. Aitijog-, in Pylos, may be a man originating from these Aithio-
pes rather than an Ethiopian.

It is further suggested (following Wikén) that the visits of the gods
to the Aithiopes are explained by the fact that the gods had their
garden, the Garden of the Hesperides, at the other side of Okeanos.
This might point to a location of the Aithiopes in the west. It is then
reminded that there is evidence that peoples and places were moved
from the east to the west.
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