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The present article aims to elucidate an interesting narrative that forms a portion of Aelian’s
paradoxographic work ITepi {owv iS16tntog (On the Characteristics of Animals, Lat. De natura
animalium). The passage under discussion describes some horned animals of oriental origin
that were involved in the annual fighting contests during a one-day competition held on the
initiative of a “great king of India” — probably Chandragupta (4"-3' c. BC), the founder
of the Maurya dynasty. Aelian’s chapter (NA 15, 15) was perhaps taken from Megasthenes’s
‘Tvikd (Description of India). The passage includes two hapax legomena referring to two spe-
cies of animals: Tpéoot and tOawvart. The first of these should be identified with the Ladakh
urial (Ovis orientalis vignei Blyth); cf. Prasun magé ‘ram, urial’ (< Vedic mésd- m. ‘ram’). Ae-
lian’s exact description of the horned animals called tDawvaut clearly demonstrates that the al-
leged “striped hyena” (Gk. bawva) must represent the chinkara, i. e., the Indian gazelle (Gazella
bennettii Sykes). The Indo-Aryan term for ‘chinkara’ (Ved. harind- m ‘Indian gazelle, harini- f.
‘female gazelle’; cf. Pa. and Pk. harina- m., harini- £.) suggests that the corrupted form in Ae-
lian’s passage should be emended as Odptvar [hYarinai]. This seems a near-optimal adaptation
of the Pali or Prakrit appellative hdrina pl. ‘chinkaras’

Keywords: animal terminology, borrowings, etymology, Greek scientific literature, Greek vo-
cabulary, hapax legomena, language contact, Middle Indo-Aryan languages.

1. Introduction

Aelian included highly valuable information on the fauna of the Indian subcontinent
in his paradoxographic work Ilepi (@wv idiotntog (On the Characteristics of Animals, Lat.
De natura animalium). There is a consensus that he never visited India and learned all
the specifics about the local animals from ethnographic-geographical works of Ctesias of
Cnidos (5%-4t% ¢. BC), the court doctor of Artaxerxes II Memnon (who ruled between
404 and 358 BC), Amyntas (4t ¢.), the historian of Alexander the Great, and Megasthenes
(4th-31 ¢, BC), king Seleucus I Nicator’s emissary to India.!

In one of his accounts (NA 15, 15), Aelian writes that an unnamed Indian king would
hold annual fighting contests involving various “horned” animals.? Aelian’s account is in-

" The present article is part of the research project entitled Greek-Oriental contacts in a compara-
tive perspective, financed by the scholarly development fund of the Faculty of Philology, University of Lodz.
I would like to thank Dr. Maciej Grabski (University of Lodz) for his constant assistance in translating my
paper, my husband Prof. Krzysztof Tomasz Witczak (University of Lodz) for his help and encouragement,
as well as Prof. Michael L. Weiss (Cornell University) and Prof. Paul Sheldon Cohen (emeritus) for useful
comments and improving my English. Of course, all shortcomings are my own.

1 See Maspero 1998, 1 19-20.

2 Ancient authors used the term “horns” (Gk. t& képea / képa / képata) not only for horns proper
(characteristic of the Bovidae), but also for tusks (in the case of elephants), antlers (in the case of the Cervi-
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teresting for two reasons. First, his description includes names of two horned animals
(Tpéoort and toouvart) which are still to be explained and identified, and which the edi-
tors consider corrupt and usually mark with a crux philologorum.* Second, to the best of
my knowledge, these zoonyms (which I believe to be of Indic origin) have not been the
subject of previous investigation.* The aim of this article is to identify the species of the
Indian “horned” animals mentioned by Aelian (NA 15, 15) and to explicate linguistic dis-
crepancies in their putative names.

2. Aelian’s account of some horned animals of India

The chapter under analysis (NA 15, 15), which begins with the phrase “the great king
of the Indian people’, is probably based on an account by Megasthenes, the author of the
four-volume Tvdika (Indica).” According to Strabo, Megasthenes, in his capacity as the
ambassador of the Syrian ruler Seleucus I, was staying at the royal court of Chandragupta,
the king of Magadha between 321 and 297 BC and the founder of the Maurya dynasty:¢

Tvd@v 8¢ 6 péyag Bactdedg piag Nuépag ava mav €tog dywviag mpotidnot toig te dAlolg
$oo1g eimov éTépwBL, év 8¢ Toig Kai {Potg dAOyoLs, AAN Ekeivolg <ye> @V ékmépuke Képata.
KupitTet 8¢ TadTa AAANAQ, Kai pUoEL Tvi Bavpao T puéxpt vikng aphAdrat, domep odv dOAnTal
fj Ongp GONwv peyiotwv ioxvplopevol fj dmEp KAEoVG oepvoD Kkal QRUNG TvOG ayadiic.
elol 8¢ ol dywviotai oide oi GAoyot Tadpoi e dyplot kal Kptol fjuepot kai oi kakovpevol
tuéoott kai Gvol povokepw kal THhavaut. gact 8¢ eivat T00To 10 {POV SopKkddog pev fTToV,
gENdgov 8¢ oA Bpacitepov kai Bupovpevov £¢ képag. elta émi mAov ol éAépavTeg
aywviotai mapiaotv- tpoxwpodat 8¢ ovtot kal pexpt Bavartov TitpwokovTeg AAAAOVG TOIG
Képaoty, kol TOANAKIG UEV O €Tepog kpaTel Kal dmokTeivel TOV avtimalov, ToAhdxig 6¢ kal
ovvanoBvriokovoty.”

In India the Great King [probably, Chandragupta Maurya] on one day in every year arranges
contests not only for various creatures, as I have said elsewhere, but among them between
dumb animals also, or at any rate for those which are born with horns. And these butt each
other and struggle with an instinct truly astonishing until one is victorious, as in fact ath-
letes do, using all their strength to win the highest prizes or to achieve glorious renown and
a noble fame. But these dumb combatants are wild bulls, tame rams, and what are called
mesoi [i. e., urials] and one-horned asses [i. e., Indian one-horned rhinoceroses] and hyainai
[i. e, Indian gazelles]. They say that this animal is smaller than a gazelle but far more spir-
ited than a stag and that it vents its fury with its horns. And last of all there come forward
elephants to the fight: they advance and wound one another to the death with their tusks,
and frequently one comes off victor and kills its adversary; frequently also both die together
(Transl. Scholfield?®).

dae), and nasal horns (in the case of rhinoceroses).

3 Scholfield 1959, I1I 236; Maspero 1998, 1T 872.

* Brust 2005, passim; Kitchell 2014, 93.

5 Stein 1931, 230-326.

6 Str. 2, 1, 9: émépgOnoav uév yap eic ta HMokipPobpa [= Skr. Pataliputram], 6 uév MeyaoBévng npdg
Zavdpokottov [= Skr. Candraguptah], 6 8¢ Anipaxog mpog Apttpoxddnyv [= Skr. Amitraghatah] tov ékeivov
viov kata peoPeiav. See Christol 2015, 836-843.

7 T quote the Greek text from the bilingual edition by Scholfield (1959, III 236), as well as that by
Maspero 1998, II 872. I have also consulted the most recent edition: Garcia Valdés, Llera Fueyo, Rodriguez-
Noriega Guillén 2009, 370-371.

8 Scholfield 1959, I1I 237.
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In the above passage, Aelian lists some Indian animals participating in the fighting
contests which can be identified beyond all doubt. The term “wild bulls” (tadpot &yprot)
denotes wild Asian buffalo (bubalus arnee Kerr). The term “tame rams” (kptoi fjpepot)
clearly refers to male sheep (Ovis aries L.). The word é\épavteg obviously implies Asian
elephants (Elephas indicus L.). The species of the other animals mentioned by Aelian are
unknown or highly debatable.’ I have augmented Scholfield’s translation with some sug-
gestions as to what the missing species may have been, expanding on my hypotheses later
in the article. In my opinion, the animals called mésoi (ol kadobuevol tpéooit) are urials,
i. e., wild males of the steppe sheep (Ovis aries orientalis Blyth, 1841), while the one-
horned donkeys (&vot povokepw) are in fact Indian rhinoceroses (Rhinoceros unicornis
L.), a species that the Greeks and the Romans did not know very well. Aelian discusses the
animals called hyainai (tDawvaut) at somewhat greater length, describing their appearance
and behavior; this makes it possible to identify the actual species (the Indian gazelle, Ga-
zella bennettii Sykes, 1831) as well as to restore the original form of the zoonym.

3. Domesticated rams and wild rams, so-called péoot

In the passage under examination, Aelian mentions “domesticated rams and the so-
called mésoi” (kptol fipepot kai oi kahovpevol tuéoott). Listing these animals in immedi-
ate succession is not without significance, given that, in my opinion, the spelling péootis a
phonetic rendering of mésa- m. ‘ram, sheep; attested in Prakrit in the nominative singular
form méso. This word (which is of Indo-European origin) is attested very early, appearing
in the Rigveda (Ved. meésd- m. ramy’)! and continues into Modern Indic languages, e.g.,
Hi. mes m. ‘ram’!! The Greek form péoot is based on the Prakrit (and Pali) nominative
singular méso and displays the stress shift posited both for Classical Sanskrit (5"-10% c.
AD)!? and the Prakrits. That is to say, there is full segmental and supra-segmental consist-
ency between the Greek rendering and its Middle Indic original.

Most significantly, the zoonym péoot cannot denote domesticated rams since these
are listed by Aelian slightly earlier as kptoi fjpepot (“domesticated rams”); therefore, the
reference must be to the wild species described as “the rams called mésoi”. A crucial ques-
tion thus arises as to what kind of an animal this could be, and the lexical material from
Indo-Aryan helps resolve this issue. The Dardic languages spoken in the north-western
extremities of the Indian subcontinent display not only the basic meaning of “ram, do-
mestic sheep,” but also the specialized meaning referring to the wild variety (“urial, male
wild sheep”); cf. Pr. magé ‘ram, urial, Kt. masél ‘id., Kal. mes, mesaldk ‘ram, K. myc’f—pﬁt" m.
‘the young of sheep or goat’!® Thus, it stands to reason to assume that the zoonym pé¢cog

® A quick glance at the translations available illustrates the point. Scholfield (1959, II 237) translates
literally: “and what are called mesoi and one-horned asses and hyainai”, explaining in a footnote that “Mesoi
and hyainai have not been identified, and edd. [= editors] regard the words as corrupt” Francesco Maspero
1998, 11 873, in his Italian translation, uses suspension points inside square brackets, “[...] gli asini unicorni
e [...]”, which makes reading extremely difficult. A remark “testo corrotto” is to be found in a footnote.

10 Mylius 1980, 279 (‘Widder’); Kochergina 1987, 521 (‘6apdx’); Pontillo 1996, 376 (‘montone; pecora;
segno zodiacale dell’Ariete’); Monier-Williams 1999, 833 (‘ram’).

11 See Turner 1966, 597.

12 According to Pobozniak 1986, 59, “the most characteristic feature of Classical Sanskrit is the disap-
pearance of free word stress, which was inherited from Proto-Indo-European, and the fixing of stress on the
penultimate or antepenultimate sound”

13 See Turner 1966, 597.
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(« Pk. méso nom. sg. ‘ram, sheep’) denotes the male wild sheep. (Ovis aries orientalis
Blyth, 1841). The male urial is of light-brown color, has a long beard, usually white, and
massive horns bending outward, which can reach up to one metre in length. Adults may
weigh as much as 90 kg. This species is still extant in Kashmir and northern Pakistan.!*

At this point, it is worth noting that the Old Indic appellative mesd- m. ‘ram’ has In-
do-European origins and derives from the proto-form *moisés or *maisés m. ‘ram, sheep.
Its closest counterparts occur in Iranian languages, e.g., Av. maésa- m. ‘ram, maési- f. ‘ewe’s
Parth. mys m. ‘ram’; NPers. mes m. ‘id’; Kurd. meé, mi f. ‘sheep; Psht. maZ m. ‘ram, meZ f.
‘sheep; Khwar. ‘mh f. ‘sheep (< *maisi-); Yaghn. mes m. ‘ram, sheep; Shu. maZ f. ‘sheep.!®
The Indo-European word is also attested in Phrygian, cf. Hesychius’s gloss pa- mpoPata.
Dpoyeg,!” “sheep, as the Phrygians call them” (< IE. *maisa n. pl.)."® Additionally, In-
do-Iranian borrowings are attested in Finno-Ugric languages, cf. Zr. mez ‘ram, Cher. miz,
mez ‘wool, hair’!® Possibly, Gk. Att. ueiov n. ‘alamb or a sheep sacrificed during Apatouria’
also belongs to the Indo-European root denoting sheep.?’ North Indo-European languag-
es have retained the derivative form *mdisos (or *mdisos) m. ‘ram’s or sheep’s skin, hence
‘leather sack, bellows’ arising from the accentual opposition, cf. Lith. maisas m. ‘leather
sack, big sack} Latv. mdiss m. ‘sack, OPrus. moasis m. ‘bellows’;?! OCS. mmwx» m. ‘leather
sack, bellows, Russ. mex m. ‘animal fur; bellows, Cz. mech m. ‘bellows; instrument case’,
archaic ‘sack; fishing or hunting net), Pol. miech m. ‘sack, bag, purse; bellows’;”* ON. meiss
m. ‘wicker basket, OHG. meisa f. ‘wooden sling for moving items on one’s back’ < PG.
*mdisaz m. ‘carrying bag.*

The adaptation of the Middle Indic zoonym *mésa- m. ‘ram, male domestic sheep;
urial, male wild sheep’ (cf. Pk. mésa- m. ‘ram, sheep, nom. sg. méso) to the phonetic and
inflectional system of Greek by means of the spelling *pécog (pl. péoou) is fully expecta-
ble. In other words, the reading péool, preserved in the De natura animalium codices, is
not corrupt and requires no editorial intervention (such as marking the word with a crux
philologorum or reconstructing it from partial data). Nor is there a need to question the
correctness of hapax legomenon péoot or refer the reader to the Hesychian gloss (HAL
1-95): paicwlog: {dov tetpdmovy, yevopevov €v i) Tvaiki), Spotov pooxw (“a quadruped-
al animal living in the territory of India which resembles a calf”).* The word paiowlog,
recorded once in Hesychius’ lexicon, has actually nothing to do with the zoonym pécot
being a derivative (a diminutive form) of another Old Indic appellative, namely mahisd-

14 See ill. at https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Ovis_ammon_vignei_arkal_Pretoria_3.jpg.

15 Pokorny 1959, 747; Mayrhofer 1963, 689; Mayrhofer 1996, 380.

16 Bartholomae 1904, 1109; Morgenstierne 1927, 49; Morgenstierne 1974, 44; Bailey 1979, 332;
Tsabolov 2001, 676; Morgenstierne 2003, 48.

17" Latte 1966, 620.

18 Witczak 2003, 148.

19 Bur. mes ‘skin-bag’ is also an old Indo-Iranian loan; see Mayrhofer 1963, 689.

20 See Kroonen 2013, 349. A different etymology is posited by Beekes 2010, 921.

21 Fraenkel 1962, 397; Smoczynski 2007, 368.

22 Briickner 1927, 331; Baitkowski 2000, 174; Bory$ 2005, 322-323; Manczak 2017, 112.

23 Kroonen 2013, 348-349.

24 As it was first attempted by Conrad Gesner, who procured the editio princeps of NA: “Méoot ani-
malia cornuta quae sint ignorare me fateor. MaiowAog Hesychio in India sunt quadrupedes vitulis similes”
(Gesner 1556, 318; cf. Latte 1966, 622).
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m. ‘buffalo, which is based on the adjective mahisd- ‘great, powerful,®® cf. Ved. mdhi- adj.
‘id. = Gk. péyag adj. ‘great, big, large.?®

4. The Indian animals called dawvau (2)

Dictionaries of Ancient Greek list three zoological meanings of the word dawva:
(1) ‘striped hyena, Hyaena hyaena L; (2) ‘a species of the antelope’; (3) ‘an unidentified sea
fish'?” The second meaning is only attested in the very passage of Aelian under discussion
(NA 15, 15).28 However, the present-day editors deem the ms. reading corrupt, and print
it sub cruce.?® Fortunately, in addition to providing the Indian animal’s name, Aelian also
described its appearance and behavior: gaoci 8¢ eivat Tovto 10 (@ov Sopkadog HEV fTTOV,
gNagov ¢ TOAD BpaciTepov kal Bupodpevov £¢ képag. This suggests that the animal has
horns or antlers, is smaller than dopkag, and exceptionally combative, more so than deer
during the mating period.

The zoonym dopxrdg used for the comparison may denote either ‘the roe, Capreolus
capreolus L., if the description concerns an animal living in Europe, or ‘the Dorcas gazelle,
Gazella dorcas L., or alternatively ‘the Thomson's gazelle Eudorcas thomsonii Giinther), if
the description refers to North Africa or Ethiopia.*® It cannot be stated with absolute cer-
tainty which of these Aelian (or Megasthenes) decided to compare them to the Indian
animal involved in the fighting contests at King Chandragupta’s court. At this point, it is
worth looking at the animals that were referred to as §oprddeg.

The roe is a middle-sized, slender animal with long legs, reddish-brown coat (in
summer) with a white or yellowish spot on the buttocks. It is between 95-135 cm long,
70-90 cm tall (measured to the withers), and it weighs between 18 and 30 kg.>! The Dor-
cas gazelle is similar to the roe, but it is slightly smaller (between 90 and 110 cm long,
55-65 cm tall when measured to the withers, weighing between 15 and 20 kg). The Thom-
son’s gazelle has longer and more twisted legs, and its colour is similar to that of the Dorcas
gazelle, but it is closer in size to the roe (between 80 and 110 cm long, 60-90 cm tall when
measured to the withers, weighing between 30 and 35 kg). Thus, it appears that the roe,
being larger than the Dorcas gazelle and Thomson’s gazelle, is the optimal reference point.

The term é\agog ‘red deer, Cervus elaphus L. clearly suggests that either Aelian him-
self or Megasthenes compared Indian animals to European ones (the red deer does not
live in Africa).>? There is no question that the Indian “horned animal” described by Aelian
is a middle-sized animal, yet it is smaller than the roe.

% In the critical apparatus, Kurt Latte commented: “Ind. mahiséh ‘bubalus’ Charpentier KZ 45, 94, 4”.

26 Cf. the Hesychian gloss (HAL p-63): pat- péya. IvSol. See Latte 1966, 621; Brust 2005, 401-402.

27 Beside LSJ e. g. Abramowiczéwna 1965, 381; Jurewicz 2001, 421. It should be noted that Montanari
2018, 75, does not include meaning (2), considering the locus dolens in NA unexplainable.

28 Kitchell 2014, 93.

2 Scholfield 1959, III 236; Maspero 1998, 11 872. Other publishers of Aelian’s work pointed to the
corruption of the text in the critical apparatus: see Hercher 1864, LIIL, ad p. 379 (“vox corrupta”); Garcia
Valdés, Llera Fueyo, Rodriguez-Noriega Guillén 2009, 370 (“Dacwvat] susp.: voc. corrupt”’).

30 See LYJ s. v.; Kitchell 2014, 59-60.

31 1.J.Dobroluka 1998, 152.

32 Hdt. 4, 192: ¥Aagog 8¢ kai O¢ dyprog v Apon mapmav ovk £ott “Deer and wild boars are completely
absent from Libya (i.e., Africa)”. The Roman encyclopedist Pliny the Elder expresses a similar opinion on
two occasions, see PL. HN 8, 51, 120: cervos Africa propemodum sola non gignit “Africa is the only land where
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I share the view of all the editors that the reading Gawvat is corrupt.* However, I be-
lieve that it is the copyists who are at fault, having associated the unfamiliar name of an
Indian animal with the Greek zoonym batvau f. ‘striped hyena. This would be perfectly
tenable under the assumption that Aelian had adduced the foreign word, taken from the
language of the local community, as he did (probably after Megasthenes) in the case of the
Middle Indic name of the wild ram. Since the horned animal in question did not live in
Europe, Aelian, following Megasthenes, provided the reader with a brief but precise de-
scription of its characteristics. Based on the above hypothesis, I am inclined to look in the
Indo-Aryan lexicon for a zoonym whose phonetic form resembles the reading tHatvaut
[hyainai], transmitted in all codices of De natura animalium.>*

The Rigveda, the oldest literary source for the Indo-Aryan languages, lists five names
of species that refer to horned animals similar to the deer, the antelope, or the gazelle: $ya-,
prsatd-, mygd-, riru-, harind.>® Of these, the one most closely resembling the phonetic
transcription [hyaina] is the zoonym harind- m. ‘gazelle, harini- f. female gazelle,*® which
is well attested in Middle Indic (cf. Pa. harina- m., harini- f. ‘deer’, Pk. harina- m., harini- f.
‘deer’) and Modern Indic languages®” (cf. La. haran m., harnif. ‘Indian gazelle/ravine deer;
As. harina; B. harin; Or. harini, harani {.; P. harn, harna m. deer’; Hi. harin, haran, hiran
m., harind, harnd, hirna m. ‘deer’; Guj. haran n. ‘deer’; Ma. haran m./f./n., harni f. ‘id.).*8
The Indo-Aryan lexical material clearly shows that the name harind- denotes ‘the Indian
gazelle, Gazella bennettii Sykes, referred to as the ravine deer in English.%

The Indian gazelle, also called the chinkara, has a light-brown coat, except for its belly,
which is white-grey. It is smaller than the roe (65 cm measured to the withers, 23 kg).*! Dur-
ing the mating period, the male Indian gazelle is hostile toward its competitors.** It is very
likely that the corrupted atvau denotes male Indian gazelles. Aelian’s comparison of the In-
dian gazelle to the roe is highly accurate, as is his specification of its size (10 {@ov Sopkadog
pév frrov). Moreover, the postulated phonetic transcription of the extant reading Batvou
[hyainai] closely resembles the Middle Indic name of this animal (Pa. harina-, nom. sg.
hdrino, nom. pl. hdrina). Therefore, it is feasible to restore the text despite the corrupt data.

no deer are born”; PL. HN 8, 83, 228: in Africa autem nec apros nec cervos nec capreas nec ursos “In Africa,
there are no boars, nor deer, nor roes, nor bears”.

3 Already Conrad Gesner in the editio princeps (1556) used a crux philologorum before the word
thawvat, adding on the margin, “tvocabulum videtur corruptum”; see Gesner 1556, 319.

3 Tt is worth remembering that in Megasthenes’s times (4%'-3" ¢. BC) graphic representation of the
rough breathing was not yet present.

35 Monier-Williams 1999, 1291.

3 Mayrhofer 1964, 581 (‘Gazelle’); Mylius 1980, 573 (‘Gazelle, Antilope’); Kochergina 1987,
770 (‘rasens’); Pontillo 1996, 376 (‘cervo, antilope’); Monier-Williams 1999, 1291 (‘a deer, antelope, fawn,
stag’); Mayrhofer 1996, 805 (‘gelbliches Tier, Gazelle).

37 1t should be emphasized that the English word deer denotes not just a red deer, but also other Cer-
vidae or Bovidae. Particular species are identified through qualifying adjectives: E. fallow deer (Dama dama
L.), raven deer (Gazella bennettii Sykes), red deer (Cervus elaphus L.), reindeer (Rangifer tarandus L.), roe
deer (Capreolus capreolus L.), spotted deer (Axis axis Erxleben). It is worth noting that E. deer corresponds to
G. Tier n. ‘animal’ and goes back to PG. *deuzan n. ‘wild animal, see Kroonen 2013, 94-95.

38 Turner 1966, 809.

3 The Vedic term harind- is etymologically related to the Old Indic adjective hari- adj. ‘reddish-brown,
brown, fallow, pale yellow, greenish’, cf. Lat. helvus adj. ‘fallow; yellowish’ (< IE. *¢hel-). See Mayrhofer 1964,
581; Mayrhofer 1996, 805; de Vaan 2008, 282. Therefore, the zoonym refers to the colour of the chinkara.

40 Yule, Burnell 1996, 758.

41 Kowalski 1991, 87.

42 Seeill. at https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Chinkara_at_Ranthambore.jpg.
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The reading preserved in the codices stands out for lack of the liquid consonant [r]
in the word-medial position. The easiest assumption to make is that the original Greek
reading had the letter p. Adding one letter to the spelling makes it possible to restore the
word: The posited form dépivar [h¥arinai] rather successfully renders the Pali and Prakrit
nominative plural hdrina (Indian gazelles). The suggested emendation meets the basic cri-
terion of restauration from corrupted data since it requires the smallest possible alteration
of the extant text. The Greek ending -au is to be explained by the adaptation of a foreign
form (Pa., Pk. hdrina) to the Greek inflectional system. To be sure, however, it cannot be
ruled out that the original text (by Megasthenes) featured the form dptwvat [harinai]. In any
case, the eventual form of bawvat very likely results from the actions of a copyist who re-
placed an unfamiliar word with one that had a similar pronunciation, having deliberately
drawn on a Greek zoonym.

5. Conclusions

Thus, a critical analysis of Ael. NA 15, 15, which I believe is based on the correspond-
ing passage of Megasthenes’s Indica, accompanied by a detailed study of Greek and Indian
zoonyms permits the following conclusions.

1) The animals referred to as péooy, listed in the text after domesticated rams (kptoi

fiuepot) and qualified by the phrase “so-called” (oi kahoOpevot), are urials, i. e.,
males of the wild steppe sheep. The name péoot, which in the zoological sense is
a typical hapax legomenon, is an example of a Greek phonetic and morphological
rendering of the Middle Indic word mésa- m. ‘ram, urial, cf. Pk. mésa- m. ‘ram,
sheep’ (nom. sg. mé:vo), Hi. mes m. ‘ram, Pr. masé ‘ram, urial’

2) The description of the horned animals labelled with the corrupt term Datvat leaves
no doubt that these are not “striped hyenas” but rather Indian gazelles (Gazella
bennettii Sykes). I have proposed a small alteration to the spelling, adding one letter
to the codices’ uniform reading. The form I have reconstructed, vapivat [h¥arinai],
seems a near-optimal adaptation of the Pali or Prakrit word hdrina (nom. pl.). The
correct form of bapivat was corrupted as a result of its etymologically unfounded
association with the purely Greek form bouvau £. pl. ‘striped hyenas.

Abbreviations

As. — Assamese; Att. — Attic Greek; Av. — Avestan; B. — Bengali; Bur. — Burushaski; Cher. —
Che-remis; Cz. — Czech; E. — English; G. — German; Gk. — Greek; Guj. — Gujarati; Hi. — Hindi; IE. —
Indo-European; K. — Kashmiri; Kal. — Kalasha; Khwar. — Khwarezmian; Kt. — Kati; Kurd. — Kurdish; La. —
Lahnda;Lat. — Latin; Latv. — Latvian; Lith. — Lithuanian; Ma. — Marathi; NPers. — New Persian; OHG. — Old
High German; OCS. — Old Church Slavic; ON. — Old Norse; OPrus. — Old Prussian; Or. — Oriya; P. — Panja-
bi; Pa. — Pali; Parth. — Parthian; PG. — Proto-Germanic; Pk. — Prakrit; Pol. — Polish; Pr. — Prasun; Psht. —
Pashto; Russ. — Russian; Shu. — Shughni; Skr. — Sanskrit; Ved. — Vedic; Yaghn. — Yaghnobi; Zr. —
Ziryene.
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