
Hittite Pronominal Suffixes in -l

Hittite pronominal morphology attests two Suffixes which have
been a puzzlement to Indo-Europeanists since the discovery of
the language—namely, the genitive ending -el (e. g. ammel 'my',
tuel cyour (sg.)% anzel Our', sumel cyour (pl.)*, sei chis, her, its5)
and "the indeclinable particle -el 'ipse* . . ., [which—K.S.] may
be appended to the nom. of the independent personal pronouns
or of apas 'is'" (Sturtevant 1933, p. 203). An etymological con-
nection between these two forms has been suspected, but no
satisfactory hypothesis explaining the relationship has been pro-
posed. Thus, Sturtevant (1933, p. 203) says: ". . . the particle
[-el—K. S.] may very well be connected with the genitival -el
of the pronominal declension," while Kronasser (1956, p. 150)
observes: <%F r ^selbst' tritt ein Suffix -el an die Pronomina: a-pa-
si-el oder a-p&-(a-)si-la = apas + d *er selbst*, ύ-Jci-el oder u-ki-la
= nie + βΖ-'ich s.*, zi-ki-la = tsik + d edu s.* u. a. Herkunft des
-el unklar (Beziehung zum g. sg. der Pron. -el. . . ? ?)." These two
Suffixes have similarly been connected with the Z-demonstratives
of Indo-European proper, e.g., c<lat. ottus illeundir. fall, anall. Sie
geh ren vermutlich ebenso mit lat. alius alter griech. llos usw. ety-
mologisch zusammen... Lat. ollus wohl aus *olno-s: slav. *οΙηϊ 'im
vorigen Sommer (Jahr)9 aksl. serb. lani, poln. loni; dazu ul-s ul-
tra ul-timus, osk. ultiumam ^ultimam', ir. ind-oll cultra', l 'ultra'
. . ." (Brugmann 1911, p. 340). In this regard, Sturtevant (1933,
p. 203) says of the Hittite Suffixes in -el: "As to etymology, one
naturally thinks of the IE Z-demonstratives;" and Misra (1968,
p. 82) remarks that the Indo-European demonstrative stem
"*el-lelo~leli-. . . probably came to be jased s Gen sg/pl Pronom-
inal ending in Ht. . . ." But, again, no definitive explanation of
this relationship has been posited. It is the purpose of this brief
paper to show how all of these forms in *-Z emerged from a com-
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mon Indo-European source. Simply, all can be traced to an
original deictic particle in *e/oZ.1

As I have already noted, Indo-European possessed a demon-
strative pronoun in *e/o/-. I believe that this demonstrative form
derives from an original deietic element since "vielleicht sind alle
Demonstrativa einmal deiktische Partikeln, also indeMinabele
Wörter gewesen" (Brugmann 1911, p. 311). Brugmann (1911,
p. 340) maintains that the '7-Demonstrativa" indicated "Jener-
Deixis," "bei der der Hinweis entweder auf etwas im Raum oder
in der Zeit entfernter, weiter zurück Liegendes geschieht—wobei
teils die Ich-Deixis in Gegensatz tritt (hier und dort), teils die
Dar-Deixis (da und dori)—oder auf etwas auf einer ändern Seite
sich Befindendes, z.B. jener, ille" (1911, p. 312). Of course, in
Indo-European deictic particles could be used enclitically, äs the

1 Of course, some recent theories depart significantly from my own
proposal and its assumptipn of an association between the Z-demon-
stratives of Indo-European proper and the Hittite Suffixes under con-
sideration. For instance, Josephson (1967), relying heavily on the
ideas of Benveniste (1962, p. 66-67), derives the Hittite genitive
desinence -el from an original derivational adverbial suffix. In brief,
"When in apposition to a noun the adverbs (like the adjectives) would
have developed a 'definitive' or 'qualitative' and ultimately a posses-
sive function ..." (1967, p. 152). He does, however, indirectly relate
the Z-demonstratives to the Hittite genitive suffix -el since he believes
that "both personal and demonstrative pronouns were originally ad-
verbs" (1967, p. 150). On the other hand, Puhvel (1967, p. 238), cf.
Sommer 1947, p. 86-88, dismisses any connection between the Hittite
genitive in -eZ and such adverbial formations, and traces -el to the
"extended paradigmatic usage" of the borrowed Hattic ending - —
a conclusion also embraced by Kronasser (1956, p. 142). Schmidt (1978,
p. 91-92) has "diesen Z-Kasus bei Sei (d.h. im idg. Reflexivum; vgl.
germ.· *8el~ba- 'selbst*) in genetivisch-ablativischer Funktion für er-
erbt gehalten," of. also Schmidt 1968, p. 239, while Georgiev (1970)
traces the eZ-fprmation to ammel, which derives from *amen(e) < PIE.
*mene "avec dissimilation des deux nasales m - n en m -1 et avec une
apocope de la voyelle breve finale qui est survenue probablement apres
la dissimilation" (1970, p. 20). An excellent bibliography of earlier
work ori the problem of Hitt. -el appears in Georgiev 1970, p. 18.
I must emphasize at this point that I find all of these hypotheses to be
plausible and that I offer miiie merely äs an alternative, not äs the
alternative» :
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occurrence of % the particle signifying *here and now', in verbal
snffixes like *-mi, *-si, *-£i, etc. demonstrates (Watkins 1962,
p. 102-103). Meillet (1964, p. 369) points out that enclitic forms
are especially common in Hittite.

Such deictic particles were of great importance in early Indo-
European because they were the primary means through which
spatio-temporal relations were expressed. As Markey (1979, p. 65)
says: "At an early stage of Indo-European deictic markers con-
stituted the formal indication of the grammatical categories ex-
pressing time, place and person." In other words, the inflectional
System of early Indo-European was quite uncomplicated in na-
ture. Thus, Lehmann (1974, p. 201-202) writes: "The System of
verb endings clearly points to an earlier period in which there
was no verbal inflection for number . . . For the dual and plural
endings are obviously defective . . . The number System is defec-
tive in substantival äs well äs in verbal inflection . . . Number
accordingly was not consistently applied in late PIE and the
early dialects in accordance with natural reference. Subsequently
application became more regulär, and number congruence was
earried out for both substantives and verbs . . . The late develop-
ment of the number System in the noun is also clear from the
lack of parallelism between forms of the dual, for which only
three forms developed, and the forms of the singular and plural."
Similarly, Lehmann (1974, p. 139) says: "In PIE, tense and the
time of the action were not indicated by means of verbal affixes.
Indications of the time of the action were given by means of
particles or adverbs or were implicit in the aspects of the verb
forms . . . tense was not a grammatical category in PIE." In
regard to the Indo-European case System, Specht (1947, p. 353)
points out that "die Zahl der nachweisbaren 7 oder 8 idg. Kasus
ist sicher nicht auf einmal entstanden, sondern sie ist allmählich
ausgebaut worden/' while Lehmann (1958, p. 182-183) argues
that "the cases expressing adverbial relationships (instrumental,
dative, ablative, locative, and the genitive in some uses) are late:
their endings dififer from dialect to dialect; the plural endings
for these cases are not attested in Hittite. Sandhi phenomena of
Sanskrit support the assumption that these endings are late; that
of the locative plural of the s-stems, for example, indicates that
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this construction belongs to the sphere of derivation rather than
inflection. The development of the adverbial cases belongs then
to the study of late Proto-Indo-European and the individual dia-
lects."2 Maziulis (1970, especially p. 78-81) also maintains that
the adverbial cases of Indo-European are of secondary origin in
that they were originally non-paradigmatic ("unparadigmati-
sche" [1970, p. 329] formations, together constituting what he
calls the * 'non-paradigmatic locative" (1970, p. 330). Of course,
the various inflectional markers of the so-called adverbial or
"concrete" cases, "which may be defined äs having a primary
adverbial meaning" (Kurylowicz 1964, p. 193), were probably
once enclitic deictic particles themselves (Markey 1979, p. 66).
Indeed, Schmid (1972), in his "deep structure" analysis of case
Systems, argues that all case categories have their origin in 'Ver-
schiedenen Deixisarten" (1972, p. 15), although he does affirm
the traditional distinction between grammatical and adverbial
cases.

I believe that the deictic origin of the markers of the locative
case reconstructed for Indo-European is clearly demonstrated by
their homophony with various deictic particles. Thus, the loca-

' tive Singular suffix *-i (Skt. -i, Gk. -i, Lat. - ) is paralleled by a
deictic particle *i, attested, for example, in "1. i-bi 'hier', 1. i-ta
cso', i-tidem, ai. i-M 'hier', ai. i-va 'wie5, ai. i-ti 'so' . . " (Hirt
1927, p. 11) and in the demonstrative stem *i- (Lat. is, Go. is,
Lith. jls). The locative plural markers *-si (Gk. -si) and *-su
(Skt. -su, OCS. -%?>, Lith. -su) represent contaminations of the
deictic particles *-(e/o)s, attested in the Hittite enclitic personal
pronoun -äs (which was probably at one time a demonstrative,
cf. Sturtevant 1933, p. 198 and Friedrich 1974, p. 63) and the
etymologically related, cf. Anttila 1972, p. 359, demonstrative
pronoun *^o- (Skt. sa(s), Gk. ho, Go. sä) (see also Shields 1981);
*u, attested iii ul. ubi 'wo', 1. u4i 'so', aw. uHi, gr. e-ute 'gleich-

2 The possessive fiuiction of the genitive is precisely One of these late-
developing uses. Originally the geriitive was the case that "basically
results from the process of converting a sentence into a nominal . .·'.,
the genitive representing a kind of neutralization of the nomihative/
accusative distinction found, in the underlying sentencen (Fillmore
1968, p. 8). . . i
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wie', ai. u-ta 'auch sogar5" (Hirt 1927, p. 11-12) (see also Shields
Forthcoming a); and *i. The locative dual ending *-ous (Skt. -os,
OCS. -u) is simply a contamination of the thematic vowel *-o-
and the deictic particles *-u and *-(e/o)s (Shields 1981, p. 270).3

I have also argued elsewhere (Shields Forthcoming b) that
Indo-European possessed a locative case in **N (—m or n),
which can be seen in locative forms like Skt. asväyäm cmare' and
OP. schisman 'this*, cf. Gray 1932, p. 192. "A siinilar element
-i(n) is found in Skt. and Av. loc. types like a-sm-in> a-hm-i, a^hm-
y-a, and in Homeric ablatives, Instrumentals, and locatives (both
sing, and plur. without distinction of form) in -phi(n) < *-&A-
i(n): abl. sing, melathrophin, plur. osteophin; instr. sing, biephin,
plur. tfieophin-, loc. sing, eskharophin, plur. ikriophin. Here, too,
one must place Dor. emfn, ttn, Boeot. hein < *sefin, Lesb. am-
mi(n), ummi(ri), Attic hemm, humin" (Gray 1932, p. 192-193).
These forms may perhaps also show *-N in containination with
other elements, e.g., the suffix *-i, with *-m > -n in Sanskrit on
analogy with the endingless locative of the -stems. A related
locative nasal suffix is probably seen in Hitt. ketani 'this* and
Sanskrit adverbs like idanim "nowV and tedanim ethen', cf. Jo-
sephson 1967, p. 137-138. Likewise, a similar locative construc-
tion in Umbrian is described by Brugmann (1911, p. 181): "Ne-
ben tote, Akefunie auch -em: Acersoniem, totem-e (mit -e-(n) ^in*)/'
In Shields Forthcoming b, I propose that certain of the proble-
matic Hittite adverbs, in -an (e.g., dagan *at the bottom') and
the Tocharian locative endings (A -am, B -ne) derive from this
same locative-case construction in *-N> The existence of a deictic
element in *-N is especially suggested by <cdie n-Demonstrativa
*/io-, *eno-, *o?io-, *oino, *aino-" (Skt. ana-, OCS. onv, Lith,
anäs) (Brugmann 1911, p. 335).

Now there exists an intimate relationship between locative
constructions and genitive constructions in a large nuinber of
3 Since there exists a specifically plural· morpheme *-Ä, the *-^- of the

locative plural "can be identified os the plural 8 which appears in other
cases, to which the further elements i and u are added in the two types
(Burrow 1973, p. 240). However, I feel-that the identification of thb
*-«- of the locative plural äs a locative (< deictic) element has validity
because *-5 does occur in the locative dual aa well.

13*
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the world's languages. Lyons (1968, p. 496-500) thus argues that
"in many languages .. . what we will translate into English äs
'possessive' sentences are quite clearly locatives (using a locative
case, preposition or postposition)" and that "in many, and per-
haps in all, languages existential and possessive eonstructions
derive (both synchronically and diachronically) from locatives."
Clark's detailed study (1978) of such structures in a wide variety
of languages reinforees these same conelusions: "The existential,
loeative, and possessive eonstructions examined in the present
sample of languages are related to one another in word order,
in the verbs used, and in their locative characteristics" (1978,
p. 117-118). Moving beyond surface structure evidence, Schmid
(1972, p. 15-17) emphasizes the close deep structural relationships
between the locative and the genitive eategories. I believe that
it is because of this natural association of the locative and the
genitive cases that they share a common form in the dual number
of Indo-European. Indeed, this common form has led Kuryio-
wicz (1964, p. 200) to propose that "the paradigm of the dual
suggests an original identity of the gen. and the loc., i.e. a pre-
historical stage attested neither in the sing, (-s, -i) nor in the
•plural (-om, -suj-si)." The original identity of the two cases in
Indo-European is also perhaps implied by the fact that the geni-
tive case has residually retained a secondary locative function
which Brugmann (1904, p. 438) describes äs "Der Gen. von räum-
lichen und zeitlichen Begriffen."

Yet, the original, unity of locative and genitive formations is
demonstrated by even more striking formal parallele. In the first
place, *-s is found äs a desinence in the genitive case not only
in the dual but also in the singular äs well (*-(e/o)s: Gk. OS, Lat.
-is, Skt. -CM), while *-u is limited to the dual function. *-N is
attested in the genitive plural suffix *-ÖN, a contamination of
the thematic vowel and *-N (Schmalstieg 1974, p. 189): Gk. - ,
Skt. -am, Lat. -um, Hitt. -an* In Shields 1979,1 argue that Indo-

4 The number specifications of the various suffixes under consideration
here are relatively unimportant since, äs noted earlier, number congru-
ence emerged oialy in latei: stages of Indo-European and in the
dialects. In other wards, many suffixes only gradually became limited
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European showed a genitive suffix in *-i—a direct parallel to
the locative suffix *-i. This genitive desinence is attested in the
o-stein genitive ending generally reconstructed äs *-sio (Skt. -sya,
Avest. -Ae, Hom. -io < *-o-sio), which represents a contamina-
tion of the genitive markers *-«s and *-i with the thematic vowel.
Tocharian also possesses a genitive ending in - . Krause and Tho-
mas (1960, p. 105) note that a genitive suffix "-i tritt in beiden
Dialekten bei Verwandtschaftsnamen auf -r auf: A päcri = B
pätri (N. A päcar, B päcer)\ entsprechend A mäcri [B mätri],
pracri [protri] . . . Die Genitivendung -i findet sich in beiden
Dialekten ferner in einer Reihe von fremden Personennamen,
z.B. 'BMdhäkäsyapi (N. -e) [AKädyapi, IRKäsyap] . . ."Krause
and Thomas (1960, p. 59) also point out that one etymological
source of AB -i is *-o£, and thus these Tocharian forms probably
show an analogically extended o-stem genitive construction in
*-i. In Shields 1979,1 further argue that the problematic Gothic
genitive plural ending -e and the Italo-Celtic genitive singular
desinence -i are also to be derived from an o-stem genitive for-
mation in *-i. (See Shields 1979 for details.) Thus, the same mor-
phological markers are generally found in both the locative and
the genitive of Indo-European.

I would now like to propose that the deictic particle *e/0Z was
integrated into the declensional System of Anatolian in the man-
ner described above. Its occurrence äs a desinence only in this
subgroup is not surprising because the adverbial cases were late
developments and therefore subject to a great deal of individual
dialectal influence. Hittite paradigmatically attests the inflec-
tional suffix -eZ only in the genitive case of pronouns, but Lydian
shows a related oblique (i.e. dative-locative, cf. Josephson 1967,
p. 146) case in -l in both nominal and pronominal declension.
Of course, on the basis of formal and semantic correspondences,
the original unity of the Indo-European dative and locative
cases has been proposed by Kuryiowicz (1964, p. 199), who main-

to the expression of particular nurabers. The original vacillation in
number specification inherent in the Indo? European inflectional System
can still be seen in the dialects, e.g.f in the \indifferentiated singular/
plural role of the Hittite genitive öliffix -an, cf. Kronaeser 1956, p. 104.
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tains that "the dat. and the instr. seem to have been originally
seeondary functions of the loc.;" so the two functions of the
Lydian suffix are not unexpected. Indeed, Hittite likewise shows
a formal identity of the dative and the locative Singular cases,
utilizing the suffix -i. Apparently Proto-Anatolian possessed an
alternative genitive-locative suffix in *-eZ which either developed
there uniquely or developed in Indo-European and was elimi-
nated in the other dialects (äs well äs in most of the Anatolian
dialects themselves, ef. Kronasser 1956, p. 142) after the migra-
tion of the Anatolians.5 This case-form came to be specialized
in the genitive function of pronouns in Hittite and in the (dative-)
locative function of nouns and pronouns in Lydian äs the oblique-
case Systems of these and the other Indo-European languages
were enriched. Such enrichment is merely a manifestation of the
universal linguistic tendency for there to be "äs much one-to-
one symbolization between meaning and form äs possible" (Ant-
tila 1978, p. 55).

Finally, the origin of the Hittite indeclinable pronominal suffix
-el 'ipse' and its appareüt relationship to the genitive suffix -eZ
is readily explained within the context of the proposal just pre-
•sented.6 The deictic origin of this emphatic particle is quite clear
since it is used to reinforce the deixis of the personal pronouns
to which it is attaphed. Evidence provided by the dialects of
Indo-European proper suggests, äs noted earlier> that the deictic
particle *e/oZ originally possessed Jener-Deixis. Now Schmid
(1972, p. 10-12) points out the intimate relationship which exists
in languages between Jener-Deixis and "Selbst-Deixis." Thus,

5 Although it could very well have been the case that a genitive-locative
construction in *-Z developed ohly in Proto-Anatolian, the process by
which it was formed (the addition of deitic elements to nominal and
pronominal stems) was common in Indo-European. Perhaps if the
genitive-locative in *-Z was of Indo-European origin, it disappeared
in Indo-European proper before the disintegration of this speech com-
munity. This would explain why it has been systematically eliminated
in all.dialect groups except Anatolian*

6 I leave open the question of etymological relationship between the
Hittite Suffixes in -Z and adverbs and dimensioiial adjectives like*
Lycian ebeli 'here* and Lat. tälis 'such*, cf. iJosephson. 1967, p. 146.
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he emphasizes that the same pronominal form may indicate both
concurrently: ". . . so etwa das altindische svayam oder das deut-
sche selber, selbst, . . . so etwa im Vtdgärlatein und Romanischen
. . ." (1972, p. 12). Therefore, the Hittite use of the original deictic
element *e/o/ in this additional function is a natural evolutionary
development.

The complexities involved in the analysis of Hittite data are
tremendous and therefore alternative explanations are often pos-
sible. Thus, I offer my hypothesis about the Hittite suffixes in
-el äs a reasonable alternative to those which have heretofore
been devised.
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