How (exactly) to slay a dragon in Indo-European?
PIE *bheid- {h;ég"him, k"fmi-}"

Abstract: In this paper I present evidence for a formula associated with the Indo-
European dragon-slaying myth, Proto-Indo-European [PIE] *bheid- {h;ég"him, k" jmi-}
‘split serpent/worm’.

This formula is derived via an examination of the verbal collocations which
frequently occur in the context of the Vedic dragon-combat; these involve not only
Nhan- ‘slay’, but also the semantically more specific verbs \bhid- ‘split’, Vvrasc- ‘tear,
cut, split’, and Vruj- ‘break’. Not only are these latter three verbs employed in describing
the dragon-slaying itself, but they also often appear describing actions linked to the
dragon-combat (e.g. the releasing of the waters/cows), and in both cases co-occur with
forms of Vhan-. Vedic is found to provide robust evidence for the reconstruction of PIE
*bheid- {h;ég" him, k"fmi-}, which is supported by data from Iranian and Germanic.

Though not as widely distributed as PIE *g"hen- h;ég"him ‘slay serpent’ (attested for
instance in Vedic dhann ahim ‘(he) slew the serpent’) — a formula discussed in great
detail by Watkins (1987, 1995) — *bheid- {h;ég"him, k"jfmi-} ‘split serpent/worm’ is se-
mantically more specific, and therefore more distinctive, than *g"hen- h;ég"him, thus
lending additional support for Watkins’ thesis that there exists a distinctively Indo-
European dragon-slaying myth, and serving to further characterise the nature of that
myth.

1. Introduction: the reconstruction of
Indo-European formulae and myths

Calvert Watkins (1987, 1995), in a sensitive close study of Indo-
European texts drawn from Ireland to India, recovers a Proto-Indo-
European [PIE] formula associated with the Indo-European dragon-
slaying myth, *g"hen- h;ég"him. Watkins’ thesis is this: while the
general theme of slaying a serpent or dragon is attested in many cul-
tures, particular formulaic collocations (or rather the etymological
equatability, in the daughter languages, of partially-fixed phrases
derived from the PIE form) can single out a specifically Indo-European
version of this theme.

* Many thanks to Hans Henrich Hock who provided helpful comments and discussion
of numerous earlier drafts, and to Jay Fisher whose comments on an earlier draft led me
in a different direction. I am also grateful to Antonios Augoustakis and an anonymous
reviewer, and the audience at the 25th East Coast Indo-European Conference (ECIEC
25) for corrections of and comments on earlier versions of this paper. The usual caveats

apply.
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4 Benjamin Slade

Evidence suggesting an inherited PIE formula *g"“hen- h;ég”him is
abundant in both Indo-Aryan and Iranian, and Watkins (1995: 357-369)
makes a plausible case that Greek also displays reflexes of *g"“hen-
hs;ég"him. However, moving beyond these three language families, the
evidence for PIE *g"hen- h;ég"him becomes more problematic. Hittite,
Old Norse and Old Irish present somewhat less convincing reflexes of
*o"hen- hz;ég"him, as all of the potential reflexes in these three
languages employ a root other than *h;ég" him for the second term of the
formula — and only in Old Norse and Hittite are there examples found in
the context of dragon-slaying.

This is not to say that I dispute Watkins’ claim that all of these
examples reflect an inherited formula PIE *g"“hen- h;ég"him. On the
contrary, the goal of this paper is to present further supporting evidence
for Watkins’ thesis that there existed a particularly Indo-European
dragon-slaying myth. The difficulties one faces in positing that, for
instance, ON orms einbana ‘the serpent’s single slayer’ reflects and thus
provides evidence for an inherited PIE formula *g"hen- h;ég"him are
largely the same difficulties faced in all work in comparative linguistics.
Matasovi¢ (1996: §308) provides a succinct synopsis of the situation:

Comparative linguistics is neither mathematics nor natural science, and although the
same criteria of rigor should apply to all of them, their results cannot be equally
certain. As is the case with other historical sciences, the object of textual recon-
struction is not directly observable. However, textual reconstruction is nevertheless an
EMPIRICAL SCIENCE, and all of its hypotheses must be based on facts. The hypotheses
of our science will be the more probable, the more they are confirmed by the facts.

Since the reconstruction of PIE formulae (or ‘textual reconstruction’
as Matasovi¢ puts it) necessarily involves the use of reasoning on the
basis of indirect evidence, it is impossible to ‘prove’ that *g“hen-
hség"him was a formulaic sequence in PIE or that the was a dragon-
slaying myth that was part of the culture of PIE speakers. However, the
more evidence can be amassed, the more probable these theses become.

In this paper I offer additional evidence for a PIE dragon-slaying myth
through the consideration of other formulaic collocations which are
associated with dragon-slaying. Specifically, I consider Vedic collo-
cations which occur in the context of the Indra-Vritra combat involving
the roots Vbhid- ‘split’, \vrasc- “split, rend’ and \ruj- ‘break’, and
compare these with formulations in Iranian and Germanic which appear
to be cognate. These roots, when used to describe the action of dragon-
slaying, have the advantage over Vhan- ‘slay’ (< PIE *g"hen-) that they
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How (exactly) to slay a dragon in Indo-European? 5

are semantically more informative since they describe a particular
means of slaying.'

In addition, I investigate cases in which we find co-occurrence of
formulae. Watkins 1995 suggests that a formula may express a theme
which is socio-culturally significant — and thus events which we find to
be repeatedly associated with formulaic sequences are likely to be those
with some sort of cultural significance. An event is frequently associa-
ted with MULTIPLE formulaic sequences is thus even more likely to be
one with a central place in the cultural ideology.

Matasovi¢ (1996: §114) points out that in both Old Irish and Vedic not
only do we find a formula reflecting PIE *g"6us hseg- ‘to drive cattle’,
but that this formula frequently occurs alongside forms of PIE *g"hen-
‘to slay’. In OId Irish *g"ous heg- occurs as part of larger formulaic
expressions with the meaning ‘men are killed, women are taken, cattle
are driven off’, as in example (1).?

(1) fir gontair, mna brattair, bai agthar
(TBC, 3425)
‘Men are killed, women are taken, cattle are driven off’

In the following example, (2), the same basic formula occurs, though
here bo (< PIE *g"ous) has been replaced by éit.

(2) mna brataitir, ol Ct Chulaind, eti agatair, fir gonaitir
(TBC, 2124)
‘Women are taken, said Ca Chulainn, cattle are driven off, men are
killed.’

! Cf. Matasovié (1996: §103-4) on Schmitt’s (1967: §493, 495-6, 501) reconstruction
of PIE *h,ekwos hehsku- ‘swift horse’, on the basis of the correspondence of Gr wxieg
izor (in nom. pl. eleven times in Homer, e.g. II. 5.257, 8.88 etc) and Vedic dsvaso
...asavo (RV 10.78.5, in other cases as well, see Schmitt 1967: §493), along with the
Avestan asu.aspa- (which never occurs in the nominative plural). The metaphorical
nature of PIE *klewos ndhg"hitom ‘imperishable fame’, discussed below in Section
1.1.1, is absent in *hekwos hehszku-. In other words, while ‘imperishable’ is highly in-
formative with respect to ‘fame’, the epithet ‘swift’ is uninformative with respect to
‘horse’ since swiftness is an easily observable trait of horses, there is nothing remark-
able, or peculiarly Indo-European, about the latter collocation.

? Translations from Matasovi¢ (1996: §114)
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6 Benjamin Slade

In the RV twice we find a reflex of *g"6us hjeg- co-occuring with a
form of Vhan-, once in the context of the dragon-fight (3a), the other in
the context of the slaying of a demon named Dribhika (3b).?

(3) a. yo hatvahim 4rinat sapta sindhiin y6 ga udajad apadha valasya
y6 4$manor antar agnirh jajana sarhver’k samatsu sa janasa indrah
(RV 2.12,3)
‘He who, having slain the serpent, let the seven rivers flow; who
drove out the cows, after the removing of Vala; who gave birth to
the fire between two stones, who gets loot in combats — he, o
men, is Indra’

b. adhvaryavo yo dibhikarh jaghana y6 ga udajad...

(RV 2.14,3ab)
‘O Adhvaryus, he (=Indra) who slew Dribhika, he who drove out
the cows...”

Once it co-occurs with Vbhid- (4), one of the verbs investigated later
in this paper.

(4) 1d ga ajad dbhinad brahmana valdm...
(RV 2.24,3¢)
‘(Indra) drove out the cows; he split Vala with an incantation.’

The general co-occurrence of *g"ous hyeg- and *g"hen- points to
cattle-raids as an important event in PIE culture (cf. Lincoln 1976). The
occurrence of *g"ous hyeg- in the context of dragon-slaying possibly
indicates that cattle-raids and the dragon-slaying myth were connected
in PIE (cf. Ivanov and Toporov 1974).

The remainder of Section 1 discusses how formulaicity is evaluated,
from psycholinguistic, statistical, and philological perspectives, and
establishes a classification of formulae based on the level of correspon-
dence of their putative tokens. Section 2 reviews Watkins’ (1987, 1995)
evidence for the reconstruction of PIE *g"hen- h;ég"him, and suggests
that the formula would be better represented as *g"hen- {h;ég"hi-,
k"fmi-}. In Section 3, I discuss the formulaic use of \bhid-, \vrasc-, and
\/ruj- in the context of the Vedic dragon-combat, amassing evidence for
a Vedic inheritance of the PIE formula *bheid- {h;ég"him, k"jmi-}. In
Section 4, an Iranian reflex is suggested; and Section 5 examines the

3 All translations herein are mine, unless otherwise noted.
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How (exactly) to slay a dragon in Indo-European? 7

Germanic evidence for *bheid- {h;ég"him, k"fmi-}. Section 6, the
concluding section, provides an overall evaluation of the validity of the
reconstruction *bheid- {h;ég"him, k"fmi-} and suggests the thematic
reason behind the splitting of the dragon in Indo-European — a topic to
be further investigated in a future study.

1.1 Formulaic language and PIE formulae

In considering reconstructed formulae, it is perhaps useful to begin by
distinguishing between the different types of reconstructions which can
be established on the basis of correspondence between Indo-European
texts.” It is also useful to consider the reconstruction of PIE formulae
from the perspective of general linguistic studies of formulaic language
(e.g. Firth 1957; Pawley and Syder 1983; Wray and Perkins 2000; Wray
2002; Garley et al. 2010 forthcoming). I begin with a tripartite classi-
fication of three types of correspondence upon which the existence of
PIE formulac may be inferred (with varying degrees of confidence),
illustrated with examples connected with the well-known ‘imperishable
fame’ formula (Kuhn 1853).

1.1.1 Classification of formulaic reconstructions

A formula may be reconstructed on the basis of complete
correspondence between texts, as in the case of Skt. sravo...dksitam (RV
1.40,4b; 8.103,5b; 9.66,7¢c) and Gr. xiéog dpbirov (Il. 9.413) ‘imperish-
able fame’, where not only the roots but the other morphological
elements correspond genetically, thus allowing us to reconstruct a
complete PIE formula *klewos ndhg"hitom (Schmitt 1967). Such a
reconstruction can be referred to as a COMPLETE FORMULA.

Other correspondences involve etymologically cognate roots, but one
or more of the words involves a different formation, as in Kuhn’s (1853)
original comparison of Gr. kléo¢ dpOitov with Skt. dksiti sravas (RV
1.9,7bc), where dksiti is built with a suffix *-tey-/~ti-. The formulaic
reconstruction made on the basis of this comparison would be PIE
*klewos ndhg"hi-. This kind of reconstruction can be called an
INCOMPLETE FORMULA.

Finally, some formulae are reconstructed on the basis of partial
etymological correspondence of roots. This is the case of the RENEWED
FORMULA, the name given on the basis of the idea that one or more of
the languages in which the formula is supposed to be attested has
‘renewed’ the formula by replacing one or more of the roots with

4T use “text’ here simply to refer to one or more words.
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8 Benjamin Slade

another which is (nearly) identical in its semantics. For obvious reasons,
this is the most difficult case of reconstruction to establish with any
degree of certainty. A somewhat doubtful example (Watkins 1995: 415-
6, Matasovi¢ 1996: §102) would be the connection of OE. dom unlytel
‘un-little fame’ (Bwf. 885b) with the ‘imperishable fame’ formulae
discussed above, or more closely with the apparently related formula
(attested only in Greek and Sanskrit) PIE *klewos megh, ‘great fame’ >
Skt. mahi sravas, Gr. kléog puéyo, (Schmitt 1967: §128ff.).

1.1.2 Psycholinguistic and computational/statistical approaches to
formulaic language

From a psycholinguistic perspective, a formulaic sequence can be
characterised as

a sequence, continuous or discontinuous, of words or other meaning elements, which
is, or appears to be, prefabricated: that is, stored and retrieved whole from memory at
the time of use, rather than being subject to generation or analysis by the language
grammar. (Wray and Perkins 2000: 1)

In other words formulaic sequences are treated in some respects as
individual items, ‘stored and retrieved whole from memory’ like single
lexical items. As such, some formulaic sequences (often referred to as
‘idioms’) exhibit deviant syntactic behaviour, e.g. by and large; and/or
semantic non-compositionality, e.g. kick the bucket; or compositionality
with shifted (metaphorical) reference (Nunberg et al. 1994), e.g. spill the
beans. But many (perhaps most) formulaic sequences are perfectly
regular both syntactically and semantically, which is unsurprising if, as
Wray and Perkins (2000) suggest, formulaic sequences primarily serve
two functions: as a crutch for language-production, where ‘prefabri-
cation’ acts as a countermeasure against the limits of memory and
(neurolinguistic) linguistic processing capacity, aiding in the real-time
production of fluent speech; and as a means of indexing socio-cultural
identity.’

> From a less explicitly psycholinguistically-oriented perspective, the tradition of
‘oral-formulaic’ analysis originating in Milman Parry’s (1928, 1930, 1971) comparisons
of the Homeric epics with traditional Yugoslavian oral verse, arrives at similar con-
clusions about the functional properties of formulaic language. For Parry (1930) the fact
that both the Homeric epics and the traditional oral verse of the former Yugoslavia (the
latter composed largely by unlettered poets) are characterised by the repeated use of
‘frozen’ traditional formulae suggested that the Homeric epics were composed in a
manner similar to what he observed to be the case for the traditional Yugoslavian verse,
i.e. that the frequent appearance of ‘ready-made’ formulae is due to the fact that this use
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How (exactly) to slay a dragon in Indo-European? 9

Unfortunately, such psycholinguistic and functional characterisations
of formulaic language do not usually provide a ready means of actual
identification of particular linguistic sequences as being formulaic or
not. Some formulaic sequences can be readily identified as such by
native speakers of a language, i.e. English speakers have an intuition
that friend or foe is formulaic whereas friend or enemy is not — this is of
course of little help for the purposes of detecting formulae in texts
composed a millennium or more before the present day.

Computationally-implemented statistical approaches to collocations
are potentially useful as a method of evaluating formulaicity.® A simple
count of the number of times a collocation appears in a text is not very
telling in terms of whether or not the collocation is formulaic. For
examples, in the consideration of a newspaper corpus, the collocation of
the would be extremely frequent, but one would not want to count of the
as formulaic. The computational-statistical algorithms provide a more
reliable metric of formulaicity by comparing the frequency of the
occurrence of XY against: the frequency of the occurrence of X—Y,’ the
frequency of the occurrence of ~XY, and the frequency of occurrence of
—X—Y. These algorithms thus would not evaluate of the as being very
formulaic since both of and the frequently occur outside of the string of
the.

The potential usefulness of such approaches can be illustrated by
considering the ranking in terms of collocational strength of all of the
bigram sequences from the RV.* The prototypical Vedic dragon-slaying

of prefabricated linguistic sequences allowed for the fluent production of verse in real-
time.

Later ‘oral-formulaic’ practitioners (Foley 1991; Nagy 1996, 2004a,b) have em-
phasised the importance of the socio-cultural aspect of formulaic language; Foley (1991:
5-6) refers to this feature of formulaic language as ‘traditional referentiality’, which he
suggests is some ways similar to literary allusion, except that, rather than making
reference to a particular scene or image in a particular text, traditional referential
elements ‘reach out of the immediate instance in which they appear to the fecund totality
of the entire tradition...bear[ing] meanings as wide and deep as the tradition they
encode’ (Foley 1991: 7).

8 For sake of exposition, I restrict the discussion to the evaluation of bigram collo-
cations, i.e. collocations with only two elements, though the method discussed is
applicable also in the case of collocations with more than two elements. For a general
introduction to computational methods for the extraction of n-grams from a text, see
Roark and Sproat (2007).

" Le. the occurrence of X followed by an element which is something other than Y.

® This was done by first extracting all of the bigram sequences from the RV, using the
pada patha text available in electronic form from the Thesaurus Indogermanischer Text-
und Sprachmaterialien [http://titus.uni-frankfurt.de]. The resulting bigrams were then
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10 Benjamin Slade

formulae dhann ahim ranks extremely highly in terms of the strength of
association between dhann and dhim, out of the 165004 bigrams in the
RV, dhann dhim is in the top 0.1%.° Here the computational-statistical
approach thus provides strong support for the idea that dhann dhim is
formulaic in the RV.

In other cases, such statistical methods yield less helpful results. For
example, kAéog dpbitov occurs only once in Homer (/1. 9.413), and so is
not statistically a very strong collocation in Homer. However, as
Matasovi¢ (1996: §97) points out, it occurs in a passage which is crucial
for both the storyline and artistic impression of the epic: Achilles
wonders whether he should return alive to Phthia; or fight and perish at
Troy, thereby obtaining xléo¢ dpOitov ‘imperishable fame’ (/I. 9.412-
413) — a decisive point in the epic which encapsulates the basic theme of
entire Iliad. Likewise, additional computational complexity would have
to be introduced into the algorithms calculating the association strength
of elements in order to detect formulaic instances like Skt.
sravo...dksitam (RV 1.40,4b; 8.103,5b; 9.66,7¢) where the formula is
discontinuous.

In summary: the psycholinguistic characteristic of formulaic language
— while useful in thinking about what it means for something to be
formulaic — does not offer a ready means for the identification of for-
mulaic language in old texts; the computation-statistical approach is
potentially useful, but is of limited use in the identification of discon-
tinuous formulae or formulae which are infrequent but identifiable by
philological means by their context.

However, the results of research on formulaic sequences in (modern)
spoken languages is helpful in evaluating whether or not two pieces of
text constitute tokens of the same formula, as discussed in the following
section.

1.1.3 Complete and incomplete formulae: formulaic flexibility

Schmitt 1967 largely accepts only complete formulae, and those based
upon the correspondence between Indo-Iranian and Greek texts (see
Matasovi¢ 1996: §10-12, §56ff. for some discussion of the reactions of

evaluated by using the log-likelihood test of association (Dunning 1993, Moore 2004),
as implemented in the Ngram Statistics Package (Banerjee and Pedersen 2003).

° dhan(n) X appears 40 times in the RV. In 11 instances X=dhim, in 5 instances
X=vrtram (putting ahan vytram in the top 0.7%), with no other value of X occurring
more than twice, and the majority only once.
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How (exactly) to slay a dragon in Indo-European? 11

other researchers to Schmitt 1967), two branches in which we have
extant texts from a very early period. In the case of branches which are
only attested from a much later date (e.g. Germanic) we are of course
more likely to encounter cases of incomplete correspondence.

Campanile (1993) presents an example which he construes as
presenting difficulties for the Schmitt-style ‘formalist’ reconstruction
which requires correspondence in form as well as meaning. Campanile
suggests that the following set of correspondences illustrate the
difficulties in accepting only complete formulae as reconstructable for
PIE (cf. Matasovi¢ 1996: §59). Comparison of the following collo-
cations would seem suggest an inherited PIE formula: Skt. vdcam
...bharamahe (RV 1.53,1a) ‘we bear the word’, vacam...bibharti (RV
10.177,2a) ‘he bears the word’, Av. vacom baraitt (Y. 31.12) ‘he bears
the word (=he speaks)’, Gr. éxoc péperv (in Euripides), L. vocem (ad-)
fert (in Virgil). From these examples we cannot construct a complete
formula as the examples vary in which person the verb occurs,'’ and
whether the noun ‘word’ is a root-noun (Ved. vak- < PIE wok"-), or an
s-stem (Gr. &ro¢ < PIE *wek"o0s).

Consideration of modern English formulaic phrases also points to the
fact that the grammatical/functional elements (such as tense,
person/number agreement etc.) of a formula can often be varied without
altering the formulaic nature of the collocation itself. For example,
consider the variant realisations of the idiom /et the cat out of the bag:
Don'’t let the cat out of the bag, He always lets the cat out of the bag;
You will let the cat out of the bag etc.

However, there are some difficulties with Campanile’s equating of the
Sanskrit, Avestan, Greek and Latin texts. Perhaps the more serious issue
is that Campanile’s examples do not seem to be equatable in terms of
their semantics. The Vedic formulations appear to carry a sense of
‘bringing forth of sacred speech’, whereas the apparent equivalents in
Greek and Latin bear a more prosaic sense of ‘to speak’.

Further, it is not entirely clear that different stem-forms of the same
root, e.g. PIE *wok"- and *wek”os, are instances of the same ‘word’, or
if the Greek form would have to be considered an instance of renewal
on a par with formulae in which one root has been replaced by another.
As discussed in the following section, though renewal of terms of a
formula would seem to be an expected phenomenon, such renewal
makes it more difficult to confidently identify the true correspondences
between texts upon which formulaic reconstruction depends.

1 To connect RV 10.177,2a we also have to allow for a reduplicated present.
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1.1.4 Formulaic renewal

Replacement/renewal is common in the case of single lexical items,
e.g. OF hund and Skt. svan were the unmarked terms for ‘dog’, both
deriving via mechanical sound change from PIE *kwon-. However, in
the modern descendants of these languages, we find lexical replacement
on both sides: the unmarked words for ‘dog’ are English dog (< OE
docga, of unknown origin) and Nepali kukur (< Skt. kurkurdh)."" 1t is to
be expected that formulaic sequences are susceptible to the same forces
which lead to the replacement of individual lexical items.

However, instances of formulaic sequences in modern English often
exhibit resistance to such renewal/replacement of lexical items under
(near) semantic identity, e.g. if one of the elements of the idioms friend
or foe or kick the bucket is replaced under semantic identity — for
instance friend or enemy or kick the pail — the result is not formulaic,
and in the case of by and large, the ‘renewed’ form *by and big is
simply ungrammatical. Additionally, though it is sometimes suggested
that replacement is to be expected when one of the old terms of the
formula becomes obsolete (e.g. Matasovi¢c 1996: §102) on possible
reflexes of PIE *klewos megh, ‘great fame’ in Slavic and Celtic with
lexical replacement of *megh, on the basis that in both Old Irish and
Slavic no adjectival form of *megh, survives), obsolete words often
survive just in the case that they are part of a formulaic expression
(sometimes with reinterpretation or folk-etymologising). For instance, in
English with kith and kin ‘with friends and family; with the whole
family’ (OED), kin is rather archaic and kith (< OE cyp ‘knowledge;
known, familiar country; acquaintances, friends’) is found only in this
context.” In the German formulaic expression mit Kind und Kegel ‘with
the whole family’, Kegel, like kith, is similarly opaque; Lambrecht
(1984: 782) comments that ‘[o]nly etymologically sophisticated
speakers know that Kegel once meant “illegitimate child” (and that it

"' In some cases, lexical replacement is incomplete in the sense that the old unmarked
form remains in the language with a specialisation of meaning, e.g. PIE *kwon- sur-
vives, with specialisation of meaning, in Hindi sonha ‘a kind of wild dog’ (Turner 1962-
1966: #12750, #12651). English hound of course survives with the specialised meaning
of ‘hunting dog’, while Hund remains the unmarked word for ‘dog’ in German. The
Hindi form kutta ‘dog’ is not directly related to Skt. kurkurdh; while Hindi kikar is
cognate with Nepali kukur, but shows a specialised meaning of ‘puppy’ (Hock and
Joseph 1996: 234-5).

'2 The first instance of this idiom occurs in 1377 in Piers Plowman where it means
‘native land and people’ (OED); the phrase later develops semantically to mean ‘with
family and acquaintances’ or ‘with the whole family’.
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How (exactly) to slay a dragon in Indo-European? 13

has nothing to do with the homophonous Kegel “cone”), so that mit
Kind und Kegel literally meant “with child and bastard”’. Further the
phrase fo have and to hold (as in the English wedding vows) is a
formula where the signifiants have survived intact (cp. heold mec ond
heefde (Bwf. 2430a) ‘protected and looked after me’) with a shift in the
interpretation to ‘keep and embrace’ mirroring the changes in the
signifiés of ‘have’ and ‘hold’.

On the other hand, there are modern English formulae which do allow
for variation of the terms, e.g. between the Devil and the deep blue sea
and between a rock and a hard place, both variations on older between
Scylla and Charybdis; to blow one’s top and to blow one’s stack.
Moreover, other formulaic sequences are extremely mutable, such as If
X is good enough for Y, then X is good enough for me (cf. Pawley and
Syder 1983: 212)." So formulae do appear in principle to be mutable,
but mutability varies widely from one formula to another.

Furthermore, even formulaic expressions which are normally very
restricted in terms of variation can, in the right context, be creatively
distorted. For instance, though none of the lexical elements of the
English idiom to kick the bucket can usually be varied (i.e. to kick the
pail doesn’t have the idiomatic meaning), the following example, (5), is
perfectly acceptable to native English speakers.

(5) Nah, he didn’t kick the bucket — he barely nudged it
(said of someone who had a what perhaps seemed like a near-fatal
experience, but wasn’t)

For further discussion, see Carter 2004, who gives other examples of
creative reforming of idioms like 7 guess you are now over the moon,
Mars, Jupiter and the whole galaxy (based on the fixed idiom fo be over
the moon)."*

"3 In fact, a special term has been coined for this kind of formulaic sequence which
originate as variants of some well-known phrase: ‘snowclone’ (see Pullum 2003, 2004);
the name given with reference to the formulaic phrase If' Eskimos have N words for
snow, then.... A more typical example is X is the new Y (originally X is the new black,
earlier X is the new neutral — itself apparently ultimately stemming from a catch-phrase
of fashion editor Diana Vreeland, cf. ‘And, though it’s so vieux jeu I can hardly bear to
repeat it, pink is the navy blue of India’ (Vreeland 1984, cp. Zimmer 2006). An online
database of such ‘snowclones’ is available at http://snowclones.org/.

!4 Examples of this sort can be easily multiplied, e.g. she let all of the cats out of the
bag ‘she revealed all of the secrets’ etc.
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14 Benjamin Slade

Since there is no reason to believe that the poets of the RV, the
Avestas, Beowulf, the Eddas etc. were any less creative in their use of
language (including formulaic expressions) than modern day speakers
(quite the contrary, in fact), we must allow for the fact that some
instances of what appear to be formulaic renewal may simply reflect the
creative artistic reforming of an inherited formula.

2. Watkins® *g"hen- h;ég"him

In this section I briefly review Watkins’ (1995) primary examples for
the reconstruction of PIE *g"hen- h;ég"him. 1 show that, based on the
arguments laid out above in section 1.1, *g"“hen- h;ég"him can be
reconstructed for PIE with a high degree of probability. However, while
some of the examples Watkins cites as instances of variants of this
formula are reasonable, in other cases Watkins casts his nets too wide,
his notion of ‘themes’" leading him to posit *g"hen- h;ég"him as
existing at such a level of abstraction as to potentially allow an
enormous range of expressions to count as reflexes.

Not only does Watkins (1995: 302) suggest that the *g"hen- h;ég"him
formula is represented abstractly (‘thematically’) as HERO SLAY
(*g¢"hen-) SERPENT (with WEAPON/COMPANION), but he allows
for great variation even at this level of abstraction:

The semantic constituents of the basic theme may undergo paradigmatic
(commutational) variants: for the HERO’s name there may appear an epithet (e.g.,
slayer); for SLAY we may find KILL, SMITE, OVERCOME, BEAT, etc.; for
SERPENT (ADVERSARY) we may find MONSTER, BEAST, but also HERO, or
ANTI-HERO.

As Justus (1997: 640) points out, ‘how is SLAY ADVERSARY
([with] WEAPON) of peculiarly IE inheritance and not the epitome of a

15 Watkins (1987: 270-1) says of formulae and themes:

Formulas are the vehicles, the carriers of themes; theme is the deep structure of
formula. These formulas are collectively the verbal expressions of the traditional
culture of the Indo-European, which is the totality of themes. They are not
remembered and repeated merely because they delight the ear; rather they are signals,
in poetic elaboration and as verbal art, of the relations of things: of the traditional
conceptualizations, the perception of man and the universe, the values and
expectations of the society. The function of the Indo-European poet was to be the
custodian and transmitter of this tradition. The totality of themes as expressed in
formulas was in a preliterate society entrusted precisely to the professionals of the
word, the poets.
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How (exactly) to slay a dragon in Indo-European? 15

western culture that started over five thousand years ago when Sumerian
Gilgamesh slew his Ancient Near Eastern monster, Humbaba?’

Verbal expressions, whether morphemes or multi-word texts, can be
(probabilistically) reconstructed via the application of the comparative
method. Cultural facts or patterns (‘themes’) cannot be directly com-
pared in this way, and, further, cultural patterns and conceptions may
easily be innovated or borrowed or simply represent more universally
human ideas. In dealing with the reconstruction of texts, it is preferable
to adopt a more conservative position, such as that expressed by
Matasovi¢ (1996: §72):

The genetic correspondence of themes [in Watkins’ sense--BMS] can be proved only
by etymological correspondence of the formulas by which these themes are expressed
in the genetically related languages; we must try to avoid at any cost the circular
reasoning by which some cultural contents are attributed to the Proto-Indo-Europeans,
because they are expressed by formulas in various IE languages, while, on the other
hand, we define formulas as those syntagms or phrases that express the contents
attested in other IE linguistic communities.

In reconstructing PIE formulae, one must allow for some amount of
variation, for reasons discussed previously, but etymological cor-
respondence must remain the core component.'®

2.1 Indo-Iranian: an almost complete formula

In the RV, one of the primary functions of Indra, the storm-god, is the
slaying of the demon serpent Vritra, who hoards waters and/or cows (on
the hoarding of cows as belonging to the Vritra myth see
Venkatasubbiah 1965). A well-known instance of this event is narrated
in RV 1.32, see example (6) below.

(6) indrasya nii viryani pra vocari
yani cakara prathamani vajri
ahann ahim anv apas tatarda
pra vaksana abhinat parvatanam

dhann ahim parvate $isriyanam
(RV 1.32,1,2a)

' On constraining formulaic reconstruction, see also the 3 2 1 rule’ of Fisher (2007):

A traditional sequence of Proto-Indo-European date is likely when a collocation of
two or more words consisting of established reflexes of IE roots, expressing the same
semantic message, and retaining at least one reflex of the reconstructed roots exists in
three separate branches and that one of these phrases occurs at least three times in at
least one branch. In addition at least one branch should consistently deploy both roots.
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16 Benjamin Slade

‘I tell now of the heroism of Indra,

the first which he did armed with a vajra’’.

He slew the serpent, afterwards drilled through to the waters,
he split through the bellies of the mountains.

He slew the serpent who lay on the mountain...’

Indra’s serpentine opponent is sometimes referred to as an dhi-
‘serpent’ (< PIE *h;ég"hi-), but more frequently by its ‘name’: vrtrd-
‘the encloser’ (< Ir. *wrtram ‘obstruction, obstacle, resistance’, cf.
Benveniste and Renou 1934). The waters enclosed by Vritra appear, at
least originally, to be conceived of as being headwaters originating in
the mountains (cf. Oldenberg 1923/1988), though later on these seem to
be reconceptualised as rain as the Nighantu (I.10) considers both vrtra-
and dhi- as synonyms for ‘cloud’ (and Sayana too interprets Vritra as a
cloud, and Indra’s slaying of him as the release of rain from the cloud).
Further discussion of the Indra-Vritra combat can be found in Oldenberg
(1923/1988); Benveniste and Renou (1934); Venkatasubbiah (1965);
Schmidt (1968); Dandekar (1979); Lahiri (1984); Gonda (1989); Falk
(1997); Sohnen (1997); Sohnen-Thieme (2001); Witzel (2004), and in
Section 3.

The prototypical Vedic dragon-slaying formula is dhann dhim, found
in this form eleven times in the RV.'® which Watkins (1995) suggests
reflects an inherited formula PIE *(é)g"hent h;ég"him.

In Iranian, we find a collocation which stands in almost perfect
correspondence to Vedic dhann dhim: Avestan (yo) janat azim,
associated with the slaying of a dragon by the (human) hero Thraetaona,
as in example (7) below."”

(7) ...9ragtaond...
yO janat aZim dahakom
Srizafanom Srikamorodom
xSuuas.a$tm hazanra.yaoxstim...
(Yt. 14.38,40)

17 “Thunderbolt’ or perhaps ‘cudgel’.

'8 3sg.: 1.32,1,2; 1.103,2; 4.28,1; 5.29,3; 10.67,12. 2sg.: 2.11,5; 3.32,11; 4.19.2;
6.30,4; 10.133,2.

' On the Avestan dragon-slaying story, see Benveniste and Renou 1934.
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How (exactly) to slay a dragon in Indo-European? 17

¢...Thraetaona...
who slew (the dragon) Azi Dahaka,
the three-jawed, three-headed,
six-eyed one of a thousand skills...”

The sequence (yo) janat azim occurs also in Y. 9.8. The etymological
correspondence between the Vedic and Avestan formulae is not quite
perfect since the Avestan imperfect janat has been thematised® (and the
Avestan expression occurs as a relative clause),”’ but on the whole
Watkins’ evidence for an Indo-Iranian formula reflecting PIE *(é)g" hent
hseg”him is fairly sound (cf. Benveniste and Renou 1934).

2.2 Greek: a virtual correspondence

The Greek data are somewhat more difficult, as we here we find no
direct reflexes of PIE *g"hen- h;ég"him. However, Watkins (1995: 364)
derives a “virtual’ reflex by comparing two passages from Pindaric odes,
Ol. 13.63-4, (8), mentioning the Pegasus as the child of the serpentine
Gorgon, and Pyth. 10.46-8, (9), which narrates Perseus’s slaying of the
Gorgon.”

(8) 8¢ tdig dMde0g vidV Tote Topydvog 1) TOAL Al Kpovvoig
[Mayacov {ed&on Tobéwv Emabev
(0Ol. 13.63-4)
‘who beside the Springs, striving to break the serpent Gorgon’s
child, Pegasos, endured much hardship.’

(9) éc avdpdv poxdapwv Spuhov: Enebvév e Topydva kal mowkilov Kapa
dpaxovVTeV eoPatcty fjAvbe vaciaTolg
AlBwvov Bavatov eépav
(Pyth. 10.46-8)
‘...to that throng of blessed men. He slew the Gorgon,
came bearing the head, intricate with snake hair,
the stony death to the islanders.’

As Watkins (1995: 364) puts it, ‘[by] [c]Jombining the syntagms
opoeoc... lopyovoc and émeOvév Topyova we can restore the real

2% Cp. OId Persian gja.

2! The lack of an augment in Avestan is not as problematic since the Vedic imperfect
occurs also in an augmentless form as Adan.

22 Translations from Lattimore 1960.
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18 Benjamin Slade

mythographic formula, just below the surface.” Watkins’ virtual formula
is given in (10).

(10) *£mebvev opv

Comparison of the Indo-Iranian and Greek evidence thus can only
result in the reconstruction of an incomplete formula, PIE *g"hen-
hs;ég"him. As discussed above in Section 1.1.3, incomplete formulae still
provide good evidence for the existence of a formula in the proto-
language, since even contemporary English formulaic expression often
allow for variation of tense, number etc. Thus Watkins’ virtual *ézs@vey
ogpwv does seem to support a reconstruction of *g“hen- hzég“him, sur-
viving at least in Indo-Iranian and Greek.

2.3 Hittite and Old Irish: formulaic renewal

In Hittite we do find the verb kuenta ‘slew’ — which corresponds
exactly to the Vedic imperfect (d)han — employed in a dragon-slaying
context. However, we do not find any reflex of PIE *h;ég"hi-, but
instead Hittite illuyanka- (apparently the unmarked Hittite term for
‘serpent’, cf. Beckman 1982) as shown in example (11).

(11) PIM-a$ uit nu=kan ““illuy[ankan]
kuenta DINGIR""*-§=a katti=s3i eSer
(CTH §12,KBo. 17.51 17)
‘(Tarhunnas) came and he killed the serpent;
and the gods were with him.’

We may only assume that Hittite illuyankan kuenta reflects an
inherited PIE *g"hen- h;ég"him if we suppose that the Hittite formula
has been ‘renewed’, replacing *h;ég”hi- with illuyanka-. Of course, as
discussed above in Section 1.1.4, in principle formulae, like lexical
items, may undergo renewal; however, the comparison of a potentially
refashioned formula like illuyankan kuenta with, for instance, Vedic
ahann ahim, does not constitute robust evidence for the reconstruction
of PIE *g"hen- h;ég"him as does the correspondence of the Vedic
formula with the Avestan or Greek examples discussed above. The fact
that a reflex of *h;ég"”hi- does not occur elsewhere in Hittite, where
illuyanka- has become the unmarked term for ‘serpent’, does little to
strengthen the correspondence, since often otherwise obsolete words
survive just in the context of the formula (cp. English kith in kith and
kin, as discussed above in Section 1.1.4).
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The possible Celtic reflex of PIE *g“hen- h;ég"him proposed by
Watkins is a bit of (somewhat garbled) Old Irish found in an Old
English medico-magical treatise (Lacunga, Harl. 585), in the context of
a wyrm gealdor (charm against body-internal worms), to be sung into
the ear of a person or animal who has swallowed a worm. The relevant
portion is given in example (12).”

(12) Gonomil orgomil marbumil
(Pollington 2000)
‘I slay the beast, I slaughter the beast, I kill the beast.’

Here again no reflex of *h;ég”hi- is found, and gono is a 1sg. present
absolute form (not an imperfect as in the Indo-Aryan, Iranian, and
Hittite examples), and mil means ‘beast’ and not ‘serpent’ or ‘dragon’.
The possible connection of gonomil... with *g"hen- h;ég"him derives
from the fact that OE wyrm is used to refer not only to worms, but also
to snakes and dragons. And, in fact, as discussed below in Sections 4
and 5, there is evidence that PIE *k"rmi- (of which OE wyrm appears to
be a reflex, with deformation of the initial consonant) may also have
referred not only to ‘worms’ but also to ‘serpents’. However, be that as
it may, this is to a certain extent irrelevant for the Old Irish example in
(12), which does not itself contain a reflex of *k"ymi-, and which thus
constitutes rather weak evidence for the reconstruction of PIE *g"hen-
hseg"him.

2.4 Germanic *wurmi-banon and Indo-Iranian *k“ymi-: variation in
PIE

Germanic also possesses no reflex of PIE *h;ég"hi-, for ‘serpent” we
instead find Gmce. *wurmiz < PIE *wymis, a thyme formation (possibly
a tabu-deformation) in Indo-European of *k"rmis (cp. Latin uermis). For
‘slay’, Gmec. displays no non-derived verbal reflex of PIE *g"hen-, but
instead employs *ban-6n, which appears to derive from an o-grade form
*g"hon-, though the phonological developments involved are not com-
pletely clear.**

2 See Thurneyson 1919 on the translation of gonomil orgomil marbumil ‘1 slay etc.’,
and Meroney 1945 for further discussion of the remainder of the Irish words of this
charm.

** Watkins (1995: 423), following Seebold (1967) (cf. Ringe 2006: 105-112), takes *b
to be the normal reflex in Gme. of PIE *g"h, in word-initial position not followed by a
reflex of a PIE sonorant. Before *u (and thus before the sonorants PIE *r, *p, */ > Gmc.
*ur, un, ul), *g" appears to have been delabialised, bleeding the change *g"(h)- > *b
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Key examples of Gmce. *wurmi-banon are found in Old Norse, as in
(13) and (14) below, with reference to the slaying of the Midgard-
serpent by Thor, the Germanic storm god.

(13) orms einbani
(Edda(El), Hymiskvida 22)
‘the serpent’s single bane’ (=Thor)

(14) Porr berr banaord af Midgardsormi
(Edda(Sn), p.72)
“Thor bears the killer’s word to the Midgard-serpent’ ( = Thor will
slay the Midgard serpent)

Such Germanic examples, with renewal of the second term of *g"hen-
hs;ég"him would constitute no better evidence than the Hittite examples
but for the fact that *g"h(e/o)n- k"ymi- appears to be a synchronic
variant in PIE of *g"“hen- h;ég"him, on the basis of evidence from Indo-
Iranian, as discussed below.

(Seebold 1967; Ringe 2006: 92, 106-122): thus ON gunnr, OE gip ‘battle, war’ < a
zero-grade form *g"hn- (> Pre-Gme. *¢"(h)un- > Gme. *gun-). Following a homorganic
nasal, *g"(h) > Gmc. *gw, e.g. from PIE *seng"h- ‘chant’ > Gmce. *singwanq ‘sing’ (cf.
Goth. siggwan, ON syngva, but with loss of labialisation in OE, OS, OHG singan).
Intervocalically apparently *g"(h) > Gmce. *w, as in PIE *sndig"h-os, o-grade derivative
of *sneig"h- ‘snow’, > Gmc. *snaiwaz (cf. Goth. snaiws, ON snjér, OE snaw, OHG
snéo). On the one hand, Gme. *warmo- (cf. ON varmr, OE wearm etc.) appears to be
straight-forwardly derivable from PIE *g"horm-o ‘warm’, o-grade derivative of
*g"herm- (cp. the reflexes of the e- and o-grade forms of this root in Skt. gharmd ‘heat’,
Av. garoma- ‘hot’, Gk. fepuoc ‘hot’, Lat formus ‘warm’, OPruss. gorme ‘heat’, Alb.
zjarm ‘heat’, Arm. yerm ‘warm’), if it is assumed that PIE *g"(h) > Gmc. *w. On the
other hand, in addition to PIE *g"hen-, Seebold 1967 gives two other examples which
support the idea of *b as a Gmc. reflex of *g"h: Gmc. *bidjan ‘pray, entreat’ (cf. Goth.
bidjan, OE biddan) < PIE *g"hedh-yo- ‘ask, pray’ (Pokorny’s (1958: 2.114) derivation
*bidjan < PIE *bhedh-yo- ‘bend’ involves a less straightforward semantic development)
and Gmc. *bré- (cf. OE brep ‘smell, vapour’) < PIE *g"hreh;- ‘smell’. Seebold 1967
also considers, but ultimately rejects, Gmc. *berii ‘bear’ (cf. OHG bero, OE bera) as
another example of Gmc. *b < PIE *g"h. The potential source of berii would be PIE
*$hér- ~ *¢"hér- ‘wild animal’ (cf. Gr. Oijp, Lat. ferus ‘wild’), but here it would seem
that the traditional derivation from PIE *bher- ‘brown’ is likely correct. Another
possible example of Gme. *b < PIE *g"h suggested by Watkins 2000 is Gme. *birnan
‘burn (intr.)’ (cf. Goth. brinnan, OE beornan, byrnan) < PIE *g"her-n- (Pokorny’s
(1958:143) derivation from PIE *bh(e)reu- ‘boil’ is again more difficult semantically).
Since we have somewhere between three to six examples of Gme. *b < PIE *g¢"h in
initial positions not preceding Gme. u, and only one apparent counterexample to this
change, i.e. *warmo-, it is plausible if not entirely certain that Gmc. *ban-on derives
from an o-grade form *g"hon-.
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In Vedic, reflexes of *k"ymi- and *g"hen- collocate, though Skt.
kimi-** is used with the sense of ‘body-internal worm’ rather than
‘dragon’, as in example (15).

(15) udyann adityah krimin hantu nimrocan hantu ra§mibhih yé antah
krimayo gavi [1]

atrivad vah krimayo hanmi kanvavdj jamadagnivat agastyasya
brahmana sam pinasmy aharh krimin [3]

haté raja krimindm utaisarh sthapatir hatdh haté hatdmata krimir
hatabhrata hatasvasa [4]

hatéso asya ve$aso hatasah parivesasah 4tho yé ksullaka iva sarve té
krimayo hatah [5]
(AV 2.32,1,3-5)

‘May the rising sun slay the worms; may the setting (sun) with his
rays slay the worms which are inside the cattle. [1]

Like Atri, like Kanva, like Jamadagni, I slay you, o worms, with the
incantation of Agastya, I crush up the worms. [3]

Slain is the king of the worms, and slain is their governor. The
worm is slain, having a slain mother, having a slain brother, having
a slain sister. [4]

Slain are his vassals, slain are his neighbours; moreover, those who
are as vile little ones, all of those worms are slain. [5]

B

Like the slaying of dragons, in the Atharvaveda the slaying of kjfmi- is
frequently associated with Indra, as in examples (16), (20), and (17)
below.

(16) asyéndra kumarasya krimin dhanapate jahi [ab]
(AV(S) 5.23,2)
‘O Indra, lord of treasure, slay the worms in this boy!’

(17) indrasya ya mahi drsat krimer vi§vasya tarhan [ab]
taya pinasmi sarh krimin drsada khalvamiva [cd]
(AV(S) 2.31,1)

2 As Watkins (1995: 521n2) comments, the manuscripts vary between krimi- and
kimi-, and though Roth and Whitney (1856) adopt the former, the latter seems to be the
original.
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‘With the great mill-stone of Indra which overcomes all worms
I do grind to pieces the worms, as lentils with a mill-stone.’

The drsat mentioned here may be compared with Indra’s use of an
dasmana- in RV 4.22, as shown in example (18)below.

(18) y6 adémanarn $avasa bibhrad éti
(RV 4.22,1d)
‘Which stone (Indra) comes wielding with strength’

Further, the use of sam pinasmi in (15) and (17) may be compared
with the use of sdm-\pis- with reference to Indra’s slaying of Vritra
three times in the RV, once with the object dhim, RV 6.17 (=example
(19)), and twice with the object vrtram, RV 3.30,8 and 4.18,9 cf.
Benveniste and Renou (1934: 120).

(19) ...vajrarh sahasrabhystir ... chatasrim
... yéna navantam ahim sam pinag rjisin
(RV 6.17,10)
‘...the vajra with a thousand points and a hundred edges ... with
which you ground up the roaring serpent, O Drinker of the Third
Pressing (of Soma).’

Similarly, AV(S) 5.23 invokes Indra (alongside Sarasvati and Agni) to
assist in the destruction of worms:

(20) sarvesarh ca kriminarh sarvasam ca kriminam [ab]
bhinadmy a$Smana $ira ddhamy agnina mikham [cd]
(AV(S) 5.23,13)
‘Of all the male worms and all the female worms,
I split the head with a stone; I burn their face with fire.’

Again, this is a root which also appears in the context of the RV
dragon-combat, where Vbhid- is used with to describe Indra’s splitting
of the head of Vritra (cf. RV 8.6,6; 1.52,10 etc. discussed below in
Section 3.1.1).

Thus, though the AV verses use k7mi- in the sense of body-internal
worms, the slaying of such worms is often associated with Indra and
employs the same verbs and imagery used to describe Indra’s slaying of
the dragon Vritra.
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Iranian provides even better evidence for *g"h(e/o)n- k"ymi- as a
synchronic variant of *g"hen- h;ég"him in PIE, as Pahlavi kirm in used
to refer to a draconian creature in the Karnamag, where it occurs with a
reflex of PIE *g"hen- (cf. Watkins 1995: 302), as shown in example

@1).

(21) an kirm 6zad bud
(Karnamag v Ardaxsir i Pabagan 9.1)
‘(Ardashir) had slain that dragon’

The comparison of the Indo-Iranian examples involving *k"ymi- with
Gmce. *wurmi-banon suggests that even in during PIE there was
variation between *k"ymi- and *h;ég" hi- as the second term of the basic
dragon-slaying formula. This PIE dragon-slaying formula would thus be
better represented as *g"hen- {h;ég"hi-, k" fmi-}.*%*

2.5 Conclusions

Thus the basic Indo-European dragon-slaying formula may be
reconstructed at four different levels. For Indo-Iranian, we may
reconstruct the complete formula *(é)g"hent h;ég"him. On the basis of
Indo-Iranian and Greek, we may reconstruct the incomplete formula
*g"hen- h;ég"him. For ‘core PIE’ (PIE after the Anatolian and Tocha-
rian branches have split off), we can reconstruct an incomplete formula
with variation of the second term: *g“hen- {h;ég"hi-, k"jmi-}. These
three reconstructions are highly probable, due to the etymological
correspondence of both terms. Lastly, we have evidence for the formula
*g"hen- {h;ég"hi-, k"fmi-} occurring with lexical renewal/replacement
(of the second term), if the Hittite evidence is admitted.

2% Thanks to Jay Fisher (p.c.) for helpful discussion on this point.

2" Watkins 1995 discusses other examples which one might taken as representing
formulaic variants of *g"hen- h;ég"him at the stage of PIE, such as use of the PIE root
*terh,- ‘cross over, overcome’ (Watkins 1995: 343-346), which appears in a dragon-
slaying context in Hittite, Indo-Aryan, and Iranian, see (i), (ii), (iii) below.

(i) n=an=za namma “"illuyanka[n] tarahhiiwan dai§ (CTH 321 §25, KBo. 3.7 iii 24-5)

‘(Tarhunnas) began to overcome the serpent’

(ii) indrena yujé tarusema vytram (RV 7.48,2)
‘yoked with Indra may we overcome Vritra’
(iii) tauruuaiiata voro8rom danunam tlirangm (Yt. 13.38)

‘you overcame the resistance of the Turanian Danu’
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3. Splitting Dragons, Mountains, and Forts in the Rigveda

The name of Indra’s serpentine adversary, vtrd, derives from Vvr- ‘to
enclose, cover, obstruct’ with the instrumental suffix -fra, and, indeed,
the obstruction of the flowing of the waters is the primary action of
Vritra. These ‘waters’ most likely, at least originally, refer to rivers
which are released from the mountains during the late spring/early
summer snow-melt (Schmidt 1968, Falk 1997, Witzel 2004). The per-
sonified obstructions are likely to be dams which could form in the river
courses, preventing the vital waters from flowing along their normal
paths, cp. the river name sdrasvati ‘the one with many ponds’.*®

Sometimes the waters are metaphorically compared to cows (e.g. RV
1.32), and sometimes it is in fact literally cows which are rescued from
the serpent (e.g. RV 2.19,3; 6.17,1; 10.48,2; cf. Venkatasubbiah 1965).%
Therefore, I examine not only the formulaic use of \bhid-, \vrasc-, and
\ruj- where dhim or vrtram is the patient of one of these roots, but cases
where the patient is not the dragon but something associated with the
dragon-fight, such as the mountain in which the waters are trapped. I
also consider instances of these roots used with Indra as agent and puras
‘forts’ or gotras ‘cattle-stalls’ as patient, which function as enclosures
for cattle. For the latter instances I limit the consideration to those cases
where Indra’s dragon-combat is also mentioned in the same hymn.

Just as Vritra’s basic function is enclosing (\/vgf-) precious elements
(waters, cattle etc.), Indra’s basic function is that of (violently) opening
up enclosures containing precious elements, whether these be obstruct-
ing serpents (e.g. vrtrd), mountains in which waters are trapped, or
cattle-enclosures (gotras, puras). Thus, though the number of times
Indra’s slaying of the dragon is described using Vbhid-, \vrasc-, or Nruj-
is comparatively small, the number of instances in which they occur in
descriptions of other aspects of the dragon-fight is not inconsiderable
(see Table 1). As will be shown, these roots are intimately connected
with Indra’s basic function as a (violent) discloser of precious com-
modities in general, and more specifically with Indra’s actions in the

2 Also see Falk 1997, who suggests that the Vritra-myths are more likely to have
originated when the Indo-Aryans inhabited Greater Iran, as the rivers coming down from
the mountains of Afghanistan are much more uncertain in their courses than those of the
Punjab, i.e. more subject to obstructions which could dam or divert the waters from their
normal courses.

% Herein I examine all dhi-combats, regardless of whether they have been associated
with the “Vritra-myth’ or the ‘Vala-myth’, cp. fn.32 below.
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dragon-fight — which include not only the slaying of the serpent, but
also, for instance, the freeing of waters from the mountains.

3.1 \bhid-
3.1.1 dhi-/vyrtra-

Indra’s slaying of the dragon is described six times using forms of
\bhid- ‘split, cleave, cut’ (cf. Benveniste and Renou 1934: 119).%
Though Vhhid- itself apparently never occurs with the overt direct object
dhim, collocations with Vbhid- are not infrequently to be found in
association with the prototypical form of the Vedic dragon-slaying
formula, dhann dhim or variants thereof involving the root Vhan-. For
instance, in RV 2.11 — in which the formula dhann dhim occurs at 5d,
(22) — in reference to slaying the serpent abhinat twice appears with the
verbal particle dva ‘down’, (23), (24).

(22) ahann &him $iira viryéna
(RV 2.11,54d)
‘O Hero (=Indra), with valour, you slew the dragon.’

(23) s1j6 mahir indra ya apinvah paristhita 4hina $iira parvih
amartyarh cid dasam manyamanam avabhinad ukthair vavrdhanah
(RV 2.11,2)
‘You make flow the great ones, O Indra, which you made swell, of
which many are surrounded by the dragon, O Hero. Strengthened
by songs of praise, you chopped up the Dasa’' (Vritra), who
thought himself immortal.’

(24) dhisva $avah §iira yéna vytram avabhinad danum aurnavabham
(RV 2.11,18ab)
‘O Hero [Indra], put on the strength with which you chopped up
Vritra, the Danava Aurnavabha.’

\bhid- therefore appears to be a legitimate formulaic variant of Vhan-
in the dragon-slaying formula, as is borne out by the co-occurrence in

39 Based on an examination of the relevant entries in GraBmann (1873), \bkid- occurs
in various forms a total of 88 times in the Rigveda.

3! The use of ddsd to refer to Vritra recalls the Iranian name of the serpent, azT
dahaka, suggesting that this is another element common between the Indo-Aryan and
Iranian myths. Falk (1997: 79) notes that ‘[Indo-Aryan] [n]ames like dasa (dahi) or pani
(parnoi) bear witness to an at least historical contact with peoples we know from Greek
sources to have lived in Greater Iran’.
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single hymns of dragon-slaying formulae involving both roots. How-
ever, to say that these collocations with \bhid- are formulaic variants of
the \han-+dhim/vrtram formula is not to say that they are entirely
equivalent. Perhaps it would be better to say that bhid vytram is a
FORMULAIC ASSOCIATE of dhann dhim, that is, they are formulae which
co-occur in the context of the dragon-combat (similar to the observation
of Matasovi¢ 1996: §114 that in both Old Irish and Vedic texts, reflexes
of PIE *g"ous hyeg- ‘to drive cattle’ occur alongside reflexes of PIE
*g"hen- ‘to slay’, see Section 1 above).

The ‘splitting’ of the dragon is a rather more specific event than the
‘slaying’ of the dragon. Forms of \bhid- in the dragon-slaying context
specifically denote an opening-up of the dragon. This is obvious, for
instance, in RV 1.52,5d, given below in (25), where Indra’s
‘splitting’(=‘slaying’)  of  Vritra is  likened to  Trita’s
‘splitting’(=*opening up of’) the enclosures of Vala.*®

(25) tarm vrtrahatye anu tasthuh Gtayah ... indram
indrah yat ... bhinad valasya paridhirr iva tritdh
(RV 1.52,4cd,5cd)
‘Beside that Indra in the Vritra-slaying stood (his) helpers ...
When Indra ... split (Vritra) as Trita the enclosures of Vala.’

Perhaps the fact that Vbhid- occurs usually with vtrdm as its object,
rather than dhim, is because vyrerd- ‘the encloser’ forms such an
excellent counterpoint to the sense of ‘splitting open’.

In RV 1.52, we also find Vbhid- twice in the context of dragon-
slaying, see example (25), above, and (26), below.

32 Schmidt (1968) concludes that the Vritra and Vala myths are not identical, the basic
differences being that the former is associated with the release of the waters and the
latter with the release of light from darkness. Even if one decides that synchronically
these myths are distinct, this certainly does not rule out their having developed from a
common source. Stanley Insler (p.c.) suggests that vala may an [-variant from Vvr-, the
source of vytra- (though he maintains that the myths are different enough to rule out
derivation from a single original myth), reflecting the fact that both Vritra and Vala
enclose elements necessary for life (water and cattle, respectively). In any event, at some
level the Vritra and Vala myths, whatever the exact details of their Indo-Aryan origins,
both appear to reflect a more basic PIE idea of slaying of a serpent who encloses some
vital element.
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(26) made sutasya $avasabhinac chirah
(RV 1.52,10d)
‘In the intoxication of Soma, (Indra) with strength, split the head (of
Vritra).’

The collocation Vbhid-+vytrdsya Siras ‘the head of Vritra’, found in
RV 1.52,10d, (26) above, is found twice more in the Rigveda, at RV
8.6,6 (27) and RV 8.76,2 (28).

Forms of \bhid- in dragon-slaying contexts also occur with the verbal
particle vi- ‘apart’, (27), (28), (29).

(27) vi cid vrtrasya ...
vajrena $ataparvana
§iro bibheda vrsnina

(RV 8.6,6)
‘(Indra) split apart Vritra’s ... head with his bullish hundred-jointed
vajra.’
(28) ayam indro marutsakha vi vrtrasyabhinac chirah
(RV 8.76,2)

“This Indra, with Marut companions, split apart Vritra’s head.’

(29) ayuddhaseno vibhva vibhindata ... vrtraha tajyani tejate
(RV 10.138,5ab)
‘With an unconquerable host, with great power to cleave, ... the
Vritra-slayer sharpens his bolts.’

In the hymns in which (25)-(29) occur, we do not find the formula
dahann dahim, however, we do find formulaic variants of the type vrtra-
+Vhan-33 In RV 10.138, virNbhid- occurs in the same line as vrtrahan
‘slayer of Vritra’, see (29) above. In RV 8.6, we find vytrahantama ‘best
of Vritra-slayers’ at 37a; and in RV 1.52, both vrtrahdtye ‘in the slaying
Vritra’ (4c) and jaghanvam...vytram ‘having slain Vritra’ (8ab) appear.

\bhid- also occurs in a dragon-slaying context in RV 1.32, where it is
used to describe the slain dhi Vritra, in example (30), as

33 Except for hymn 8.76.
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28 Benjamin Slade

(30) nadam na bhinndm amuya $ayanam
(RV 1.32,8a)
‘lying yonder like a split reed’

RV 1.32 is also rife with occurences of Vhan-+dhim/vytram. The most
prototypical form of the dragon-slaying formula, dhann dhim ‘slew the
dragon’, occurs twice, at lc and 2a; 1.32 also contains numerous
variants of this formula: dhan...prathamajam dhinam ‘slew the first-
born of dragons’ (3d, 4a), dhan vytram ‘slew Vritra’ (5a), vrtram
Jjaghanvam ‘had slain Vritra® (11d).

3.1.2 Mountains

In addition to describing Indra’s slaying of Vritra, forms of \bhid-
frequently occur in the context of another event closely linked with the
Vedic slaying of the dragon, namely the freeing of the waters and/or
cows from the mountain. Often the waters/cows are freed by Indra
‘splitting the mountain’; representative examples are shown in (31),
(32), (33).

(31) bhinad girim $avasa vajram isnann aviskynvanah sahasana 6jah
vadhid vrtrarm vajrena mandasanah sarann apo javasa hatavrsnih
(4.17,3)
‘He (=Indra) split the mountain, sending his vajra with strength,
violent, revealed his power. Intoxicated, he slaughtered Vritram
with his vajra; the waters, (now) with their bull slain, flowed
swiftly.’

(32) jaghana vrtrar svadhitir vaneva ruréja piro dradan né sindhiin
bibhéda girim nivam in nd kumbhdm a ga indro akrnuta
svayugbhih

(RV 10.89,7)
‘He (=Indra) slew Vritra as an axe the tree, broke the forts, cleared
a path as it were for the rivers. He split the mountain like a new
water-jug, Indra brought forth the cows with his allies.’

(33) indrasya nt1 viryani pra vocari
yani cakara prathamani vajri
ahann dhim anv apés tatarda
pra vaksana abhinat parvatanam
(RV 1.32,1)
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‘I tell now of the heroism of Indra,

the first which he did armed with a vajra.

He slew the serpent, afterwards drilled through to the waters,
he split through the bellies of the mountains.’

Here the sense of ‘splitting apart’ as ‘opening up’ is obvious. Note
here again the linkage between dragon-slaying (dhann dhim in RV
1.32,1 = (6); jaghdna vrtram in RV 10.89,7 = (32); for RV 4.17, Nhan-
is found thrice, at 1c vytrdm.. jaghanvan and 19b vrtra...hanti, and the
suppletive vadh-, 3¢ vadhid vrtram ‘killed Vritra’) and the splitting open
of mountains.”

3.1.3 Forts

\bhid- is a root frequently used with Indra in general. \bhid-+piiras
‘forts’ is a collocation occurring numerous times with ‘Indra’ as its
subject, as in the examples in (35).>° Here too \bhid-+piras often co-
occurs with the prototypical Vedic dragon-slaying formula in Vhan-, as
in RV 8.93 where vytraha occurs in the same verse as piiro bibhéda, see
example (34) below. In fact vytrahdn- occurs seven other times in 8.93,
at 4a, 15b, 16a (as vytrahantama- ‘best of Vritra-slayers’), 18b, 20c, 32a
(as vrtrahdntama-), and 33a; as well, note 7b, vytrdaya hdntave “to slay
Vritra’.

(34) nava yo6 navatim puro bibhéda bahvdjasa
ahirh ca vrtrahavadhit

(RV 8.93,2)
‘Who with the power of his two arms split nine-and-ninety forts,
and the Vritra-slayer killed the serpent.’

This pattern of co-occurrence of \/bhia’-+pdras in the same hymn as
one or more instances of the dragon-slaying formula in VAan- is found
elsewhere as well, as shown by the examples below in (35). The (i)-
examples are instances of \/bhid—+pb2ras; the (ii)-examples are instances,
co-occurring in the same hymn as the (i)-examples, of the dragon-
slaying formula in Vhan-.

(35) a. (i) tvarh $ata vangrdasyabhinat piro
(RV 1.53,8¢)
“You split the hundred forts of Vangrida.’

3% Also in 4.17,7d we find dhinm...vi vy$cah, on which see section 3.2.1 below.
3 See also RV 1.11,4; 1.33,13; 1.174,8; 8.1,8; etc.
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(i) tva...amadan...té somasah vrtrahtyesu satpate
(RV 1.53,6ab)
‘These soma-drops gladdened you in the Vritra-slayings, O
Lord of the Good (= Indra).’

(35) b. (i) ...yah Satdrh $4mbarasya péro bibhédasmaneva pirvih
(RV 2.14,6ab)
‘...he who split a hundred ancient forts of Shambara as with a
rock.’

(ii) vrtrérh jaghanasanyeva vrksam
(RV 2.14,2b)
‘(Indra) struck/slew Vritra as a lightning-bolt a tree.’

(35) c. (i) ptiro vibhind4nn acarad vi dasth
(RV 1.103,3b)
‘(Indra) kept splitting apart the forts of the Dasas.’

(i1) dhann ahim abhinad rauhinam vi
(RV 1.103,2c¢)
‘(Indra) slew the serpent, split apart Rauhina...’

(35) d. (i) ...vajribhinat ptirah
(RV 8.1,8d)
*...the vajra-wielder (=Indra) who splits forts.’

(ii) ...vrtrahan...
(RV 8.1,14b)
‘...0 slayer of Vritra...”

(35) e. (i) ayarh yah puaro vibhinatty 6jasa
(RV 8.33,7¢)
‘He (Indra) is the one who splits apart forts with his power.’

(i1) ...vrtrahan(n)...
(RV 8.33,1c,14c¢)

‘...0 slayer of Vritra...’

In the RV 1.33, we find an instance of Indra splitting forts (36a), but
no occurrence of Vhan-; however, an apparent variation of dhann dhim
occurs in pada 13¢ (36b).
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(36) a. vi...ptiro ’bhet
(RV 1.33,13b)
‘....(Indra) split apart (their) forts.’

(36) b. sarh vajrena asrjat vrtram indrah
(RV 1.33,13¢)
‘Indra struck Vritra with his vajra.’

In fact, the epithet pirbhid ‘fort-splitter’ is almost exclusively Indra’s,
applied to him seven times in the Rigveda.’® Representative examples of
its use are given in (37), where (i) contains piarbhid, and (ii) the
prototypical Vedic dragon-slaying formula with Vhan-.

(37) a. (i) indro yah ptrbhid aritah
(RV 8.33,5d)
Indra who is honoured as fort-splitter.’

(i) ...vrtrahann...
(RV 8.33,1c¢,14¢)
‘...O slayer of Vritra...’

(37) b. (i) indrah piirbhid...
(RV 3.34,1a)
‘Indra, the splitter of forts...’

(i) ghnantarh vrtrani...

(RV 3.34,11d)
‘...who slays the Vritras...” (cp. 3.34,3)

The single time it appears not applied to Indra is not truly an
exception, as it is used of Soma who is compared to Indra: RV 9.88,4,
given below in (38).

(38) indro na y6 maha karmani cakrir hanta vrtranam asi soma piirbhit
(RV 9.88,4ab)
‘Like Indra who has done great deeds, you, O Soma, are a slayer of
Vritras, a fort-splitter.’

3% RV 3.34,1a; 3.51,2¢; 8.33,5d; 8.53,1c; 10.47,4c; 10.104,8b; 10.111,10b; cp. 1.11,4a
puram bhindur.
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The splitting of forts also associates with dragon-slaying, e.g. puro
bibhéda with ahim ... vytrahd in RV 8.93,2 =(34), and with vytrahd in
RV 9.88,4 =(38).

As well as purbhid, Indra is twice given the epithet gotrabhid ‘splitter
of cattle-stalls’, RV 6.17,2¢, 10.103,6a (shown below in (39)),
consistent with his role as a discloser of precious commodities.*’

(39) gotrabhidamh govidam véjrabahurn
(RV 10.103,6a)
‘Splitter of cattle-stalls, kine-winner, vajra-armed’

3.2 \vrasc-
3.2.1 ahi-/vrtra-

A semantically related root Vvrase- ‘split, hew, cut, rip’, usually with
the verbal particle vi ‘apart’, also appears several times in the dragon-
slaying context (cf. Benveniste and Renou 1934: 119; Watkins 1995:
309). Here again, forms of this root also often co-occur with the
prototypical Vedic dragon-slaying formula Vhan-+dhi-/vrtrd-. Forms of
\vrasc- appear three times with dhim as the overt object, RV 2.19,2b;
3.33,7b; 4.17,7d — given in (40)-(42) below, where (a) contains the
dragon-slaying formula with \vrasc-, (b) the prototypical dragon-
slaying formula with Vhan-.

(40) a. _ahim indro arnovitarh vi vrécat
(RV 2.19,2b)
‘Indra split apart the flood-enclosing serpent.’

(40) b. ...ahiha...
(RV 2.19,3b)

‘...dragon-slayer (=Indra)...”

(41) a. indrasya karma yad ahirh vivr$cat
(RV 3.33,7b)
‘Indra’s deed, that he split apart the serpent.’

(41) b. apahan vrtram paridhirh nadinam
(RV 3.33,6b)
‘(Indra) struck down Vritra, the enclosure of currents.’

37 The epithet govida- ‘kine-winner’ co-occurs with both pirbhid (RV 8.53,1¢ = (37a-
1) and gotrabhid (RV 10.103,6a = (39)).
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(42) a. &hirh v4jrena maghavan vi vp§cah
(RV 4.17,7d)
‘O Maghavan (=Indra), split apart with your vajra the serpent.’

(42) b. hanta y6 vrtram...
(RV 4.17,8¢)
‘(Indra) who is the slayer of Vritra.’
(as well as 1c: vytrdn... jaghanvan and 19b: vrtra...hanti)

We find vi (a)vrscad occuring twice with Vritra as its object, RV
1.61,10 and 10.113,6 (examples (43a) and (44a) below). Both hymns
also contain an instance of the prototypical Vedic dragon-slaying
formula; again, in (a) is shown the formula with Vvrasc-, in (b) the co-
occuring formula with \Vhan-.

(43) a. asyéd eva $avasa Susantarn vi vy§cad vajrena vytram indrah
g3 nd vrana avanir amuncad abhi $ravo davéane sacetah
(RV 1.61,10)
“Through his strength, Indra with his vajra split apart the hissing
Vritra. The rivers, which were like penned-in cattle, he freed,
with the idea to give them away for the sake of fame.’

(43) b. asma id u gnas cid devapatnir indrayarkam ahihétya Givuh
(RV1.61,8ab)
‘To him, to Indra, even the wives of the gods, the divine
consorts, during the dragon-slaying wove songs of praise.’

(44) a. vrtramh yad ugro vy évyscad 6jasapo bibhratamh tdmasa parivrtam
(RV 10.113,6¢d)
‘...as the powerful one (=Indra) with strength split open the
darkness-enclosed Vritra, who abducted the waters.’

(44) b. devébhir indro maghéva sayavabhir vrtrarh jaghanvarh. ..
(RV 10.113,2cd)
‘Indra Maghavan, with his followers, the gods, having slain
Vritra...’

In example (45), Indra splits apart ndva...navatim ca bhogan.

(45) néva yad asya navatim ca bhogéan sakérh vajrena maghava vivy§cat
(RV 5.29,6ab)
‘When Maghavan (=Indra) with his vajra simultaneously split apart
nine-and-ninety coils (of the serpent).’
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Sayana takes bhogan to mean ‘forts’, presumably on the basis of the
parallelism with RV 8.93,2 (given as example (34) above). However,
bhogdn derives from the root \bhuj- ‘to bend’, and appears as the
possessive complement of dhi- in RV 6.75,14, example (46) below,
where it occurs as a metaphorical description of an archer’s brace.

(46) ahir iva bhogaih pary eti bahurm...
(RV 6.75,14a)
‘As a serpent winds its coils around the arm...”

Again, vivyscdt co-occurs in the hymn with the prototypical Vedic
dragon-slaying formula; in fact two of the instances of dhann dhim
occur in this hymn, at 2¢c, 3d, given below in (47).

(47) a. adatta vajram abhi yad ahirh hann ap6 yahvir asgjat sartava u
(RV 5.29,2cd)
‘...then (Indra) grasped his vajra when he slew the serpent. He
released the swift-streaming® waters to flow free.’

(47) b. tad dhi havyam manuse ga avindad ahann ahim papivarhindro
asya

(RV 5.29,3cd)

‘...then this oblation (Soma) found cattle for man; having drunk

of'it, Indra slew the serpent.’

In addition to the above cases where ahi-/vrtra- is the literal object of
vrasc-, there are two instances where the slain serpent or the slaying of
the serpent is compared to the hewing (Vvrasc-) of a tree, namely RV
1.32,5 and 1.130,4, given below in examples (48), (49).

(48) 4han vrtrarm vrtratarar vyarmsam indro véjrena mahata vadhéna
skandharhsiva kulisena vivrknahih $ayata upaprk prthivyah
(RV 1.32,5)
‘Indra, with his powerful slaying vajra slew the wide-shouldered
Vritra, worst of Vritras/obstructers.
As tree-trunks split apart by an axe, the serpent lies flat on the
earth.’

3 Geldner (1951-1957) renders as jiingstgeborenen (Gewdsser).
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(49) dadrhano vajram indro gabhastyoh ksadmeva tigmam asanaya sarm
$yad ahihatyaya
sam Syat

tasteva vrksarh vanino ni vy$casi parasvéva ni vy$casi

(RV 1.130,4abc,4fg)
‘Grasping his vajra with two hands, made it sharp like a carving-
knife for hurling, made it sharp for slaying the serpent...you cut
down the trees, as a craftsman the tree, cut them down as with an
axe.’

These hymns too contain instances of the prototypical Vedic dragon-
slaying formula, co-occurring with \vrasc-. On the occurrences of this
formula in RV 1.32, see section 3.1 above, following example (30); in
RV 1.130, the dhann ahim formula, in the form ahihatyaye, occurs in
the same line as \Vvrasc-, see (49) above.

3.2.2 Trees

In fact, Vvrasc- is often used to describe the (literal or metaphorical)
hewing of trees, wood or other vegetation; aside from (48) and (49),
\vrasc- occurs in this context five other times: in the nominal form
vraska in RV 1.162,6a (viipavraskah ‘hewers of the sacrificial post); in
a verbal form with ‘tree’ or ‘plant’ as its object in RV 6,2,9d (vina
‘tree’), 6.8,5d (vaninam ‘tree’), 8.40,6a (vratdter guspitam ‘tangle of a
creeping plant’), 10.28,8b (vdna ‘wood’). As a representative example,
RV 8.40,6a, from a hymn addressed to Agni and Indra, is given below
in (50).

(50) &pi vréca puranavad vratater iva guspitdm 6jo dasasya dambhaya
(RV 8.40,6abc)
‘Split up, as in former times, like the tangle of a creeping plant,
confuse the power of the Dasa.’

Here \vrasc- and Nbhid- differ in their distribution. As above, \vrasc-
is used to describe the hewing of trees, whereas \bhid- is never used in
this way. On the other hand, \bhid- is also used to describe the splitting
of rocks (adrim) and mountains (giri-, parvata-) and forts (pura-), while
\vrasc- is not. Thus, there is not complete semantic overlap of these
two forms.
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33 \/ruj-
3.3.1 ahi-/vrtra-

Forms of Vruj- occur twice in the RV with vytrdm as its object, as
shown in examples (51) and (52a). In RV 8.6, we find the co-occurrence

of a variant of the dragon-slaying formula in Vhan- (52b).

(51) sarh vrtréva dasari vrtraharujam

(RV 10.49,6b)
‘I broke up/crushed the Dasa, like the Vritra-slayer the Vritras.’

(52) a. vi vytram parvaso rujan
(RV 8.6,13b)
‘...when (Indra) broke Vritra apart joint by joint’

(52) b. ...vrtrahantama...
(RV 8.6,37a)
‘...0 best slayer of Vritras...” (nb. 8.6,6 with \vrase-, given above

in example (27))

The same verbal root is used to describe Indra’s ‘breaking apart’ of
Vritra’s jaw in RV 10.52 (53a-i1), which co-occurs in the same verse
with a variant of the dragon-slaying formula in Vhan- (53a-ii). Similarly,
see (53b), with the same basic pattern of co-occurrence of forms \/ruj-
and Vhan-.

(53) a. (i) vi vrtrasya hanii ruja
(RV 10.52,3b)
‘(Indra), break apart Vritra’s jaws’

(ii) ...vrtrahann...
(RV 10.52,3¢c)

*...0 slayer of Vritra...” (cp. 10.52,2b)
(53) b. (i) vi vytrasya samaya pasyarujah
(RV 1.56,6d)
“You broke apart Vritra’s jaw(?)’

(i1) ahan vrtram...
(RV 1.56,5d)
‘You slew Vritra...’
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3.3.2 Forts

Like \bhid-, \ruj- is also used to describe Indra’s destruction of forts:
(54a), (54b), (55a); and cattle-stalls: (54c). Here we find the co-
occurrence in the same hymn of variants of the dragon-slaying formula
in \han- (the (i)-examples contain instances of Vruj-+puras, the (ii)-
examples (variants of) the dragon-slaying formula in Vhan-).

(54) a. (i) ...ya...arujah péro dasir...
(RV 4.32,10bc)

‘...which Dasas’ forts you broke...’

(ii) ...vrtrahan...

(RV 4.32,19¢,21b)
‘...0 slayer of Vritra...’

(54) b. (i) rurdja puro...
(RV 10.89,7b)
*...he broke the forts...” (see (32) above)

(ii) ... jaghana vrtram...
(RV 10.89,7a)
‘...he slew Vritra...’

(54) c. (i) gotra rujann...

(RV 4.6,8d)
*...(Indra) breaking the cattle-stalls...’
(ii) ap6 vrtrarh vavrivarsam parahan
(RV 4.6,7a)

‘He (=Indra) slew the flood-obstructing Vritra.’

In RV 6.32 (55) — a rather etymological verse — \ruj-+puras appears
without a co-occurring form of the dragon-slaying formula in Vhan-.

(55) a. plirah purohi...drlha ruroja...
(RV 6.32,3cd)
‘...The Fort-breaker (=Indra) broke the strong forts’

(55) b. ...rujad adrim...
(RV 6.32,2¢)
‘...he (=Indra) broke the mountain...’
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3.3.3 Mountains and Trees

Forms of Vruj- are also used to describe Indra’s breaking apart of the
mountain containing the waters — see (55b) above, as well as RV 6.30
(56) below; in the latter case the same hymn also contains a form of the
dragon-slaying formula in Vhan- (56b).

(56) a. tvam apo vi duro visticir indra dflham arujah parvatasya
(RV 6.30,5ab)
“You, Indra, (let) the waters (run) through the doors on all sides,
broke the firmness of the mountain.’

(56) b. dhan ahim pari$ayanam arnod
(RV 6.30,4¢)
“You slew the serpent who made the floods lie down.’

Only once does Vruj- occur referring to the breaking of trees, at RV
6.6,3d.

3.4 \bhid-kjmi-
As discussed above in Section 2.4, Vbhid- also occurs in the
Atharvaveda with kjmi-, as in example (20), repeated below as (57).

(57) sarvesarh ca kriminar sarvasarm ca kriminam [ab]
bhinddmy 4$mana $ira ddhamy agnina miukham [cd]
(AV(S) 5.23,13)
‘Of all the male worms and all the female worms,
I split the head with a stone; I burn their face with fire.’

It would seem that like the basic dragon-slaying formula, *g"hen-
{hség" hi-, k"fmi-}, the ‘dragon-splitting’ formula involves variation of
the second term between *g"hen- *h;ég”hi- and *k"jmi-. Thus: *bheid-
{h3ég" hi-, k"Fmi-} — which is also supported by Iranian, as shown below
in Section 4.

3.5 Conclusions

Forms of \bhid-, \vrasc-, and \/ruj- are all used to describe Indra’s
slaying of Vritra (in addition to the slaying of other adversaries of Indra
and other deities/heroes), as well as other deeds of Indra during or
associated with the dragon-fight. However, the distributions of these
three roots are not identical. Forms of \bhid- and ruj- are also
employed to describe the splitting/breaking of mountains (pdrvata-,
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giri-) and forts (puras), while \vrasc- never takes either of these as
object. On the other hand, \vrasc- is frequently used to describe the
splitting of trees (vdna- etc.) or other vegetation, while \bhid- is never
used in this way and \ruj- only once (RV 6.6,3d).

RV 10.89 (example (32), repeated below as (58)) is a particularly
revealing verse, for here we find a variant of the Vedic dragon-slaying
formula in Vhan- co-occurring not only in the same hymn but in fact in
the same verse with both a form of \bhid- (applied to girim) and ruj-
(applied to puras).

(58) jaghana vrtrar svadhitir vineva ruréja pro dradan na sindhiin
bibhéda girim nivam in nd kumbhim a ga indro akrnuta
svayugbhih

(RV 10.89,7)
‘He (=Indra) slew Vritra as an axe the tree, broke the forts, cleared
a path as it were for the rivers. He split the mountain like a new
water-jug, Indra brought forth the cows with his allies.’

This verse exemplifies the interconnectedness of the Vedic dragon-
slaying formula in Vhan- with collocations built around forms of \bhid-,
\vrasc-, or \ruj- referring to Indra’s splitting or breaking open of
mountains or forts which contain waters or cattle — events closely linked
to Indra’s slaying of the dragon Vritra. This co-occurrence of formulaic
associates (see above, Sections 1 and 3.1.1) has been shown throughout
this section, emphasised by the pairing of examples from the same hymn
containing an instance of Vedic dragon-slaying formula in Vian- and a
form of Vbhid-, \vrasc-, or \ruj- whose patient is the mountain
containing the trapped waters, a fort or cattle-pen or the serpent Vritra
itself. Table 1 summarises this network of co-occurrences of collo-
cations containing these four roots in the context of the Indra-Vritra
combat:

majam dhinam

préa vaksana

(x2) [3d, 4a], abhinat
éhan vytram parvatanam
[5a], (1d]

y{trém .

jaghanvarh

[11d]

\han- \bhid- \vrasc Nruj-
1.32 dhann 4him (vrtram) skéndhﬁrjlsiva

(x2) [1c,2a], nadam na ...vivrknahih

dhan...pratha- | bhinnam [8a], | [5cd]
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Nhan- \bhid- Vvrasc \ruj-
1.53 vrtrahatyesu abhinat piiro
[6b] [8¢]
1.56 dhan vytrarh vi vytrasya...
[5d] arujah [6d]
1.61 ahihatya [8b] vi vrscad...
vptram [10b]
1.101 dhann 4him puro
[2c] vibhindann
[3b]
1.130 ahihétyaya vanino ni
[4c] vrscasi [4fg]
2.11 dhann 4him dasém...4vabhi
[5d] nad [2cd],
vytram avabhi-
nad [18ab]
2.14 vytrérh jaghana | piro bibhéda
[2b] [6ab]
2.19 ahiha [3b] 4him...vi
vrscat [2b]
3.33 dpahan vytram dhirh vivyscat
[6b] [7b]
3.34 ghnantarh indrah
vtrani [11d] | pirbhid [1a]
4.6 vrtran... gotrd rujann
pérahan [7a] [8d]
4.17 Vvptram... bhinad girith dhirn...vi
jaghanvén [3a] vrscah [7d]
[1c],
hénta y6
vytrérh [Sc],
vytra.. hanti
[19b],
vadhid vrtrar
[3¢]
5.29 dhirh hann (éher)
[2cd], bhogan...
dhann éhim vivy$cét [6ab]
[3d]
6.30 dhann 4him drlham arujah
[4c] parvatasya
[5b]
8.1 vytrahan [14b] | bhinadt piirah
[8d]
8.6 vrtrahantama vi...vrtrasya... vi
[37a] §iro bibheda vytram...rujan
[6] [13b]
8.33 vytrahan(n) puro
(x2) [1c,14c] vibhindatty
[7cl,
purbhid [5d]
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\han- \bhid- vrase Nruj-

8.93 4hirh ca puro bibhéda

vytrahdvadhit | [2ab]
[2¢],
vytrahén- (x5)
[4a,15b,18b,
20c,33a],
vrtrahantama-
(x2) [16a,32a]
9.88 hanta vgtranam | parbhit [4b]
[4b]

10.49 vytraha [6b] sari vytréva
désarh...
arujam [6b]

10.52 vrtrahann [3c] vi vrtrasya
hani ruja [3b]

10.89 jaghana vytram | bibhéda girim ruréja piiro

[7a] [7¢] [7b]

10. vytrath vptrar...vy

113 jaghanvith avrscad [6¢]

[2d]
10.138 vrtrahi [5b] vibhindatd
[Sa]
AV(S) kriminar...
5.23 bhinadmi...
§irah [13]

Table 1: Forms of \/bhid—, Vvrasc-, or \/ruj- and their co-occurrence with dhann dhim
and its variants (RV unless otherwise noted)*’

I argue that these data provide evidence for a PIE formula *bheid-
{hseg"hi-, k"jmi-} ‘split serpent/worm’, and that the instances with
\vrasc-/vyse- and Nruj- represent ‘renewed’ formulae, varying \bhid-.

\bhid- is the form with the soundest IE etymology, which is
straightforward; it derives from PIE *\bheid-, with cognates in Italic
(Latin findere ‘to split’, fissura ‘cleft, fissure’) and Germanic (Goth.
beitan ‘to bite’, OE bitan ‘to bite, to cut (with a sword)’).

The root \/vraéc—/vg”s'c- has no obvious IE cognates and is in fact not
particularly well-behaved even in Sanskrit: (1) the future vraksydti, as
well as the Atharvaveda gerund vystvd, are formed as if derived from a
base *vr(a)s- (cf. Whitney 1891: §221b);* (2) the derivative vraska-
‘spliting, hewing’ (in RV 1.162,6a yipavraskds ‘hewers of the

%% Bolding indicates that patient of the verb is dhim or vytrdm (or kfmim, or a body-
part of vytram or kjmim); plain roman indicates that the object is ‘mountain’ or ‘rock’;
and ifalics indicates that the object is ‘fort/cowpen’ or ‘tree’.

40 Skt. -§ becomes -k before s, and -5 before ¢, th in internal sandhi, cf. Whitney (1891:
§218).
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sacrificial post’) shows no palatalisation of the sk-cluster, a process
which presumably occurred in pre-Vedic; (3) the fa-participle vyknd and
the RV gerund vrknvi appear to reflect a base *vr(a)k-. On etymological
grounds alone we can thus rule out \vrasc-/rsc- as reflecting the form
of an earlier PIE formula.

ruj- has been related to Grk. loypéc ‘mournful, sad’, Latin lugere ‘to
mourn’, Lettish lauzit ‘to break the heart’, and thus could be derived
from PIE form *leug- ‘to break’, if we accept that Sanskrit has
preserved the original meaning and that Latin, Greek and Lettish forms
reflect a later semantic development — much less straightforward than
the etymology of \bhid-.

Moreover, \bhid- is the form which most frequently occurs in the
dragon-slaying context and has the advantage of having a more
specified semantics than Vruj-.

4. Dragons and worms: Splitting dragons in Iranian

Iranian also offers evidence for the reconstruction of *bheid-
{hs;ég"hi-, k"Fmi-}.

In the Pahlavi Karnamag, the hero, Ardashir, kills a kirm, who lives in
some sort of mountain fortress, worshipped by a group of people who
feed it on the blood of cattle (see Section 2.4 above). Ardashir, on the
pretence of feeding the worm cow’s blood, instead pours molten brass
into its mouth, and then,

(59) kirm ¢iyon roy 6 tan mad pad 2 $kaft
(Karnamag v Ardaxsir i Pabagan 8.11)
‘As the brass permeated through the whole body, the Worm burst
[=skaft ‘split’ - BMS] asunder into two pieces.”"'

Here the second term has undergone renewal and appears as Skaft.
Obviously this is not a perfect correspondent for the Vedic formula(e) in
terms of etymology — due to the lexical renewal — but the semantics are
preserved.

As in the RV, the Pahlavi instance of ‘splitting the dragon’ co-occurs
with a reflex of PIE *g"hen- {h;ég"hi-, k"jmi-}, cited earlier as (21),
repeated below as (60).

*! Translation from Sanjana (1896).
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(60) an kirm 6zad bud
(Karnamag v Ardaxsir i Pabagan 9.1)
‘(Ardashir) had slain that dragon’

5. Writing and cutting: splitting dragons in Germanic

There is evidence for the dragon-splitting formula in Gmce. as well,
though it is less straightforward than in Indo-Aryan. In Beowulf,* the
eponymous hero slays a dragon; the relevant lines are given in example
(61).%

(61) ba gén sylf cyning
geweold his gewitte wellseaxe gebraed
biter ond beaduscearp pet h€ on byrnan wag
forwrat Wedra helm wyrm on middan.

(Bwf. 2702a-2705)
Then again the king himself (=Beowulf)
gathered his wits, drew a slaughter-seax
biting and battle-sharp that he wore on his byrnie
The Helm of the Wederas (=Beowulf) cut asunder
the dragon in the middle

The verb used here to describe the slaying of the dragon is for-wrat, a
past tense form (with verbal particle for) of OE writan < Gmc. *wreitan
‘scratch, tear, cut’. If Bwf. 2705 is, as I suggest, a reflex of PIE *bheid-
{h;ég"hi-, k"jmi-}, the first term of the formula has here too, as in
Pahlavi, undergone lexical renewal.

However, it is intriguing that this passage does in fact contain a reflex
of PIE *bheid-: OE. biter ‘sharp, biting, bitter’ (2704a), which describes
the weapon with which Beowulf ultimately slays the dragon. Note that
in Vedic dragon-slaying contexts as well, references to the hero’s
weapon can be involved in the formula, as in example (62), where

42 Beowulf appears to be one of the earliest OE texts, though in the last few decades
this has been the subject of much debate. On the controversy surrounding the date of
composition of Beowulf, see the collection of papers in Chase (1997). For persuasive
linguistic arguments for maintaining a traditional early dating of Beowulf, which place
the date of composition between 685 - 825 C.E., see Fulk (1992); this early dating
would also be supported by the conclusions of Hock (1991, 2000) on the development of
relative clause structures in Old English.

4 Beowulf has numerous similarities to the Germanic thunder-god who appears in
Old Norse as Thor; cf. Miillenhoff (1849), Olrik (1903-10), Panzer (1910), Dronke
(1968), Clark (1990: 29), Slade (2007).
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Indra’s vajra is described as vddha, from vadh-, the suppletive aorist to
han-, which appears as the verb of this clause in the formulaic phrase
dhan vrtram.*

(62) &han vrtrarh vrtratdram vyamsam indro véajrena mahata vadhéna
(RV 1.32,5ab)
‘Indra, with his powerful slaying vajra slew the wide-shouldered
Vritra, worst of Vritras/obstructers.’

Yet, despite the apparent lack of cognates of OE. writan outside of
Germanic and the singularity of the occurrence of a reflex of PGmec.
*wreit- in Gme. in the context of the dragon-fight,* there are reasons to
believe that the formulation forwritan wyrm represents an archaism in
the poem, and in fact a (partially) frozen formula.

Firstly, forwritan itself is a hapax legomenon in OE. Writan in OE

primarily means ‘to write, to form letters’,* though it can also mean ‘to

draw’ (cf. Bosworth and Toller 1921). The earlier meaning of ‘to

4 On Skt. vadh- (< PIE *wedh-), see Watkins (1995: 330-334); on the collocational
nature of terms for weapons in IE dragon-slaying formulae, see Watkins (1995: 429-
438).

* Though note the thematic simularity of the dragon-slaying scene from the Old
Norse version of Tristram and Isolde in (i) below.

(i) hj6 hann i sundr i midju. (ON Tristrams saga ok Iséndar, Jorgensen 1999:97-98)

‘(he) cut it (=the dragon) asunder in the middle’.

*Writen occurs only once elsewhere in Beowulf at 1.1688, where it refers, somewhat
unclearly, either to a runic inscription or an image engraved on a sword-hilt:

>i) on d& waes Or writen
fyrngewinnes syOpan f16d ofsloh
gifen géotende giganta cyn (Bwf. 1688b-90b)

‘on which [hilt] was written(?)/engraved(?) the origin
of ancient strife, when the flood slew —
the pouring ocean — the race of giants.’
The ambiguity arises in part from the fact that several lines later the poem refers to
runes on the sword, though it is unclear if these runes are meant to include what was
writen on the sword. Most likely the runes are a separate inscription:

(ii) swa wees on d&m scennum sciran goldes

purh riinstafas rihte gemearcod

geseted ond ges&d hwam bzt sweord geworht (Bwf. 1694-6)
‘So/Also on the sword-hilt of shining gold

it was in rune-staves rightly marked —

it was set down and said — for whom the sword was wrought.’

As noted by Klaeber (1950: 189), it has been suggested that the earlier mentioned
writen inscription was a graphic illustration. On this sword-hilt, see further Osborn
(1978: 977-978) and Viswanathan (1979).
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scratch, cut’ is also found, in the sense of inscribing an image’ or
letters*® into wood, stone etc.*

Secondly, outside of Bwf. 2705, OE. writan means ‘to cut’ only in the
sense of ‘cutting into, incising’, never ‘cutting’ in the sense of
‘chopping’ or ‘hewing’.”® In Old Saxon, on the other hand, wuritan
denotes not only ‘to write’, but also ‘to cut, to wound’;”' in OId
Icelandic rita ‘to scratch, to write’; cf. modern Dutch rijten, German
reifien ‘to tear, to rip’. These cognates suggest that Gmc. *wreitan had a
sense like ‘to scratch, to tear, (to cut?)’. The sense ‘cut asunder’ (‘tore
asunder’?) of Bwf. 2705 forwrat clearly preserves an earlier sense of the
verb, otherwise unattested in Old English. The fact that only here does
OE. writan have this sense strongly suggests the possibility that this
archaic sense is preserved due to Bwf. 2705 being in some sense
formulaic, since formulae can serve to preserve senses lost elsewhere
(see above, Section 1.1.4, as well as the English legalese without let or
hindrance, which preserves a sense of /et otherwise lost in English).

Like the Pahlavi case discussed above in section 4 here too the second
term of the formula has undergone lexical renewal. Since PIE *bheid-
developed the sense of ‘bite’ in Germanic (PGme. *beitan), losing the
earlier meaning ‘split’, it could no longer be felicitously employed in the
Germanic formula, and was replaced in this case by (for)writan — its

47 Cp. writ dysne circul mid Oines cnifes orde on anum stane (Lchdm. i. 395,3)
‘inscribe this circle with the point of your knife on a stone’.

*® Cp. genim heeslenne sticcan, writ dinne naman,...gefylle mid dy blode done naman
(Lchdm. ii. 104,7) ‘take a hazel stick, write/carve your name on it,...fill the name with
the blood’.

% The development of ‘scratch’ to ‘write’ appears to derive from the fact that
Germanic speakers first wrote on wood, evidenced by the fact that Germanic runic
letters (as developed from Greek letters) avoid curved or horizontal lines, which would
be difficult to cut into wood (e.g. Antonsen 2002).

%0 Frantzen (1991: 343-344) compares forwrat to the writen of . 1688 (referring to the
inscription on the sword-hilt), noting that both share a meaning of ‘to cut, to carve’,
suggesting that forwritan however means ‘to cut through’ perhaps in the sense of
‘intepret’, to ‘make meaning present’. Frantzen suggests that both acts of ‘engraving’
refer to origins (as the writing on the sword-hilt tells for whom it was first made) and
ends (the slaying of the dragon). He further compares forwritan to forscrifen
‘proscribed, condemned’ of Bwf. 106, an obvious loan-calqueing from Latin pro-
scribere, suggesting that forwritan might bear some of the connotation of forscrifen.
Sharma (2005: 272ff) pursues this latter suggestion. However, whatever other
resonances/connotations forwrat might have had for the audience of the poem, it still
must have had a literal meaning along the lines of ‘cut asunder’, otherwise the passage
would be uninterpretable.

3! Héliand 5787-9: ...thena lichamon liobes hérren...uuundun uuritanan *...the body of
the dear Lord...torn(/cut/wounded) with wounds’ (cited from Cathey 2002).
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formulaicity suggested by the archaic nature of the meaning of forwritan
itself.”

Here too, as in Indo-Aryan and Iranian, the Beowulfian example of
‘splitting the dragon’ occurs in close proximity with an apparent variant
of *g"hen- {h;ég"hi-, k"fmi-}, see example (63).

(63) bona swylce leg
egeslic eorddraca ealdre beréafod

wyrm wohbogen...
(Bwf. 2824a-2825,2827a)
‘The slayer (of Beowulf) also lay (next to the
slain Beowulf) —
the terrible earth-dragon,  bereft of life

the coiled serpent...’

6. Conclusions: the validity of *bheid- {h;ég"hi-, k" fmi-}
and some notes on treasure-swallowing serpents

There is robust evidence for a Vedic formula meaning ‘split serpent’:
(\Nbhid-, \vrasc-, Nruj-} {éhim, vrtram}, as discussed in Section 3. This
formula co-occurs with forms of dhann dhim, the latter identified by
Watkins (1995) as a reflex of PIE *g"hen- h;ég"him, a formula widely
attested in IE. In addition, forms of Vbhid-, \vrasc-, and \/ruj- also
appear — again, usually co-occuring with forms of the Vedic dragon-
slaying formula in Vhan- — describing other actions of Indra occurring
during or associated with the dragon-fight (e.g. splitting the mountains
in which the waters are trapped). Based on etymological and distri-
butional considerations, Vbhid- appears to be the original verb of the
formula, with instances containing \vrasc- or \/ruj- being innovative
variants.

In addition, Vbhid- also occurs with kfmi- ‘worm’ in the Atharvaveda
(AV(S) 5.23,13) using imagery similar that employed in descriptions of
Indra’s slaying of Vritra in the RV (cp. RV 8.6,6; 1.52,10; also compare
AV(S) 2.31,1 with RV 4.22,1d and 6.17,10 — as discussed in section 2.4).
This combined with the appearance in the Iranian and Germanic data of
reflexes of *k"jmi- rather than *h;ég"hi- suggests that, just as we found

>2 Though bitan can be used in OE. where the agent is ‘sword’, as in Bwf. 1454b,
1523b, 2578a, this is simply a metaphorical extension of the sense ‘bite’.
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that Watkins’ PIE dragon-slaying formula is better represented as *g"hen-
{h3ég"hi-, k"“jmi-}, so too the PIE dragon-splitting formula is best
captured as *bheid- {h;ég"hi-, k"fmi-} — in both cases indicating the
existence of variation of the second term in PIE itself.

In Iranian (Pahlavi kirm...skaff) and Germanic (Old English
forwrat...wyrm) there is no direct evidence of the proposed PIE dragon-
splitting formula which contains a reflex of PIE *bheid-; in both
instances we find what appear to be lexically-renewed variants of the
formula, where an alternative verb (Pahlavi skaft ‘split’, OE. forwrat
‘cut/split asunder’) appears in place of a reflex of PIE *bheid-.
However, the context of the appearance of the Pahlavi and Old English
examples is the same as the Vedic, which strongly suggests that these
lone examples are cognate with the robustly attested Vedic formula
\bhid- {dhi-, vrtrd-, kimi-}.

Textual reconstructions of this sort are difficult to ‘prove’. However,
we can test the plausibility of reconstructing PIE *bheid- {h;ég"hi-,
k"fmi-}against Fisher’s ‘3-2-1 rule’ (cited above in fn.16):

A traditional sequence of Proto-Indo-European date is likely when a collocation of
two or more words consisting of established reflexes of IE roots, expressing the same
semantic message, and retaining at least one reflex of the reconstructed roots exists in
three separate branches and that one of these phrases occurs at least three times in at
least one branch. In addition at least one branch should consistently deploy both roots.
(Fisher 2007)

Again, this is only an evaluation metric which serves to constrain
possible textual reconstructions by establishing a minimum evidence
requirement; it is not a litmus test. However the reconstruction of PIE
*bheid- {h;ég"hi-, k"fmi-} conforms to Fisher’s 3-2-1 rule.

1. It consists of two words, and occurs in three branches of Indo-
European: Indo-Aryan (Vedic), Iranian (Pahlavi), and Germanic (Old
English).

2. It expresses the same semantic message (i.e. ‘splitting the
dragon/serpent’ in the context of a god or hero slaying a dragon) in all
three languages.

3. A reflex of PIE * k“/mi- appears in the formula in all three
languages.

4. The phrase occurs more than three times in Vedic.
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5. Vedic consistently deploys both roots, i.e. reflexes of both *bheid-
and *h;ég"hi (or *k"fmi-) individually, although it is the variant vytrd-
rather than dhi- (< PIE *h3;6g"hi) which consistently occurs with bhid-.>>

Thus, on the basis of the evidence presented herein, *bheid- {h;ég" hi-,
k"fmi-} is a plausible PIE formula, which is the formulaic associate of
PIE *g"hen- h;ég"him, a formula established to be of PIE vintage by
Watkins (1987, 1995). Since killing of a dragon by ‘splitting’ is
semantically more specific than simply ‘slaying a dragon’, the
reconstruction of *bheid- {h;ég"hi-, k"jmi-} serves not only to
strengthen Watkins’ claim that there was a specifically Indo-European
dragon-slaying myth, but also helps to flesh out the details of that myth.

The ‘splitting of the dragon’ is an intriguing aspect of the PIE myth. In
a future study, I shall examine in more detail the reason behind the
god’s/hero’s splitting of the dragon and explore the association of other
formulae (which can be reconstructed for PIE) with the PIE dragon-
slaying myth. The purpose of splitting the dragon was hinted at earlier
in the discussion in section 3. In the RV, Indra not only splits the
dragon, but also splits the mountain guarded by the dragon in order to
free the trapped waters, or splits enclosures in which cows are held. The
purpose of the PIE dragon was to hoard some commodity vital to the
wellbeing of PIE speakers: WATER, CATTLE (and later on the ritual
substance SOMA) in Vedic; GOLD in the gift-exchange culture which
supported early Germanic lord-retainer society.™

There are data suggesting that — at least in some versions of the myth
— that the PIE dragon actually hoarded these precious commodities by
swallowing them,> thus necessitating the splitting of the dragon by the
hero in order to recover the elements vital to his society.

>3 4hi- does occur consistently with the variant of bhid-, i.e. vrasc-.

> On the importance of the giving/exchange of gifts, especially gold, in Anglo-Saxon
and Germanic society, see e.g. Leise (1953), Irving (1968), Hill (2000).

> For the moment I will point to only a few pieces of Vedic data:
(1) tvarh vrtrarh $avasa jaghanvan

srjah sindhtimr 4hina jagrasanan (RV 4.17,1cd)
“You [=Indra], having slain Vritra with might, released the rivers swallowed by the
serpent.’

(ii) tritdya gé ajanayam aher adhi (RV 10.48,2b)
‘For Trita, I[=Indra] produced the cows from the serpent.’

And from Vedic prose:

(iii) indro vrtram ahan...
tasya vrtrasya $irsat6 gava ud ayan (TS 2.1.4.5,4,6)

‘Indra slew Vritra...From the head of Vritra cows came out.’
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Abbreviations

AV(S) = Atharvaveda Sarhhita (Saunakiya), Roth and Whitney 1856

Bwf. = Beowulf, Klaeber 1950

CTH 321 = Illuyanka (entry 321 of Catalogue des textes hittites, Laroche 1971),
Beckman 1982

Edda(El) = Elder/Poetic Edda, Jonsson 1949

Edda(Sn) = Snorri Sturluson’s Edda (Younger/Prose Edda), Jonsson 1959

1l. = Iliad, Monro and Allen 1982

OED = The Oxford English Dictionary, 2nd. ed., 1989

Ol. = Pindar, Olympian odes, Snell and Maehler 1989

Pyth. = Pindar, Pythian odes, Snell and Maehler 1989

RV =Rgveda Sarhhita, Bandhu 1963-6

TBC = Tain Bo Cuailnge, O’Rahilly 1976

TS = Taittirtya Sarhhita, Weber 1871-1872

Y. = yasna of the Avesta, Geldner 1886-1895

Yt. = yasht of the Avesta, Geldner 1886-1895
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Vorwort der Herausgeber

Mit dem aktuellen Band ergeben sich einige Neuerungen in der Zeit-
schrift Historische Sprachforschung:

Das bisherige Herausgeberteam wird durch Olav Hackstein (Histo-
rische und Allgemeine Sprachwissenschaft der Ludwig-Maximilians-
Universitit Miinchen) erweitert.

Des Weiteren wird ein neuer wissenschaftlicher Beirat die Heraus-
geber bei ihrer Arbeit unterstiitzen. Wir freuen uns dariiber, dass fol-
gende Wissenschaftlerinnen und Wissenschaftler aus verschiedenen
Lindern zugesagt haben, an HS mitzuwirken:

Joseph Eska, Univ. Virginia, USA

José Luis Garcia Ramoén, Univ. Koln, Deutschland
Toshifumi Gotd, Tohoku-Univ. Sendai, Japan

Wolfgang Hock, Humboldt-Univ. Berlin, Deutschland
Charles de Lamberterie, Univ. Paris (Sorbonne), Frankreich
Alexander Lubotsky, Univ. Leiden, Niederlande
Rosemanie Liihr, Univ, Jena, Deutschland

Daniel Petit, Univ. Paris (ENS), Frankreich
Georges-Jean Pinault, Univ. Paris (Sorbonne), Frankreich
Johannes Reinhart, Univ. Wien, Osterreich

Elisabeth Rieken, Univ. Marburg, Deutschland

Brent Vine, UCLA, USA

Michael Weiss, Cornell-Univ., USA

Die Zeitschrift ..Historische Sprachforschung™ deckt die ganze Breite
der historisch-vergleichenden Sprachwissenschaft ab. Sie bietet Wissen-
schaftlerinnen und Wissenschaftlern die Maéglichkeit, ihre Fortschritte
im Bereich der indogermanischen Sprachforschung sowie in den an-
grenzenden Gebieten der allgemeinen und einzelphilologischen Sprach-
wissenschaften einem breiten Publikum vorzustellen. Die Auswahl der
in HS veriiffentlichten Beitriige obliegt den Herausgebern, die in Zwei-
felsfillen die fachliche Meinung der Mitglieder des neuen wissenschaft-
lichen Beirats einholen. Die Herausgeber behalten sich dariiber hinaus

Hist. Sprachforsch. 121, 1-2, ISSN 0935-3518
© Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht GmbH & Co. KG, Gottingen 2008 [2010]




- Von den Autoren inhaltliche Ap

darin enthaltene Aussg
rhalten oder den
rsprechen,

derungen 2y verlangen, wenn Teile
gen dem iiblichen wissen-

schaftlichen Wohlve Intemational anerkannten Geboten

der Héflichkeiq wide

Herausgebern regelmiBig eine Auswahl der
wichtigsten Hf:uerﬁcheinu

ngen im Bereich der histurisch—wrgiuichunden
SFTEIEHMSSEHSChﬂﬂ zur Rezension vergeben,

onnen, Wir akzeptieren daher Arti-
-her, italienischer ynd spanischer
€ssere intemationale Verstindlichkeit ist aber bei

n Publikationen ejpe englische Eusammc:nf'asrsung (ab-

Stract) am Anﬁmg des Beitmgts erwinscht

ichtlinien nicht ent-
stellt werden; dies entschei-

: -Anderungen
Cingesandten Version von Beitrs

°r der Beitrigen werden gemiB der
"l-f'q:rlﬂj_.-s.rn:hﬂ]nlcn und der sy
Miissen von den Be

IS durchge fiihyt Sie

Sabine Ziegler

& Co. KG, Gintingen 200g (2010




