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3o
unw!lstimdig erhaltcne Text ohne‘?fli
oder geographische Namen bieEth
Bemerhenswertes,doch lassen sicli d

NHERR

ﬁrgcndwclche erliuternde Personen-

mn seiner I'\argheit an sich nichts
ch cinige llcobad:iungen abringen.

TS nd

Die fehlende Szitzcinlcitungs'paﬁ itikel —-wa beim PDemonstrativpro-
nemen TIN./A sg.n) veigt, dass dis kongruicrende .‘iubstan\tiv w-ttni;
Dcnkmgl, (Mal-)Stein, Stele’ ) falsl Praedikat im Akk. sg. steht Dc;
ARkusativ Lisst sich erhiirten dut las nachfolgende Vertb‘ux‘n szi:na-t'i
(3.‘ p. sg. Pit. oder besser Part. 4 Ml dazu A, Kamimenhuber Hdl:
H/(QZ’,,L)()(:I) das gewshnlich mit dyiﬁ" Vdcugrmnm/Detcrminari\; (l 40)-
l_?,/G!" 186 u. S: ll()?) SAvin dcné! V’ rdersiitzen der F!uchfu‘rmcl; vu;:
B T B, e i) et Vi
] ' n grossen Bedenken als
von 'd((-sem Platz” (27) iibersef t werden, wobei das Zcichen des

Relativpronomens (mit Dorn ?) zmibekannten Substantiv 'Firde, Platy’

" . - b .
([‘. 201.1) mit Al‘wl. Endung (J “fehdren oder als Ortsadv. “hier
stchen mag. Dic Satzeinleitung

Fhunformty Die Satseinlcity 11 e\ft:. wvcﬁt\crgn» \"Uftlcrsiitzell der
| muss daher auf emcrr[ﬁ!, dijderen Inschrifteniriiger gestanden
hulvcn: der bisher .nor;h nicht (s;ef"l{h} cn oder verscholien jst.
 Testzustellen ist, dass das Vabélheichen (L 128.3), phonetisch i
in ’zrc.!..t~thc:ophorcm Zusammenha § nach den bekan.nt:sn Bcle;_‘;cn rur
m,x;iutnn Textgn ab 8. Jhd. v. Gg\ 'vorkommt; das wa-Zcichen mit
gesrimmier Z‘\"[xrtcllime %) bcstiitig?( fline Datierung ins 8. Jhd. v. Chr.
N Jl l;‘llciul'i):'tl:lfll('lls; seimcine iilll);liﬂ erStelle der Stele von Babylon
Nowchy £ angetiigt. (Alvlﬂ; . 7.03).
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A NOTE ON HITTITE (Y )A

The Hittite sufhx -(y)e occurs in word final position and has
a meaning of ‘and’. Following a vowel ot ideogram it appears as -ya
while after a consonant it is penerally reflected as -a. I xamples are
KUR iDS'e.fw-ya ‘and the Scha-river land’ ; kwenir-a "and they killed ;
and SES-L1-ya "and my brother” t. However, note Old Hitt. 7zemal-ya
(rather tha *memal-4) "and groals’ ; and watar-a-ya ‘and (also) water’
where simple -« would be expected.

D. Gery Miller (Stadics in Some Formy of the Geni'ive Singular
i Indo-Luropean, Harvard  disscrtation 1969, pp. 2:;’6-287)7--7'7 e
suggested, most recently, that the suffis -(y)a can he derived di-: i,
from the Thdo-Furopean relative *yo-. Miller comes to this conusion
through ai analysis of the genitive singular *-05(y)os, whete *50-
functions 15 a coordinate (rather than as a subordinate) scntence
connective. But, this proposal also presupposes a semantic range for
*yo- which parallels the function of detivatives of the Indo-European
interrogatives *kwis. 11 *£wjs, in addition to its basic interrogative
role, also functions as a conjunction, as in Lat. -gwe ind Skt. -ca.
Morcover, the same stem has the semantic value of a rela:ive pronoun
in such retlexes as Lat. gui. grae, grod. However, that IE *y0- can
have a sinilar wide semanti spectrum s only binted at by Hitt. -ya
‘and’. On the basis of Miller's statement, we do not actually have
sufficient couse to be compelied to accept the ctymology, lacking further
cognates of diverse range.

However, Armenian does scem to offer some helpful parallels.
V. Pisani, in "Studii sulla fonctica dell’armeno™, RicL'ng 1, 1950,

L. Thee examples are provided, for the most part, by J. Friedrich, Hethitisches
Elementarbneh, 1. Teil, Karzgefaiste Grammatib, Heidelberg, 1960 pp. 1%4-155.
H. Kronasser (Etymolngie der hethitischen Sprache, Wicshaden, 1966, ». 77) dffe,{’f -
a possible n sinterpretation, whete f-e probably stands for parma *he meward’ 1. he
than pirda "snd the house',
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86 JA.CLG ﬂtEI’PIN

pp. 165-193, esp. p. 183, suggeéft's hat IE *yo- rather than *fwjs,
is the original stem for the intcrr‘og!wtivc or “who'. Pisant’s argument
18 strong, and it seems likely that: Irr *yo-, as well as *wiy can have
an interrogative relative value, thigfenhancing the possibilities for a
parallel with Skt. -cw and Lat. -gwe/{.

The North Anatolian conjungtion -(y)a (Hittite, Palaic and
Lydian) is semantically parallcle'qlf;'lry South Anatolian -ha (Luwian,
Flicr. Hittite) and -xe (Lycian). Alt wugh their semantic relationship
s cxact, the question of their etyimology is undedided ™. Carruba
(Die Satzeinleitenden Partikeln n\den indogermanischen Sprachen
Anatoliens, Roma, 1969, p. 105) ackhowledges that their etymological
origin appears opaque. However, hej cites the semantic pairs, Luwian
kuiv-fa and Hitt, buiv-ki ‘anyone’y {hd implics that Loth -pa and -ki
may he of the same origin : T *4&d (“Lautlich ist emc Entwicklung
aus *gwe diber <A mbelich™)., h| would scem remote on phonetic
grounds since the Luwian interrogatlve pronoun is Auif, not *fuita ™.

The possibility that they ard’ alf two separate origins also seems
remote. All other well attested Ajatiflian conjunctive particles (a-. -4z,
resent in both North and South

D, Male, - wae - -pa) arg
Anatolian dialects. It would see spropriate to view -(y)a and -)a

¥ adequate cause to do otherwise.
i wonld be IE *Ilyo-, which is

. b . \ .
thus reflected in Nocth An.atolx:ﬁ(t%lf s -(y)a and in South Anatolian
Yeh larger question : what happens

as -/ (-xe ) . But. this opens up a m
to initial ¥H y- clusters in North A'na;l lian. [E *{w- frequently appears
rallelism of *)(7)y- 7 Virstly, it

as Mo why then is there n(p,‘f‘l
tite lexeme for ‘yoke', GlSynga-,

shoull he pointed out that the H
app cars with no reflex of the Jatgngeal. However, one would be

The phonctically simplest patt

i
.
2. The role of initial 1E *y- in Cla15ﬁﬂ Armenian is Jealt with at greater length
in my article “The Armenian Reflexes oﬁﬂ Wt and *y”, REArm IX, 1972,

3. Laroche (“Comparaison du louvite gl du lycien™, BSL 53, 1957, pp. 159-197,
osp. 172) discusses the semantic rapport f s and -(y)a but acknowledges no etymeo-
logical relationship. i

3a. Unlike Hiv, £ and -huif déonl scem to be in free variation in Luwian.

4, The relation:ip of Hirtite o with [fluwian b and Lycian ¢ (and thus with
the T laryngeal “1i s heen previoubly!llvell established by Pedersen in Lykésch
und Hiritish, Kobenhavn, 1915, pp. 16jitliwhere Hitt. bantezzi- ‘fiest’ is compared
with Lycian yataweetr lender, chieftain’; Hs) “Hititische Ltymologien”, A0 5, 1933,
pp- 177-186, esp. 184-186, i
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is of Gk. Seyoy w initial C- has bzen derived
expected on the basis of Gk. Suyéy where initial ¢ has

from *Hy-. .
fear cut altervation | South Anal

by- e/zx:\lf in the pair Low. hithiya-. .Hitt. iihiya- bmd Tht;t, L(; .
is reqularly connected o Skt. syd/i ‘bind', and the mlt;al', suid toi
| t]:e standard Anatolian prothesis lx?f(')rfa a sequerice *s( - Hovievir,;
this etymology completely ignores the initial /- of the Lgv. xanlrco‘s’n_a e,
and Luwian does not elsewhere show a tendegcy for irrgular epen-
thesis of /. In face of the proposed ctymological relatio 1ship (_)f yclr;
and ba-. it would appear thal there is now more cause to ttl;e serxoilj_/y
the (v?tym()'w‘!z)‘ first proposed by C(?l}\’f(“tll‘ (De.lfc)tfllz.sfbe b. pp. s;])-
198) and reinforced by Sturtevant (The Indo-Tittite 1,11;}';1({6'415, p.51),
h X hiva- are more likely related to Gk.
Chvwup (- Fmevuw) Cgird than to Skt. .s‘}'.r?!z' ‘bind’". TI‘l‘ere are now
three st nees (G18ynga-, ihiya- and -Je) where H'ltt te does not
show a reflex of initial */T hetore a following -y- ot -2~ , f
That ihe original morpheme of Ja_mnay have hac a sb:g; 7(2
*[yo- reci |ls a suggestion made by Sapir in Lg 14, 1938,\[]);). ti - and.
csp: 269-274. “Glottalized Continuants in Navaho, Noo a, o
Kwakiutl (with a note on lndo-liurqpean) ) 'Here Sapir suggested,
on the besis of phonemic patterns in _I(\\r?tkliltl, Htl;at theéi ?'a:{s":
relationsh p between Skt. yur- ‘who (rel;{hvc) , Gk. i5°, and Skt. g"‘ ;
“this', Lat. is. ea. id ‘this’ : 1 *{yo-. ‘Though Lehmann repeate h
ohservation in Proto-lndo-Enropedin Phonology, Austin, 195L,#‘. l,\‘)E;’
it Tas recived little suppott, nor has it been further b\‘ttl’(:SS‘.’(\x“ltl
the likelibood that the-e is a proto-
ere correct, is reinforced

+of North Anatolian - and South Anatoic

that Hitt. thiye- and Law.

supportin: cvidence 8, Howecver,
form *11y0-, and that Sapir and Lehmann w
by the Anatolian evidence ()E'—é?:t. and -ya < *Illyo-. L orovide

Thete is the distinct possibility that Armenian migh- we Pfol ’
an additi mal reflex of *Hyo- other than the interrogative of who'.
There is ¢ conjunction # ‘and” which appears occasionally un.der é(;ft'fun
conditions in Modern  Armentan ; it is more commcn i Cilcan

5. T e lack of initial §- from THy- is still best c:q:(lainc;(}z)rm tic basis of voiced
° e - y S icele 'l'l = .

. iceless *I1. Here one would expeat "0“'[’*5,5 ; 7 Srter.
" vs‘(ww')ll“!:c{(::tymulum’ is ignored by Mayrhofer, Kwrzgefasstes etym logisches Worter

buch des Alindivchen, Heidelberg, 1936.
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Armenian (J. Kawst. Historische G
Beeling 1001, p. 256). The conjunct]
Armenian. Morcover, it is J’Cglln:l{‘
Classical Armenian in the uumerfltlll
19" are written as el w-u-tasn, uf-»
nicles 24, 15-17). The other nun?

ve-tusan 16" and bnge-tasan ‘15,
position after the first integer 7!:(}

REPPIN

1miatik des Kilikisch-Arnrenischen,
b # also appears in Late Classical
- attested in the earliest level of
vstem where the numbers ‘17, 18,
fasir and inn-n-tasn (Bible, 1 Chro-

erus do not have the connective -u-

he -#- existed only in this medial

! would be derived from a full
grade 1 *-Hoyo- > *py0- > *pif.

> -g- > -x-% Thus Armenian

. 1o . .
would secin to provide further p\%n'ﬁport for a proposed relationship

of Hitt. -(y Ja aond 1¢ *ilyo-, ot

The suggestion that Anatolian; i
frem o proto-torm of *Hyo-, seq)
preso-torm of FIyo- s buttresse:d

Anatolian and Armenian. The phon

The further relationship with Skt. 4

ago, seems still more possible in llg
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7. The numbers lacking a conjunctive
(ref-rzean 167y rather than -tasar (ut'-w-tash; ]

of tevw Sften' is tasa, there is a form (-);}é.ra

tetan ord ot The expansion of tasn to tase

. v - . iy

in such notns as “name’ s anwn (nominativé),
8. ‘The forms 17, 18, 19" were solpiet

. . [

as et n-ew-tasn, etc,, with the more commay

from this source that Arm. n developed xlr1t5
I

with cw ‘and’,

4

y)a and Ja- are related, stemming
s not impossible. The proposed
iby the semantic values in both
Ltic disposition also has parallels.
fanz "this’, first proposed 35 years
it of this new evidence.
_ v
John A.C. GrEpPIN
New Orleans La., USA.

- have the decadic suffix appear as -tasan
). Though the regular genirive singular
(-) which appeats ir compounds; note
recalls the innovative Armenian genitive
nuan (genitive), etc.

nes written in Jater Classical Armenian
conjunction ew ‘and’. It was probably
an independent lexeme interchangeable

DER LUWISCHE GENITIV AUF -assa

Im Aifsatz “Die Genitivformen des Hieroglyphisch-Hetl ii-
schen” ' glohe ich nachgewiesen zu haben, dass im }{ierog.,';;\u?;n-g
Hethitischer cine Genitivform auf -asa, die lautgesetzhidy avs ide..
~0-5(3 )0 stammt, vorhanden ist, z.B. hapatdsa Gen. von hapata-s " I'luss,’
Tal”. 10517asa Gen. von hawa-s “Schaf” u.a. .

Dicsel se Genitiviorm auf -assa aus ide. -0-i(y)o st 81‘1Ch im
Luwischen vorhanden. KUB XXXV 54 II 35 liest man intassa
DISKUR-#1/7. was von Annclies Kammenhuber folgenderweise ﬁbe.r-
setzt und Lommenticrt wird?: “zum/dem Wettergott (Jat. auf -7)
des Feldes (“Lok.” auf -#)." Die Ubersetzung ist richiig : inrassa
Gen. ist durch den Genitiv “des Teldes” gut tibersetzt. Aber die
Frklirung —on inrassa als “Fok. auf - ist falsch. Der luwische Text
cntsprid;f dem hethitischen 1T dU-an (VI M-‘l 2)°3 "dep Wetter-
vott des Fe des™, wo LiLas:  heth. gim(ma)ras Gen. von gini(na)ra-
“Feld, Fla™ st 5

Dann zitiert A. Kammenbuber inmarassan PISKUR-t (11 37)
und (e Jrassa DISKUR-asanza (11 14, 11T 7), wqbei immarassan
als Sg. N.An. oder Pl. Gen,, DlﬁKLjR-ti als Dat., im(na)rassa als
Sz “Lok.”" oder PI. N.A.n. und PISKUR-asrarnza als FI. pat.:qu.
oder A. er':lirt werden. Danach folgt die Behanptung : .

“Dies: Belege sprechen fiir die Annahme, dass im K.-Luw.
Gegensatz 7n den Schweslersprachen sogar das Kasvsbewusstscin
defekt vev orden zu sein scheint... Ausserdem fvehlt bei dem zuletzt
genant(:n in(ma)rassa, das in Kongruenz zu DISKI{R_-@{fanZd stéhcq
sollte ("dic zum Felde gehirigen Wettergdtter” = “die Wettergotteri
o |
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1. Rerv: ¢ bittite ot asianique, XXV, 81, 1967, 8. 157 ff. )

2. “;. gammcnhuiscr, Altbleinasiarische Sprachen, S. 302, (m'Handbuch der
Orientalistik, 1. Abt, 1I. I, L u. (1. Abschn, Lfg. 2. I.ctden/K.oln,’ 1169). .

3. Dariber s. E Tarocke, Dirtionnaire de la langue loutvite, Pars, 1959, 8. 51,



