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BARBORA MACHAJDIKOVA & VACLAV BLAZEK
(COMENIUS UNIVERSITY & MASARYK UNIVERSITY)

UT HIRPUS SATIETUR HIRCUSQUE
INTEGER SERUETUR

The purpose of the present article is to offer a new solution of an old etymological puzzle,
the mutual relation of Samnite (h)irpus ,,wolf* and Latin (h)ircus/*(h)irquus ,,he-goat“, as
well as Sabine fircus ,, he-goat*, in reality perhaps of Faliscan origin. The new etymology
is based on the model of the relation of predator and prey, similarly to the case of Sanskrit
chagabhojin- ,, wolf™, lit. , buck-eater*, concretely (h)ircus / *(h)irquus ,, he-goat ™ < *y/(y)
erk*os, versus (h)irpus ,, wolf* < *(h)irp(p)os < *(h)irpVpos <*y/(y)erk*Vpos, originally
., buck-catcher*, cf. Latin apiscor I reach after, take, seize, get possession of*, adipiscor
.. L arrive, reach, attain by effort, get, obtain, acquire, get possession of* < *H ep-. The ex-
ternal cognates, namely Hieroglyphic Luwian irwa- , gazelle*, Greek Copkdg (Herodotus),
Cop& (Callimachus) ,,roe, gazelle*, Middle Welsh iwrch ,,roebuck*, Old Cornish yorch pl.
‘caprea’, Middle Breton yourch, Breton yourc’h ,,roebuck* and probably Galatian iopkog
(Oppianus), {opkeg, Wopkeg (Hesychius), support the reconstruction with *y-.

Keywords: Etymology, compound, Samnite (%)irpus ,,wolf*, Latin (h)ircus ,he-buck®,
predator, prey, external cognates.

In the unique lexicographical opus De verborum significatu by Verri-
us Flaccus from the time of Augustus, partially preserved thanks to cita-
tions by Sextus Pompeius Festus probably from the 2nd cent. CE and Pau-
lus Diaconus from the 8th cent. CE, there is recorded the Samnite form
(h)irpus with -p- and the meaning ,,wolf*, while in Latin (h)ircus/*(h)irquus
,he-goat® is attested with (labio?)velar and the meaning ,,he-goat®, leaving
aside the problematic Sabine fircus ,,he-goat“!, where the labiovelar cannot

Samnite irpus (PAUL. FEST. 93, 25); ipmog (STR. V, 4.12) ,,wolf*, against Latin hircus
he-goat™ (PLAUT. CASS. 550), with the variant ircus (QUINT. I, 5.20) and Sabine
fircus with hypercorrect /~ (VARRO LING. 5.97), besides Latin (h)irquitallus, known
from definitions Airquitalli pueri primum ad virilitatem accedentes, a libidine scilicet
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be expected, if it is really Sabine, i.e. the language of the Osco-Umbrian
affiliation. All forms can be derived from *g*erk”os (~ °%kwos) or *¢"erk*os
(~ °kwos) or *(y)erk”os as well, because the 4- may be non-etymological.?
The semantic difference has been solved by the smallest semantic denomi-
nator, the hypothetical primary meaning ,,hairy*, especially if there is at our
disposal the apparently similar adj. hirtus3 ,,rough, shaggy, bristly, prickly*.
But why are only ,,he-goat™ and ,,wolf* explicitly ,,hairy*? For instance, the
,bear is more hairy than the ,,wolf*, while the ,,hedgehog® or the ,,boar*
have more marked bristle. A more intelligible relation between ,,wolf** and
,he-goat® is expressed by the relation of predator and prey, similarly to
the case of Sanskrit chagabhojin- ,,wolf*, lit. ,buck-eater*4. If the Pro-
to-Italic form is reconstructed as *y/yerk”os® ,,he-goat, buck*, continuing in
Latin (h)ircus, *(h)irquus, then Samnite *(h)irpus ,,wolf* is derivable from
the compound *y/yerk*Vpos > *hirpVpos > *hirp(p)os, where the latter
component *-Vpo- may be a derivation of the verb attested in Latin apiscor
,»l reach after, take, seize, get possession of*, adipiscor ,,I arrive, reach,
attain by effort, get, obtain, acquire, get possession of** (< *H ep-; see LIV
237), hence ,,wolf* =, the one who seizes bucks®. These implications rep-
resent the limits of internal etymology within the Italic languages.

The next step leading to verification of some of the variant reconstruc-
tions should be based on external comparison with other branches of In-
do-European. A convenient candidate for a cognate outside Italic may be
Hieroglyphic Luwian irwa- ,,gazelle*, known from the inscription from

hircorum dicti, and irquitallus puer, qui primo virilitatem suam experitur, originally
perhaps ,,youngster resembling young he-goat™“? (PAUL. FEST. 90.1, and 93.11), and
the adj. hircinus/hirquinus ,,of a goat, goat’s” (HOR. Sat. 1, 4.19). The hypercorrect
/- in Faliscan is discussed e.g. by WALLACE & JOSEPH: (1991: 91). MACHAJDIKOVA
(2012) has demonstrated that languages ascribed as sources of glosses in De verborum
significatu, are frequently wrong. In this perspective, fircus may in fact be of Faliscan
and not Sabine origin.

Cf. Latin haurié ,,I draw water, drain, drink up; spill, shed, vs. Old Icelandic ausa id.
< *H eus-.

Cf. HOR. epod. 12, 5: ...an gravis hirsutis cubet hircus in alis ...

4 MyLIUS (1988: 309). Cf. also Hindi bheriya ,,wolf*, formed from bhera ,,sheep™ (M.
KUMMEL, p.c.).

The primary *e was probably preserved in the archaic compound Lupercus, the epi-
thet of Faunus, where the first component is apparently Latin /upus ,,wolf** (Jordan
1879: 164). It is possible to add another remarkable compound, now with the com-
ponent ,,he-goat in the first position: hircoceruus ,,deer, stag* (BOET. AR. INT. PR. I,
300).

6 HAWKINS (2000: 483—84). On comparison with the Italic zoonyms here discussed -
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Hisarcik from the 8th cent. BCE. The word can be derived from both
*yerk”o- (~ °kwo-) and *g'erk*o- (~ °kwo-). An analogous development in
the case of the velar anlaut is well-documented in the common Anatolian
term ,hand“’: Cuneiform Luwian is(sa)r(i)- and Hieroglyphic Luwian
i-sa-tara/i- /istri-/, Lycian izre/i- versus Hittite kissar id. < *g"esr®. The
development of labiovelars is analogous in Cuneiform Luwian walwa/i-,
Lydian walwe- ,lion*, against Hittite walkuwa- ,,monstrosity” < *w/k"o-,
bearing the meaning ,,wolf* in non-Anatolian IE languages®.

The Anatolian data admit both primary initials, *y- and *g"-. Deci-
sive may be hypothetical Greek and Celtic counterparts that were com-
pared with Latin (h)ircus already by RIBEZzO (1930: 73f). Greek (opkdg
(HDT. 1V, 192), {6pE (CALL. Artem. 97) ,roe, gazelle® reflect the proto-
form *pork-, while Middle Welsh iwrch, pl. (i)yrch, ieirch, iyrchot ,roe-
buck®, f. yorch, Old Cornish yorch pl. ‘caprea’, Middle Breton yourch, Bre-
ton yourc’h ,,roebuck® and probably Galatian fopxog (Opp. CYN. 11, 296),
{opxeg, (HSCH. 770 Schmidt), fvpxeg (HSCH. 783 Schmidt) have been de-
rived from Proto-Celtic *yorkos. But Middle Welsh iwrch, Galatian fupxeg
and the Gaulish woman’s name /urca (CIL XII, 96) indicate a root-vowel
*u. The Celtic protoform *yurko- can be explained by the metathesis of
vowels from expected *yorku- under the influence of another Celtic zo-
onym *turko- ,,boar, reconstructed on the basis of Middle Welsh twrch,
pl. tyrch(-ot), Middle Cornish torch gl. ‘magalis’, Middle Breton tourch,
Breton tourc’h id., Old Irish torc, nom. pl. tuirc, acc. pl. turcu id. The hypo-
thetical Celtic protoform *yorku- is compatible only with the variant of the
Italo-Anatolian isogloss reconstructed as *yerkwo-. It is the same relation
between the apophonic grades as between Greek 66pv ,,wood* and Slavic
*dervo ,,wood*. It is possible to support the reconstruction *yerkwos, and
not *¢"erkwos, also by the rule of the incompatibility of mediae aspiratae
and tenues within one root°.
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RESUME

V predkladaném ¢lanku si v§imame staré etymologické hadanky, ktera dodnes neni uspo-
kojive vysvétlena. V dile De verborum significatu od Verria Flacca z doby Augustovy, které
se zachovalo alespon ¢astecné diky excerpcim Sexta Pompeia Festa snad z 2. st. a Paula
Diacona z 8. st., se objevuje na jedné stran¢ samnitska forma (h)irpus s -p- a vyznamem
,»vIk®, na stran¢ druhé latinské (h)ircus/*(h)irquus s (labio?)velarou, plus problematické sa-
binské fircus ,kozel“, v némz bychom velaru neéekali. Poc¢atecni f~ na misté s- a (labio)
velara na misté -p- sv€déi spise o faliském ptvodu glosy. Z hypotetické praformy *g’erk*os
(~ °kwos) ¢i *g"erk*os (~ °kwos) nebo také *(y)erk*os, nebot’ h- nemusi byt etymologické,
1ze skute¢né odvodit jak samnitské (h)irpus, tak latinské *(h)irquus. Vyznamovy rozdil byva
fesen ,,nejmensim spoleénym sémantickym jmenovatelem®, hypotetickym prvovyznamem
»~chlupaty*, ktery navic nese podobné zn&jici adj. hirtus. Pro¢ ale zrovna ,kozel“ a ,,vIk*
jsou témi ,,chlupatymi*“? Napf. ,,medveéd* je jisté chlupatéjsi nez ,,vlk“. Explicitn&jsi sou-
vislost mezi ,,vlkem* a ,kozlem“ vyjadiuje vztah predator a jeho koFist, obdobné jako
napt. v sanskrtském chagabhojin- ,,vIk*, doslova ,,pojidac¢ kozla“. Pokud vyjdeme z italické
praformy *y/(v)erk*os ,kozel*, pokracujici v latinském (h)ircus, *(h)irquus, samnitské *(h)
irpus ,,vlk* je odvoditelné ze slozeniny *y/yerk"Vpos > *hirpVpos > *hirp(p)os, kde dru-
ha slozka *-Vpo- mize byt derivatem slovesa dolozeného v latinském apiscor ,,uchopuji®,
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adipiscor ,,dosahuji, dostihuji* (< *H ep-), tedy ,,vlk™ = ,ten, kdo se zmocfiuje kozla®. AZ
sem lze dojit vnitini etymologii na italické pude. Potvrzeni je tfeba hledat v dalsich indo-
evropskych vétvich. Vhodnym kandidatem muze byt hieroglyficko-luvijské irwa- ,,gazela®,
znamé z napisu z Hisarciku z 8. st. pt. Kr. Slovo 1ze odvodit z praformy *yerk*o- (~ °kwo-) ¢i
*Sherk”o- (~ °kwo-). Analogicky vyvoj v pfipadé€ velarniho anlautu je dobie zdokumentovan
v anatolském slové ,,ruka®: klinopisné luvijské is(sa)r(i)- a hieroglyficko-luvijské i-sa-ta-
ra/i- /istri-/, lykijské izre/i- oproti hetitskému kissar id. < *g"esr°. Vyvoj labiovelary je pak
analogicky klinopisnému luvijskému walwa/i-, lydskému walwe- ,,lev* oproti hetitskému
walkuwa- ,,obludnost™ < *w/k*o-, znamenajici ,,vIk* v neanatolskych ie. jazycich. Anatolsky
material tedy pfipousti ob& vychozi inicidly, *- i *g"-. Rozhodujici feSeni miize nabidnout
fecky a keltsky material, ktery do souvislosti s latinskym (%)ircus uvedl uz Ribezzo (1930).
Recké Coprdc (Hérodotos), (opé (Kallimachos) ,,srna, gazela® odrazi praformu *york-, za-
timco stiedovel§ské iwrch, pl. (i)yrch, ieirch, iyrchot ,,stnec”, f. yorch, starokornské yorch
pl. ‘caprea’, stiedobretonské yourch, bretonské yourc’h ,,srnec” a ziejmé galatské {opxog
(Oppianos), topkeg, wpkeg (Hesychios), byvaji odvozovany z prakeltského *vorkos. Ale
stiedovel§ské iwrch, galatské fvpreg a galské zenské jméno lurca (CIL XII, 96) ukazuji
spise na kofenovy vokal *u. Keltska praforma *yurko- mohla vzniknout zdménou vokalt
z *yorku- pod vlivem keltského slova *turko- ,.kanec*, jez se rekonstruuje na zaklad¢ stfe-
dovelsského twreh, pl. tyrch(-ot), sttedokornského forch gl. ‘magalis’, stfedobretonského
tourch, bretonského tourc’h id., staroirského torc, nom. pl. tuirc, acc. pl. turcu id. Hypotetic-
ka keltska praforma *yorku- je slucitelna pouze s variantou italicko-anatolské izoglosy re-
konstruované v podobé *yerkwo-. Jde o stejny pomér ablautovych stupnd jako mezi feckym
dopv ,,dievo™ a slovanskym *dervo ,,dfevo. Ve prospéch rekonstrukce *yerkwos, a nikoliv
*Sherkwos, hovoti i pravidlo inkompatibility, které ¥ika, ze v ramci indoevropského koifene
je nepfipustnd piitomnost znélych aspirovanych a neznélych okluziv.
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