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PART ONE

TOWARDS A HITTITE
HISTORICAL GRAMMAR

INTRODUCTION

This part consists of two chapters. In the first chapter, called Historical
Phonology, 1 will first give an overview of the phonological systems that I
reconstruct for Proto-Indo-European and Proto-Anatolian. Then I will treat in
detail the arguments on the basis of which a thorough phonetic and phonological
analysis of the cuneiform script in which Hittite is written can be made, which
results in the establishment of the Hittite phoneme inventory. The last step is that
the phonological changes that took place between Proto-Indo-European and
Hittite as attested are described in detail.

The second chapter, Aspects of Historical Morphology, mainly deals with two
issues: the prehistory of the Hittite pronominal system and the morphological and
historical interpretation of the Hittite verbal system. I am well aware that a
discussion of the nominal system is lacking, but this can be explained by the fact
that not only recently an extensive treatment of the Hittite nominal system has
appeared (Rieken’s Untersuchungen zur nominalen Stammbildung des
Hethitischen (1999a)), but also because within Part Two each noun has received
an extensive etymological treatment, including a detailed analysis of its
morphological prehistory (cf. e.g. hassa- ‘hearth’, huhha- ‘grandfather’, kessar- /
kisSer- / kisr- ‘hand’, Swatt- ‘day’, tekan / takn- ‘earth’, etc.). Moreover, each
nominal ending is etymologically treated under its own lemma. See at the
treatment of nom.pl.c.-ending -e§ for an account of the prehistory of i- and u-stem
adjectives.

27



28



CHAPTER 1

HITTITE HISTORICAL PHONOLOGY

1.1 PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN PHONEME INVENTORY

In the present book I have worked with the following reconstruction of the Proto-
Indo-European phonological system (based on Beekes 1995: 124):

stops p t K k k"
b d g g "
bh Jl grh gh gw‘h

fricative K

laryngeals hy h; hs

liquids / r

nasals m n

semivowels i u

vowels e 0
z ~11

« 9 =,

! Note that I do not reconstruct a PIE phoneme “a” or “@”: all PIE forms for which some scholars
reconstruct *a or *a should be interpreted otherwise. For an extensive treatment of most of these
words, cf. Lubotsky 1989. Eichner 1988: 132-3 adduces a few more forms that in his view must

¢

contain PIE *q or *a, but these are incorrect as well. (1) “*nds-" ‘nose’ must reflect *nehs-s-, *nh;-es-,
*nhy-s- (cf. Kortlandt 1985: 119). (2) “*karh-> ‘to proclamate’ is based on Skt. kari- ‘singer’ and
kirti- ‘fame’. The former may reflect *keh.rii-, the latter *krh,-ti- with metathesis from *kh.r-ti-
(Schrijver 1991: 4). (3) “*hiag-" ‘to praise’ is based on Gr. ayvdg, dytog ‘holy’ besides Skt. yajiid-
‘sacrifice’. The former two words reflect *ih,g- (cf. Beekes 1988c: 24-5) and the latter *ieh,g-no-

¢

(with loss of laryngeal before media + consonant, cf. Lubotsky 1981: 135). (4) “*huap-" ‘to harm’ is
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It should be noted that despite the fact that I have used the traditional symbols
for the reconstructed stops, I follow Kortlandt (2003: 259) who argues that the
traditional ‘voiceless’ series (*p, *¢, *k, *k and *k") in fact were plain fortis stops
[p:, t:, K, ks, k%], the traditional ‘voiced’ series (*b, *d, *g kg *g") were lenis
(pre-)glottalized stops [p, t, K, K, K¥] and the traditional ‘aspirated voiced’ stops
Cb", *#d", *gh, *gh, *g"'h) were plain lenis stops [p, t, K/, k, k"]. Note that the stops
therefore have “neither voicedness nor aspiration as distinctive features” and that
“[t]he phonetic distinction between fortes *7: and lenes *T was probably a matter
of consonantal length” (ibid.).

1.2 PROTO-ANATOLIAN PHONEME INVENTORY

Although in this book it was not my aim to provide a historical treatment of the
Anatolian family as a whole, it is in some cases convenient to use Proto-
Anatolian reconstructions, especially when a word can be reconstructed for the
Proto-Anatolian stage, but not for Proto-Indo-European. I work with the
following phoneme inventory.'?

stops fortis p t K k k'
lenis b d g g g"
fricative" s

based on “heth. huapzi ‘schidigt’ (mit grundstufigem &)” besides PGerm. *ubilaz ‘evil’. The cited
form, huuapzi, is the NH secondary replacement of an original si-conjugated form huuappi. Because
all fi-verbs reflect *o/0-ablaut, the Hitt. stem huyapp- must reflect *huoph;- with o-grade (cf. the

[Xs

lemmas huyapp-'/ hupp-). (5) “kuas-" ‘to kiss’ is based on “heth. kuyaszi ‘kiiBt’ mit grundstufigem
a”’. As I show under its lemma, the Hittite verb in fact is kuya&&-" with geminate -$5-, which cannot be
explained by a reconstruction *kuas-, I therefore reconstruct *kuens-, which would explain the vowel
-a- as well as the geminate -§§- by regular sound laws. Note that the nasal is visible in Gr. kvvéw ‘to
kiss’ as well.

12 For the possibility of the existence of a PAnat. phoneme */t'/ as well (thus Melchert 1994a: 53,
63), cf. footnote 196.

13 Melchert (1994a: 53, 63) works with PIE *[z] > PAnat. *[z] as well, a “voiced allophone of */s/”,
giving e.g. “Hitt. hasduér ‘twigs, brush’ < (virtual) *h0-zd-wér” as an example. Since I do not see
any indication of voicedness as a distincitive feature in Proto-Indo-European, PAnatolian or Hittite
(see especially § 1.3.2 below), I will not follow him in this regard.



‘laryngeals’ ? H H"

liquids / r

nasals m n
vowels i1 u, i
e, e 0,0

a,d

The reconstruction of only two rows of stops is based on the fact that in none of
the Anatolian languages evidence can be found for a distinction between the PIE
‘voiced’ and ‘aspirated’ series, which makes it likely that these merged in the pre-
PAnatolian period already. The PIE palatovelars and normal velars have different
outcomes in Luwian and Lycian (e.g. *k > Luw. z, Lyc. s vs. *k > Luw. £, Lyc. k),
and therefore must have been distinct in PAnatolian as well.

In Kloekhorst fthc.c I have elaborately treated the outcome of the PIE
laryngeals in initial position in the Anatolian languages. There I have shown that
for PAnatolian there is only evidence for two ‘laryngeals’ word-initially, namely
*/?/ and */H/, which is valid for word-internal position as well. Moreover I have
shown that because the Hittite phoneme /H"/ < *hyu corresponds to the Lycian
phoneme g = [k"] < *hyu it is likely that this phoneme, /H"/, was PAnatolian
already.

Because the old PIE laryngeal system collapses (*/, and *h; merge in *#He-
and *CRHV to PAnat. */H/; *h; and *h; merge in all other position as PAnat.
*/?/), the allophonic colouring of pre-PAnat. *e due to adjacent *h, and *h;
becomes phonemicized, yielding the PAnat. phonemes */a/ and */o/ (the latter
ultimately merging with the reflex of PIE *0). Note that Lycian shows different
reflexes of *a (namely a) and *o (namely e), which proves that at the PAnatolian
level the vowels /o/ and /a/ were distinct.
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1.3 HITTITE PHONEME INVENTORY
1.3.1 Cuneiform script

The history of the cuneiform scripts starts with the Sumerians’ desire to keep
track of business transactions: around 3200 BC the first economic records and
inventories were made on lumps of clay by drawing pictures of specific objects
together with strokes and cones to represent numbers. Although these pictographs
were initially used only as a one-to-one representation of the objects they
depicted, in the course of time they not only received a broader semantic notion
(e.g. the sign ‘mouth’ could be used for ‘to speak’ and ‘word’ as well), but also
could be used more or less phonetically (e.g. the sign ‘mouth’ was pronounced
ka, and could be used for writing words with a similar phonetic shape). Together
with the fact that the pictographs became more and more stylized and in the end
were not well recognizable as the original object anymore, a breeding ground was
laid for this system’s development into a phonetic script. Around 2350 BC the
Sumerian script was adopted by the Akkadians, who reshaped it into a writing
system in which the phonetic representation of the language served as the basis,
although logograms, i.e. signs that represent a certain notion without referring to
it phonetically (the abstracted descendants of the Sumerian pictographs), were
still used on a large scale."*

The cuneiform script that is used by the Hittite scribes is derived from an Old-
Babylonian cursive type that is known from Northern Syria (e.g. Alalah). How
exactly the practice of writing found its way from there to Hattusa is not fully
clear.”” Just as in Akkadian, the writing system is basically phonetic.'®
Nevertheless, a word can be written logographically with so-called sumerograms
(i.e. the logograms that are derived from the Sumerian script,’” e.g. DINGIR

" Cf. Coulmas 2003: 41-9; Fischer 2001: 47-57.

15 1t has often been claimed that “diese Form der Keilschrift [= the Old-Babylonian cursive] im
Zusammenhang mit Kriegsziigen des hethitischen Grokonigs Hattusili I. nach Nordsyrien (um 1550
v. Chr. gemél der Kurzchronologie) von dort nach Hattusa [...] gelangt sei” (HZL: 15). The discovery
of a text (Kt k/k 4) at Kiiltepe (Kani$) that palaeographically occupies “eine Position zwischen dem
“Normal-aA [= altassyrischen]” Duktus einerseits und dem altsyrischen und dem althethitischen
andererseits” (Hecker 1990: 57) shows that the transfer of the Syro-Babylonian scribal tradition into
Asia Minor may have been a more gradual proces that predates the Hittites” occupation of HattuSa.

' In transliteration, phonetic signs are given in small italics.

'7 Sumerograms are transliterated in Roman capitals.



‘god’) or with akkadograms (i.e. as if in Akkadian,'® e.g. U-UL ‘not’). It is likely
that in both cases the Hittites read these logographically written words with their
Hittite counterparts, as can be seen by the use of phonetic complements (i.e. the
addition of phonetic signs to spell part of the word underlying the logographic
writing, usually to indicate the proper ending, e.g. DINGIR-u§ = nom.sg. $ius
‘god’). To complicate matters, sumerograms sometimes could be extended by an
Akkadian phonetic complement, e.g. DINGIR"”""* which functions as a sort of
sumerographic writing of Akk. ilum ‘god’, which itself must be regarded as an
akkadographic writing of the Hittite word §7us ‘god’. Moreover, the cuneiform
writing system makes use of so-called determinatives, i.e. logograms that indicate
a certain semantic sphere of the word next to which they are placed.” For
instance, GIS ‘wood’ can be used with words that denote objects that are made of
wood (e.g. Glgninijal- ‘cradle’), E ‘building’ can be used with words that denote
buildings (e.g. Eﬁis?d ‘mausoleum(?)’). Although usually placed in front of a
word, some determinatives can be placed at the end of a word (e.g. MUSEN
‘bird’ as in hdranMUgEN ‘eagle’).

For the linguist interested in the Hittite language this complicated system has
some disadvantages: certain words are only attested with a sumerographical
spelling and never with phonetic signs, which means that we do not know the
Hittite rendering of these words. This is not only the case with some rare words,
but also with certain words that belong to the basic vocabulary. For instance,
‘son’ is attested with the sumerogram DUMU only; ‘daughter’ is only spelled
DUMU.MUNUS?'; the Hittite reading of the sumerogram MUNUS ‘woman’ is
disputed®; we do not know the Hittite words for HUR.SAG ‘mountain’,
GUSKIN ‘gold’, KU.BABBAR ‘silver’ or numerals like “five’, ‘six’, ‘eight’, etc.
Nevertheless, we must not forget that exactly the usage of these sumerograms has
played a key-role in deciphering the Hittite language and that even nowadays the
best evidence for the meaning of a rarely attested word is when a parallel text or
copy is found with this word duplicated by a sumerogram.

Despite the wide use of logograms, the Hittite writing system is basically a
phonetic one. The phonetic signs are all syllabic, which means that they possess a

value V, CV, VC and CVC only (in which V = vowel and C = consonant).

'8 Akkadograms are transliterated in italic capitals.

' Note that the Akkadian phonetic complement is transliterated in superscript.
» Determinatives are transliterated in superscript as well.

2 But cf. ""NSduttariiata/i-.

%2 See the discussion under the lemma *kuyan-.
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Herewith, the script was not very well equipped for writing Hittite. As an Indo-
European language, Hittite uses words that often contain large consonant clusters,
which are difficult to render with a syllabic script: if one wants to write word-
initial or word-final consonant clusters or internal clusters of three or more
consonants with syllabic signs, one cannot avoid to write vowels that are neither
phonetically nor phonologically real. For instance, the word /parHt’i/ ‘he chases’
is spelled pdr-ah-zi as well as pdr-ha-zi. In this case, the alternation between pdr-
ah-zi and pdr-ha-zi proves that these a’s are “empty”. In other cases, determining
whether a vowel grapheme is phonetically and/or phonologically real can be quite
difficult, however.

In the following sections I will discuss in detail the peculiarities of the
cuneiform script as used by the Hittites in order to determine the Hittite
phonological system. I will first look at consonants and then move on to the
vowels.

1.3.2 Stops

The Old-Babylonian cuneiform syllabary that functioned as the source of the
syllabary used in Bogazkoy originally had distinct signs for voiced and voiceless
stops, e.g. BA vs. PA, DA vs. TA, GI vs. KI, etc.” Nevertheless, the Akkadian
texts from Bogazkoy do not use these contrasting pairs to express a distinction
between voiced and voiceless stops. For instance, the sign PA is used as pa as
well as bd, whereas BA is used as ba as well as pd. Similarly, TA is used as ta as
well as da; DA as da as well as ta; TI as ti as well as di; DI as di as well as tiy,
etc.

In the Hittite texts, the contrasting pairs are not used for voice distinctions
either. They are largely interchangeable instead: e.g. ba-i-i§ = pa-i§ = /pais/ ‘he
gave’; da-it-ti = ta-it-ti = /taiti/ ‘you place’; gi-nu-uz-zi = ki-nu-uz-zi = /kiniit'y/
‘he opens up’.>* It must be admitted that certain words show an almost consistent
spelling with e.g. DA whereas others are spelled exclusively with TA (e.g. dai ‘he
puts’ is consistently spelled with the sign DA; the sentence initial conjunction ta
is consistently spelled with TA), but all attempts to interpret these cases as

** Durham 1976: 364.

* Some signs are hardly used in the Hittite texts: e.g. BA predominantly occurs in names; GU is
attested only once in a phonetic value ([pla-an-gu-us (StBoT 25.13 ii 9 (OS))); BE is used with the
values pdt, pit or pét only.
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pointing to a phonemic opposition in voice,” have failed.”® We rather have to
interpret these cases as spelling conventions.

Nevertheless, it cannot be denied that the Hittite scribes did distinguish
between two series of stops which were expressed by single (V-C,V) vs. geminate
spelling (VC)-C, V). Sturtevant (1932a) was the first to describe this phenomenon
and showed that from an etymological point of view the single spelled stops
correspond to the PIE ‘voiced’ and ‘voiced aspirated’ series *D and *D", whereas
the geminate spelled stops etymologically correspond to the PIE ‘voiceless’ series
*T (‘Sturtevant’s Law’). The exact phonetic interpretation of the single spelling
(which is often termed ‘lenis’) vs. the geminate spelling (often termed ‘fortis’) is
difficult, however.

In Hurrian, we find a similar system, namely a distinction between stops that
are spelled V-C,V and stops that are spelled VC,-C,;V. On the basis of Hurrian
texts from Ugarit that are written in an alphabetic script, we are much better able
to interpret these spellings phonetically, however. According to Wegner (2000:
40), Hurrian shows a phonemic distinction between short (= single spelled) and
long (= geminate spelled) stops, which are both voiceless. The short stops became
phonetically voiced in some environments (namely intervocalically and after
resonant), but these should be regarded as mere allophones.

Kimball (1999: 54) assumes that the Hittites took over the cuneiform script
from the Hurrians and states that “[s]cribes adapting the syllabary for Hittite, if
they were native speakers of Akkadian, which had phonemic voicing, or native
speakers of Hittite, which probably had phonemic voicing, would have tended to
hear and spell Hurrian single intervocalic stops as voiced and to hear and spell
double stops as voiceless, and, unless they themselves were acquainted with the
Old Babylonian values, they would have spelled Hittite voiceless stops with
double stops and voiced stops with single stops”. Apart from the fact that this
reasoning is rather circular (using the assumption that Hittite probably had
phonemic voicing in an argumentation to show that the Hittite spelling reflects
phonemic voicing), it would predict that Bogazkdy Akkadian would use the same
spelling convention to distinguish between voiced and voiceless stops. This is not
the case, however: “[t]here seems to be no trace of this orthography [i.e. a system
of distinction between stops spelled VC-CV (voiceless(?)) and those spelled V-CV

» E.g. Oettinger 1979a: 551f.

% Cf. Melchert 1994a: 13-4: “While a great number of words are spelled consistently with either the
voiceless or voiced sign, this usage does not correspond in any meaningful way with the voicing
quality of the sounds being indicated, based on their expected inherited value”.
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(voiced(?))] in Bo[gazkoy] Akk[adian]” (Durham 1976: 371). Moreover, there
are spelling conventions in Hurrian that are not used in Hittite, e.g. the use of the
sign GE/I as having the e-vowel only (/ke/) vs. the use of the sign KE/I as having
the i-vowel only (/ki/) (Wegner 2000: 37-8). This shows that the Hittites cannot
have adopted the cuneiform script directly from the Hurrians.

Melchert (1994a: 20) interprets the Hittite ‘fortis’ stops as long and voiceless (-
TT-), whereas the ‘lenis’ stops are short and voiced (-D-). Furthermore, Melchert
assumes that secondarily a third series arose, namely stops that are long as well as
voiced (-DD-) (the result of e.g. *-Dh;,-). The existence of this last series must be
abandoned, however: there is not a shred of evidence for a distinction in spelling
between “-T7-" and “-DD-”, and therefore a phonetic and phonological
distinction between the two cannot be proven. Moreover, Melchert does not give
any evidence for the view that the long stops were voiceless and the the short
ones voiced.

In my view, voice cannot have been a distinctive feature between the geminate
spelled and the single spelled stops. If voice really was a phonological feature of
one of these series, why did the Hittite scribes not use the voice-distinction
available in the Akkadian syllabary? Even in writing Akkadian, of which we
know that it had phonemic voicing, a distinction in voice is not expressed in
spelling, which suggests that the Hittite scribes just were not able to distinguish
voiced from voiceless stops. Moreover, as we saw above, the fact that in
Bogazkoy Akkadian the system of single vs. geminate spelling is not used, shows
that the ‘fortis/lenis’-distinction cannot be compared phonetically to the
distinction in voice known from Akkadian.

The fact that the Hittite scribes used the orthographically awkward distinction
between geminate vs. single spelling in writing Hittite can only mean that the
phonetic distinction between the two series of stops was length. This is supported
by the following observations.

First, in certain phonetic developments where it is significant whether a
syllable is closed or open, a geminate spelled stop counts as a closing factor. For
instance, the form kitta ‘he lies’ < *kiita < *Kéito shows the ‘shortening’ of *ii in
a closed syllable,”” which shows that -#- closes the syllable and therefore must be
regarded as phonetically long [t:].

Second, if voice was a distinctive feature, we would expect to find voice-
assimilation. So, if a word like e-ku-ud-du ‘he must drink’ would really contain a

" Compare ki-is-ha ‘1 become’ /kisHa/ < *kiisHa < *géis-h,o vs. ki-i-5a ‘he becomes’ /kisa/ <

*kijsa < *géis-o.
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cluster [-g"t-] with a voiced stop [g"] before a voiceless stop [t], I do not see why
neither the [g"] was devoiced because of the following [t] to **[-k¥t-] (spelled
*%*o_ek-ku-ud-du), nor the [t] was voiced because of the preceding [g"] to **[g"d]
(spelled **e-ku-du). Since neither of these assimilations took place, we are bound
to conclude that voicedness is neither a phonemic nor a phonetic feature of the
Hittite stops.

I therefore conclude that the ‘fortis’ consonants (spelled with a geminate) were
phonetically long and the ‘lenis’ consonants (spelled single) were short and that
there is no evidence for a distinction in voice. So VppV = [p:] vs. VpV = [p]; VetV
and VddV = [t:] vs. VtV and VdV = [t]; etc. Nevertheless, I have chosen to adopt
the following phonemic spelling throughout the book:

Fortis Ip/ It/ k! K"/
Lenis YA VR R o

The choice of these symbols for the phonological representation of the stops is
a matter of convenience. It does not indicate that I consider voicedness a
phonemic feature at any point in the history of Hittite.

It should be noted that the phonetic change of a fortis stop into a lenis stop or
vice versa (which can happen in certain phonetic environments) should
consequently not be called ‘voicing’ or ‘devoicing’, but rather ‘lenition’ and
“fortition’.”® For instance, the fact that impf. ak-ku-us-ke/a- ‘to drink’ shows a
fortis /k"/ whereas the basic verb has /g"/ (eku-"" / aku-) is due to fortition of /g"/
to /k"/ in front of /-ske/a-/, and not due to devoicing.29

Since in word-initial position no orthographic distinction between geminate and
single stop could be made, it is unclear whether the two series are distinct in this
position or have merged. Since there is not a single spelling practice in Hittite
(nor in Palaic and CLuwian, for that matter) that even attempts to indicate a
distinction between initial *7" and *D / *Dh, I cannot but assume that in initial
position this distinction has been lost. Nevertheless, the distinction must have
been present in Proto-Anatolian, as is indicated by the fact that initial *#i- yielded
Hitt. z- and *di- > Hitt. §-, whereas they merged in Luwian as #i-. So, if the two
series have merged in Hittite in initial position, this must be a post-Proto-

 Similarly, I use the term fortited for describing an original lenis stop that has become a fortis one
(in analogy to lenited).
¥ Contra e.g. Melchert 1994a: 92, who calls this phenomenon a “regressive voicing assimilation”.
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Anatolian development.*® On the basis of reduplicated forms like kikkis-"""", the

imperfective of kis5-“" / kis- “to happen, to become’< *geis-, it has been assumed
that in Hittite the initial stops merged in the fortis series /p, t, k and k"/.3! Since
the moment of the creation of this reduplicated form is unknown, it does not shed
too much light on the situation in Hittite, however.*> On the contrary, the stem
hatug- ‘terrible’, which probably reflects *h,tug-, shows lenition of PIE *¢ to Hitt.
/d/ in the initial cluster */,¢->> and therefore could be used as an argument for the
opposite view, namely that all initial stops merged into the lenis series. Again this
example is non-probative, however, because the fact that /d/ is a lenis stop does
not prove anything regarding the status of initial #-. All in all, the matter cannot
be decided. Since merger equals absence of a phonemic distinction, the matter
may not be very interesting from a phonological point of view. In this book I will
cite initial stops with their fortis variant in phonological interpretations, so /p-/,
Nt-/, /k-/ and /K%-/.

We could assume that in word-final position a similar merger has taken place,
and Melchert (1994a: 85) states that “[v]oiced stops ha[ve] been generalized in

993

word-final position”, giving “pa-i-ta-as = /payd-as/ ‘went he’” as an example.
This example is non-probative, however, since the enclictic personal pronoun =a-
may have had a leniting effect on the preceding consonant (just as the enclitic
particle =(m)a ‘but’ had, in contrast with the fortiting enclitic particle =(i)a
‘and’). It is moreover contradicted by the words fakku /tak™/ and nekku /nek™/ that
show a fortis /k"/ in word-final position. When compared with 2sg.imp.act. e-ku
/2€g"/ “drink!”, which unmistakingly has a lenis stop in word-final position, we
must conclude that the fortis and lenis stops remained distinct word-finally.

For the phonemicity of the labiovelars, compare the spellings e-ku-zi, e-uk-zi
‘he drinks’ and tar-ku-zi, tar-uk-zi ‘he dances’ that point to a monophonemic /g"/
and /k"/ and not to /gu/ and /ku/. Moreover, a-ku-e-ni ‘we drink’ contrasts with
ar-nu-me-ni ‘we transport’ which shows that the former is /2g"uéni/ < *h,g""-

% Melchert (1994a: 20) is aware of this and therefore calls the “devoicing of word-initial stops”,
which he assumes for Hittite as well as for Palaic and CLuwian, “an areal feature across Anatolia”.

*' Cf. Melchert 1994a: 19.

2 1t is for instance possible that kikkis- was created at a (post-Proto-Anatolian) period when the
initial stops had merged into the fortis series, but that later on all initial stops became lenis again, so
that attested kikkis- in fact represents /gikis-/.

3 Which implies that we must assume that in forms like happessar ‘limb’ < *hyp-éh,sh,r, hattant-
‘clever’ < *ht-ént-, or appanzi ‘they seize’ < *hpénti, where the fortis stop at first sight seems to
have been retained in a similar initial cluster, these consonants were in fact restored on the basis of the
full-grade stems *h.ep-, *hzet- and *h,ep-.
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uéni, whereas the latter is /?rnuméni/ < *hzr-nu-uéni, where -uy- yielded -um-. A
third argument is that e-ku-ut-ta ‘he drank’ shows the postconsonantal allomorph
-tta of the 3sg.pret.act.-ending (cf. e.g. e-ep-ta ‘he took’), whereas e.g. ar-nu-ut
shows the postvocalic variant -£. Compare also the fact that 1sg.pret.act. e-ku-un
‘I drank’ shows the postconsonantal ending -unm which contrasts which the
postvocalic variant -nun as visible in e.g. ar-nu-nu-un ‘I settled’.

All in all, with regard to the stops, the Hittite phonological system nicely
matches the Proto-Indo-European phonological system. If we compare the two
systems, we see that between PIE and Hittite only three major developments took
place. First, the loss of glottalization in the glottalized lenis series (the traditional
‘voiced’ series) caused this series to merge with the plain lenis series (the
traditional ‘voiced aspirated’ series). Note that there is no indication that
anywhere in the development between PIE and Hittite voice or aspiration has
been a phonological or even phonetic feature. Secondly, the PIE palatovelars and
the plain velars (which were still separate phonemes at the Proto-Anatolian stage)
merged into Hitt. /k/ and /g/. Thirdly, word-initially the lenis and fortis series
seem to have merged.

1.3.3 Glottal stop

In Kloekhorst fthe.c, I have argued that in word-initial position Hittite possesses a
phonemic glottal stop /2/. This is apparent e.g. in the spelling difference between
t-ya-a-tar ‘inspection’ and wa-a-tar ‘water’, where the former reflects *Hu-otr
and the latter *uddr. This means that s-ua-a-tar represents /2uadr/** and wa-a-tar
stands for /uadr/. A word-initial glottal stop also clarifies the symmetry between
Sa-Sa-an-zi ‘they sleep’ /ssant’i/ < *ssénti and a-Sa-an-zi ‘they are’ /?sant’i/ <
*h,sénti.>

OS spellings like ne-e-a ‘turns’ < *néih,;-o and hé-e-a-u-e-es ‘rains’ < *héih;-
eu- show that in the oldest period the glottal stop was still present in intervocalic
position: /né?a/ and /Hé?aues/. Younger spellings like ne-e-ia (MH/MS) and }ié-e-
ia-u-e-§=a (OS), which must represent /néa/ and /Héaues/ respectively, show that
intervocalic glottal stop was lost in the late OH period.

3 Cf. Durham 1976: 109 for the observation that in the Akkadian texts written in Bogazkoy the sign
U could be used as ‘uy, i.e. with initial "aleph = [?].
3 Ibid.: 117 for the sign A as ‘a,.
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In the position *CRA,V, the glottal stop was retained as such throughout Hittite
as can be seen by spellings like pa-ri-pa-ra-a-i ‘he blows’ which must represent
[pripr2ai/ < *pri-prh;-6i-ei.”® Note that if *h; would have been lost in this
position, we would expect a spelling **pa-ri-ip-ra-a-i = **/priprai/.

1.3.4 Affricate

It is generally assumed that the consonant -z->" must be phonetically interpreted
as an affricate [’t§],38 which for instance follows from the fact that the outcome of
nom.sg.c. *-ent-s is spelled -an-za. To which extent this affricate [ts] must be
regarded as a single phoneme instead of a sequence of the phonemes /t/ and /s/ is
less clear. A major source for -z- is the assibilation of *-f- in front of *-i-.
Nevertheless, the outcome of *-zi- is not identical to the outcome of *-Tsi-, as we
can tell from the fact that 2sg.pres.act. *h,édsi ‘you eat’ yields a form spelled in
Hittite as e-ez-$i, whereas the 3sg.pres.act.-ending of -ie/a- and -Ske/a-verbs, *-e-
ti, yields a form spelled in Hittite as -ez-zi or -Ce-zi, but never as **-ez-§i. In my

/ ,39 whereas the

view, this shows that the former form, e-ez-§i, represents /2édSi
latter forms represent /-et’i/, with a monophonemic sound that I have rendered
with the symbol /t’/ throughout this book. It must be noted, however, that I do not
interpret every spelling of -z- without a following -$- as a spelling of the phoneme
/t'/. In cases where synchronically an analysis of 7 + s or d + s is obvious, I just
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write /ts/ or /ds/.”” Note that I also interpret the outcome of *-#- or *-df- as /-tst-/

and /-dst-/. This is indicated by spellings like az-za-as-te-ni /?dsténi/ ‘you eat’ <

3 See under the lemma parai-'/ pari- ‘to blow’ fur further treatment.

37 Spelled with the signs ZA, ZE/I, ZE, ZU, AZ, E/IZ, UZ, GAZ, ZUL and ZUM, which in
Akkadian are used for the emphatic s: sa, sé/i, se/i, s, as, e/is, us, gas, sul and sum respectively.

3 Cf. Kouwenberg (2003: 83) who states that Akk. “emphatic” s in fact was glottalized /3/, which
was realized as an affricate /%/. Kimball’s suggestion (1999: 107) that “it is possible that °Z°
represents a voiced pre- or postconsonantal /z/ resulting from voicing assimilation (e.g. za-ma-an-kur
“beard” = [zma(n)kur] (?) < IE *smékwr “beard” [...])” is entirely ad hoc: cf. cases where Hitt. Sa-mV
reflects etymological *sm/V.

* With /S/ as visible in [e-ez-za-a]$-si, cf. § 1.4.4.2.

“E.g. hur-za-ke/a- = [Hortske/a-/, which is the imperfective in -ske/a- of huuart-' / hurt- (cf. the one
spelling hur-za-as-ke/a-), or -an-za = /-ants/, which is a nom.sg.c. in -s of the suffix -ant- (cf. the
spelling -an-za-as-sa /-antSa/ = -anz + =(i)a).
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*h,d-th)é and e-ez-za-as-ta [?édsta/ ‘he ate’ < *h,éd-t(o). This also makes it
unnecessary to assume a variant /d*/ besides /t*/.

Yoshida’s attempt (2001) to show that in the oldest texts there was an
opposition between geminate spelled -zz- and single spelled -z- that reflects
PAnat. *-ti- vs. *-di- and therefore must be interpreted as an opposition between
fortis /t*/ and lenis /d*/ fails to convince me.*'

1.3.5 Fricatives
I assume the following phonemic fricatives:
Fortis /H/ MY IS/
Lenis /h/ ¥/ Is/
The difference between fortis and lenis is expressed by geminate vs. single
spelling. In initial position, we cannot decide whether we are dealing with the
fortis or the lenis variant, and I therefore write /H-/, /H”-/ and /s-/ initially. For

the phonemicity of the labialized laryngeals /H"/ and /h"/, see Kloekhorst fthe.c,

where 1 argued that a spelling variation like tar-hu-zi, ta-ru-up-zi and tar-up-zi

‘he conquers’ points to a phonological form /tarH"t'i/.**

1.3.6 Resonants
The following resonants are in my view phonemic:
Fortis /R/ /L/ IN/ M/

Lenis It/ n /n/ /m/

I The only secure examples of assibilation of *di- in Hittite show an outcome §i-, namely %s7us
‘god’ < *diéus and Siyatt- ‘day’ < *diéyot-.

42 IH"/ is the regular outcome of PIE *-/;u-, On the basis of the fact that *-/,u- yielded the Lycian
monophoneme g = [k"T", I conclude that /H*/ was already phonemic at the Proto-Anatolian stage.
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Again, the difference between fortis and lenis is expressed by geminate vs.
single spelling. Since this difference is not visible in word-initial position, I
arbitrarily write /1-/, /n-/ and /m-/ here. Note that /r/ does not occur word-initially,

which is a direct result of the PIE constraint that no word could start in *r-.*

1.3.7 Syllabic resonants

Although the fact that a PIE sequence *CRC yields the Hittite spelling CaRC is
well-established, the exact phonetic and phonological interpretation of this
spelling is not fully clear. Usually, the spelling CaRC is phonologically
interpreted as /CaRC/, having a real vowel /a/.** That this cannot be correct, is
deducible from the verb ars-" / ar§- ‘to flow’. Here we find a distribution
between the strong stem that is spelled a-ar-as- and the weak stem that is spelled
ar-as- or ar-$°. As I have argued under its lemma, we expect that the strong stem
reflects *h,ers-, which suggests that the spelling a-ar-as® phonologically must be
interpreted as /?arS-/, containing the vowel /a/.® This means, however, that the
weak stem ar$-, which must reflect *A,rs-, cannot contain the vowel /a/, since we
then would have expected the same spelling for strong and weak stem. This
forces us to look for another solution. There are two options: on the one hand we
can assume that in *CRC an anaptyctic vowel emerged that, although it did
resemble /a/, was not identical to it. We could think of [9] or [e] or similar, which
by default was spelled with -a-. This would mean that we would have to assume a
phonemic vowel that I will write as /a/: so *CrC > Hitt. /CarC/, spelled CarC.

On the other hand, we could also envisage that these ‘vocalic’ resonants in fact
were underlyingly still identical to their consontal counterparts, /t/, /I/, /m/ and
/n/, and that their syllabicity was a pure phonetic feature that is predictable on the
basis of the phonetic environment. This would mean that PIE *CrC yields Hitt.
/CrC/, phonetically realized as [CarC] or [CerC], spelled CarC.

Problematic, however, is that the Hittite texts offer arguments for both options.
For instance, the verb appat(a)riie/a-" ‘to confiscate’, which is a derivative in
-ie/a- of the noun appatar ‘seizing’, is spelled ap-pa-at-ri-ez-zi (OS), ap-pa-ta-ri-

4 S0 all PIE roots that seemingly had an initial *r-, must in fact have had either *A,r-, *hor- or
*hyr-, the regular outcomes of which in Hittite were /?r-/, /Hr-/ and /?r-/, spelled ar-, har- and ar-,
respectively.

* E.g. Melchert 1994a: 125.

> Note that the ‘plene’ spelling in this case does not indicate vowel length, but rather must be read
as ‘a-ar-as- with the sign A = ‘ay.
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ez-zi (OH/MS?), as well as ap-pdt-ri-ia-az-zi (MH/NS). The first and last
attestation seem to point to phonetic [?p:atrié/a-], whereas the second points to
phonetic [?p:atrjé/a-] or [?p:atorjé/a-]. Phonemically, this verb must be interpreted
as /?padrié/a-/, which subsequently shows that the noun appatar must represent
/?padt/, without a phonemic vowel /o/.

In § 2.2.2.2.f, T argue that the ji-verbs that show a synchronic a/-ablaut, e.g.
ga-ra-a-pi / ka-ri-pa-an-zi = /krabi / kribant’i/, must ultimately go back to the
normal *o/@-ablaut, in this case *¢'rébh-ei / *g"rbh-énti. Because the
phonetically regular outcome of these verbs, Hitt. CRaCi / **CaRCanzi < *CroC-
ei / *CRC-énti, shows a synchronic Schwebe-ablaut CRaC- / CaRC-, the weak
stem form was altered by inserting the epenthetic vowel /i/ on the place of the
strong stem vowel: CRiC- in analogy to *CRaC-. This scenario implies, however,
that the vowel of **CaRC- < *CRC- was at least phonetically real. Moreover, we
would be inclined to think that this vowel must have been phonemically real as
well in order to trigger a replacement by the secondary stem CRiC-.

In word-initial position we encounter forms like *nsds > an-za-a-as ‘us’ vs.
#[g"ént- > la-ga-an-t- “felled’. Here it is quite clear that the outcome la-ga-an-t-
cannot be regular: we should expect **al-ga-an-t-, just as *nsds yielded an-za-a-
as. Quite obviously, the form /a-ga-an-t- has been influenced by full-grade forms
like */6g"ei > la-a-ki. This indicates that here we really should assume a
phonemic vowel /o/, and subsequently interpret /a-ga-an-t- as /logant-/. A similar
concept explains wa-al-ha-an-zi, ua-al-ah-ha-an-zi ‘they hit’ < *ulhs-énti. In
analogy to the strong stem *uélhs-ti > Hitt. /udlHt"i/, ua-al-ah-zi ‘he hits’, the
weak stem, which should have regularly yielded /ulHant'i/, was changed to
/uslHant™i/.

The vowel /o/ is also necessary for the interpretation of ku-ua-as-ke/a-, the
imperfective of kuen- / kun- ‘to kill, to slay’. As I have shown in Kloekhorst
fthe.e, a sequence *CuRCC or *K"RCC yields Hitt. CuyaRCC (whereas *CuRCV
or *K"RCV yields CuRCV). This means that ku-ya-as-ke/a- reflects /k"aske/a-/ <
*/k"nske/a-/, the regular outcome of *g""n-ské/6-.

All in all, I will in principle treat the ‘syllabic’ resonants phonemically as their
consonantal counterparts and assume that any phonetic realization with an
epenthetic vowel is automatically determined by the environment. So the pair
ar$zi / ar§anzi in my view represents phonological /?arS- / ?rS-/. Nevertheless,
some words where the vocalization of a resonant is analogically altered or where
the buccal part of the vocalized resonant has been lost, can only be analysed as
containing a phonemic vowel /o/ (e.g. la-ga-an-t- /logant-/ << *Ig"ént-, ma-ak-nu-
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/magnu-/ << *mg-nu-, ya-al-ha-an-zi fuslHant'i/ << *ulhsénti and ku-ua-as-ke/a-
/kVaske/a-/ < *g""nské/6-). The vowel /a/ is rather marginal, however.

1.3.8 Semi-vowels

It is usually assumed that Hittite possessed two semi-vowels or glides, namely /y/
and /w/. This implies that these are phonologically different from the vowels /i/
and /u/. Let us look at several phonetic environments to see if this is really the
case.

In the case of *TiT and *TuT (in which T = any stop), it is quite clear that in
Hittite there is no phonological difference between /TiT/ and /TuT/ on the one
hand and /TyT/ and /TwT/ of the other. In the case of *Vil and *Vu/V, it is also
clear that in Hittite there is no phonological distinction between /ViV/ and /VuV/
on the one hand and /VyV/ and /VwV/. So in these environments it is not useful
to distinguish between /i/ and /y/ and between /u/ and /w/. The question becomes
more interesting when dealing with cases like *Cul / *CiV and *CuRC and
*CiRC.

Let us first look at *CulV and *CiV. We may ask ourselves if a form like /a-ak-
nu-an-zi, la-ak-nu-ya-an-zi ‘they fell’ < *Ig"-nu-énti is phonologically to be
interpreted as /lagnuant’i/, as /lognwant’i/ or even as /lognuwant’i/. The last option
is impossible, since Hittite has a synchronic sound law that -uu V- yields -umV-,*
so we must choose from either /lagnuant’i/ or /lagnwant®i/. It is clear that this
latter option is impossible as well, since we then would have expected a phonetic
realization  [lognwéant’i] or [logenwant’i], spelled **la-ga-nu-ua-an-zi
(vocalization of -n- in between consonants). So we must conclude that
/lognuant’i/ is the only correct phonological interpretation. It is likely, however,
that the sequence /CuaC/ was phonetically realized with a glide [u], so [Cu*aC],
but we must keep in mind that this glide did not have a phonemic status.

The case of ap-pa-at-ri-ez-zi is similar: should we analyze this as /?padriét’i/,
[?padryét’i/ or /?padriyét’i/? Although in principle the last option cannot be
disproven (there are no indications that a sequence -iif/’- would undergo a

¢ One could argue that this rule has ceased to operate at the time that /lagnuwant‘i/ has become the
phonemic form, but this is incorrect: the development “/uw/” > /um/ is synchronically still operative
as can be seen from e.g. aumeni ‘we see’. This form is a MH creation that replaced OH umeéni: if at
that time the development /uw/ > /um/ had ceased to operate, the secondary form au- + -yeni should

have yielded **auuyeni.
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phonetic change), it is inevitable that here as well we should choose for the
analysis /?padriét’i/. We therefore can conclude that in the case of *Cul and
*CiV, the outcomes must be phonologically interpreted as /CuV/ and /CiV/ and
not as **/CwV/ and **/CyV/.

The case of *CuRC, including *#urC and *Cur#, is very interesting, however.
For instance, the suffix -uar, which forms verbal nouns, always has the form -uar,
no matter if a consonant or a vowel precedes. Under its lemma, we will see that
-uar reflects *-ur, however. The idea is that on the basis of postvocalic positions,
e.g. *-ié-yr or *-ské-yr, the variant *-yr was generalized, also when following a
consonant, e.g. hinkuuar. The question now is, does this form synchronically
represent /Hinkwr/, or should we analyse it as /Hinkuor/? This latter form would
show the position /CuV/ of which we have seen that here no distinction between
/CuV/ and /CwV/ is visible.

A similar question can be asked with regard to walh-"" ‘to hit’. As we will see
under its lemma, this verb must have undergone some levelling. The PIE
paradigm *uélhs-ti, *ulhs-énti should regularly have yielded **ualzi, *ullanzi,
which is quite different from the attested forms: ua-al-ah-zi, ua-al-ha-an-zi. In
order to explain these forms, we should assume the following scenario: (1)
prevocalic *u is phonemicized as /w/: *uélhsti > *uélhsti; (2) *u spreads over the
paradigm, replacing *ulhsénti by *ulhsénti; (3) at the moment that
interconsonantal laryngeals drop, *h; is restored in *yélhsti in analogy of
*ylhsénti, where it was retained; (4) *uélhsti, *ulhsénti yields Hitt. ua-al-ah-zi,
ua-al-ha-an-zi. As we see, in the prehistory of Hittite it is of crucial importance to
assume a phonological difference between /w/ and /u/. The question is whether
this in synchronic Hittite is the case as well. If 3pl. ua-al-ha-an-zi < *ulhsénti is
to be phonologically interpreted as /wiHéant’i/, we should certainly assume a
separate phoneme /w/, because /ulHant’i/ would have been spelled **ul-ha-an-
zi.*” If however, ya-al-ha-an-zi is to be phonologically interpreted as /uslHant'i/,
as was suggested above (§ 1.3.7), we are dealing with a sequence *#uV, of which
it is likely that it does not show a distinction between /#uV/ and /#wV/ (in
analogy to *Cul’).

Compare also the example of #-ra-a-ni ‘burns’. As we will see under its
lemma, this form reflects *urh,;-ori, and I therefore phonologically interpret #-ra-
a-ni as fur?ani/. From MH times onwards, this form is spelled wa-ra-a-ni,

47 At least in OS texts, cf. the regular development of OH ti-ra-a-ni fur?ani/ > MH/NH ya-ra-a-ni =
/uar?ani/ ‘burns’.
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however. Does this form represent /wr?ani/, with a real /w/, or should we assume
fuar?ani/, with initial /uV/?

As we see, in cases where *u is adjacent to a syllabic resonant, the
phonological interpretation is a matter of taste. If one wants, one could assume a
phoneme /w/ in these positions, but I would rather analyse these cases as /uaR/, in
which no distinction between /u/ and /w/ has to be made.

All in all, I do not think that it is necessary to assume a phonological distinction
between the semi-vowels /y/ and /w/ on the one hand and the real vowels /i/ and
fu/ on the other.”® T will therefore only use the vowels /i/ and /u/ in my
phonological system (and consequently write /ViV/ and /VuV/ as well).

Note that with the elimination of phonemic /w/, the rule */uw/ > /um/ and */wu/
> /mu/ should be reformulated as */uuV/ > /umV/ and */VuuC/ > /VmuC/. For
instance: /2au-/ + /-ueni/ > */?4uueni/ > /24umeni/.*’

1.3.9 Vowels

Because of the deficiency of the cuneiform script, the reconstruction of the Hittite
vowel system is not easy.

As I stated above (§ 1.3.1), the fact that the script only contains signs with the
value V, CV, VC and CVC makes it impossible to write word-initial or word-final
consonant clusters or internal clusters of three or more consonants without
writing vowels that are neither phonetically nor phonologically real,” e.g.
/parHt’i/ ‘he chases’ which is spelled pdr-ah-zi as well as pdr-ha-zi in which the
underlined a’s must be ‘empty’. Unfortunately, it is not always clear when a
written vowel is real or empty or if we have to reckon with a difference between a
phonetically real and a phonologically real vowel (cf. for instance the status of the
spelling of -a- in reflexes of *CRC as discussed in § 1.3.7 above). It therefore can

zi ¢

BA special case is the verb tar(kju-" ‘to dance’. As I will show under its lemma, this verb reflects
*terk"-, of which the buccal part of *£" is lost in the cluster *7£"C (compare e.g. harzi ‘he has’ <
*haérkti). So *térk"ti > Hitt. tar-ii-zi and, more importantly, impf. *#rk"ské/6- > OH ta-ru-us-ke/a- >
NH tar-i-is-ke/a-. Does the NH form tar-ui-is-ke/a- have to be interpreted as /trwiské/d-/ and therefore
OH ta-ru-us-ke/a- as /trwské/a-/ and tar-ii-zi as /tarwt’i/? Or can we assume that in NH tar-ii-is-ke/a-
the NH suffix-variant /-iské/a-/ has been secondarily introduced and that OH fa-ru-us-ke/a- can be
interpreted as /truské/a-/ and tar-ii-zi as /tarut’i/?

4 Which incidentally shows that */VuuV/ yields /VumV/, and not **/VmuV/).

% Except clusters that include labiovelars or the phoneme /HY/: e.g. ku-ra-an-zi ‘they cut’ =
/K réant*i/, tar-hu-uz-zi ‘he conquers’ = /tarH"t*i/.
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be informative to look at spellings of Hittite words in other languages. For
instance, in the Old Assyrian texts from Kiiltepe (Nesa / Kanié),51 we find the
Hittite word isparuzzi- ‘rafter, roof batten’ attested as iSpuruzzinnum, which
points to a pronunciation [isprut’i-], just as we would expect on the basis of its
etymology, *spr-uti-; the (hypothetical) Hittite word *lahuzzi- ‘vessel for
pouring’ is attested as luhuzzinnum, a vessel, pointing to [lhut’i] < */hu-uti-; the
Hittite word haluka- ‘message’ is attested as hulugannum / hilugannum, pointing
to [hluga-] < *hsl(e/o)ug"o-. Although the OAss. words are attested in texts
predating the Hittite texts with a few centuries, I do not see why these forms
would not have been pronounced with initial clusters in synchronic Hittite as
well. T would therefore interpret iSparuzzi- as /isprut’i-/ and haluka- as /Hluga-/.

1.3.9.1 Plene spelling

A second problem we encounter is the practice of ‘plene spelling’, i.e. the extra
writing of the vowel of a CV or VC-sign by its own separate sign, e.g. la-a-hu-i,
a-as-Su, ma-a-ar-ka-ah-hi. The function of plene spelling has been and still is a
hotly debated topic in Hittitology. For an excellent overview of the views on
plene spelling throughout the history of Hittitology, I refer to Kimball 1999: 54-
68. It is very important to bear in mind that “[p]lene writing was never used with
absolute consistency in texts of any period” and that “[a]s a general rule, plene
writing is more frequent in early texts (texts in OH ductus and many MH texts)
than it is in original compositions of the NH period” (Kimball 1999: 55).

In my view, plene spelling can have several functions. The most common
function is that it denotes phonetic length of a vowel, e.g. ne-e-pi-is in which the
plene -e- denotes a long e, which is the phonetically regular outcome of an
underlying accentuated /e/ in open syllable. So ne-e-pi-i§ denotes phonetic
[né:pis] = phonological /nébis/.’*

Although a long vowel is usually the result of accentuation, a plene spelled
vowel cannot automatically be regarded as accentuated.”® For instance, a word
like la-a-hu-ya-a-i cannot have had two accents. In my view, it represents
/1ah"“ai/, a secondary adaptation of original /a-a-hu-i = /1ah"i/ into the productive
tarn(a)-class.

31 All examples are taken from Dercksen fthc.

52 Note that this word often is spelled ne-pi-is as well, without a plene -e-.

33 Moreover, not every accentuated vowel gets lengthened, as we will se