A. S. Kassian

INDO-EUROPEAN ACCENTOLOGY AND HITTITE DATA.
NOMINA

This paper is dedicated to the analysis of plene-writing in the Hittite cunei-
form texts. The most recent works, known to me, concerning this problem of
Hittite graphics and phonetics are G. R. Hart’s “Some Observation on Plene-
Writing in Hittite” (BSOAS 43/1 (1980): 1—17) and O. Carruba’s “Pleneschrei-
bung und Betonung im Hethitischen” (KZ 95/2 (1981): 232—248)*. The gener-
al information about plene in Hittite, references to the previous literature and
very useful discussions could be found there and I need not repeat these theses.
Both scholars agree that the basic function of plene in Hittite seems be the
marking of accented (or etymologically accented) vowel and I am inclined to
choose this opinion too. Two recent monographs (S. E. Kimball’s “Hittite His-
torical Phonology” and E. Rieken’s “Untersuchungen zur nominalen Stamm-
bildung des Hethitischen” [StBoT 44]) also touch upon the plene question.

Below (§ 1) I list fourteen Hittite nominal lexemes, which:

a) are attested with plene in old script (OS) and/or middle script (MS) texts 2.
Forms from new script (NS) texts (including OH/NS and MH/NS ones!)
are out of play;

b) have reliable cognates in other IE languages, relevant for accentological
reconstruction (of course only direct stem correspondences are meant).

The next section (§2) is dedicated to the analysis of more problematic
cases—six lexemes without direct IE parallels or with dubious etymology —

1 Cf. also V’ad. Vs. Ivanov’s “HOBBIIf HCTOYHUK AASI yCTAHOBACHHUSI HHAOCBPOIEHCKUX
AKLEHTYaJUOHHBIX napadurm: Kanaonucusie Hamucanus ¢ taacasivu” (BCH 1981 (1982):
192—205) and idem, “3ameTkn 1o nugoespormneiickoii akuenrororun” (Mcropuueckas ak-
gentororus (1989): 110—115). Regrettably S. Kimball’s Ph. D. dissertation “Hittite Plene
Writing” (University of Pennsylvania, 1983) as well as C. Watkins’ paper “Florilegium
morphologicum Anatolicum of Hittite and Indo-European Studies” (1982) remain in-
accessible to me.

2 For datings of Hitt. texts see above, p. 11, fn. 3.
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but I believe these Hittite words could be also interesting from the point of
view of plene problem.

§ 1. HITTITE LEXEMES WITH DIRECT IE PARALLELS

1. ajis, dat.-loc. issi ‘mouth’ (OS+).
|| dat.-loc. sg. i5-§i-i 3, dir. sg. or dat.-loc. pl. is-Sa-a<->as-ma[«>*.
= HED, 1: 15; HW?, 1: 48 {f.
¢ Though phonetic and morphological details remain vague, direct com-
parison with Skr. @s, Lat. os id.” hardly can be discarded. In Skr. only two
forms of this lexeme are attested (BR, 1: 735): gen.-abl. dsds (RV), instr.
asa (RV). Hitt. dat.-loc. sg. iss7 corresponds to the virtual Skr. loc. sg. *dsi.

2. ara, adv. ‘right, proper concern, due’ (frozen nom.-acc. pl. n. from adj.
*ara-) (MS+).
| a-a-ra from MS on?®. Spelling a-ra is very infrequent, but also from MS on .
= HED, 1: 118; HW?2, 1: 219 ft.
{? Skr. adv. dram (RV, AV) ‘zur Hand, zugegen; zurecht, recht, entspre-
chend; genug’ (BR, 1: 407 f.).

3. éshar, gen. ishanas n. ‘blood’ (OS+)
|| From OS on the “mobile” paradigm is attested: nom.-acc. e-es-har?, gen.
is-ha-na-a-as’®, dat.-loc. is-ha-ni-i® (the late forms of the obl. cases like e-es-
ha-na<a»-as, dat.-loc. e-es-ha-ni<i> are analogical).
= HED, 2: 305 ff.; HW2, 2: 115 f.
$  Skr. dsr-j (V), gen.-abl. asnds, instr. asnd (AV) ‘blood” (BR, 1: 546, 559).

4. hastai, gen. hastijas n. ‘bone’ (OS+).
|| In OS without plene. In MS: nom.-acc. sg. ha-as-ta-a-e *°, cf. also instr. sg.
ha-as-ti-i-it **.
= HED, 3: 233 {f.

3 0OS: KBo 30.30 + StBoT 25, No 9 Vs.! I 4'; MS, e.g.: KBo 16.97+ Rs. 5, 9; KBo 39.8
11 29, 39.

4 OS: StBoT 25, No 2 I° 6, 8.
5 MS, e.g.: KBo 16.25 III 20; KBo 17.65+ Vs. 14, 17.
6 MS: KUB 30.10 Vs. 13"

7 For OS attestations see Neu, StBoT 26: 41, also KBo 22.1 Rs. 25"; MS, e.g.: KUB
33.66++ 11 12'; KBo 15.10+ III 64', 66', 69'.

8 OS: StBoT 25 No 3++ IV 8; MS, e.g.: KBo 15.10+ I 1, 20, 32, 39.
9 MS, e.g.: KBo 15.33+ III 31.

10 KBo 15.25 Rs. 18, 19.

11 KUB 13.27 + 23.77 + 26.40 Rs. 128'—130'".
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Corresponds accentologically and morphologically to Grk. 6cté[*1]ov
(H.+) 11d.” (LS: 1263); note that Grk. paradigm does not preserve suffix-
al ablaut, represented in Hitt. (for morphology cf. also Frisk, 2: 436 f.).
Cf. IE root stem *Host-: Avest. ast-, Lat. os, gen. ossis, Hitt. *hast- (nom.-
acc. pl. *hasti in YZUdanhasti, see Rieken, StBoT 44: 47 {t.).

Cf. also traces of old heteroclis in Skr. (BR, 1: 562 f.; Grassman: 158 f.):
gen.-abl. asthnds (AV), loc. sg. asthdn (V), nom.-acc. pl. asthini (V), instr. pl.
asthdabhis (RV) (-a- < *-p-); already in archaic language secondary forms
of i-stem can be found: nom.-acc. sg. dsthi (AV), nom.-acc. pl. asthini (CB),
dat. pl. asthibhyas (AV; result of contamination between *dsthibhyas and
*asthdabhyas), asthibhyas (GB).

5. génu, gen. ginuwas n. ‘knee’ (OS+).

=y

In OS & MS nom.-acc. sg./pl. génu vs. obl. cases without plene: nom.-acc.
sg./pl. gi-e-nu*®, gen. sg./pl.’ gi-nu-wa-as*3, instr. sg. gli-nu-ta-at-kdin
(+ pron. -at + partic. -kan) %, dat.-loc. pl. gi-nu-wa-as'*®, gi-nu-as*®.

In NS plene-writing is attested in the obl. cases (as well as in the
secondary acc. sg. or pl. of common gender), in principle these forms
could be explained as analogical: acc. sg. c. (!) gi-e-nu-wa-an, gen. sg./pl.
gi-e-nu-wa-as, abl. sg./pl. gi-e-nu-wa-za, acc. pl. c. (1) gi-e-nu-us, dat.-loc. pl.
gl-e-nu-wa-as.

HED, 4: 146 {f.

Grk. yovo (H.+), gen. yoovdg (H.), nom.-acc. pl. yodva (H.), gen. pl.
yoOvav (H.), ydvev (Alc.), yedvev (Hsch.) id.” (LS: 357); Skr. janu (RV+)
id.” (accented forms of the obl. cases are not attested in the archaic lan-
guage?). Accentologically Hitt. nom.-acc. sg. génu directly corresponds to
yévu and janu. Note especially the irregularity of Grk. accent: gen. sg.
youvdg vs. gen. pl. yodvev, (the same as dovpdg vs. dobpwv, cf. below,
§1.12).

For possibility of reconstruction of old heteroclis as a parallel formation
see Mayrhofer, KEWA, 1: 429 (Grk.—Arm.—Skr.).

6. kessar, dat.-loc. kiss(a)ri c. ‘hand, paw’ (OS+).

Plene is attested only in dat.-loc. sg. and dir. sg.: ki-is-Sa-ri-i 17, ki-is-ri-i 18,
ki-is-ra-a *®.

12 MS, e.g.: KBo 15.10+ I 25.

13 For OS attestations see Neu, StBoT 26: 97.

14 OS: StBoT 25 No 9+ 1V! 12'.

15 MS, e.g.: KBo 17.61 Vs. 22, Rs. 16'.

16 MS, e.g.: KBo 17.54++ 11"

17 For OS attestations see Neu, StBoT 26: 97; MS, e.g.: HBM No 38 Vs. 6.
18 MS, e.g.: HBM No 44 Rs. 10'.

19 OS: KBo 8.42 Rs. 4.
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= HED, 4: 160 ff.; Rieken, StBoT 44: 278 ff.; Neu // FsIvanescu (1982—
1983): 125 ff.

¢ Grk. yelp, yeipa, yewpde, yxewpt (H.+) id.” (LS: 1983 f.). Accentologically
Hitt. dat.-loc. kisSari/kisri directly corresponds to yeipt.

laman, dat.-loc. lamni n. ‘name’ (MS+).

|| Plene in nom.-acc. sg. la-a-ma-an?°. In the obl. cases without plene: dat.-
loc. sg. lam-ni-°21, instr. sg. lam-ni-it 2.

= CHD, L—N: 31 {f.; HEG, 2: 27 {f.; HED, 5: 51 ff.

$  Grk. 8vopa, dvépartog (H.+) id.” (LS: 1232 £.) with different anlaut variants
of the dialectal nature (oOvo-, dvu-, &vu-); Skr. nama, instr. namnd, loc.
namani, etc. (RV+) ‘id.” (BR, 4: 112 ff.); Slav. accentual paradigm c: *ime,
gen. *imené (Slovenian, ORuss.), and accentual paradigm a: *ime, gen.
*imene (MBulg., SCr.—applied by Hirt—Illi¢-Svity¢’s law) ‘id.”. The primary
IE paradigm should be reconstructed as oxytonic/mobile, further see Dybo
/| GsKorolév (2002): 304 ff. (No 21); Grk. and Skr. show accent unification
in men-nomina of neut. gender. Hitt. probably went through the same pro-
cess. Why Hitt. does not show root-plene in the obl. cases in uncertain 22,

¢ IE ablaut pattern is not clear to me. For nom.-acc. one can reconstruct
*nomn (Skr. nama, Lat. nomen) as well as *fmn/*nimon (Grk.!, Slav., Arm.
anun®?, OlIr. ainm n-, etc.); note that Hitt. data is ambiguous: laman can
go back to *nomn as well as *imn; for IE *R (*Io_é) yielding Hitt. Ra cf.
hulanafi- “‘wool’.

. nebis n. ‘sky, heaven’ (OS+).

|| Nom.-acc. sg. ne-e-pi-is®%, gen. sg. ne-e-pi-Sa-as®.

= CHD, L—N: 448 ff.; HEG, 2: 310 ff.; Rieken, StBoT 44: 278 {f.

¢ Grk. végog, végovg (H.+) ‘cloud’ (LS: 1171); Skr. ndbhas, gen.-abl.
ndbhasas (RV+) “vapour, cloud” (BR, 4: 38); secondary i-stem in Lith.
debesis “‘cloud’: accentual paradigm 2 débesis, gen. débesies (is preserved in
texts from Prussian Lithuania and somewhere in dialects) — secondary

accentual paradigm 4 debesis, gen. debesiés (see Uarma-Ceutsry, HA: 61).

20 MS: KBo 3.21 111 19'; KUB 31.124(++) II 23'.
21 MS: KUB 30.11++ Rs. 16'.
22 MS: HBM No 58 Vs. 10.

23 If we suppose that IE accented short vowels yielded Hitt. long vowels and IE

unaccented long vowels yielded Hitt. short vowels (i.e. that the plene-writing shows the

vowel quantity and the length of vowels is reflex of IE accent), one can speculate about the

vowel shortening in position before the cluster “resonant+resonant” (partly it runs
parallel to Latin and Ancient Greek).

24 < ¥,
25 For OS attestations see Neu, StBoT 26: 126; MS, e.g.: KBo 8.35 IT 12".
26 For OS attestations see Neu, StBoT 26: 126; MS, e.g.: KBo 20.34 Rs. 14",
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9. pad(a)-, acc. pl. padus, gen. pl. padan c. ‘foot” (OS+).

| acc. pl. pa-a-tu-u[s?7, gen. pl. pa-ta-a-na (+ -a ‘but’)®8, pa-ta-a-an-°22, dat.-
loc. pl. pa-ta-a-as-sa-as (+ poss. 3 sg. -sas) 3°.

= CHD, P: 231 {f.

$  Grk. mote, acc. mdda, gen. modadg, acc. pl. médag, gen. pl. moddv, dat. pl.
noo(c)l (H.+) ‘id.” (LS: 1456 f.), ; Skr. pad, acc. padam, gen.-abl. padds,
acc. pl. padds, gen. pl. padam, dat. pl. patsii (V+) ‘id.” (BR, 4: 444 f.; Grass-
man: 770). Hitt. acc. pl. padus directly corresponds to nddog 3t as well as
gen. pl. padan directly corresponds to mod®v and padam.

¢ Strictly speaking synchronically we should posit an a-stem in Hitt., not
a C-stem, since the expected nom. sg. **pazz(a), abl. **pazz(a) or instr.
**pazla are not attested, while nom. sg. GIR-as’ (covering Hitt. padas) is
attested, to my knowledge, thrice: in vocabulary KBo 1.52 9' (NS) and,
functioning as voc., in MH ritual of Kizzuwatnean origin ({Mastikka;
CTH 404)—KBo 39.8 III 11 (2Mast.; MS) // IBoT 2.109++ II 25
(1Mast.; NS). I believe that nom. GIR-as is a result of secondary thema-
tisation (already in MH!)32, but forms of the obl. cases, quoted above, go
back directly to the IE lexeme *pad, po/edds.

Cf. also nom. GIR-i§ in the ritual of clear Kizzuwatnean background

KUB 9.4++ I 34' (MH/NS), [GIR-i]s ibid. 15%; it seems natural to ex-
plain GIR-i§ as a Luwoid, but note that in this text in the same line 34!
the form of C(a)-stem pad(a)- is used: acc. GIR-an (besides the ambiguous
dat.-loc. GIR-i, ibid. 15!), not to mention pad(a)- is clearly a C(a)-stem in
CLuw. itself33. Probably GIR-i§ (covering Hitt. padis) is not a Luwism,
but just one more way to eliminate the primary athematic form 3.

10. péran adv., postpos. ‘before, in front of® (OS+).
| pi-e-ra-an passim in OS & MS texts®3, very infrequent is spelling pi-ra-
a-an 8.
= CHD, P: 291 {f.

27 MS: KBo 25.46 3'.

28 OS: StBoT 25 No 26 I° 4, 19
29 OS or MS: KBo 17.74++ 1 10.
30 OS: StBoT 25 No 27 Rs.! 10"

31 Skr. acc. pl. padds (RV I 146.2) is apparently an innovation, cf. Hirt, Der Ak-
zent: 225.

32 As e.g. nom. nepisas & acc. nepisan vs. archaic nepis, or nom. sastas bed’ vs. sasz(a).

33 See Laroche, DLL: 81; Melchert, CLL: 173.

34 As e.g. adj. mekki- ‘much’ vs. more archaic mekk-.

35 Reading pi-i-ra-an in OS StBoT 25 No 23 Vs. 7', 8' is uncertain (pace CHD).

36 According to CHD, only four times—HBM, No 24 Vs. 7 (MS; [pi-r]a-a-an); KBo 2.8
IT 10, IV 3" (NS); KUB 58.83 I1I 20" (NS?).
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$ Grk. adv., prepos. mépav, népnv (H.+) ‘on the other side, across; over
against, opposite’ (LS: 1365)37.

11. péda- n. “place’ (OS+).
|| nom.-acc. sg. pi-e-d/ta-an 38, dat.-loc. sg. pi-e-di 32, etc.
= CHD, P: 330 ft.
$ 1In Grk. and Skr. the “second type” of accentual correspondence is attest-
ed (see OCA Chosaps, 1: 69 ff.): Grk. nédov, néde (h.Cer.+) ‘ground,
earth’ (LS: 1352) vs. Skr. paddm, gen. padé (RV+) ‘step; position’ (BR, 4:
445 ff.). Hitt. plene corresponds to Grk. accent.

12. taru n. ‘tree; (piece of) wood’ (OS+).

|| nom.-acc. sg. ta-a-ru®®; obl. cases are not attested with plene in the
archaic language.

= HEG, 3: 230 ff.

¢ Grk. 86pv (H.+), gen. Sovpdg (H.+), dopdg (Trag.), dat. Sovpt (H.+),
dopt (Trag.), nom.-acc. pl. dodpa (H.+), gen. pl. dobpov (H.+), dopdv
(Hsch.) ‘tree’ (LS: 445); Skr. daru, gen. drds (RV) ‘(piece of) wood’ (BR, 3:
595, 809). Accentologically Hitt. nom.-acc. sg. taru directly corresponds
to 36pv and daru. Note especially the irregularity of Grk. accent: gen. sg.
dovpds & dat. sg. dovpt vs. gen. pl. dovpwv (the same as youvdg vs.
yobvav, cf. above, §1.5).

13. tegan, gen. tagnas n. ‘earth, ground’ (OS+).
|| nom.-acc. sg. te-e-kdan**, gen. tdk-na-a-as*2, loc. tak-ni-1*3, dir. ta-ak-na-a **,
loc. adv. ta-ga-a-an *3, etc.
= HEG, 3: 292 {t.; Kassian, Zi: 98 f.
¢ Goes back to TE *dhéghm/*dhéshom (the latter form < *dheghom-s), gen.
*dheghomos, for details see Kassian, loc. cit. (where the sign 29 stands for
schwa secundum).

37 .0 in mépav can be a result of analogy with adv., prepos. népa beyond, further;
more than’ (frozen nom.-acc. pl. n.?).

38 OS: StBoT 25 No 25+ + 1 4 (pi-e-da-as-me-it < pedan + -smet); MS, e.g.: IBoT 1.36 I
9, 111 14.

39 For OS attestations see Neu, StBoT 26: 148, also KBo 3.22 Rs. 48, KBo 22.61 +
6.2++ 124; MS, e.g.: KBo 32.16 11 9.

40 OS: StBoT 25 No 4 1V 12.

41 For OS attestations see Neu, StBoT 26: 194.

42 MS, e.g.: KBo 7.28 Vs. 5', 17'; KBo 32.13 11 11, 14 (2x).
43 MS, e.g.: KUB 30.10 Vs. 4.

44 For OS attestations see Neu, StBoT 26: 194; note also the single instance (probably
a scribal mistake) OS ta-a-ak- na-a, (Guterbock, Laws I11 13").

45 For OS attestations see Neu, StBoT 26: 194; MS, e.g.: KBo 15.10+ II 17.
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14. wadar, dat.-loc. wideni, nom.-acc. pl. weddar n. ‘water’ (OS+).
|| nom.-acc. sg. wa-a-tar*®€, dat.-loc. sg. w-i-te-e-ni*?, nom.-acc. pl. u-i-t/da-
a-ar 8.
¢ Grk. B8wp n., gen. Bdatog < *vd-n-t-og (H.+) Gid.” (LS: 1845 f.)—accent
is levelled out after nom.-acc. sg; Skr. gen.-abl. udnds, loc. uddni, uddin,
instr. pl. uddbhis (V, TS) id.” (BR, 1: 911 f.).

Hitt. dat.-loc. widén: directly corresponds to uddni;

Hitt. nom.-acc. sg. wadar may correspond to L3wp. Segmentally Grk.
nom.-acc. sg. Vdwp corresponds to Hitt. nom.-acc. pl. widar*?; on the
grounds of Hitt. and Grk. forms one can reconstruct IE nom.-acc. sg.
*uddy, nom.-acc. pl. (= collect.) *udor, accordingly Grk. 8wp should be
recognized as a result of contamination between virtual nom.-acc. sg.
*r6dap and nom.-acc. pl. ¥*0dwp.

§2. DUBIA
AND HITTITE LEXEMES WITHOUT DIRECT IE PARALLELS

1. halin(a)- “clay’ vel sim. (only OS).

| gen. sg. ha-li-i-na-as>°.

= HED, 3: 32.

0 If we proceed from the assumption that IE guttural can sporadically >
Hitt. & (see now Yakubovich 2000: 135 ff.), the Hitt. word posses direct
IE segmental and prosodic correspondences: Slav. *glina (accentual para-
digm a) and the late Grk. yAtvn (Suid.), yAtva. (Hsch.), yAnvn (Hdn.Gr.)
‘any glutinous substance, gum’ (LS: 351)°1.

Without resorting to spontaneous fricativisation (IE *g > Hitt. &) one
can connect Hitt. halin(a)- with 1E *Hlei- ‘schleimig, glitsich, etc.” (WP, 11I:
389 ff.). Cf. Grk. diweiv (for diivewv) - dhrelpetv (Hsch.) ‘to smear’,
aiivan - émadeiyon (Hsch.) ‘id.’, diwv-oig (Epid.) ‘application of stucco or
whitewash’ (LS: 66; LS Suppl.: 19), where IE *H- > Grk. a-. See further
HED.

46 For OS attestations see Neu, StBoT 26: 212.

47 MS: KUB 31.79 Vs. 8' (dating after Rieken, StBoT 44: 292); cf. the same spelling in
MH/NS KBo 5.2 (passim).

48 For OS attestations see Neu, StBoT 26: 194.
49 For IE zero grade *uC- vs. Hitt. wiC- cf. witt- ‘year> below, § 2.6.
50 For OS attestations see Neu, StBoT 26: 44.

51 Cf. also more archaic ylivodng (Arist., etc.), YAnvodng (Geoponica) ‘glutinous’. The
postclassical writing with 1 indicates the historical length of 1.
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2. hdras, acc. haranan c. ‘eagle’ (OS+).
|| nom. sg. ha-a-ra-as®®, acc. sg. ha-a-ra-na-an ®3, gen. sg. ha-a-ra-na-as®*. All
very infrequent examples of plene on the suffixal syllable are probably
NS?35,
= HED, 3: 137 {f.; Oettinger // GsKronasser (1982): 167 f.
¢ Hitt. nom. sg. hara$ goes back to *haran- + -5. The closest parallel is
Germ. *aro(n) ‘id.”: Goth. ara, Olc. ari, OHG aro, but this forms are

irrelevant for accentology. Cf. extended stem in Grk. &pvig, gen. 8pviSog
(H.+) bird’ (LS: 1254).

3a. has(sa-) c. “ash(es), soda ash, soap’ (MS+)
|| The following MS forms are known to me: nom. sg. (secondary!) ha-as-
Sa-as’®®, acc. sg. ha-as-Sa-an®?, acc. pl. ha-a-as-su-us®8. The “correct” nom.
sg. is attested only in pre-NH/NS texts: ha-a-as®®. Cf. also NS instr. sg.
ha-as-si-it 8°.
= HED, 3: 210 {f.; Rieken, StBoT 44: 19 {f.

3b. hassa- c. “fireplace, hearth, brazier, fire-altar’ (OS+)
|| nom. sg. (= voc.) ha-as-Sa-a-as®*, acc. sg. ha-a-as-sa-an 2, ha-as-sa-a-an 3,
. 8g. ha-as-Sa-a-as ®*, dat.-loc. sg. ha-as-si-i®®, ha-a-as-si-1 %8, dir. sg. ha-
en. sg. ha-as-Sa-a-as®*, dat.-loc. sg. ha-as-si-i 8°, ha-a-as-si-i®8, dir. sg. ha
as-Sa-a ®7, abl. sg. ha-as-sa-a-az %8, nom. pl. ha-a-as-se-sa (+ -a “but’) 82, other
pl. forms are not attested 7°.

52 For OS attestations see Neu, StBoT 26: 53; MS, e.g.: KBo 21.22 Vs. 9'.
53 For OS attestations see Neu, StBoT 26: 53 f.; MS, e.g.: KUB 17.10 I 24".
54 MS, e.g.: KUB 15.34 I 12.

55 E.g. acc. sg. ha-ra-na-a-an KBo 13.86 Vs. 16.

56 MS: KBo 21.41 + KUB 29.7 Rs. 35.

57 MS: KBo 21.41 + KUB 29.7 Rs. 32, 34. Cf. also MS ha-a-as-Sa-an in KBo 32.19
(passim) “fireplace’ or cash’, see discussion in Neu, StBoT 32: 429 f.

58 MS: KBo 15.10+ III 42'.

59 KBo 4.2 1 45 (pre-NH/NS); KBo 11.10 11 12' (MH/NS); KBo 82.7 Vs. 17' (OH/NS).
60 KUB 43.74 Vs.” 4.

61 MS: KBo 17.105+ 11 19"

62 Passim in OS, see Neu, StBoT 26: 59; MS, e.g.: KBo 17.105+ I1 17".

63 Once in OS: StBoT 25 No 31 I 17'; seldom in MS, e.g.: KBo 17.105+ II 23'".

64 Passim in OS, see Neu, StBoT 26: 59; MS, e.g.: KBo 17.105+ IT 17".

65 Passim in OS, see Neu, StBoT 26: 60; passim in MS, e.g.: KBo 15.10+ ITI 61'.

66 Once in OS: StBoT 25 No 25++ I 52"

67 For OS attestations see Neu, StBoT 26: 61.

68 OS: StBoT 25 No 25++ 1 38'; OS or MS: KUB 34.123++ 1 39.

69 MS: KBo 32.16 III 2' (cf. Neu, StBoT 32: 283 w. discussion).

70 Pace Neu, StBoT 26: 61, ha-as-sa-an in StBoT 25, No 43 1 7' (t=an hassan pir[(an

Yy =¥

tianzi)] = StBoT 25, No 42 11 8 t=an hassas piran tianzi) is not gen. pl., but probably should
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= HED, 3: 221 {f.

0

In my opinion from both morphological and semantic points of view
there is no reason to separate 3a and 3b into two lexemes with different
paradigms. We can posit athematic lexeme has c. ‘ashes (= soap); fire-
place” with “mobile” paradigm:

Sg. nom. [NS has] (back-formation: MS hassas, hassas)
acc. OS+ hassan (analogical: OS+ hassan)
gen. OS+ hassas
dat.-loc. OS+ hassi (analogical: OS hass?)
dir. OS hassa
abl. OS+ hassaz
Pl. nom. MS hasses
acc. MS+ hassus

Beyond Neo Hitt. (nom. has), athematic forms are not attested elsewhere
in IE. Cf. a-stem in Skr. dsa- m. ‘ashes, dust’ (BR, 1: 7385)71; dsa-s can be
a result of secondary thematisation, as e.g. well attested ddma-s (RV+)
‘home, family’ vs. relict dam ‘id.’. Further cf. Lat. ara (Old asa) ‘altar’,
Umbr. asa (with unexpected -s-), Osc. aasa ‘id.”.

Thus one can posit IE athematic noun *Has, *Hcfs—m, *Has-6s with
primary meaning ‘ashes’. Secondary thematic nom. sg. is attested al-
ready in Middle Hittite and Vedic Sanskrit. Meaning shift ‘ashes’ — ‘fire-
place’ — ‘fire-altar’ is natural. Eventually Lat. @ra is probably a collective
noun in *-4.

4. gem(a)-, dat.-loc. gemi “winter’ (MS+).

dat.-loc. sg. gi-e-mi ™2; cf. without plene but with geminate: gi-im-mi?3.

= HED, 4: 143 {t.

O

¢

Phonetics and morphology of the Hitt. word are obscure, cf. HED with

discussions.

Cf. the following IE reconstructions (only forms relevant for accentology

are quoted):

1) IE *gheima: Slav. accentual paradigm ¢ *zimd, *zim¢ “winter’, Lith. ac-
centual paradigm 4 Ziema ‘id.’.

be read ha-as-Sa-as* and interpreted as gen. sg., since the use of more than one hearth is

untypical for Hitt. festivals and rituals. For the same reason ha-a-as-sa-an in StBoT 25,
No 127+129+147++ II 20' (... hassan péran dai) should be treated as acc. sg. (cf. StBoT
26: 59 with doubts; quoted as No 147 Rs.” 6'), not as gen. pl.; for similar rutual action cf.
e.g. KUB 25.3 (CTH 634.2) 11 8—9 hassan=kan piran danzi ‘they take the brazier from
before’.

71 Infrequent word, only nom. sg. dsas (AV, GB), nom. pl. dsas (CB).
72 MS: KUB 13.1(+) IV 12\
73 MS: KUB 13.2 + 31.84 IV 23' (dating after Neu, StBoT 32: 431); KBo 15.32++ 1 4.
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2) IE *ghijom: Grk. yuov, y1ovog (H.+) ‘snow’.

3) IE *gheimn n., *ghetmon m.: Skr. loc. héman (TS+) ‘in the winter’, Grk.
yelpa, yeipatog (H.+) ‘winter weather, frost’® — ‘winter’, yeiuov, yei=
udvog (H.+) ‘winter’.

4) IE *ghimos m., *ghima f.: Skr. himd- (RV+) ‘cold, frost’, hima (RV+)
‘winter’.

5. tuekka- c., n. ‘body, body part, limbs’ (OS?; MS+).

=y

MS: gen. sg. tu-e-ig-ga-as™®, abl. sg. tu-e-ig-ga-a[z-Se-it] (+ poss. instr. sg.
=Set) 3, nom. pl. [tu-]e-ik-ki-e-es-°7® (uncertain form with double plene), acc.
pl. tu-e-ik-ku-us™, dat.-loc. pl. tu-e-ig-ga-as-°"8, tu-e-ig-ga-sa-ma-as (+ poss.
$mas) ™. Cf. also two MS forms with -u-: abl. sg. tu-ug-ga-az-Se-e-it (+ poss.
instr. sg. -Set; note especially oxytonical plene)8° and gen. sg. tu-ug-ga-as-
ta-as (+ poss. -tas)8L.

HEG, 3: 401 {f.

Root comparison with Skr. tvdk f., acc. tvdcam, gen.-abl. tvacds, loc. tvaci
(RV+) ‘skin, hide’ (BR, 3: 463 f.) seems undoubted. Morphological anal-
ysis, however, is more problematic. One can consider that Hitt. tuékka-
goes back to virtual IE o-stem *tueko-s (i.e. *tuéko-s ?) as opposed to nom.
*tue/ok (> Skr. tvdc), but in this case it is hard to explain Middle Hitt.
forms with u-vocalism (tuggas, tuggaz).

On the other hand, we can suppose that Hitt. lexeme is a result of
secondary thematisation; in this case root plene (and e-vocalism?) in the
obl. cases is levelled out after old athematic nom. sg., while attested nom.
sg. C. tuekkas (only NS?) and nom. sg. n. tuékkan (only NS?) are in their
turn back-formations of acc. tuékkan, etc. Oxytonical tuggaz=sét can go
back directly to IE lexeme with mobile accentual paradigm. U-vocalism
of gen. tuggas and abl. tuggaz can be explained as a zero grade and the
IE paradigm should be reconstructed as nom. *tuék, acc. *tuék-m, gen.
*tuk-6s (note that Skr. did not preserve this ablaut pattern); or, if we
reconstruct IE nom. *#uok, acc. *ty(fk—m, gen. *tuek-ds, Hitt. -u- is a result
of contraction of -ue- in the non-plene position, cf. the same in OS prs.
3 pl. huettianta 82 ‘they draw’ vs. OS prs. 3 sg. huttiannai 83.

74 KBo 17.65++ Vs. 44, 47.

75 KBo 32.14 11 1.

76 KBo 15.10+ I 17.

77 KUB 14.1+ Vs. 82'.

78 KUB 15.34 11 28.

79 KBo 32.19 11 23, 111 48'.

80 KUB 17.10 III 10.

81 KUB 30.10 Vs. 9.

82 hy-e-it-ti-an-ta Giiterbock, Laws 111 6'.

83 hy-ut-ti-an-na-a-i StBoT 25, No 43 13', 11".
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0 Cf. os-stem in Skr. tvacas (with the same meaning, only in compounds:
tvacas-ya 3%, sd-tvacas 88, siirya-tvacas 88, hiranya-tvacas 87) and probably Grk.
oakog, gen. adkovg (H.+) ‘shield” (LS: 1581), root vocalism in Grk. stem
remains, however, unclear.

6. witt-, dat.-loc. witti c. ‘year’ (OS+).

|| dat.-loc. sg. u-i-it-ti 88, gen. pl. d-i[ (-it-ta-an-na)] (+ -ja “&’) 82, v-i-it-ta-as®°.

= Rieken, StBoT 44: 25 {f.

$ The most reliable evidence of the athematic stem in Hitt. is compound
wifez(za)pant- “old’ (for morphology cf. discussion in StBoT 44: 26; for list
of attestations see ibid., fn. 103°!), where wiz(za) could be sigmatic nom.
sg. {wit + s} or rather old abl. {wit + z}, i.e. “old’ as “passing through
years’. Note that common half-logographic spelling MU-za, MU-an, MU-
ti, etc. can cover either athematic stem witt- or ant-stem wittant- with the
same meaning 22.

The traces of athematic stem in other IE languages are more scarce.
In all likelihood one can reconstruct IE adv. *per-ut(i) ‘last year” (< loc.
sg. *uti): late Skr. parit (late Class., gramm., lex.) ‘id.” (BR, 4: 564; Mayr-
hofer, KEWA, 2: 219)93; for Iran. parallels see KEWA; Grk. népuoi(v)
(Ion., Att.), méputt (Dor.) ‘id.> (LS: 1395; Frisk, 2: 518); Germ. *férupi/
*ferupi > *ferudi > Olc. i fjord id.’, MHG wvert ‘id.”; Arm. heru ‘id.”’; Olr.
on hurid “ab anno priore’ (WP, 1: 251). How we should reconstruct 1E
accent: *uli or *iti—1is uncertain.

Opposition Hitt. witti ~ IE *uti 1s similar to Hitt. widen- ~ IE *uden-
(cf. above, §1.14).

0 Cf. widespread IE *uetos, gen. *uetes-os “year; old’. Relationship of Hitt.
Saudist-/Sawidist “suckling (of animal)’ (for list of attestations see Rieken,
StBoT 44: 148%%) to this IE stem is somewhat problematic due the
unusual voicing IE *-¢- > Hitt. -d-. Cf. StBoT 44: 147 ff. with traditional

84 AV (BR, 3: 464).

85 CB (BR, 7: 590).

86 AV, VS (BR, 7: 1174).

87 AV (BR, 7: 1625).

88 OS: Giiterbock, Laws 111 22'; KUB 4.72 Rs. d 2.

89 OS: StBoT 25 No 1 1 2.

90 MS: Bo 4363 III 10' (apud StBoT 44: 26).

91 MS: ti-iz-za-pa-an, U-iz-za-pa-an-la; NS: t-e-iz-za-pa-an-la, u-e-iz-pa-an-ta, also with
spacing t-iz-za pa-a-an.

92 For ant-stem cf. clear MU-an-ti KBo 22.2 Vs. 1 (OS or MS) and extended stem
wettantadar in u-e-it-t[a-(an-da-an-ni)] KBo 3.22 Rs. 64 (OS) = #-i-da-an-da-an-ni KUB 26.71
110" (NS).

93 Cf. also secondary parutina, parutnd (only gramm.) ‘vorjihrig® (BR, 4: 564).

94 OS: Sa-ti-di-is-za; MS: Sa«-a>-ii-i-li-is-za; NS: Sa-a-ti-i-te-es-za, gen. Sa«-a-ii-i-li-is-ta-as.
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analysis sa-ud-is--- and ibid.: 147 w. fn. 694 for speculative discussion
about lenition.

§ 3. CONCLUSIONS

As we have seen in § 1 in the nominal stems the place of plene in Hittite OS
& MS texts always coincides with the place of IE accent (as far as we can
reconstruct it on the grounds of Grk., Skr. and Balto-Slav. accentual systems as
well as Verner’s law in Germ.)®3. But since the Hittite data are so scant (only
14 lexemes are available to us), the hypothesis that in Hittite plene marks an
accented vowel and that Hittite accentual system goes back to IE accentual
system requires additional evidence.

95 The single exception could be Hitt. nom.-acc. pl. widar vs. Grk. nom.-acc. sg. Gdwp,
but Grk. form probably goes back to *bdwp (see above, § 1.14). Cf. also laman, §1.7.



