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Adjectives in *-fyo- in Anatolian*) ’

Kronasser, EHS (1966) 168 ff., correctly affirms that Anatolian in-
herited the PIE secondary suffix *-iyo- which forms adjectives from
nouns. Nevertheless, the role of this suffix has been much underap-
preciated, due no doubt to the fact that it had a limited productivity
in Hittite.

As Kronasser points out, -iya- in Hittite does form adjectives to
several place adverbs: anturiya- ‘inner’, istarniya- ‘medial, inner’, and
the hapax arapziya- ‘external, foreign’ beside the more common
arahzena-.) Furthermore, there is a substantial if restricted number
of other examples of *-iyo- in Hittite. It is true that only a handful
of these are directly attested as adjectives: EZEN parpiya- ‘festival of
the parpa’, nuttariya- ‘hastening’.2) There are also cases with second-
ary substantivization: *happiriya- ‘city’ < *‘market’ < ‘that which
pertains to sales’, happariya- ‘things offered for sale’?) pittuliya-
‘constraint’ < *‘pertaining to a snare, noose’ ( pittula-), Siptamiya- (a
drink) < *‘of seven’ (for tummantiya- and taparriya- see the CLuvian
section below).

*) Bibliographical abbreviations are those of 7he Hittite Dictionary of the Uni-
versity of Chicago, edd. Hans G. Giiterbock and Harry A. Hoffner, Jr., Chicago:
1980 ff.

1) The stems andurziya- and arapzeniya- cited by Kronasser do not exist. See
Friedrich-Kammenhuber, HW&? s.v.

?) The adjective nuttariya- is derived from the stem nuntara- *‘present’, at-
tested only in the adverb nuntaras’‘soon, quickly’. See for the latter Melchert, KZ
93 (1979) 262ff.

The oft-cited example ispantiya- ‘nocturnal’ (KBo IV 4 I1I 31) is quite uncer-
tain. The context would permit either ‘made the days nocturnal’ or ‘made the
days (into) nights’. Since there are a number of other examples of acc. plurals in
-ius' to nouns which are otherwise consonant-stems or a-stems, the one example
is not solid evidence for a derived -iyo- adjective. It is true, of course, that the
acc. plurals in -iu themselves require an explanation. Given the ease with which
-iyo- adjectives are substantivized and then compete with the base nouns, it is
conceivable that the -ius forms all indirectly reflect such adjectives. However, the
marked preference for the acc. plural animate would remain unexplained by this
account,

3) The attempt by Neu, StBoT 18 (1974) 107, to explain away this example is
unnecessary and ad hoc.
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We must add finally several instances whose existence is required
by further derivatives: anniyatar ‘motherhood’ < *anniya- ‘maternal’
(as per Kronasser, £/1S 295, there is no basis for a Luvianism), fyat-
niyant- ‘flourishing’ < *iyatniya- ‘idem’ (beside iyatnuwant-), pro-
bably S8 padiyalli- ‘foot of a bed’ < *padiya- ‘of the foot’ (cf. EHS
212), stuniyant- ‘priest’ < *siuniya- ‘of a god'.4) The above list is still
very short. The suffix *-iyo- does not appear to have been fully pro-
ductive in Hittite.

The picture is different in the Luvian languages. In a most signifi-
cant article in Fs Neumann (1982) 35ff., Carruba has shown that al-
leged CLuvian i-stem anim. acc. singulars in -iyan and dat. singulars
in -iya do not exist. Forms in -iyan and -fya are the nt. nom.-acc.
singular and plural respectively of derived adjectives in iya-. Thus
anntyan is not a variant of acc. sg. annin ‘mother’, but nt. nom.-acc.
singular of anniya- ‘maternal’’) Remarkably, Carruba was able to
achieve this analysis without benefit of the new edition of the CLu-
vian corpus by Starke, $tBo7 30. Starke’s reorganization of the texts
makes the validity of Carruba’s syntactic interpretation of the key
passages all the more apparent.t)

Carruba’s overall treatment of the CLuvian material requires only
minor revision and amplification. The one revision concerns the nt.
nom.-acc. plural: he interprets spellings such as na-a-ni-e-ya ‘frater-
nal’ as standing for *nan(i)-iya-ya: base nani- plus suffix -iya- plus

) The abstract siuniyatar ‘godhood, divinity’ is not probative, since it could be
derived directly from the i-stem *siuni- ‘god’. However, the semantics of "priest’
make it unlikely that it reflects Siuni-ant- with -ant- added directly to *Siuni-.

%) Llimination of the alleged i-stem anim. acc. singulars in -iyan removes any
support for the proposal of Hawkins, Morpurgo Davies and Neumann, /1HL
39-40, to explain HLuvian stems in -nza- via hypothetical acc. singulars in
*-ntiyan. For the probable source of stems in -nza- see my discussion in Studies
in Memory of Warren Cowgill (ed. C. Watkins) (1987) 193f.

¢) Surprisingly, Starke himself does not seem to recognize the adjectival func-
tion of the forms in -iya-. In StBoT 30.147, note 28, regarding KUB XXXV 43
111 28 ff., he says of [ kuwars]asia[[s§a]] and tuliyas$a in line 111 32: ,Das Bezugs-
wort zu den beiden Adj. gen. fehlt.“ He goes on to say that the modified noun is
missing in all other parallel passages. However, as shown bv the parallels KUB
XXXII 14+ 1113 and XXXV 45 11 4 (see Carruba’s table, p. 36), these two ad-
jectives should be emended to kuwarsassan and tuliyasSan. They are nt. nom.-acc.
singular, modifying the nouns of lines 111 28-29, just like all the pairs of adjec-
tives preceding them. Note that [pariy]analla of line III 31 must also be
emended to pariyanallan after the correct parallel texts. For the correct restora-
tion and interpretation of [ Jtariyal of KUBIX 6+ 1 13 see Carruba, p. 37 (=
nanuntariyal).
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an ending -ya. This is implausible and unnecessary. ’Irt.is |mplaul:ilb;e
because the neuter nom.-acc. plural qf an o-stem -zyo-f womcjl Ie
*_iyeh,, whence Luvian -iya. The “ending” -ya w.ould be ou(x; oan
with i-stems, which is not what we are dezflmg. with here, as Carru
has emphatically shown.”) His inter[?retatlon is unnecessary bzcz;ui
spellings like na-a-ni-e-ya may ea5|.ly represent the‘ exp.e;te/ , n y
niya), with -iya < *-iyeh,. Since Luvian does not dlst'mgms e/ an
/i/, the Hittite scribes could use both e and i spellmgs for L}wlaln
/i/ #) 1 therefore interpret nom.-acc. neuter plurals of -iya- as simply
/ ‘%(Z.may add to &arruba’s list of case forms (p- 49) the ar'un;.la;;:
plural. His analysis neatly solves the previously problematu}:} .uan
hinzas=tar hiippara(n)za of KUB.IX 3111 24.‘Novxf Ph:t we aveUIar
;djectival stem /lulahiya-/, /lulahints/ may be ldientlfle. dals |,ts reg 2
anim. acc. plural, modifying éxﬁpparanzaf 'Lul?hlyan girdles (;s. gthe:
plural Lulahiyas huprus ‘girdles of Lul?hlyans in the Hittite). or;_ta
spelling as lilahinzas before the particle -tar, compare parna:z:lze-to
(HT 1117) = parnanza=ta (KUB1X 3111 31) and see my artic
appear in the memorial volume for Char.les Ca'rter.. i
The proper recognition of the CLuvian ad)ectlve}f md_-yt‘ves d
been prevented by the fact that in many case forn.ls the 'aljec i s in
-iya- are indistinguishable from i-stem nouns. Tl’llS partia ;)f\{er ap |
due to the fact that Luvian extends most adjectlyes by a sub 1xl;1- IE
the animate nominative and accusative, as dlSCOVC{‘Cd y rand
Starke: see his remarks in Fs Neumann (1982) 408f., w1'th nofte 3,an
the discussion by Oettinger, KZ 100 (1987) 35—4?, W!E’h relerenctehs.
In the case of a-stems (i.e., old o-stems) the motion-i” rep a§e§ he
thematic vowel. Thus an anim. nom. singular *-yos bec?me. -l_);;l-)’
whence attested -i?) While the result of the contraction is often

7) The appearance of an ending -ya in the plural of the demor'lstra;nve a;i;iekce-
tives (HLuv zaya, apaya; Lyc. ebeija) is not a counterargum'enti]s[nfie lorrrs\ion
] ension.
i i t these words had i-stems in their decl
Hitt. nt. nom.-acc. sg. ki show tha : ! ' ension,
i i imi asionally used in cuneifor
8) Carruba is correct in clanmmg'that’e is occ I5¢ form for
/ya)/ but such usage by Hittite scribes is extremely rare. T'he allternauz:ems -
with, -ya- in verb stems, however, is not an example of e for /ya/, but repr
ine linguisti / to /ya/. .
enuine linguistic change from /ye ' .
g 9) This agccount, which is independently motivated by oth.erlfacts mtil;t:lvn_aar}:
makes unnecessary Carruba’s assumption (p.40) of an analogical propor
. SR A
san: -assis= -ijan: *-yis. . ‘ N _—
In Hittite, on the other hand, the partial mex}"]ger é)f -Lyas-lénd i s!;::;ls, I:E;Ch
le is the adver §-in ,
bably due to syncope. The surest examp [ which
reprZsents the syncopated form of *lazziyan, nt. nom.-acc. singular of lazziy
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spelled as simple -i, it is represented by a plene vowel often enough
to suppose that the regular outcome was a long vowel: cf. [lulah]is
in KUB XXXV 49 IV 15 vs. lulahis in KUB XXXV 46 1V 7. Since
the latter cooccurs with AMA -i§ and tati[ §] (ibid. IV 6), I assume a
long vowel in all such cases, sometimes spelled plene (plene spelling
of long vowels is not always consistent).

The fact that an anim. nom. singular in -i¢ (for -i) can belong
either to an i-stem or an iya-stem raises some thorny problems for
the formal and functional analysis of such forms. For example, in
KUB XXXV 43 111 30 we find puitwaliyan (nt. nom.-acc. sg.) modi-
fying taparu tatariyamman hirun. In KUB XXXV 49 IV 13 [Au]itwa-
lis (NB --) is likewise surely modifying taparuwassis tatariyamnassis
hirutassis. We also find man=as’ huitwalis in KUB XXXV 45 1I 25.
The last clearly means ‘If he (the enemy) is alive.” However, it is un-
likely that tatariyamman ‘curse’ and hiru(n)e- ‘oath’ are ‘alive, living’.
Rather we have in Auitwalis and huitwaliyan forms of an adjective
buitwaliya- “of a living person’ < buitwali- “living (person)’.

Likewise we must also assume both u(wa)lanti- ‘dead’ (KUB
XXXV 45 11 26) and u(wa)lantiya- ‘of the dead’ (KUB XXXV 43
III 30, 39 1 27). In these cases, then, we can see a difference between
the i-stem adjective (secondarily substantivized) and the -iya- deriv-
ative. Other examples are more problematic, but I wish to stress the
point that virtually all CLuvian forms in -i and -in (with long or
short vowel) need to be reexamined with both possibilities in mind.

CLuvian also shows secondarily substantivized *tyo-stems like
Hittite: tummantiya- ‘obedience’ < tummani- ‘ear; hearing’ and ta-
parriya- ‘rule, control’ < *tapar(a/i)-, an unattested noun beside the
verb tapar- ‘to rule’.

The CLuvian adjectives in -i(ya)- reflect the “correct” inherited
PIE procedure by which the final *-0- of the base noun is deleted
before the *-iyo- suffix. Since most nouns in Luvian are i-stems, this
step is generally not obvious, but acc. singular hitarlin (KUB
XXXV 136 1V 16) probably represents the base noun ‘slave’ (a-stem)
to putarliya- ‘of a slave’ (the latter is an adjective in all occurrences).
See further examples below in HLuvian.

At some point, however, Luvian abandoned the deletion of the
stem-vowel, which was unmotivated synchronically. This led to a
second class of adjectives in Luvian in -ai(a)-. Carruba, p. 44, cites

‘good’. I personally believe that such a syncope played a role in, if it did not in
fact trigger, the shift of adjectives in -zziya- to i-stem inflection.
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washai(a)-. While I cannot agree with his semantic interpretation,'®)

the formal derivation from the base washa- seems solid. Another

good example is kummai(a)- ‘pure, sacralized’ < kumma-, a base

seen also in Lyc. kuma-za- “priest’ and other derivatives and in Pal.

as-kumma-wa- ‘sacralized, taboo’ (of food): see on the latter Wat-
kins, Fs Hoenigswald (1987) 399ff., following Szemerényi. Based on
the few attestations available, we may also assume CLuv. arrai(a)-
‘long’ and parrai(a)- ‘high’.!") However, it is not clear whether these
adjectives are formed in the same manner as washai(a)- and kum-
mai(a)-.1?) At least in the case of the latter two, the addition of the
“motion-i” produced the attested paradigm parallel to that in
-i(ya)-: anim. nom. sg. *_aiy-i-§ > attested -Ca-is and anim. nom.
pl. *-aiy-i-nzi > -Ca-i-in-zi, beside nt. nom.-acc. sg. -aiyan=za, nt.
nom.-acc. pl. -aiya, dat.-loc. plural -ayanza. Compare also the HLu-
vian examples below. The only uncertainty is whether we should
read the animate nominative forms as contracted /-ays/ and /-ayntsi/

or uncontracted /-ayis/ and /-ayintsi/.
As Carruba has already indicated, HLuvian also shares in the for-

mation of -i( ya)- adjectives: e.g. tati(ya)- ‘paternal’ (with the same
partial merger with the i-stem inflection). What he does not make
clear is the productivity of the formation in HLuvian and its func-
tion in marking possession, in competition with the suffix /-assi-/

and the inherited genitive case.
We find among others the following remarkable construction

“fit for a master’ from an alleged washa- ‘lord,
ly occurrences (KUB XXXV 54 11 32 and
KBo VII 68 11 2.4) is nt. nom.-acc. plural. Otherwise, we find only washazza-, an
epithet of eLAMA, and washai(a)-. The usage of the latter in KBo VII 68 11 Sff.
(as cited by Carruba) points rather to ‘pure, sacralized’. Obviously, a similar
sense would be appropriate for the epithet of the deity. The parallel formations
in -zza- and -iya- beside kumaza- and kummai(a)- are not likely to be acciden-
tal. We probably have a matching adjective in HLuvian (*419/420) washayan=za
(referring to an offering), but the precise meaning of the latter is not yet clear.

11y Morpurgo Davies, Studies ... Cowgill 218-219, has demonstrated that we

must separate CLuv. ari- ‘time’ (noun) from arrai(a)- ‘long’ (adjective). This

means that there is no direct evidence in Luvian for ablauting i-stem adjectives
. Cowgill 191,

of the type of Hittite suppi-, suppay- (contra Melchert, Studies ..

note 23).
12) There is no obvious source for arrai(a)- at all. Since parrai(a)- is an ep-

ithet of ‘mountains’, there is no reason to doubt that its ultimate source 1s
*bhergh- ‘high’ (cf. Hitt. parku-), but it is morphologically unclear. Despite the
lack of direct evidence for ablaut (cf. note 11), it remains possible that arrai(a)-
and parrai(a)- are i-stem adjectives with generalization of the stem in -ay-.

1) Carruba takes washai(a)- as
master’, but the latter word in its on
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g;?ﬁgl;f;h:igl/;;ﬁ)] )}iaza-zz)(le{;']'STEI]E-za Za-ha-na-sa VIR-ti-sd
-wa/i-ya(!)-ya-za is stele (is =
hana,'son of Ziti’ This sentence shows th(e )aboilfity l;efk’}’;ii:_o o
comblne.freely formal genitive singulars of nouns and case fo m tc;
the relational adjective which agree with the modified ( ossrmsj
noun. Tl?us /Za‘lhanas/ is genitive singular, marking the owier f)sfsfh)
tsitfele,n\:‘vhlle j"/mmu(wiyaya(n)=za/ is nom.-acc. sg. neuter of the adjec(i
e a(;rf:z:)'zyay'a- of thfe son’ mo.d.ifying /za *wanin=za/ ‘this stele’.
Ihe w})]ié:hlve lsl(;eplacmg a genitive singular /nimuwiyas/ ‘of the
/Ziti,s/ wou]:ou st:land in apposition to /Zahanas/ and on which
sy would nor.madly. depe'nd. thlce that even the underlying
prord order i retained in which /Zitis/ precedes the noun its modi-
s, al gh on the surface the latter is replaced by the relati
et y the relational
An even more complex example of this kind of s i
. yntax 1s atteste
:?rell\dALA"lIIY;A 1,2 and MALATYA 3. These two passages are en({
*26y parallel in structure and I cite here only the first:?) za-ya-wa/i
( é) sa-sa-li-ya TQNITRUS.HALPA-pa-AVIS-sa ICRUS + RA/I-
i‘)aOS_EROi/IM:alx.le-l(!)(URBS) DOMINUS-ya-ya INFANS.NE-
REX(};;: (TheSONS.CORNU.-CERVUSZ_ INFANS-mu-wa/i-ya-ya
R 1 e e __ are of Halpasulupl,‘ grandson of Tara(?), the
r(;, ord o Mal'atya, son of Wasuruntiya(?), the king.” Note that
v[\;e ave here besides */nimuwiyaya/ also the relational adjectives
OMINUS-ya-ya ‘of the lord’ and */hamsiya/ “of the grandson’. All
are nt. nom.-acc. plural modifying zaya sasaliya, replacin cc;r
spondl‘ng genitive singulars of the respective nou;ls Noticegth ti)e-
attraction even the genitive singular ‘of the lord’ Wl:liCh de en: .
t.he underl);]mlg geEitive singular ‘of the grandson,’ not on ziya :u:;‘
tya, nevertheless has also been repla , :
‘t‘he relatior‘lal. adjective.'*) While wi :12()11 If)i)r’ldnttlh?so;?r.;(t:fj.rfll:”acli o
pfl?}]cess”, it 1; pe;fectly grammatical in HLuvian. e
e example of nimuwiyaya- ‘of the son’ i ial i
s*pe‘cts. The attested adject)i’v: is formedscl))r)l' al:icchr:gcm-]t)i:- S:c‘:e:allo e
mimuwiya- ‘son, child’. Note that it shows the “newer” processalj;

1Y) I am grateful to David Hawki 1 i
interpretacion of s e awkins for his generous help with the reading and
14 1
i )( lI:c?lrd thtfr attraction compare HLuvian tanimasin REGIO-nisin INFANS-
tcoun:ryl' ho tel\(/ery co:ntry’, where tanimi- ‘every’, which logically modifies
» has taken on the suffix and ending of the latte i ifi
. ' r, which modifies ‘child’
See the exFellent discussion of Neumann, Gs Kronasser (1982) 1‘:‘90“' 'II?; .
syntax which he has established for -assi- thus also applies to -iya- e
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which the final vowel of the base is retained, whe,r:a". a stem in
-ai(a)- like CLuvian kummai(a)- al.Jove‘. The base .nzmuw‘fytlzci u’:
turn is itself a substantivized stem in -1ya- form'ed in -the older
fashion from *nimuwa- *lack of virility’ (or the like) with delet:or.l
of the final vowel of the base.’®) The or_ig‘l-nal sense c‘)'f the stenz ni-
muwiya- would have been ‘lacking in vm.llty’ hence 1mm:'z(tiure}; as t::1
noun ‘child, boy’. For the existence of nimuwiya- alongfl. et e; -
tested nimuwiza- ‘child, son’” D. Hawkins cites )"(arkamt.s:(ya)— e-
side Karkamisiza- ‘of Carchemish’. We thus find in thg single e:j(arl:l-
ple nimuwiyaya - evidence for both the older type in -i(ya)- an tte
newer type in -ai(a)- as well as for the tendency of these stems to
bstantivized. .
be;?lizecsel;tain example of nimuwiyaya- ‘permit-s us to clar}fy tl}:e
status of DOMINUS-(na)ni- ‘lord’ and its flen.vam.'es. BesndeI\tAIe
istem noun itself we find a relational adjective in -i(ya)-: é)O -
NUS-(na)niya- ‘of the lord’ (e.g. dat.-loc. p!ura] DOMII:I; -r:;z—n(tl’
ya-za in CARCHEMISH A 15b,3). There is also a word tor orR
ending in -ya-: nom. sg. DOMINUS-ya-sa (AN‘DAVAL‘I, FZA -
CHEMISH A3,1.3). From this stem the relational adjective 1s
DOMINUS-yai(a)-: nt. nom.-acc. plur?l DOMINUS -ya-ya (§ee
above in MALATYA 1,1) and anim. nom. smgul::lr DOMINUSi,yaiI-Sg
in REGIO-ni-DOMINUS-ya-i-sa NEPOS-sa gfandson offt e ort
of the country’ (CARCHEMISH A11b,1). In view of the r}:que}:l
substantivization of *-iyo- adjectives, one may .wondc.er whet er the
ya-stem noun for ‘lord’ is merely the substan(timzed -1( ya)-adjective
‘ rd’, but this cannot be demonstrated.
OfAd;:l!:zional adjective in -ai(a)- also helps to account for the 5)‘/::-
tax of another complex possessive construction (MALPINAI} 2):1%)
...z[a-ti] d-mi-i ‘a-tag-ya-za-sa-na  'HA+Ll-sa-na rm-taryaf
STATUA- ru-ti-i ... ‘to this my statue, (that.) of Ata.yaza, servar:it.fo
Hattusili ... The adjective /Atayatsassan/ is dat. smgular,' modify-
ing /taruti/ ‘statue’. The phrase ‘(of the) servant of Hattus-111 1r:j.ap-
position to ‘Atayaza’ must likewise then consist of.possesilve adjec
tives in the dative singular, as confirmed by/the ending on {Halttuil-
lassan/ (cf. note 14). This means that mi-ta,-ya cannot §|mply t(e:)
/miday(a)/, dative of the noun ‘servant’. It s rather dative singular

. . . < the
15y The precise meaning of muwa- remains uncertain, but it must lie in t

f ‘potency, virility, (male) seed’. ' o .
are“’a)ol aF:inr(]ie{)ted for this example to D. Hawkins, who is editing the text with

M. Kalag.
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a relational adjective /midai(a)-/ ‘of the servant’. The shape is due to
the form of the dative singular ending -i: /miday-i/ contracts to /mi-
day/, as in Hitt. dat. sg. *allay-i > Sallai ‘great’ (for the spelling in
HLuvian cf. the pres. 3rd sg. verb ending I-ay/ spelled -a-ya).

Carruba also notes the existence of the *-iyo- suffix in Lycian,
vindicating Pedersen’s earlier claim, LH 34 (contra Neumann, Lyk
385). See also Carruba, SMEA 22.294ff., and Gusmani, RJL 94.500f.
Once again, however, we find -ije- not merely as a derivational suf-
fix, but competing with -a/eki- and the genitive case as the marker of
possession: TL 18 ebéri[né] xup[d meen]e [pr]an[a)waté Prisei
epriné[ n )€ ehbi aprixahbija ehbi ‘Prisei built this tomb. (It belongs) to
his younger brothers (and) his descendants.”””) We have here as in
HLuvian a mixed construction with a formal genitive and a rela-
tional adjective in -ije-: eprinéné is gen. plural ‘of (his) younger
brothers’, while apiixahbija is feminine(!) nom. singular (agreeing
with the understood subject xupa) of an adjective aprixahbije- ‘of the
descendant’ < aprixahba- ‘descendant’.’®)

A second example of this type is found in TL 100: ebe xupa me
Tibeija. This short and atypical tomb inscription has to my know-
ledge never been discussed, but there can be little doubt as to its
structure. The noun xupa could be either nom. singular or loc. sin-
gular, but the locative of ebe- ‘this’ could only be ebehi, as elsewhere.
The attested ebe can only be anim. nom. singular (= Luv. apas)
modifying a likewise nom. singular xupa. Instead of the usual °X
built this tomb’ we must have the direct “This tomb belongs to X.
However, tibeija cannot be genitive singular or plural. Given aps-
xahbija in TL 18, the solution is obvipus: Tibeija is likewise fem.
nom. singular of a derived adjective in -ije-: “This tomb is Tibeian’,
1.e. ‘belongs to Tibe’.1?)

V) The reading epiinéné is that of Aikwright. For the sense ‘younger brother’
see Laroche, FdX 5.126. While I accept his argument that epri marks posteriority,
not descendance, aprixahba- can hardly mean ‘younger grandson’. I also find a
collocation younger brothers and great-grandsons’ unlikely. Since xahba- (cog-
nate with HLuvian Aasu-) is in origin merely ‘offspring’ and then secondarily
‘grandson’ (cf. Hitt. hasSa- ‘offspring’ and specifically son’), I assume that apn-
xahba- is “after-offspring’, i.e. ‘descendant’ (cf. Germ. Nachkomme).

') For Lycian animate nouns in -a- (and hence modifying adjectives in -a-) as
feminine, see my article to appear in The Proceedings of the VII. Fachtagung der
Indogermanischen Gesellschaft.

1) The name Tibe- is unattested elsewhere in Lycian, but the structure of the
text leaves little choice. It is hardly credible that the name of the tomb owner/oc-
cupant would not appear. Given the distance involved, it is questionable whether
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We thus find that in Lycian as well as HLuvian the *-iyo- adjec-
tives are fully productive as a marker of possession alongside the
*-assi- adjectives and the genitive case.?)

Carruba does not include Lydian in his discussion, but I believe
that traces of the *-iyo- adjectives can also be found there. Meriggi,
RHA 3 (1935) 89-90, had already isolated a suffix -da-. We find
taac-da beside taac, §fénda- beside §fén(i-)-4, and mlAvénda- beside
mAvén- in mAvé-sid. As is typical for Lydian, in none of these cases is
the meaning of both the base and the derived form clear: see the
lemmata in Gusmani, LW.

However, in all cases the suffix is clearly denominative, and taac-
‘votive offering’ and §fén(i)- are definitely substantives. On general
grounds we would expect a suffix added to substantives to be an ad-
jective-forming suffix. The fact that some of the derivatives might be
attested as substantives themselves would not be surprising.

As to the shape of the suffix, examples such as prefix ét- from .

*endo ‘in’ show that original sequences of nasal plus dental stop
show up as -Vt The attested -nd- of {fén-da- and mAvén-da- with
preserved -n- therefore indicates that the suffix continues a synco-
pated *-Vda-. We thus have a denominative adjective-forming suffix
of the shape *-Vda-. I shall soon present elsewhere the full evidence
for intervocalic *y > Lyd. d. Here I cite merely the pret. Ist singular
ending -idv < -*iyom: e.g. bidv ‘I gave’ from a virtual *piyom. Given
the other evidence for *y > Lyd. 4, an interpretation of the suffix
*-Vda- as *-iyo- imposes itself. Whether the adjective §farda- ‘Sard-
ian’ contains this suffix is at this point impossible to determine.

We have now discovered reflexes of *-iyo- adjectives in every An-
atolian language except Palaic. Their existence there is to be ex-
pected. I know of no certain examples, but the stem kuwani- is a

the names Tifiog and Tifeiog (Zgusta, KP 513) have anything to with Lycian
Tibe-. Structurally, however, they could both easily be the stem in -ije- used as a
patronymic.

) As Starke indicates in the reference above, the “motion-i” is nearly as wide-
spread in Lycian as it is in Luvian. This is, of course, the real reason for the ab-
sence of -i- in oblique and neuter forms of what appear to be i-stem adjectives:
e.g. dat. pl. przze and nt. nom.-acc. sg. przzé to przz(i)- ‘front-’. I now withdraw
my attempted explanation in note 20 of the paper cited in note 18 above.

Given the partial merger of -i- and -ije- stems due to the “motion-i”, the num-
ber of -ije- stems in Lycian is greater than previously recognized. Several adjec-
tives listed in Melchert, Lycian Lexicon (1989), as i-stems should be analyzed
rather as -ije- stems with the “motion-i” in the strong animate cases. | cite here
as merely one example ebi(je)- ‘local’.
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likely candidate. In KUB XXXV 165 Vs 16 kuwanis is nom. sg. ani-
mate, an epithet of Katahzipuris a goddess. In the same text Rs 6 ky-
wanis must be nom. pl. animate, referring to objects offered to the
gpds. It is hard to reconcile these two usages on the assumption of a
sn.ngle noun. However, if we suppose that one instance reflects an
-t-stem noun and the other a relational adjective in -iya-, then we
can account for the reference to an animate being in one case and to
inanimate objects in the other. Naturally, one could also take both
Instances as belonging to the adjective. Given our current limited
knowledge of Palaic phonology and morphology, the attested anim
nom. sg. and pl. endings in -if to an tya-stem could reflect syncope'
as in Hittite or the “motion-i” of the other Anatoljan languages.?!)
We can only make a guess at the actual meaning, but we know
thatl the name of the goddess Katahzipuri- contains the Hattic word
for queen’. C. Watkins has ingeniously suggested (pers. comm.) that
(/euwam— as an epithet of the goddess may continue the PIE word for
woman’ *g¥en-, whatever the precise synchronic sense. The other
occurence could then be a substantivization of the relational adjec-
tive: ‘the things belonging/pertaining to the kuwani’. Whether or
not this Palaic example is correct, the wide attestation and vitality of
the *-iyo- formation in Anatolian is beyond doubt. ’
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) For the supposed s f-i } i
") For yncope of -tya- to -i- compare the preterite 3rd plural
bussinta ‘they poured’, which must reflect a third plural ending *-iy-anta. P






