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1. Relational adjectives in -assanza-

CLuvian relational adjectives in -a$Sa/i- show ordinary ablative-
instrumental forms in -a$Sa#i and by-forms in -as$anzati. The latter have
previously been interpreted as ablative-instrumental plural: tentatively
by Laroche (1959: 138), explicitly by Kammenhuber (1969: 307) who
speaks of a “plural infix”, by Neumann (1982: 159), and by others.
Laroche, Kammenhuber, and others also interpret the ending -anzan (1x
in malha$sassanzan) as a genitive plural, with the same inserted element
-nz-, and the equivalent of the Old Hittite genitive plural ending -an.

The identification of the inserted element -nz- in these examples with
the plural ending -nz(a) of the CLuvian animate accusative plural and
dative plural seems unquestionable. The reading of the forms in -assan-
zati as plurals also seems compatible with the contexts in which they
occur, although in most cases there is no positive evidence for a plural
sense. However, there are difficulties with this received interpretation,
These have even led Starke (1982: 414ff) to question the authenticity of
the -nz- forms,

The first problem is: if there was a tendency in CLuvian to extend the
distinction of singular/plural to the ablative-instrumental, it is surprising
that this development is restricted just to relational adjectives in -assa/i-
(see already Starke). One would expect to find such forms in other
adjectives and in nouns. Second, and more seriously, the interpretation
of other examples of inserted -nz- as plurals cannot possibly be correct.

We may begin with the example malhassassanzan EN-ya (KUB
XXXV 39 iii 25). Already Mittelberger (1963: 90f) had identified the
ending -an of adjectives in -a§Sa/i- as dative singular, citing three exam-
ples from HLuvian and at least one in CLuvian (immarassan “ISKUR-#i
“to the Storm-god of the open country”, KUB XXXV 54 ii 37). The
identification of -a$$an as dative singular has now been fully confirmed
by additional evidence from HLuvian, assembled by Morpurgo Davies
(1980: 123ff). Morpurgo Davies, writing in 1980, was cautious about
attributing -as§an to CLuvian, but we may now add at least one more
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certain example: wallunas<s>an wani “to the woman of lifting”, i
“midwife” (KUB XXXV 88 iii 12). For this example see Starke (198
414319, who also now properly emends imras$a 9ISKUR-ti of KU
XXXV 54 ii 35 to imrassa<n> after the correct immarassan “ISKUR
two lines later. He explicitly states that -(ass)an marks dative singul
(see also Starke 1985: 67 with note 25). If -an is the dative singular en
ing of -asSali- adjectives, then malhassa$§anzan EN-ya must be dati
singular as well (note the ending of EN-ya!).

We also have examples ending in -anzanza: 9EN.ZU-anzanza (KU
XXXV 103 ii 11) and [mal]lha$sa$$anzanza EN-anz{a] (KUB XXX
78.,7). Here the final -anza already marks dative plural, making it high
unlikely that the preceding -anz- also indicates plural. Starke (198
passim) consistently emends all forms with -anz- except ablative-instr
mentals, deleting the final -anza of the last two examples cited as d
tography and also correcting malhassa$$anzan to simply malhas$assc
He also reads the two instances SISKUR-as$anza (EN-ya) (KUB XXX
45 ii 7) and EN SISKUR-anza (KUB XXXV 59,7) as -(as§)an. See al
his discussion in Starke (1982: 414f with note 33) and (1990: 39ff).

The ablative-instrumental forms, however, prove that an inserted eleme
-nz- exists. In view of this it is highly suspect that three different types
scribal error (dittography of final -anza, an extra final -za-an, and an ex
final -za) all conspire to produce a formant -nz- elsewhere. It is particula
hard to see the motivation for the last two alleged errors. As Starke’s editi
shows, the Hittite scribes were often quite careless in writing Luvian, t
nearly all the errors consist of omission of signs. The manuscript K
XXXV 45 shows nine examples of omitted signs, including some in t
Hittite portion (see Starke 1985: 151ff)°. This pattern strongly suggests tt
SISKUR-as$anza at KUB XXXV 45 ii 7 should be emended not
SISKUR-assan, but rather to SfSKUR-affanza$n>, matching attest
malhassasianzan. Likewise we should read EN SISKUR-anza<n> in K1
XXXV 59,7. Recall the necessary emendation of imrassa to imrasSa<n>
KUB XXXV 54 ii 35 cited above. The forms in -asSanzan and -asSanzan
are real, and they must be explained along with those in -a§§anzati.

! The source of the unusual dative ending -(as¥)an remains unknown. As pointed
by STARKE (1990: 41), the explanation offered by MORPURGO DAVIES is problematic
CLuvian, but his own derivation from an archaic locatival *-en accounts neither for
restriction to -a$$a/i- adjectives nor for the exclusively dative function.

2 There is one case of an omitted sign which is missed by STARKE and earlier editc
In line ii 1, instead of the inexplicable pu-i-wa-la-a, we should read pu-ii-wa-<ti>-il. |
both the combination puwatil pariyanallan “past and future” and the shape of the sig:
see KUB XXXV 43 iii 30.
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I believe that the interpretation of inserted -nz- as a plural marker is
correct, but not in the sense previously assumed. The overall usage of
these forms argues that they mark genitive plural: i.e., they indicate
plural number not of the noun modified by the relational adjective, but
of the base noun, i.e. the modifying noun.

The strongest evidence for this interpretation is found in KUB XXXV
103 ii 11-12 and iii 1-3 (see Starke 1985: 222)3: [iz]nni=wa %EN.ZU-
anzanza kummaya[nza hat]ayannanza dpan hizzaun[ni]...[pla=wa
iyandu “EN.ZU-inzi X[...] kummayanza hatayannanza apan hizzaindu.
The two sentences are obviously completely parallel in structure, except
that the first sentence is first person plural, referring to the worshipbers,
while the second is third person plural, with 9EN.ZU-inzi as subject. As
per Starke (1990: 544%0'4), the plural 9EN.ZU-inzi cannot belong to the
noun “Moon-god”, which is consistently a singular a-stem Arma- in the
Anatolian languages. I therefore follow him in assuming an underlying
*IArmagsali- “of the moon”, substantivized to “month” (note the con-
text of a birth ritual).

The nominative plural 9EN.ZU-inzi (= *3Armassinzi) establishes
beyond doubt that the reference of 9EN.ZU-anzanza is also plural. We
must understand: “Let us go and hand him over/entrust him to the holy
hatayanni- of the months...let the months entrust him to (their) holy
hatayanni”. The adjective °EN.ZU-anzanza (= *ArmasiasSanzanza) is
perfectly well-formed: the first -nz- marks the modifier (possessor) as
plural, while the final -anz(a) marks the adjective as agreeing with the
modified noun hatayannanza. Given this certain example, we may also
interpret [mal]hassasSanzanza EN-anz[a] of KUB XXXV 78,7 as “to
the lords of the sacrifices” (i.e. the clients), again perfectly grammatical.

The presence of both plural marker -nz- and dative singular -an in
malha$SasSan-zan EN-ya (KUB XXXV 39 iii 25) is now also explain-
able: the phrase can mean simply “to the lord of the sacrifices”. Once
again -nz- marks the number of the modifier, while the case ending -an,
as expected, marks the adjective as agreeing in case and number with the
modified noun EN-ya. Actually, since we find consistently malhassas-
$anzan EN-ya (likewise emend SISKUR-as$anza to -asSanza<n> as per
above), it is likely that we should still translate “lord(s) of the sacrifice”.
The word malhassa- “sacrifice” is probably a collective plurale tantum,
as already suggested by Laroche (1959: 66). The standard writing of the .

3 Pace STARKE, the parallel structure demands the reading and restoration kum-ma-ya-
afn-za] inii 11.
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logogram as repeated SISKUR.SISKUR (read now SISKUR) may be an
intentional device to indicate the collective plural.

Similarly, the phrase [pajrnassanzanza DINGIR.MES-anz[a] of KBo
XXII 254 Rs 6 (Starke 1985: 195) could be taken as “to the gods of the
houses”, but in view of other evidence for “house” as a collective plural
in Luvian (see HLuvian za-ya DOMUS-na “this house” in KULULU 1)
we should probably understand this also as “to the gods of the house”,
again with a grammatical plural functioning as a collective.

A reexamination of the ablative-instrumentals in -as$anzati shows that
they also refer to the number of the modifier, not the modified noun. The
phrase DINGIR.MES-aiSanzati wasSarahitati (KUB XXXV 451ii 9 etc.)
obviously means “with/by the favor of the gods”, where the plural ref-
erence of the modifier is assured, while the abstract in -ahit- is most nat-
urally taken as a generic singular. Compare also the common phrase
taparuwassanzat{i d]atariyamnfa$salnzati hirutasSa[nzati] mayassan-
zati EME-#i (KUB XXXII 9+ Rs 33-34; Starke 1985: 90): “from the
tongue of the faparu-, the curses, the oaths, and the maya-". The nomi-
native form of the same phrase shows first of all that the modified noun
“tongue” is singular in Luvian: cf. hirutass(i]§ EME-i[$] ibid. Vs 8f
(Starke 1985: 87). Therefore -as$sanzati EME-ti cannot be grammatically
“from the tongues of...”. On the other hand, KUB IX 6+ ii 13 esta-
blishes that the number of the first three modifiers is often plural:
tapdruwa hiriita tatarriyamna “the taparu’s, the oaths and the curses™*.
While I agree with Laroche (1959: 65) that CLuvian mayas$a/i- EME-i-
equates functionally to Hittite pangawas lala- “tongue of the commu-
nity, common gossip”, the referent in CLuvian is probably plural:

*mainzi “adult males”, formally matching Hittite madés and functionally
matching the collective sense of panku->,

4 The occurrence of all three nouns beside each other in the nominative (both singular
and plural are attested) means that we must take them as coordinated also in the adjecti-
val phrase. I therefore cannot follow NEUMANN (1982:°152), who interprets tatariyam-
nassa/i- as dependent on hiruta$¥a/i-- We must read rather “lord of the curses (and)
oaths”. This does not, of course, falsify his manifestly correct general claim that one
-a$Sali- adjective may depend on another.

5 For Hittite pangawas lalas as “tongue of the totality/community, common gossip”
see BECKMAN (1982: 437). I believe we may safely assume that in second-millennium
Anatolia the community which mattered consisted of the (free) adult males. Hence the
Luvian expression “tongue(s) of the adult males” is equivalent to the Hittite. The Lycian
institution of the mifitis undoubtedly owes its name also to the fact that it was composed
of the adult males of the community. For the derivation of mifit(i)- from *miyant(i)- see
already LAROCHE (1963: 78). I reject, however, his derivation of CLuvian maya(ssali)-
etc. from *megh,- “much” in favor of his earlier derivation from the root *meh,(i)-
“grow, mature”. STARKE (1985: 254) strangely reads mae§ as Luvian, but the word is
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In the expression dawas$anzati tititati (KUB XXXV 48 ii 14 etc.) both
modifier and modified likely have plural reference: *“from the pupils of
the eyes”. It is not surprising that one also finds the corresponding sin-
gular dawassati tititati (KUB XXXII 14+, 8) “from the pupil of the
eye”.

Other examples of adjectives in -assa/i- with inserted -nz- are in con-
texts too fragmentary to determine the number of the modifier, but there
is nothing in their usage which is incompatible with the interpretation
established for them above. In KUB XXXV 43 ii 37f (Starke 1985: 145)
we find the expression malhas$assis=pa=tar EN-a§ apassanza wassi-
nanza [(mammannaddu)]... “But let the lord of the sacrifice Took upon
his (own) limbs”%. On the basis of this and other preserved examples,
Starke (1985: 89 and 119) emends the [(apa)]$$anzanza of KUB XXXV
21 1ii 12 and XXXII 8+5 iv 13 to simple apassanza. However, the sub-
Ject and verb are missing in both examples with apasanzanza, and noth-
ing prevents a restoration [malhassas§inzi EN-anzi...mammannandu]
“Let the lords of the sacrifice look upon their limbs™’. For a plural
“lords of the sacrifice” see KUB XXXV 78,7 [mal]hassanzanza EN-
anz[a] (dative plural) referred to above and other examples cited by
Starke (1990: 39), whose attempt to dismiss all such cases as misunder-
standings is not credible.

The dative singular *UTU-Sanzafn] (KUB XXXV 90,7; Starke 1985:
246) is perfectly well-formed and may mean “to the [ ] of the Sun-
gods”. The reference to more than one Sun-god is unusual, but hardly
disturbing. There is certainly no dearth of solar deities in second-millen-
nium Anatolia: we know of at least the Sun-god of heaven, the Sun-god-
dess of Arinna, and the solar deity of earth from Hittite sources.

perfectly regular Hittite, as is the dat.-loc. plural may[as] which is to be restored six lines
earlier. See also nom. sg. “Wmayas at KUB XXXI 61 + XXVI 61 ii 8. Hittite maya-
(extended mayant-) is cognate with CLuvian *maya- “adult male” contained in
mayas§a/i-, from a preform *mdh;y-o- (see MELCHERT 1984: 46 for details). Lycian
mifit(i)- from *miyant(i)- matches the Hittite participle miyant- “grown, mature” with the
“motion-suffix” -i-. HLuvian mi-ya-ti-zi u-si-zi (KARATEPE 293-294) certainly means
“many years” in context, but this may also be derived from miyant(i)- “full-grown,
mature”. Compare the Hittite expression dalugaes MU KAM.HLA-¢§ “long years”,

¢ The plural was$inanza to wassinali- “body” would seem to require a plural posses-
sor, but this seems impossible in the fully preserved passage with EN-a§ as the subject.
There is no plural referent in the preceding context which could serve as the antecedent
of apasali-. 1 therefore assume the same double usage for wasSina/i- as for Hittite
tuekka-: singular “body” but also plural “limbs, members”.

7 STARKE (1985: 119) naturally restores the verb in KUB XXXII 8+5 iv 14 as singu-
lar [ma-am-ma-an-na-ajd-du, but only the final vertical of the broken sign is preserved,
so that we also may read [ma-am-ma-an-na-ajn-du.
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The adjective [VRUKapllawiyas§azati in KUB XXXV 30-31 ii 4 obvi-
ously cannot refer to more than one city, but the derived adjective
Kaplawiyassali- would mean “Kaplawiyan”, permitting an interpreta-
tion “with/from [ ] of the Kaplawiyans”s,

The above analysis of inserted -nz- as marking plural number of the
modifier rather than the modified is the only one which can account for
the combinations -asSanzan and -a§$anzanza, and it is consistent with all
occurrences of -asSanzati. It also provides an immediate explanation for
why -nz- occurs only in the relational adjective in -a$Sa/i-. The principal
use of these stems in Luvian is to express a genitival relationship (Starke
1985: passim terms them “Adj. gen.”; likewise Neumann 1982: 150ff).
This function is particularly important in CLuvian, where so far as we
can tell the genitive case of the noun has been entirely lost. One disad-
vantage of the use of the relational adjective instead of a case form of
the noun is that there is no means for distinguishing the number of the
possessor. In order to meet this need, the plural ending -nz(a) was added
to stems in -assa- in front of the non-direct case endings®.

One question which immediately arises is why this device was applied
only to the dative (singular and plural) and the ablative-instrumental. We
do not find the inserted marker -nz- in the nominative and accusative
forms of -asSali-. I believe the answer to this problem lies in the shape
of the respective case endings. The very limited evidence for consonant
stems in CLuvian makes segmentation of stems and case endings rather
ambiguous, but we may reasonably suppose that the dative plural and
ablative-instrumental endings are inherently -anz(a) and -a#i. The unique
ending of the dative singular -a§$an may also be taken as -an, though we
can hardly prove this segmentation. Thus in these three cases the inser-
tion of -nz- between the stem -as§a- and endings with initial vowel
causes no formal difficulties: -asSa-nz-an, -asSa-nz-anz(a), and -assa-nz-
ati. However, in the animate nominative and accusative singular we find
-a$, -i, -us and -an, -in, -un. Likewise . animate nominative and

¥ STARKE (1985; 154) reads in KUB XXXV 45 iii 8: [...(kuwar)SasSanzat]i tlliyas-
fanz]ati. This reading and restoration is quite possible, but by no means assured. The end-
ing of the first adjective is entirely restored, while one could read the second instead as
tu-ti-lfi-ya-as-Saj-a-ti (which would fill the space). If the forms in -as$anzari are real, the
use of the plural marker -nz- could be due to the collective sense of the base nouns:
taliya- “assembly” is assured, and the frequent pairing with kuwarsa- in sets of merisms
argues that the latter is a corresponding unit referring to a group of people, whatever its
precise sense. My suggestion “military division” as opposed to the ziliya- as “(civilian)
assembly” (MELCHERT 1993: 117) is a mere guess.

® As per STARKE (1990: 44), the animate accusative and dative plural endings are
/-nts/ and /-ants/, The final -a is merely graphic.
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accusative plural -anzi, -inzi and -anz(a), -inz(a). This pattern suggests
that the endings here are -§, -n, -nzi and -nz(a) without inherent vowel,
the latter belonging to the respective stems. In these cases, then, inser-
tion of -nz- between stem and ending would have led either to unaccept-
able sequences (acc. sg. *-as$§i-nz-n) or to running together of the -nz-
and the case ending (nom. sg. *-g$§i-nz-$, i.e. /-assints/, nom. pl. *-assi-
nz-nzi, i.e. [-assintsi/, etc.).

It is true that in the case of the -as§a- adjectives the -i- of the animate
nominative and accusative endings is not an inherent part of the stem,
but rather a “motion-suffix”, as established by Starke (1990: 59ff).
However, as he shows, the function of this suffix is to mark overtly the
animate gender of the stem. To insert the number marker -nz- in front of
the i-suffix would violate the general principle that inflectional affixes
do not occur inside derivational affixes. We would therefore not expect
to find *-assa-nz-i-§ and so forth.

Insertion of the marker -nz- into the neuter nominative and accusative
singular and plural would also have been problematic. The basic neuter
nom.-acc. singular of -as$a- is -as$an. Insertion of -nz- here would have
led to -a$$a-nz-an, identical with the dative singular. Moreover, the
neuter nom.-acc. singular of stems in -asSa- is not usually mere -assan,
but rather -a$§an-za, with an added particle - which regularly becomes
-za after nasal'’. Thus insertion of -nz- marking plural of the possessor
into the neuter nom.-acc. plural -ai§a would have led to -a$fa-nz-a,
homophonous with the usual neuter nom.-acc. singular. Under these cir-
cumstances the absence of inserted -nz- in the nominative and accusative
is not hard to understand.

To summarize: forms of the CLuvian -a§sa/i- adjectives in -a$Sanzan,
-a$Sanzanza, and -a$$anzati are real. The marker -nz-, borrowed from
the animate plural case endings, is inserted between stem and regular
case ending to indicate plurality of the possessor, not that of the modi-
fied noun.

2. Third person enclitic pronoun -as

Laroche (1959: 141) lists -a$' as the animate nominative singular of
the third person enclitic pronoun, and it is well attested in this function.

10 Contra STARKE (1990: 46ff) it is quite clear that the case ending in -$a (a-stem -an-
za) marks neuter nominative-accusative singular, not plural! See now ARBEITMAN (1992,
especially 12ff).
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He lists -ata not only as neuter nominative-accusative singular and
plural, but also as animate nominative and accusative plural.

Evidence for -ata as anim. nom. plural is scarce, but there is at least
one sure example (KBo IV 11,46; Starke 1985: 341): ahha=ata=ta alati
awienta wiluSati “When they came from steep Wilusa”!!. The initial
sequence is to be analyzed with Laroche (1959: 22) and Watkins as
ahha “when” + -ata “they” + -tta (functionally = Hitt. -kan). The parti-
cle -tta is usually written with a geminate, but other single spellings
occur. Given the Hittite scribes’ penchant for omitting signs in CLuvian
texts, one could emend to ah-ha-ta-<at>-ta, but this is not strictly ne-
cessary. In any case, there is no justification for the assumption that aj-
ha-ta-ta is an error for ah-ha-at-ta (i.e. simply ahha=tta), as suggested
by Starke (1985: 34117%), We may thus accept -ata as anim. nom. plural
“they”. '

On the other hand, in repeated readings of the CLuvian corpus in
Starke 1985 I have been unable to find a single occurrence of -ata which
suggests an interpretation as animate accusative plural. This absence
could be due to chance, but it certainly brings into question Laroche’s
assignment of -ata to this functional role.

Our doubts increase when we find examples of enclitic -as which can-
not possibly be read as animate nominative singular. A close examina-
tion of these examples shows that they in fact must be interpreted as ani-
mate accusative plural.

We may begin with KUB XXXV 88 iii 11-12 (Starke 1985: 227):
upatta=pa=wa=du Sarriyanin 2-§u 9-uf(n)-za] anta=wa=as=ta wal-
luna<§>$an wani uppanta “He granted her eighteen sarriyani. They
brought them into the ‘woman of lifting’ (midwife)”!2, Starke, to whom
we owe identification of wdni as “woman”, translates the second sen-
tence as: ‘“Man schickte hinein nach der Frau des Hebens” (Starke
1985: 207). This translation surprisingly leaves the transitive verb uppa-
“bring” without an object and also leaves -a§ untranslated. The conclu-
sion is obvious: -a$ is the missing object, animate accusative plural
“them”, referring to the eighteen objects named in the preceding sen-
tence (Sarriyanin is of course animate). Note that an interpretation of -a§
as anim. nom, singular is excluded by the plural verb. Nor can -a§ be
anim. nom. plural, since that function is filled by -ata.

11" For the details of the interpretation of this passage see WATKINS (1986: 58ff).
12 The antecedent of the dative enclitic -du is by no means certain, but this does not
affect the issue of -af in the following sentence.
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A second indisputable example of -as as anim. acc. plural is found in
KUB XXXV 133 ii 10 (Starke 1985: 280): [(a=d)]u=as EGIR-an Sandu
“May they grant them to him”. For appan $a- as “grant (permanently),
cede”, equivalent to Hittite dppan tarna-, see Melchert (1989: 33ff).
Whether one accepts this interpretation of §3- or not, the function of -as
as anim. acc. plural is unquestionable. Once again the plural verb elimi-
nates -a§ as anim. nom. singular. Since the only other conceivable func-
tions (anim. nom. plural, nt. nom.-acc. plural) are already filled by -ata,
we have no alternative but anim. acc. plural. Note further that §a- is a
transitive verb (see the other examples in Laroche 1959: 84). We there-
fore expect an expressed direct object. Seeing that this occurrence of -a§
must be anim. acc. plural, is is very likely that that of the preceding sen-
tence is as well: a=ti=as iSta=ha was{u...] “He also __ed them (for
himself) well...”. The antecedent of -af is missing in this passage, but
the structure of a=du=a§ EGIR-an $andu forces a reading of -a§ as ani-
mate accusative plural.

The realization that we must recognize -a§ as anim. acc. plural also
permits a better interpretation of several other passages. KUB XXXV 45
ii 18ff (Starke 1985: 152) offers the following (dupl. XXXV 48 ii 11ff):
EN-ya tiwdliya piya=a§ “UKUR.MES-inz[(i)]! (scil. -inza) kattawat-
nallinza wtnassinza hishisassi{n]za taparuwassinza tatariyammanass-
inza hirut{(as)]sinza EN MES-anza. It is clear that we have a vocative,
followed by a form of the verb piya- “give” and a series of direct
objects which name enemies of various sorts. Laroche (1959: 82 and
147) conjectures piyas as second singular preterite “you gave”. The pre-
ceding vocative demands a second person, but the following context
(ibid. ii 25-27) speaks of what the gods should do to the enemies. This
argues against the idea that the god has already delivered up the enemies
in the preceding passage. I therefore propose rather that we should read
piya=as$, second singular imperative plus -a§ “them” (proleptic, as
often; see the very next sentence, ibid. ii 21ff): “Oh [ ], tiwali- lord,
deliver them, the enemies, the opponents at law, the ‘lords’ of the spells,
the hishis-, the taparu-, the curses and the oaths”.

The preceding complete passage and what immediate context remains
suggest that we should analyze dyas in KUB XXXV 65 iii 5 (Starke
1985: 180) in a parallel fashion: not preterite second singular (thus hes-
itantly Laroche 1959: 24), but imperative second singular plus -a§
“them”. The form dyas follows haratnassinza [...]$inza EN-anza in the
preceding two lines. The adjective haratnasfinza “of the offenses/
crimes” shows that this passage is parallel to that of KUB XXXV 45,
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The incomplete adjective in -(as)sinza should therefore also be restored
as [hirutas]sinza ““of the oaths” or the like, not as [malha$sas]$inza with
Starke (1985: 180) and Laroche (1959: 66). It is not the “lords of the
sacrifice” (the clients) who are being referred to, but rather the enemies
who have caused the trouble which the ritual is designed to get rid of. In
lines following ayas we find a-as-ta hannd and zila didupa. The form
dudupa is surely to be taken with Laroche (1959: 99) as imperative sec-
ond singular to a reduplicated stem related to dipi-/dipai- “strike”. This
strongly suggests that a-as-ta hanna should be read as conjunction a-
plus -as “them” plus particle -#ta plus another imperative second singu-
lar hanna. Whether the verb is to be identified with Hittite hanna-
“judge” may be left open, but the sense would fit the context: “Judge
them (the enemies)! ... thereafter strike (them)!”. In any case, the
immediately preceding animate plural antecedent [ ]§inza EN-anza and
the following imperative second singulars argue that we should likewise
divide ayas as aya=as “Make/treat them [ ]!”.

Having now recognized -a§ as anim. acc. plural, we can now notice
that the context of KUB XXXV 90,8 (Starke 1985: 246), XXXV 89,16
(Starke 1985: 228), and KBo XXIX 34+ i 6 (Starke 1985: 378) also
favors this interpretation for -as. We have definitely found two examples
of -a§ which must be taken as anim. acc. plural, and two more cases
where this interpretation improves our understanding of the text. We
find no examples for -ata as anim. acc. plural. We must therefore con-
clude that the nom.-acc. plural forms of the third person enclitic pronoun
in CLuvian agree with those of Neo-Hittite (anim. nom. pl. -ata = Hitt.
-at; anim. acc. pl. -a§ = Hitt. -af) rather than with those of HLuvian,
which has indeed generalized -ata for the entire nom.-acc. plural, ani-
mate and inanimate.
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