THE WELL OF BAGHLAN
by ILYA GERSHEVITCH
The title of the monograph reviewed in the present article* is some-

what misleading.."["he. inscription to which it refers is neither of Kaniska
nor belongs to his reign. It is a building inscription of the early part‘ of

Huvigka’s reign, set up at the entrance of the acropolis of Baylan in order to

;c;rl?:ner;lgfte the digging of a well and the “‘circumvallation” of the acro-
» which operations had been “ "
polis, writte[.r)l s e ordered by a “lord of the marches” whose
These facts, recognized by Henning in BSOAS XXIII 1g60.
47-55, and. confirmed in respect of the well by the subsequent discove ; c?fp.
well opposite the spot where the inscription had been found, have remriines
unknowp to Gobl who, working in Vienna and Strasbom:g (p. 5), states
(pl.. 13 with n. 15} that he lacked access to that article. The only i1:1f0r‘matio
Gabl }}as on the contents of the inscription is derived from Hl:unbach’n
fatlltasnc translation of it as a hymn to Mithra, which Benveniste ha;
g::];g;d uncompromisingly in J4s. 1961, 140, the present reviewer in
s aidXP}I(;’L'Igﬁq, 133 seqq. (which review will be referred to below as
G(‘jbi . ing in ZDMG {965, 75 seq. (an article which admittedly
6bl could not have seen at the time of writing).1 As Humbach’s translation
fallef:l to convince even Gobl, who in any case abstains from linguistic dis-
cussion, the author found himself reduced to writing his monograph
w:.tl'.zout as much as an inkling of what the inscription is about Suclg1 dPs -
ab1¥1ty' he is, however, far from considering a disadvantage. On t};e contral i
behevmg,‘ in bis ignorance of the breakthrough achieved, that Iraniani?t(s’
are at their w1.ts’ end in respect of the contents, he expres.;es the hope that
his own contribution as that of an epigraphist, numismatist, and historian
unencumbered with linguistic prejudice, will provide others ‘with a broader
an(‘:l safer basis for the discussion of linguistic problems. He also offers
guidance to Iranianists as to where else they might find enlightenment
the tenor of the inscription (see the last paragraph of this review), -

* Robert G&bl, Die drei Version 1
» Die dr. en der Kamitka-Tnschrift von Surkh Kot
a};d 17 plates. Ostcrn?xch.lsche Akademie der Wissenschaften, Phil -H? d'f? o,
en]:schnften 88/1, Wien, 1965, ' s Klasse.
refer eis tthe I_];aglr_latlo'n of Henning's two articles on the subject does not overla
poter € to Henning in the present review will be simply by page number. Wh e
aricq 1s quoted the reference is to his article in ¥ds. 1958, 145 segq - e
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The problem which essentially engages Gobl's attention is the epi-
graphic relation between the three versions of the inscription. One is in-~
scribed on a monolith, and has therefore been called M; the other two, A
and B, were cut into composite surfaces consisting respectively of 21 and 32
stone blocks. M was discovered, face downwards, to the right of the steps
leading into the acropolis and facing the well. The inscribed blocks which
had made up A and B, however, were found inside the very well whose
construction their text commemorates, having been used for lining its
interior with complete disregard of the positions they had occupied in
respect of each other at the time when the text was inscribed across them.
By correctly joining photographs of the inscribed sides of the blocks,
Benveniste was able to recover the text of the two versions, which he pub-
lished in the article quoted above. Although the two disrupted versions are
largely identical with M, one is shorter than M by one sentence, the other
by two, the sentences additional to the latter consisting mainly of proper
names of which none hitherto identified in the former is absent from M.
From this situation Benveniste drew the logical conclusion that the shortest
version must have been the eartiest of the three, which is why he lzbelled
it A,

G&bl rejects this conclusion without even mentioning the reason
which prompted it. There is, he maintains, an epigraphic evolution which
he terms “slant’’ 2 leading from B to A and thence to M, in that A displays
a mare careful ductus, a straighter alignment, and a more regular spacing
than B, while M is as good as perfect in all three respects. This “slant”” is
taken by Gobl as proof that B was written before, and not after, A.

Such 2 conclusion Gabl could hardly have reached had he been aware
of what is common knowledge, viz. that the words which in B are additional
to A are mostly proper names that reoccur in M. But even on his own,
epigraphic premise the conclusion makes no sense. For on p. 20 he rightly
states: “That M and A, viewed individually, are each due to a single hand
is certain, but it is possible that the writer [i.e. stone-cutter, 1.G.] of A was
also the one of M; by contrast, B seems to have been cut by a quite different
hand.” Does it not follow from this obvious observation that although M
may at a stretch be regarded as an “epigraphic evolution” of A, neither of
them can have evoived from B as far as writing-technique is concerned?

Clearly so narrow an epigraphic approach is no match for a commeon-
sense judgement based on consideration of contents. Benveniste’s relative
chronology remains unshaken, since it not only agrees with the relative
length of the three versions, but despite Gdbl is not contradicted even by

the epigraphic “‘slant’” he sees in them.

2 The German word Gobl uses is “Gefille”, which he explains on p. 20, 0. 23
as meaning “evolution”™ (*'. . , Gefille meint hier eine Entwicklung und nicht mehr.”
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. Benveniste, however, had defined his chronology beyond mere rela-
tivity, and in a way which a recent article by Schiumbesger in Fds
_1964, 303 seqq., issued at the same time as G6bl’s monograph makcs;
it clear.ralscs serious rmisgivings. According to Benveniste the well ,fell intg
d;.srel.)alr at some time after A had been set up. The officials concerneLd
with its restoration, wishing their names to be recorded in the inscriptig
had the whole of it mscribed afresh on the blocks forming B wherepu 0“’
the blocks of A could be used as materials for rebuilding th(:! well Sibn
sequently the well again fell in need of repair; this time the text of-B wa.;

Schl.umberger accepts Benveniste’s hypothesis, as I had done in RH
But. he is understandably puzzled by the repetition of the procedure-
CUrtous even at a single occurrence, of using all the blocks of ap obsoleté
VEIs1on to restore the very well whose original building the version had once
proclaimed. To reduce the difficuity Schlumberger suggests that A and B
may have bleen set up simultaneously in two distinct places of the facade of

lt)he acropolis, in which case only one restoration of the well would need to
€ postulated. With this assumption, however, the fact that the B version

restoration at ali,

It is here that Gobl unwittingly plays the deus ex maching to Schlum-
berger. For convinced as he is that M had evolved from B via A, he argues
that B and A were but trials executed on easily quarriable block,s in order
to practise on cheap material the best shape, spacing, and a]ig;xmcnt of
Ietters,.as well as testing the most suitable wording (“Textgestaltung”)
before irrevacably cutting the monolith, valuable on account of its unusuai

into which drafts could be cut; immediately after serving this purpose the
walls were .pulled down, and the blocks Put to “any secondary use, not
necessarily in the last place where they were discovered” (my italics),

1 A vaiid argument he i is Vi i
; quotes in support of this view as far as B 1
the mis-spelling d; i iska’ i i 4 g 18
by P € discovered by him of Kanigka's name as kaOMPNPKi in line 3 of that
-4 “Sie sind hernach gleich in eine helighi i i i
ebige (nicht unbedingt die ] i
gefuzjlden wurden} sekundire Verwendung gekommen™, p. 22, g cle letate, wo sie
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The advantage of this conclusion over Benveniste's may seem to lie
merely in its meeting Schlumberger’s desire to reduce the number of
supposed restorations of the well from two to one. In fact there is much
more to it, or rather to one part of it, Suitably modified, and stripped of the
words we have printed in italics, Gébl's conclusion provides the answer not
only to the questions which Schlumberger did ask, but also to a vital one
which he failed to raise. The distinguished archaeologist took it for granted
that the A and B versions of the inscription referred to 2 well whose criginal
lining had long been completed by the time the blocks of A and B were torn
from the array in which they had stood whilst they were being inscribed.
He was therefore obliged to make room, as it were, for the inscribed blocks
inside the well by assuming that the original lining had fallen into disrepair.
But if the disruption of the two versions took place not only shortly after
they had been carved, as Gobl suggests, but also before the well had received
its original lining, as Gébl did not envisage, then the archaeologically un-
necessary postulate of restoration will not be required by the presence of
inscribed blocks inside the well either.

One may then go further, and declare that what Gébl calls the “secon-
dary use” of the blocks was in fact the primary: the blocks were not quarried
for the purpose of being inscribed, and the employment of all 53 of them as
lining material was no freak of accident: the blocks were destined from the
beginning to line the well, and were brought for this purpose to the site
where the well was being dug; while they lay on the site, somebody thought
of building with them two temporary walls to serve as writing surfaces; as
soon as the digging of the well had been completed, the walls were pulled
down, and the blocks, which had meanwhile been inscribed, went to line
the well.

This hypothesis fits the circumstances, but rests, as we have seen, on
a conclusion which G&bl drew from a wrong premise. Fortunately the
correction of G6bl’s preliminary mistake does not compel us to reject that
part of his conclusion on which our hypothesis rests. We have seen that in
Gobl’s opinion the hand of A and M may be the same. If this identity can
be confirmed by evidence more valid than mere opinion, Gobl’s excellent
idea that the two provisional walls were pulled down soon after they had
been inscribed will no longer depend on his unacceptable premise that one
of them had served as practising ground for further trial on the other. A
trial would indeed have taken place, but not in the sense urged by Gébl: the
two versions, A and B, would have been written by craftsmen wishing, or
told, not to practise and improve their skill, as Gabl imagines, but to give
proof of what skill they already possessed to employers uncertain whom to

trust with the cutting of the valuable monolith. The result of the competi-
tion. would have been that the monolith was entrusted to the cutter, or
cutters, of A. We shall see that on this assumption the problem presented
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by the greater length of B in res i
pect of A, and of M
oy the gre in respec/t of B, becormnes
1.3ut were A and M really cut by the same hand? To answer this
question we must go beyond G&bl’s all too narrow terms of reference, ang
consider the contents of the three versions. It will he necessary ﬁr‘st of
all to ‘quote.at le.a.st the text of M (which apart from spelling variants is, y
t0 §8 inclusive, identical with the whole of A, their “signature” being ,alsg
the sa.me} a.md the form which its ninth paragraph takes in B (which apart
frorn its s:gn_ature” ends with that paragraph, the preceding eight display.
fnglonly speiling differences from M). The presence of monograms will be
indicated by means of the abbreviation mg.
§l. g180 e Alo po x &
woPopye it avnpko oawvivio Bayodayyo aibo 1 Bayo pao Kiovn b
§2. TaBoo kelio popSupgo po A
a6 ot By F:,-r o ue Aifo gpodyipbo Tadnie pavapo afo vioro XoTo

§3. o8c kaABo ago A UO JIVEIVO 18
oo po @ 11po gTado TaBo 1 Paye Sago 1 vaparuo

§4. TaBo aPo Apage oaoTvis fapo avBnic oo ua Mo mBopryse

§3. Ta xardo vokiov{oke 1 kapak,
PEAPAYYO 1 pperyoadnoyo xibe paigtaing
:cxg ;3 chyovouplc‘:] t AoryoBooapo 1 Fiioyapyo aropycro xibo q:ctpg o:a‘rrongoaﬁ:
acopapyava wlfgoydoucyyo mibe | 1wyo obo
vt e B > ¥ Vipga xpovo veigave pllao paio

§6. Tudnio uer Ao wol?poyaro Tob
Ma eno oabo kavdo oTno aPo olooagT
Bornio miSe avaryye o oidhpdo avove afo na Mo pliapo Kopove c:[%cc;q3 Ba yi(omo °

§7. 080 xahbavs ago Apolivo wivavo et
po Boonio TaBavo 1 {3 18
Ha ppoyoapovdnio otavo pa Ale pax m&lopryanto Pys ago s vop tedo

§8. ornto awaoke po sabo oy prid
PrYo x1pfo cABapyo wetabo 190 aTo w5
sabo mibaive o Prpryo vopouyo pa A2% fe xovle wopooaTo ° e
§9. oTo et1o po oado oo HHapro yipyopave kipbo auo Boplonpe auo ko2 {yap-

Kl TOUpS o agTiAcyew
q)upougm Qyavgeryt auo vexBoviiki kapohpoyye Hepnye ™o 1 yooline

1Ju:mfrlr?g.‘2n:m:: Enouave voByTo oo miupaBpave apo Poplonuporroupo mg, cuvpa-
In the B version §9 reads: oo o oabo Bop?
w[o]upo veoTAc®yavieyo vokov{ki chpu:pﬂ’)’)/t uui:F;/: ;;:;ZOXZE:;; q:;‘;i)::];:]‘
) Corresponding to §10, B has a few letters and traces of letters which
Gabl reads TiAepe||TaBertdya. Of these, the ones which belong to line 2
run alrttng the bottom of two blocks which in Gébl’s collage (the scale o’;
which is not given) are separated by a 1 mm. gap represented by his sign ||
Betwecr.l Go6bl’s omega and the gap a slanting stroke is visible, which botl;
Benw.i:ruste and G&bl take for the left wing of what they believe ,to have been
the V-shaped top of a monogram, assuming the right wing to have dis-
.appeared in the gap. This monogram, which we shall call mgs, has its base
full?r preserved on the block below, where it forms a wide loo;) at the level
of line 28, a line which otherwise only has, at its beginning, the last two
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letters of the inscription,’ followed by a stroke. This is the stroke which
forms the top of the other monogram of B, mgy. The stroke protrudes into
line 28 from a lower level, where the angular base of the monogram hovers
in empty space, but may be thought of as resting on the otherwise empty
zgth line, The position of mgy in respect of line 28, and of mgs in respect of
line 27, corresponds to that which in M is occupied by mgs in respect of
line 25, the last of that version. Each of the three monograms has a sprawling
base that hangs below the line to which its top belongs, no doubt because
they were all cut from the top, beginning at the upper level of the letters
that preceded them. As there has never been any doubt that mgs belongs to
line 25 of M, on which line in any case, eleven spaces to the left, the whole
of mg compactly stands, it is clear that despite the void which surrounds
their bases, the whole of mgs must be counted as occupying the place
which its top fills in line 27, and the whole of mg4 as the third and last sign
of line 28. In other words, just as in M the legend auwpapave is bracketed
between mg; and mgy, so the legend which Gébl reads taderya is bracketed
between mgs and mg,.

This fact was not understood by G&bl who, in his transcription of B in
plate I, places mgs and mgy, with a blank of 4 cm. between them, on one
and the same line, the 29th as it were, fully detached from the text of the
inscription. Moreover, because in his collage mgs is situated near the end
of line 27, and mgy near the beginning of line 28, the former therefore to
the right of the latter, though of course on a higher level, Gibl places in his
transcription mgy to the left of the blank, mgs to the right. That this is not
merely an oversight on Gaobl's part, but an act of conviction, is made clear
on pp. 14 seq., where he argues that mgq must be related to mg; because
both are “left-hand monograms".

Gabl’s failure to recognize that what stands higher in a horizontally
aligned inscription precedes what stands lower, is surprising not only
because in this very context he insists that “in sein Auge (viz. the stone-
mason’s) und in seine Hand haben wir uns einzufiihlen” (Gobl’s italics), but
also because Benveniste, though ignoring mgy, had correctly printed mga
in front of the last word of the B version (p. 130). Even more surprising is
the ease with which Gobl glosses over the total dissimilarity of his two
“left-hand menograms”, i.e. mg; and mg4: “man kann nicht sagen, dass die
Version B etwas ganz anderes plante” (Gbl's italics). The aim of this verdict
turns out to be anything but epigraphic: it is to mintmize the inapplicability
to B of Humbach’s extravagant interpretation of mg; as spelling an unattested

5 The last two letters were transcribed by Benveniste as w8 on p. 130, but as yo
on p. 131. Gobl reads ye, taking the second letter for an omicron corrected to alpha.
It is more likely an alpha corrected to omicron, as the latter is by far the most common
word final in the inseription, Moreover, if the two letters are the last of a proper name,
as we shall see is probable, the ending to be expected is omicron.
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word ®Beaice, which inapplicability stands in the way of G&bl's projection of
the monograms into a “héhere, also kénigliche oder sakrale Sphire”.
Needless to say, Gobl also relates to each other mgz and mgs, on the
ground that they are both “right-hand monograms”’, Not surprisingly
however, the base of mg2 not only has two loops against the single one of
mgy, but its second loop cannot simply be thought to have been omitted
from mgs, seeing that the direction of its curve is contrary to that of the
tail-end of mgs. In view of the irreconcilability of their bases the two Mono-
grams could not be identified even if the top of mgs had the same V-shape ag

mgy, which, as explained above, is by no means certain (¢f. also below, p. 10). '

By contrast, the close relationship between mg; and the monogram
preceding the legend auopopave (as it is there spelled) in A, which Ben-
veniste apparently, and Gébl explicitly, took for granted, is undeniable,
What is missing in A are the flourish at the top of mgi, and one of its three
short vertical strokes at the right. As the addition of either would not violate
the direction of any of the strokes of the A monogram, we may take it that
the latter is simply an abridged version of mg;. The adoption of this view is
strongly recommended by the camplete identity of the second monogram
of A, the one which closes the legend cuopopave, with mgs.

It 15, one must suppose in the absence of reasons given by Gibl,
because of the blank he thinks was left between the two monograms of B,
and because the last few letters of that version do not agree with any of the
words occurring in M, that Gabi believes the B version to be unfinished,
But once it is understood that B ends, like M and A, with a legend enclosed
between two monograms, it also becomes clear that that version is as com-
plete as the other two. The problem posed by B is therefore not: why is that
version aesthetically less satisfying than A and M, as Gébl asks, believing
the answer to be a chronologically improbable evolution from B to A. The
problem is: why are not only hand and spacing, but also the two monograms,
the legend they enclose, and the preceding few letters, different in B from
what we see in the M and A versions?

In order to solve this problem we must take a closer look than has
hitherto been taken at the legend amupauavo of M and A, As a prelude to this
scrutiny attention may be drawn to four conclusions, three of them as yet
unstated, which result from a comparison of the two versions of §g in Band M.

The first is that eno in M, since it is absent from B, merely reinforces

the following o, and is therefore a demonstrative pronoun, clearly deriving
from Olr. ayam.b
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The second conclusion, drawn aiready by Benveniste, p- 139, is that,
since in §g the personal name Popfouiupo precedes. the verb in the tE)hrajs.e
poplomopo KipBt “Burzmihr made” in the B version, but comes 2 te;;-l;;
introduced by auo “as well as”, in the M version, the word yipyoucvo, whic
in M takes the place occupied by poplontopo in B, must al?‘c.} bea ch per name.

Third conclusion: since in B the presence of the‘ lc_iéfat v after kips
shows that Boplouwpo was Kolyapke's son,? the conjunction uuﬁ before
xolyapkt in M must be a stone-mason’s lapse for i, due to the cupo-s
which introduce the other names.

The fourth conclusion is strictly speaking a corcllary Ot? the second:
the position of the name Xipycpavo in front of wipbo ayo in §g, shows
that the first word of the sequence sucuovo voPiyro o in §10 is also E
personal name.® Three men are therefore named as subjects of the ver
vapixTe! Enouave, Mwpauavo, and Boplomupomovpo. ) . .

We may now consider the legend auvpaEve itself. No writer on t e
subject has as yet commented on the identit?' of the grea.ter part o.f this
legend with the persenal name Mivpaucvo, which we hf”e just seen is one
of the subjects of voPiyto.? The reason for such restraint 1o doubt lies in
the puzzling initial o of the legend. Since what fol!o.ws is beyo.nd Fl(:ubt
Mihriman’s name, what else can « be, but a preposition governing it? Its
etymelogy is uncertain, seeing that it may ha\fe lost a.ﬁnal consonant by
assimilation to the initial p of Mwpaycve,!® but its function can hardl).r have
been other than to convey that Mihriman had dischar.gec} somc”kiild of
respensibility. We may translate the legend as, “per Mihramanem’ 11 and
assume for simplicity’s sake that the preposition « here corresponds to
Av. & "von wegen” 12

N i i i t a compound, but
“ Henning, p. 52, n. 7, recognized that ko{yapk: Toupo is no
lacked the information required to link the phrase with Boplouwpo. The correct
ding k1pd1 1 is Gobl's. )
i lf]‘-l%‘he-p vopiyxTo clause therefore begins with oTo, and not as assumed by
. A ; rself.
Henning (p. 51 with n. 7), with UQB!XTC? itzel ) e . .
8 G4bl implicitly denies their identity by referring to M:zh.raman as a” gamle ,
but to apvpapcvo as a “word” {p. r3). Maricq acknowledged, in a way, then'bl entity,
by restoring the legend as apo M]wpauave (p. 35 3?; but the meaning of :1.1; mlll-glo ‘:.“3
well as”’, this restoration is excluded by the A version of which _Man‘c‘:q ”a no ow
ledge. Humbach, who took the initial o for an excl_amatury' particle, 07, went astray
owing to his refusal to accept Henning’s identification of HIVPQUGVG as 3 proper E}ame.
Henning himself, on the other hand, merely stated‘(p. 48): “the inscription 1(tise wag
‘written’, r.e. compased, by Mihrimin and‘Burzmlh,rlpuhr, who signed it and cause
their heraldic devices to be incised after their names, ]
10 Cf. my interpretation of apo, the last but one wo:jd in §3, as fror?l *aBpo (s_ec
RH, p. 196 a, n. 1), now confirmed by G&bl's wholly unblase'd reading (sn’_:ce th-e e)fu;-
tenr;e of RE had escaped his notice) afo po in the correspc}ndmg passage (lmedl ;.} (;{H N
11 A slight change in the etymology of the name Mzhrdrzran 23 lprop_ose in RH,
P. 193 a, is called for, in that a haplology of Olr. *Mifra-rdman-~ "finding peace in
Mifra"* will suffice to account for it. ) . N
12 The identification of the initial « of the legend with Bactrian aco < Olr. hadd,

ich i uire a detour. One would
which in some respects may seem preferable, would req B e
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The clue to the nature of the responsibility attributed to Mihriman by
the legend lies in the verb vopiyro, of which Mihriman] named in thig
connexion before the legend refers to him once more, is one of three syp.
jects. The verb means “wrote”, but Henning tock “wrote” in the present
case to mean “‘composed” (see above, p. 8, n. g). Version A, unknown tg
Henning at the time, conflicts with this assumption. For in it the legend
ouopanave s bound to convey the discharge by Mihraman of the same
kind of responsibility in respect of A, as it does in M in respect of the M
version. If composition were intended in A (which version, it will be
remembered, ends apart from monograms and legend with the last word of
§8), one would be driven to the unlkikely conclusion that when he turned to
M Mihriman required two assistants (viz. the two named in §10) to *““‘com-
pose’ paragraphs g and ro, both of which consist largely of names, the
latter, moreover, of the names of the supposed “composers” themselves,
In addition, despite the slight differences between the B and the M ver-
sions in §g, it would be strange if none of the three “composers”, if that is
what they were, of that paragraph in M had had a share in its “composition”
where B was concerned; yet none of their names agrees with either the final
legend of B, or the few traces of letters visible before the legend.

We thus have no choice but to take voPiyro in its literal sense of
“wrote”, and recognize in Iyuman,® Mihraman, and Burzmihrpuhr three
stone-masons who collaborated in the cutting of M, one of whom, Mihra-
man, held an overall responsibility for the work performed which is
reflected in the legend “per Mihramanem”. In twentieth-century terms we
may say that the sequence mg) aupauavo mgs was the trade-mark of 2 firm,
workshop, or family concern of which Mihriman was the titular head 14

In the light of the above conclusion the answer to the question we
posed earlier, before quoting the text of the inscription (p. 5), will be both
ves and no. The hand of M, since that version was cut by several men,
cannot be throughout the same as that of A, and one cannot exclude the
possibility that A was not also cut by several men without Mihriman
having seen fit to record the fact. Yet the general epigraphic affinity of the
two versions, presumably due to all cutters concerned having learned their

Continued from previous page:

hardly expect ¢ to have been assimilated to a following m as it was to a following ¢ in
amnbo, §z (see Henning, p. 4¢). But if legends of the present type were commonly used,
the final ¢ of Bactr. ag{0) might have disappeared in course of time before a sufficient
number of names beginning with certain consonants and consenant clusters (e.g. ¢, 1,
§, x5, st, ete.) for the variant & of ac to oust the latter in the formulary legend.

13 “The single-minded, purposeful”; ¢f. Henning, p. 51, n. %, whose intention,
however, was different.

14 The idea of a “family concern”, which I owe to my wife, has the advantage over
the more hard-headed “firm” or “workshop™ that it provides not too unlikely a reason
why the titular head allowed the names of his assistants to be incised, Iyuman’s (perhaps
his aged father emerged from retirement for a great oceasion) even before his own.
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skill from one master, is unmistakable. The fact that in M all omicra are
round, while in A most of them are square, should neither blind us to the
basic affinity of hand of the two versions, nor raise false hopes that indi-
vidual hands may be identifiable in either. For the few round omicra of A
are so distributed (see Gobls plate X) that it would be 2bsurd to attribute
every change of o-shape to a change of stone-cutter. Clearly the same man
was able, and apt, to cut either shape, and while in A after some hesitation
the square shape was adhered to (with one lapse in the “trade-mark’'), by
the time the monolith was taken in hand the pendulum of opinion had
swung over to uniform roundness.

Unless we have grievously misinterpreted the meaning of the “signa-
wure” of A and M, the final sequence mgs {P)aderyo mgq of B will be the
“trade-mark” of a stone-cutting concern distinct from Mihriman’s. Un-
fortunately it is not clear whether a letter is to be read between mgs and o,
It will be remembered that the right-hand wing of the top of mgs, if that
top had at all the shape of a V, has perished in the gap marked || by Gébil,
between the two blocks across which the signature of B was written (see
above, p. 5). Legibility returns on the right-hand block with «, there being
room for one letter before it. Benveniste's photograph, more clearly than
Gobl’s, suggests that the left margin of that block is chipped to the width of
one letter from the preceding line downwards, so that the two marks in the
stone which Gobl reads r need not be writing at all; even if they are, there
can be no assurance that they do not form part of the right-hand top of
mgs, whose similarity to that of mg» is, after all, a matter of sheer guess-
work. Accordingly, if no letter stood before «, the name of Mihriman's
rival will have been either Aeryo preceded by the preposition «, or ABeiyo
unintroduced by any preposition; and if a letter has been lost before o,
this may have been either « representing the preposition, in which case the
name remains ASstyo, or any other that will have been the first letter of
the name unintroduced by a.

As regards the traces of the letters (six, perhaps, or seven, or eight)
which are visible between the finai omicron {lost in a hole) of gpopave and
mg3, Gobl’s restoration tirapw is unconvincing as regards at least tau,
lambda, rho, and omega, but he is right in so far as they certainly do not
agree with any word or name occurring in M. As Ppouave is the last word
of §9 (¢f. above, p. 8, n. 8), it is a safe guess that the traces are those of a
name, more precisely the name of the man who took turns with *Adig, his
titular “‘boss”, in cutting B.

We cannot tell to what extent it was usual for Bactrian stone-masons
not only to sign with “trade-marks” the inscriptions they cut, but also to
quote the names of their assistants. If the practice was common, B and M
simply fall in with it, and we shall have reason to think that Mihriman cut A
single-handed. If the practice was uncommon, we may imagine that it was
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*Adig’s initiative, displayed in B, which prompted Mihraman, once he had
cut the received text of M, to add the vofiyvo clause before,signing with
his “trade-mark”. The fact that he was clothing his mention of the assistantg
in a clause whose verb was vopiyte, would virtually compel Mihrarnan,
who had taken his share in the cutting, to include his own name among the
subjects of the verb, although he knew it to be due to reappear in hig
“trade-mark’, *Adig, by contrast, who had not presumed to add a whole
clause of his own (he was after all, if our theory is correct, merely on triaf),
would be under no such compulsien, and could be satisfied with the men.-
tion of his name in the “trade-mark™ only; he may nevertheless safely be
assumed to have cut part of B himself,

Let us now turn to the gist of the inscription, with a view to obtaining
2 more convincing sequence of events than Gébl's “Gefille” theory per-
mits. A difference in §g we have not yet considered between B and M js the
insertion in the latter version of the words ofa papte “and mdft” after
eito yo oaBo “this (here) well”. The longer one studies the inscription, the
clearer it becomes that the commemoration of the digging and equipment
of the well is the almost exclusive purpose for which it was set up. It is true
that Henning, while giving due prominence to the well, conceived of the
“general drift of the message” in considerably wider terms: “after its
foundation by Kaniska the sanctuary feil into disrepatr and was abandoned,
until in the ksuna year 31 one Nokonzoko, a high official, came there and
repaired and adorned the place” (p. 48, my italics).14e But if one scans the
inscription, in the light of the understanding so far achieved of it, for
possible references to disrepair, repair, or adornment, one is reduced,
apart from the unknown word uapo, to the sequences Tadnio pavBape afo
vioTo oo in §2, and vabnio wa Mle wopoyaro in §6. Henning's transla-
tion of the second was “then he *circumvallated the acropolis” (p. 53),

implying an interpretation of mapoyaro on which it is difficult to improve.15,

But “circumvallation™ cannot properly be considered as falling under the
heading of either “‘(dis)repair” or “adornment”. This leaves, apart possibly
from uepro, only the earlier sequence as a candidate, though only for dis-
repair. Here, however, Henning’s translation is but partial, and in any case
does not necessarily presuppose disrepair: “then its . . . water . . . dried

up (?)” (p. 53).

14 This statement requires testing because M, Schlumberger, relying more on it

than on the remainder of Henning’s decisive article, bases his reasoning on the assump-
tion that the inscription is “un texte de restitution” (art, cit., 308), I hope to show that
it is in fact exclusively un texte de construction.
151t is to be noted, though, that instead of corresponding to Sogd. prkst-,
TopoyoaTe may belong to Olr. *pari-kan-, cf, Oss. felpwieg < *pari-kafta-ka-. The
-immediately fellowing preterite kav8o “dug” constitutes no decisive objection, as OIr.
had two bases kan-, one meaning “to throw”', the other “‘to dig”; in the #q participle
their root structure may have differed. On the tau cf. below, n. 24.
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The two words left untranslated are pavSapo and wisTo. It so happens
that in the whole inscription not one substantive with initial vowel (such as
axprptyo OF acoyye)is preceded by the article. We therefore lack evidence
as to the form which the article that appears as uo before consonant would
take before vowel. There are, however, reasons to think that its omicron
would not necessarily be written, It appears from the greater frequency of
the spelling axprpryo (§8, twice each in A and M, and once in B) against
the single occurrence, identified by Gébl, of oxporpiye in B, that in
Bactrian orthography epenthetic vowels were not usually expressed in
writing. Therefore in final position an comicron, which as Henning has
pointed out (p. 50), is in most cases a phonetically meaningless addition to
almost any Bactrian word, would conceal, rather than represent, any epen-
thetic vowel that might have developed between two words. Thus the
sequence agacxo po gado in §8 strictly speaking represents acask m cdd. In
fact, however, it was surely pronounced either acask-2-m cdd, or acask
m-z-cdd, or acask-3-m-3-c4d, without our being entitled to say that either
omicron concerned spells the unstressed epenthetic vowel 5. If then the
omicron of anteconsonantal po was written only because the consonantal
beginning of the following word set off the article as a separate word, it is
jikely that in antevocalic position no omicron would be written, because
the vowel of the first syllable of the new word, forming syllable also with
the article, in respect of which it occupied the interconsonantal place
of an epenthetic vowel, would deprive the latter of its status of a separate
word.

Before an inflectional ending or a suffix, the omission of non-phonetic
final omicron was noticed straight away by Henning, p. 50. To the examples
he quoted one may add the oblique plural form oasopapyave = wddbargan
in §5 against the singular vapoPopyo = ndmbarg in §1 (of. RH, p. 194a).18
[t needs to be stressed, though, that there is no example to show whether
the omission took place also before suffixes beginning with a consonant, and
that at the end of first terms of compounds, including preverbs and preposi-
tions, the “'silent” omicron is written before consonant (with the exception
of mopyafto] in §6 of B, against wepoyera in A and M),17 but omitted in the
one attested compound whose second term begins with a vowel. That
compound is AoiyoPogapo, §5, in which Henning has identified the second
term as representing OIr. *upaddra- (p. 50, n. 7); in its first term Aowy,
which as a separate word one expects to appear as *xaixo, 1 would recognize

18 Note, however, the different treatment of the preceding plural olgToavo, see
below, p. 18, n. 30. )

17 Rather than ranging aAPopyo, §8, so written in both M and B, with the isolated
Topyalto] of B (in the A version the letters preceding Papyo can ne longer be seen),
one may hoid that the absence of an omicron between A and { argues against an identical
origin of the first term of this compound with that of the compound written chopyoha
in M and B, chergpeido in A, §5. See RH, p. 193 b.
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the outcome of Olr. dahyu-, so that the meaning of the compound would
be “he who takes care (¢f. Skt car+upa) of the country’.

With the compound Acixoposapo one may range, in respect of the
treatment of “silent” omicron, the juxtaposition expressing the numeral 31
in§s. As the spelling of it is 1wyoBoupoo = yog-ud—a hrsin A and wyoupag
= yog-a-hrs in B, the sequence wyooSounipgo in M may stand for ¥og-
ud-3-krs, the 2 of our phonetic transcriptions being an epenthetic vowe]
which, having drawn upon itself the stress of the word for 30, *hri
(< ©risat-), had caused a reduction of the latter to Ars, of which upso and
uipgo would be equally legitimate renderings.!8 Here, since the omicron
which precedes v occupies a place where at least in A and B one expects 2
stressed vowel, it is clear that in these two versions its value is phenetic,
and consequently that the final “‘silent” omicron is absent before it from
the words for “one” in B and for “‘and” in A and perhaps M. It alse
appears to be absent before the u of ud from the word for “one™ in A.

Another juxtaposition in point, this time one that has passed un-
recognized, is mBeivo, occurring twice in §8. This is surely the Bactrian
counterpart of NP bad-in “through this”, from pati4 *aina-. The Bactrian
demonstrative pronouns so far attested are therefore ewo (pronounced in),
8o (id) < aita-, eno (i, ¢f. the variant eo in §6 of the A and B versions)
<ayam, and po <ima- (see Benveniste, p. 148) used as article. The
absence before vowel of the “‘silent” omicron of mso (§85, 6, and g} in
mB8evo, contrasts with its presence before conscnant in the verbal com-
pound miBoprxo-/mBopys- occurring in 884 and 7.

If now from juxtaposition we pass to separate words, version B provides
one instance of omission of “silent” omicron before the initial vowel of a
following word. This is the variant ofofocactt in §6, of what in A is
written aPoafeoaoto, and in M apoolooasTo, all three representing ab
aztdst.

The cumulative effect of the above considerations is that an analysis of
navBapo as consisting of the article po deprived of its omicren before
initial alpha, and evBapo, would not seem indefensible in the light of what
is known of Bactrian orthography. However, since in the present clause the
article would refer to afo, the question arises whether this noun would
really rake as article the antevocalic form of po. For its Old Iranian ancestor,
dp-, was feminine, and there is evidence, unnoticed hitherto, that with
Bactrian feminine nouns the #: article had the form ua.

The sequence pcifo, for which Maricq, p. 353, had proposed the

] 18 Before the discovery of the A and B versions it would have been natural to

. !nfer from the M spelling that the Bactrian form of the word for 30 when used by
}tself, was "hirs. This still remains a possibility, but as the enclitic form -krs attested
i A and B would have developed more easily from *hris than from *hirs, I take the
former to have been the form of the numeral that was used under the stress.
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meaning “‘un édifice”, was identified as the Bactrian word for “acropolis™
by Henning, p. 49, who subsequently (pp. 76 seq.) explained the word as
closely related to the name of the village Amdiza and representing an Olr.
compound *hamd-diza- “ganz mit Festung(smauern) (umgeben)”. This
explanation still leaves one wondering why the Bactrian word for “acropo-
lis” was not simply Aile, from the Olr. feminine noun *dizd- to which
Henning had so convincingly referred in the first place. What suggests that
this is indeed the form used in the inscription is that, unless we take ux as
a separate word, the noun in question will be found unpreceded by an
article throughout its seven occurrences, and this despite the clearly
attested Bactrian use of the definite article with nouns in determinate
status.1? “padule” thus acquires the distinction of being the first Bactrian
ghost word.2® Our gain from its ghostification is the recognition that the
Bactrian language had preserved a gender distinction whose formal expression,
as far as at present ascertainable, was confined to the definite article .21 The
initial phrase e:80 ua Ao, which was presumably pronounced id ma liz, is syn-
tactically comparable to the phrase eno uo cado in §g {see above, p. 7, n. 6).

And so, regardless of whether pavBopo represents m’andar or mdandar
(as 2 contraction of ma andar), we are led to translate the phrase tabnio
pavBapo ape in §2 as “then the water inside it”, referring the article to
ofo, and taking -mio as being governed by avdapo.??

There remains, untreated as yet, the word viore which follows upon
apo. Its resemblance to mist-, the past stem of the Sogdian and Yaghnobi
verb for “‘sitting”, is such2? that we can ill afford to take semantic incom-
patibility for granted. In Sanskrit the meaning “‘to sink or go down
(as a ship)"” is quoted for nisad “‘to sit down™ at least from the Harivamsa.
I would attribute a similar meaning to wovo, as a natural figurative exten-
sion of the etymological meaning, and translate it as “‘subsided”.

18 Of. oPo po Poyohaxyyo (see above, p. 8, n. 1) “to the (above-mentioned)
sanctuary’’, §5; qougke yo cado “over the (afore-mentioned) well”, §8; euo po cabe,
see above, p. 7, n. 6.

20 Henning's explanation of the toponym Amdiza remains unaffecred by the dis-
missal of “padi{o”, but its spelling with ¥ may now be arttributed to the Olr. form
having been *hama-daizaka-, with @i, The variant *Amze from *AmSize will be due
to contamination with Siz.

21 [t would not be surprising if corresponding to p«x the Bactrian “iddfat” 1, from
the Olr. rel. pron. ya-, were replaced by 1 when used as an article before feminine
nouns, It is tempting to irterpret in this sense the appearance, twice, of 1 before
vtpaApo (from an ancient neuter noun that would be apt to be treated as a feminine)
in the B version of §§3 and . But as the corresponding passages in A and M have 1,
the matter cannot be decided.

22 The construction, except for the antecedence of the governed pronoun, is Greek,
and may have developed as a calque during the centuries of Greek rule in Bactria. Cf.
also €110 po calo above, p. 7, n. 6, and etfo ua Atfo as analysed in the text above.

2 For the secondary shortening of 7 in this past atem, ¢f. Sogd. nst- (Henning, BBB,
p. 87 on 754). If Gabl’s restoration of the B variant as ve1oT1 is correct, Bactrian will
have had nist beside nist.
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The following, and, last word of the clause, xoto, could then still be ap
asyndetically appended preterite meaning “(and) dried up”. But as proof is
still lacking that OIr. -uft- would have become -uz- in Bactrian as Henning
surmised (¢f. n. 15, and below on mopooaro), one may consider the possi-
bility that yovo simply corresponds to Av. x¥até and means “by itself, an
its own”, It is true that Olr. *xwatdwya- resulted in yoobro in Baetrian
(¢f- Henning, p. 51), but the enclitic use of the word to which the present
and only occurrence would seem to bear witness, may suffice to account for
the exceptional absorption of ¢.2¢

Thus, whether we adhere to Henning’s partial translation of the
crucial clause, or boldly render it “then the water inside it (ziz. the acropolis)
subsided by itself”, §2 cannot be said to disclose a condition of disrepair,
Nor can any other statement in the first eight paragraphs of the inscription,
The building operations recognizably mentioned in them are only two:
firstly, and prominently, the well with its axprptye and aABapye; secondly,
but only in passing, the “circumvallation” of the acropolis.

If then in §g of the B version we read: “and the well was built by...
Nokonzok”, there can be little doubt that this statement was intended as a
kind of summary of what preceded: the essence of the inscription was
indeed “the well”. But the same paragraph reads in M, the final version:
“and this (here) well and mdSt was built by . . . Nokonzok”. The word
uapro does not occur in the preceding eight paragraphs; on the other hand
the “circumvallation” was left out in the summing-up clause of the B
version. Should one not conclude that the addition in M makes amends for
the omission in B, the word papro representing the “circumvallation”,
which had been so fleetingly mentioned in the main text that at the first
summing-up it was overlooked, or not thought worthy of a second mention?
Such a conclusion, if correct, will give us the meaning of papTto. For the

result of “circumvallation” is a wall.

It is of course inconceivable that the acropolis, which had been
“completed”, gpoywpbo (§2), presumably still in Kaniska's time, had to
wait for Nokonzok’s arrival to be enclosed with a wall. But in the concise
statement of §6 the verb mop(o)yoro, “circumvallated”, does not have to
imply enclosure from all sides. Three sides would be sufficient to justify its
use, and this would be true even if two of them did not coincide with the
whole length of the acropolis. Such three sides requiring “‘circumvallation”
can only arise, in the case of a “completed”, and therefore already “‘circum-
vallated” acropolis, if an extension is added to one of its sides. This is

2 The spelling with tau, as against the delta of ¥oabno, is paraileled by the free inter-
‘change of oTo and 6Bo. Cf. also the tau of Topoyaro (above, p. 11, o, 15}, and of
TOPooaTe as interpreted below, p.17. It would seem that the Bactrian orthography of
the second century involved some measure of historical (as well as inverse, ¢f. below,
p- 58, n. 30) speling. :
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precisely what happened to the acropolis of Baylan, where the excavations
of the last few years, as M. Schlumberger explains on PP- 108 seq.“and 315
seq. of the article quoted above, p. 3, have brought to light the “founda-
tion terrace”’ that was added to the east side of the original mom_lment after
its compietion. This terrace constitutes an eastward extension of Fhe
acropolis of nearly 25 metres, reaching a line opposite whose central opening
(from which four westward rising flights of steps led across four successive
terraces to the sanctuary at the top), at a further distance of appr. 15 metres,
the well was discovered, The monolith, with its reference to eno po oabo
oo uapto “this (here} well and md§t”, was found to the right of the fo?t
of the lowest flight of steps, so that if md{t means "'wall”, and the .wall in
question was the one built around the new terrace, anybody‘ readu‘l‘g t'h’e‘-
inscription of the monolith inserted in the wall, would be looking at “this
wall and having immediately behind him “this” well.

The present definition of the meaning of papto ha:s been reached on
purely contextual grounds. Etymological support is desirable, and can be
tentatively provided: the word may represent Olr. *ham-arita-, relatefl to
Av. uzarfta- “gerade aufgerichtet”’, ¢f. Bartholomae, Air. Wh. s.v. arita-.

This etymology, if correct, and in any case the omission of ornicron
before mu in the sequence Apovmvaveo as it is written in §3 of the B version,
run counter to the word division Apo uouwevo in §§3 and 7 which I pro-
posed in RH, p. 195 b, assuming uouw® to represent Olr. *hamina-
“summer”, Clearly we must return to Henning’s division Apou(o) mvavo,
which will enable us to find the same treatment of Olr. ham--vowel in mdit
and in min°. On the other hand, this division compels acceptance, at léast
in principle, of Henning's interpretation of Apou(e) (p- 49) as representing
an older *druma-. As the meaning of Av. droa- does not suit an adjective
qualifying “summer”, a homonym must be postulated to which one would
preferably assign the meaning (and etymology? < *dhru(gh)-) E}f Engl.
“dry”, aithough “harsh, severe” might do (¢f. either Sogd. Fwy-jZyw-, ot
NP diuruft). The proto-Iranian form may have been either *druwa- or, if
Bactrian shared with Avestan and Ossetic {¢f. AHM, pp. 215, 327) the
disappearance of g before w, *drugwa-.

It will be convenient, before outlining the probable course of events,
to attempt a complete translation of the inscription, b.ut first we must
briefly discuss the words wopooato in §8, and radioo xeBo in §2. N

TMopooaTo was tentatively regarded by Henning (p. 53, n. 5) as deriving
from *parfwarsta- and meaning “nursed, looked after”. But the TropooaTo
clause is introduced by 180 ave, which conjunctions in §6 introduce a series
of optatives (see RH, p. 196 a). These optatives prove wha't in any case is to
be expected, namely that the text of the inscription was dictated before the
long-term effects of the building of the well could be tested. The author was
therefore not in a position to say that the acropolis was well *nursed. All he
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(84) then they were led to Apage, 10 avdnlo28 and the acropolis was

abandoned ;

(§5) {all this continued to happen] until (the time) when Nokonzok the
lord of the marches, son of Frixwadéw, who (is) most devoted to the king, (who,
king, is) the devaputra, the helper of the country, the friendly,2® the merciful,
who(, king, is) pure-minded towards all the living beings,30 came here to thedt
sanctuary in the month Nisin of the ksuna-year 31.32

(§6) Then he circumvallated the acropolis, then he dug this well, and he
conducted the water out (of it), and he lined it with stones® (lit. fitted3
stanes to it}), so% that to (paps) the people (lit. peoples) in their acropolis
water should not be lacking,

(§7) and (so that) when(ever} they have*® drought because of dry (?)
summers, then they remove not the gods from the seat and abandon not

the acropolis.¥?

(§8) And over the welil he built a water-wheel (and) installed a tank,8
so that by means of this well, by means of this water-wheel the whole
acropolis fare well. [End of the original text and, apart from the “‘trade-
mark” mg; per Mihrimanem mgg, of A.]

(§9 in B) And Kozgask’s son Burzmihr, Hastilgandzig, (and) the lord of
the marches Nokenzok, mindful of the Emperer’s command, built the well.
(Space for, and traces of, one name) mgs (?}Adig mgq [End of B].

(§9 in M) And Xirgman,3® as well as Kozga$k's son Buramihr,40 as well
as Astilgancig ! as well as the lord of the marches Nokonzok, mindful of the
Emperor’s command, butlf this well and wall.

28 Toponyms? [ no longer care for the translation of these words as proposed in

RH, p. 195 a.
28 On pifo see RH, p. 193 b.
20 In preference to the alternative considered in RH, p. 194 a, [ now regard gpapo

- as the Bactrian preposition corresponding to Sogd. pr, with its initial adapted to frd
(¢f. Henning, p- 54, sect. {11)}, and c:gmoavo as an inverse spelling of wispan due to the
fact that the final ormicron of #0157, as the adjective would be written in the singular,

was not proncunced.

31 See above, p. 8, n. 10.

32 Recognized by Maricg, vetoaveo by Benveniste, see Maricq, p. 364.

33 qoaryye, recognized by Maricq, p. 36s.

34 Identified, but translated differently from the above and from each other, by
Maricq (p. 365) and Henning (p. 54 with n. 3).

35180, recognized by Maricq, p. 3635.

36 Optative owing to consecutic modorum, see RH, p. 196 a.

37 The extension of the “passive construction” from the preterite to the present,
to which this passape if correctly interpreted in RH, pp. 194 b seq., bears witness, is a
noteworthy feature of the Bactrian language.

38 f. above, p. 12, n. 17.

2 Recognized as n. pr. by Benveniste, p. 139.

40 Recognized individually, but not yet linked, by Henning; ¢f. above, p. 8, n. 7.

4 Note the B variant Hastilgdn(d)zig. Despite Henning’s warning to leave this
Continusd on followrng poge
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{§10) And Iyuman, as well as Mihraman, as well as Burzmihrpuhr, diq
the writing (lit. wrote}). mgy per Mihramanem mgz [End of M].

We are now at last in a position to attempt the promised outline of
the course of events,

Ist stage. The sanctuary and acropolis are completed, probably i
Kaniska's reign, but their internal water supply peters out. Water g
brought in from outside, taken probably from the canal which was later ep.
croached upon by the entrance to the well.42 In times of drought, when the
canal is dry, the acropolis is evacuated.

2nd stage. In between evacuations the “foundation terrace” is built,
but not yet “circumvallated”.

3rd stage. Nokonzok arrives on an inspection tour of temples. He
orders the terrace to be “circumvallated”, and a well to be dug, lined, and
equipped with water-wheel and tank. He also dictates the text of the
inscription as we read it in A, and orders the monolith to be set aside for
skilled carving. While he is still at Baylan, Mihraman executes the cutting
of A, copying the text from a draft supplied by Nokonzok's secretary, on a
wall provisionally built out of blocks that are waiting for the well to become
ready for lining. Nokonzok inspects A, and departs in the beljef that that is
the text which in due course will be cut into the monolith. He leaves
Burzmihr and Hastilgandzig in charge of the building operations, which

are only just beginning,

4th stage. Burzmihr and Hastilgandzig invite Adig to display his skill
on a second wall provisionally erected on the site of the well. They hand
him a draft which apart from spelling variants, is a repetition of Nokonzok’s
wording, followed, however, by a summing-up sentence in which they name
themselves in precedence to Nokonzak, whom they do not expect to return
to Baylan. Adig cuts B with the help of an assistant, whose name is incised_
at the end of the text, before the “trade-mark"”, The two drafts, that of
Nokonzok’s secretary, and the one of the two men in charge, are deposited
in the latter’s office.

5th stage. Nokonzok sends Xirgman to supervise and assist Burzmihr
and Hastilgandzig. His chief concern is the wall, as the well js by now
nearly ready, having been lined with the blocks of A and B which en route
had proved Mihriman’s superiotity over Adig. When the wall, too, ap-
proaches completion, it is time to cut the monolith. Xirgman compares the
two drafts. He has no objection to the additional sentence, provided that the
list of names is headed by his own. As he himself, however, had been

Contimied from prettous page:

name in peace (p. 8o, n. 27), I cannot forbear from pointing out that if its suffix is -ig,
the consonants preceding it agree, if y is from k, with those of the mysterious Sogdian
compound 'stk'njl (BBR, p. 43, line 23).

12 On the canal see Schlumberger, art, eit., p. 3ty
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