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spear, representing the war function; and drowning in water or often a vat of beer, a punishment of the third 

function. Similarly in Celtic tradition, the victim would fall from a tree or hang, impale themselves on a weap-

on as well as fall into a fire, and then proceed to drown in water. These gruesome deaths were depicted in a 

war-scene painting, entitled Kriegsgreuel, showing the victory celebration and the mutilation of prisoners of 

war (Ward, 133). This is evidence supporting that an understanding of these different functions was present in 

society, enough so that citizens enacted related ritual behaviours at a basic level. It became common 

knowledge that the three functions were to be employed as methods of sacrifice to the gods.  

While Dumézil’s research is extensive and his evidence convincing, many still disagree with his approach 

and its accuracy. However, as told by Edgar Polomé, “…even those who…completely reject Dumézil’s views 

must admit that the structure of Germanic society agreed by and large with his postulated social pat-

tern” (Polomé, 58). It is clear from Dumézil’s research that an ancient Proto-Indo-European society based 



 

 

In this article we are presenting etymology of some 

important words in Spanish. Some of them share their 

origin with words in English and in several Romance 

languages, their common source being Latin. 

Spanish language has inherited a number of words 

from the Celtiberian substratum, such as 

“barro” (mud) and “muñeca/o” (doll), while the Prero-

man substratum has left words like “barril” (barrel), 

“barriga” (belly), “barricada” (barricade), 

“caspa” (dandruff), “gorda/o” (fat), and “perra/

o” (dog). From Celtic we have “carro” (car or cart), 

“cabaña” (cabin), “camisa” (shirt), 

“carpintero” (carpenter) and “cerveza” (beer). The 

reason why you can detect the similarity of some of 

those words with their English counterparts is that 

some of them are cognates. (Language substratum is a 

language that has lower prestige but still influences a 

dominant language, superstratum is the dominant lan-

guage, whereas adstratum is a neighbouring lan-

guage.) 

From the Basque substratum or adstratum modern 

Spanish has words like “boina” (beret or cap), 

“izquierda/o” (left) and “pizarra” (slate, blackboard or 

chalkboard). Basque linguistic and lexical influence 

came from their autonomous community in northern 

Spain, which borders southwestern France, mainly 

during the Visigotic period (between the beginning of 

the Vth century and the beginning of the VIIIth centu-

ry) and during the Arabic rule (from the beginning of 



 

 



 

 



 

 

therefore see specificity as being marked in the DP’s TopicP (see e.g. Aboh 2004, Ihsane and Puskás 2001, 

Ihsane 2003). However, none of the structures they propose work for mii if we assume mii to be a specifier or 

a head. Due to space constraints I can only give one example: Aboh (2004) follows Rizzi (1997) by putting 

the functional element marking specificity in Topic°, with the topicalized element in Spec,TopicP. He pro-

vides this structure for Gungbe specific DPs (lɔ́ being the marker of specificity, távò being the specific noun): 

(5) [DP [D [TopP [FP távò [Top° lɔ́ [NumP ttávò [Num lɛ́ [FP ttávo] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] (Aboh 2004:7) 

But this would yield the wrong surface word order for Ojibwe. Mii comes first in the DP, rather than fol-

lowing the topicalized element. 

However, this dilemma is solved if we keep in mind my argument (above) about mii’s semantics. As I ar-

gued, mii is in fact optional, emphasizing rather than ‘marking’ specificity. Usually optionality is associated 

with adjuncts, not specifiers or heads. Therefore we can simply take mii to be adjoined to the DP (either the 

DP as a whole or to the TopicP within it), explaining its left-most position. Moving on from here, let us see 

how this argument can deal with mii in other contexts. 

Mii only ever occurs postverbally when it marks DPs as specific. In other contexts, it is always preverbal. 

In fact, Rhodes (1998:287) writes that mii is always clause-initial (a claim Fairbanks and I have now refuted: 

specific DPs need not be clause-initial). Either way, the overwhelming majority of mii’s appearances are 

clause-initial; in these contexts, it creates cleft constructions and emphasizes topicalized elements. I show that 

for these two contexts, the adjunction analysis still works. 

Creating clefts might be mii’s most widely accepted use. I myself had no intention of contesting this 

claim when I started working on this paper. Cleft-marking is in fact the only function Rhodes (1998) attributes 

to mii (except for a few cases he views as secondary or idiomatic). If mii creates clefts, we might want to con-

sider giving mii a more ‘core’ structural position than being a mere adjunct (whatever that might entail). 

Rhodes provides examples such as the following (go is an enclitic particle, so take its surface position with 

a grain of salt): 
 (6) ... mii go niin [widi ezhnaazhkaagooyaan …] 

mii go niin widi ezhnaazhkaa-goo-yaan 
MII EMPH 1SG there IC.send.there-PASS-1.CONJ 

‘I was the one [who was sent there ...]’ (Rhodes 1998:288). 

Rhodes discusses clefts only in terms of the presence of mii, but in fact, most of his examples contain verbs 

that display the two properties that create relative clauses in Ojibwe: conjunct morphology (a specific set of 

inflectional morphemes on verbs) and initial change (an umlaut process affecting some conjunct verbs). 

Where I part from Rhodes is that I see these attributes as necessary for there to be a real cleft construction in 

Ojibwe (whereas Rhodes views only mii as necessary). Even more importantly for the present argument, I al-

so differ from Rhodes in that I don’t see mii as having cleft-creation as its primary, underlying function. Re-

call my main argument about mii in DPs: it marks (emphasized) specificity; Aboh (2004) and Ihsane (2003) 

relate specificity to topicality, since it has to do with the noun being given information in the discourse. Topi-

cality can also be present in cleft constructions (see e.g. Collins 2006). Therefore, it seems not only ideal but 

indeed straightforward to link these two uses of mii. In (6), mii is simply an adjunct on niin, which is itself 

topicalized. The constituents are linked by a zero-copula construction, typical of Algonquian languages: 

(7) A’aw Jaaj. 

that George. 

‘That is George’ (Fairbanks 2008:183). 

It is not abnormal for the first constituent of such zero-copula constructions to be topicalized (see e.g. Sol-



 

 

(8) a. Geget gii-ojaanimizi-wag. 

  truly PAST-is.busy-3P 

  ‘They were truly busy.’ 

 b. mii geget gii-ojaanimizi-wag. 

  MII truly PAST-is.busy-3PL 

  ‘They were without a doubt truly busy!’ (Fairbanks 2008:201). 

In these examples, much like above, mii can be understood as an adjunct hosted by the TopicP:s them-

selves. In fact, some of Rhodes’ data can better be analyzed as cases of mii topicalizing elements without 

there being a cleft construction at all. 

The main point to come out of this is that it is possible to analyze mii as always being adjoined to a TopicP. 

While I see no way to prove whether mii on nominals is an adjunct on the DP or on the TopicP within an ar-

ticulated D, we might prefer to assume uniformity with the clausal structure, where mii clearly is adjoined to 

topicalized elements. As stated above, this adjunction thesis explains why mii always occurs at the left edge of 

phrases: it is on the left of the topic, which itself is rather far left. It also goes well with the view that Ojibwe 

clefts require three elements: mii, a relativized verb (one displaying both conjunct morphology and initial 

change), and a zero-copula construction. 
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Mythologies have been a vital feature in many cultures 

around the world.  Myths use allegories and symbols to 

teach us about cultures and civilizations that preceded 

ours.  In India, we can still see mythologies playing an 

important role in the society, shown through art, religion, 

poetry, and folklore.  A great example of this would be the 

streets of Kolkata, India.  Nearly every couple of blocks 

you pass, you will stumble upon a temple of worshippers 

or find deities left adorned on the side of the streets.  This 

shows that mythology is more than a thing from the past; it 

is alive today through religious beliefs and practices. 

This paper will cover Hindu mythology, beginning with 

a historical context of Hindu myths, followed by a discus-

sion of Hindu cosmogony.  I will then outline a few promi-

nent gods and conclude with the importance of the sun, 

moon, and earth within Indic mythology. 
The two most important cultures for modern Hinduism 

are the Indus Valley culture in the Pre-Aryan Period (2500

-1700 BC), and the Aryan culture.  Archaeologists have 

been able to construct a picture of mythology in the pre-

Aryan period that contains various artifacts depicting tree 

spirits, worship of snakes, and theriomorphic beings ( Wil-

liams, 2003).  The Vedic Period, the earliest period of the 

Aryan culture (1500-900 BC), is defined both as a period 

of time and culture with the sacred scriptures of the Aryas 

known as the Vedas (Williams, 2003).  The Vedas consist-

ed of four collections of hymns known as the Rig Veda, 

the Sama Veda, the Yajur Veda, and the Atharva Veda.  

The Brahmanical and Aranyaka Period (900-600 BC) 

showed a change in the mythological views between the 

Samhitas and the Brahmanas.  The Brahmanas were more 

concerned with ritual and its effectiveness and less con-

cerned with the older Rig Vedic gods (Williams, 2003).  

During the Upanishadic Period, non-Hindu elements from 

the Buddhists, Jains, and Pahlavas made their contribu-

tions to Hindu mythology such as the use of temples, and 

indoor shrines.  The Epic Period (400 BC – 400 AD) 

brought about the great epics known as the Mahabharata 

and the Ramayana.  This period continued the expansion 

of mythology where gods and demons multiplied, as did 

their stories (Williams, 2003).  The Puranic Period (300-

800 AD) also known as the Hindu middle ages gave us the 

Puranas and displayed polytheism.  The Tantric Period 

around 900-1600 AD is said to have disappeared from his-

torical sight during the time of the Aryan dominance of the 

Indus Valley culture, though others claim that it never died 

and that it continues secretly today (Williams, 2003).  Dur-

ing the Tantric period, the mythology of Tantra and Sakta 

revived and enriched central themes of blood sacrifice and 

pursuits of pleasure, differing radically in meaning from 

those of epic mythology which favored devotion, asceti-

cism, and duty (Williams, 2003).  Finally the Modern Peri-

od was said to begin with Raja Rammohan Roy (1772-

1833) who demythologized Hindu mythology by opposing 

the Puranas and their polytheism (Williams, 2003). 

The earliest Hindu account of the origin of the universe 

is given in the Rig Veda (Thomas, 1961).  One of the most 

favored Vedic versions speaks of a golden cosmic egg, a 

symbol of fire, which floated on the waters for a thousand 

years.  At the end of this period, the egg burst open to re-

veal the lord of the universe who took form of the first 

eternal man known as Purusha (Ions, 1967).  As Purusha 

emerged from the egg and looked around among the empty 

waters he felt afraid.  This feeling of fear that he had was 

said to have been the explanation for why humans thereaf-

ter feet afraid when alone.  It was also told that Purusha 

felt desire for a companion, so he divided himself into two, 

one half male and the other female.  By doing this he felt 

disunited and rejoined his other half, Viraj, who thus be-

came his wife and bore offspring, mankind (Ions, 1967).   

In later myths, Brahma is always referred in some way 

as the creator.  It was told that the lord of the universe 

brooded over the cosmic egg as it laid on the surface of the 

ocean for a thousand years.  As he sat there, a lotus bright 

as a thousand suns rose from his navel and spread until it 

seemed as if it could contain the whole world.  From this 

lotus Brahma sprang, imbued with the powers of the lord 

of the universe where he created the asuras from his hip, 

the earth from his feet, and all the other components of the 

world from other parts of his body (Ions, 1967). 

The Hindu pantheon has gone through many changes 

over time and accounts for more than 300 million gods and 

goddesses.  In contrast with other religions, the Hindus 

place a great emphasis on the power aspect of the deity, 

which can be shown through depictions of art or described 

vividly through text (Thomas, 1961). 

Starting off with what is known as the Hindu Triad, we 

have Brahma, Vishnu and Shiva who are the creator, pre-

server and destroyer of the worlds.  Although Brahma, 

Vishnu and Shiva are said to be one, many sectarians often 

try to establish the supremacy of one of them over the oth-

ers (Thomas, 1961).   

Hindu Mythology 
Nelly Castillo-
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