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Abstract: It is now the communis opinio in the field of Anatolian sturlies that there is in 
Neo-Hittite no Ionger a formal distinction between the nominative and the accusative plural 
communis as there was in the older language (Old and Middle Hittite). Instead, a syncretic 
case form (Einheitskasus) with two allomorphs, either -eS (former nom.pl.c.) or -us (former 
acc.pl.c.), is used for both functions. The two allomorphs are distributed with regard to the 
respective stem class. This system applies to ordinary nouns and to pronominal s1ems but 
not to participles. In this article it will be shown that there is a different system applying to 
participles: In the domain ofverbal usage (predicative or adverbial function [= conjunct par
ticiple]) the participle only exhibits the syncretic desinence -ant-es, whereas in the nominal 
domain (attributive or substantival function) there is still a distinction between -ant-eS, for 
the nominative, and -and-us, for the accusative. 
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§ 1. In an article on the Neo-Hittite nominal inflexion Craig MELCHERT 

(1995) was able to show that in Neo-Hittite there exists a strong tendency to

wards a syncretic case form comprising the nominative and accusative func-

The groundwork for this study was first laid out in my as yet unpublished doctoral thesis, 
FROTSCHER 2013. Further results were achieved through my collaboration on the project 
La struttura della frase nelle lingue indo-europee antiche: Ia sintassi del participio (Uni
versita di Verona, 2013- 2014) and on the ERC-project EVALISA -- The Evolution ofCase 
Alignment and Argument Structure in lndo-European (Universiteit Gent, 2013-2018; 
grant number: 313461 ). Those results will also form part of the upcoming syntax part of 
the Indogermanische Grammatik (published by the Universitätsverlag Winter) ar.1d of my 
research in connexion with the related project Konkurrierende Ausdrucksformen in der 
indogermanischen Syntax: Die Syntax des Partizips nach seiner Morphologie, die Syntax 
des Satzes nach seinen Konstituenten (funded by the Fritz Thyssen Stiftung) under the su
pervision ofVelizar Sadovski (Vienna) and Paola Cotticelli (Verona), whom I would like 
to thank for her constant support throughout these projects. I am furthermore grateful to 
Felicitas Erhard, Federico Giusfredi, and Alfredo Rizza for their aid in providing me with 
bibliographical items otherwise unavailable to me during my scientific stay at Ghent Uni
versity, as weil as to Craig Melchert for extensive discussions, helpful advice and several 
corrections. All possibly remaining errors are of course mine own. 
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tion in the plural - a phenomenon which in the German tradition is some
times referred to as Einheitskasus. According to MELCHERT (1995: 270) this 
nominative-accusative-Einheitskasus for most stem classes continues the 
form of the earlier non-syncretic accusative plural in -us with the nomina
tive-accusative of ablauting -u-stems ending in -ayes (instead ofthe morpho
logically less transparent older form -amus1

) and the respective form of the 
relative pronoun kuies (instead of older kuiuS) being exceptions generalising 
the earlier non-syncretic nominative ending -es. Still another exception 
is -(0 )t-stems, which also exhibit a nominative-accusative in -es, the form of 
the earlier nominative plural. Here also belong -nt-stems and therefore -ant
participles, for which MELCHERT (1995: 270) also claims a nominative-accu
sative desinence in -nt-es for Neo-Hittite, although he admits that "[ ... ] there 
are sorile examples of -us following the general pattern" (op.cit. 272), i.e. the 
former non-syncretic accusative ending -us is still used with accusative force 
in Neo-Hittite. Basically the same results were reached by MCINTYRE 1986 
in her unpublished M.A. thesis.2 

The purpose of this article is to show that a mechanism different from the 
one described by MELCHERT has to be reckoned with in order to account for 
the inflexional behaviour of -ant-participles with accusative force. It will be 
shown that the use of the syncretic nominative-accusative case ending -eS is 
dependent on the syntactic function of the participle and not simply due to its 
affinity to a certain stem class. It is therefore different in nature from the 
general tendency towards an Einheitskasus. In order to achieve the clearest 
results and to avoid the possibility of influence from an underlying older 
original, MELCHERT based bis study on texts whose date of composition 
clearly belongs to the Neo-Hittite period and which can be linked to a certain 
Hittite king post-Suppiluliuma I (ca. 1355-1320 BCE). Hisclaims regarding 
the distribution of -eS vs. -us for the nominative-accusative plural are there
fore, strictly speaking, only valid for Neo-Hittite original texts, although this 
does not rule out the possibility that Neo-Hittite copies of older texts exhibit 
the same linguistic features that MELCHERT attributed to the Neo-Hittite of 
the post-Suppiluliuma I period. The present study will not follow these chro
nological restrictions and so will not exclude examples from Neo-Hittite 
copies of older texts. Another important finding of MCINTYRE' s thesis is that 

By regular sound law from a pre-Hittite *-ayus, with y > m I_ u. 
I wish to thank Craig Melchert again for sending me a scanned copy of her unpublished 
thesis. 
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texts of the time of Mursili II ( ca. 1318-1290 BCE) are transitional insofar as 
they still exhibit non-syncretic forms next to Einheitskasus-forms.3 It is rea
sonable to assume that the rule to be put forth in this article for participial 
forms of the later language also underwent a similar or the same transitional 
period. Same exceptions to be discussed in § 5 below could indeed be due to 
the fact that the rule was not yet fully functional at the time of composition 
of these texts. 

Examples of participles with accusative force with the ending -es instead 
of expected -us all stem from Neo-Hittite (NH) originals or copies of older 
compositions (Old Hittite [OH] or Middle Hittite [MH]) in Neo-Hittite (NS) 
or late Neo-Hittite script (late-NS) 4 . They are given herc in alphabetical ar
der followed by the number of the example in which they will be discussed 
in the course ofthe present article: 5 

E.g. nom.pl.c. antubse5 (NH [Murs. II] KUB 19.37 iii 25, NH [Murs. II] KUB 19.50 iv 
19); see MclNTYRE (1986: 40). It is not only the Einheitskasus-system which is still in a 
state oftransition in the texts ofthe period ofMursili II. Another transitional trait in those 
texts is the replacement - be it analogical or phonological - of -je- by -ja- in the verbal 
paradigm of -je/a-stems. In Mursili II texts we still find several fom1s in -ie- such as ti-i-e
ez-zi, i-e-ez-zi. In the period ofMuwatalli we find merely two -je-forms: and by the time 
oftiattusili III none at all; cf the Iist offorms in MELCHERT (1977: 33-34). 

4 The palaeographic datings are taken from the online database Konkordanz der hethi
tischen Keilschrifttafeln (http://www.hethport.uni-wuerzburg.de/hetkonk/). The datings of 
the composition are in most cases those given by the authors of the Chicago Hittite Dic
tionary ( CHD: passim). Examples and instances of participial forms cited or refened to in 
this article are taken from the data collection compiled for my doctoral thesis (FROTSCHER 
2013). The corpus consists ofthe data provided by the relevant dictionaries (CHD, HED, 
HEG, HIL, J!W2, MLHH, and CRG), supplemented with occasional additional findings. 
Although one can be fairly confident that most of the types are included, the corpus does 
not comprise all tokens. It is therefore not exhaustive, yet arbitrary and large enough to 
allow extensive postulates and assumptions regarding the linguistic behaviour of the Hit
tite -ant-participle. Translations are mine throughout, unless otherwise indicated. 

5 Here and in the following, I shall adhere to the practice (establish,)d by KLOEKHORST in 
several of his publications; cf e.g. KLOEKHORST 2007, 2014 and HIL passim) of indi
cating the membership of a given verb to the mi- or bi-conjugation by using the upper
case 3rd sg.prs.act. ending o_zi and o_i, respectively, instead of the 1 '1 sg.prs.a<;t. end
ings o_mi or o_(b)bi. Although the latter notation is in Iine with the respective Iabels mi- and 
bi-conjugation, of which the former Iooks back on a long history within the field nf Indo
European studies, one should refrain from it for practical reasons, as it does not allow for 
the possibly important distinction between -a and -ta middles, which is only visible in the 
3'd sg., nor for the distinction between mi- and bi-conjugation in Luwian, where the 3rd sg. 
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ar-kan-te-eS (OH/NS KBo 2.12 v 13) ~ iirk_; I ark- 'to mount (sexually), to tup' (4) 
a-as-si-ja-an-te-es (OH/late-NS KUB 20.92 i 12) ~ a.Ss(ije/a)-<''Ja<ri> 'tobe loved' (11) 

!Ja-aS-sa-an-te-es (NH KUB 21.38 i 61) ~ bas-; I ya.ss- 'to give birth (to)' (2) 
!Ju-u-i-iS-ya-an-te-is (MH711ate-NS KUB 39.7 ii 12) ~ bu(i).Syela_z; 'to live, tobe (10) 
a1ive' 
sa-ra-ku-ya-an-te-es (OH/NS KUB 35.148 iii 39) ~ sara(k)kuye/a-z; 'to water (3) 
(animals)' 
si-ja-an-te-d (NS IBoT 2.131 obv. 21) ~ sai-; I .Si- 'to impress, to seal, to shoot' (12) 
su-u-(J.Ia-)an-te-es (NH KUB 55 .38 ii 10; OWilate-NS KBo 4.9 i 17) ~ süye/a_z; (7) 
'to fill' (8) 
-<.tar-u!J-!Ja-te-es (NH KUB 19.55+ l.e. 2) ~ taryuß 'to defeat, to overcome' (1) 

te-ja-an-te-es (NHilate-NS KUB 10.91 iii 16) ~ dai-; I ti- 'to put, toset, to lay' (9) 
u-nu-E!a-an-te-es (NS KBo 15.12: 8) ~ unu_z; 'to adorn, to decorate, to deck' (5) 

There is one example found in a copy of an OS original that is possibly 
written in Middle Hittite (MS) script. The palaeographical dating, however, 
is not secure: 

!Ju!-iS-ya-an-te-es (OH/MS? KUB 11 .1 iv 16) ~ bu(i)syela_z; 'to live, tobe alive' (6) 

§ 2. It is remarkable that instances of -ant-participles with accusative 
force but with the ending -es instead of expected -us are, almost without ex

ception, conjunct participles or predicative participles, never attributive or 
substantival participles. Instead of the very common but uninformative term 
conjunct participle (participium coniunctum), which was coined in Opposi

tion to the term absolute participle (participium absolutum ), I shall rather 
use the termadverbial participle6

, which better captures the syntactic func
tion ofthis kind ofusage: Adverbial participles constitute an independent ad-

is, in fact, the only diagnostic paradigmatic form (on the latter see FROTSCHER 2012 
[2013]: 1391, 157<38>). The signs-<. and ~ are taken directly from the cuneiform writing 
and stand for the single and double gloss-wedge, respectively. 

6 Throughout the present study the term adverbial will be used for this kind of syntactic 
usage. For an exp1anation and extensive discussion oftbis termseeREINE 1972 (with fur
ther references). Another term often found in the Iiterature for this syntactic usage is ap
positive participle, which is especially common in the field of Germanie studies (cf. e.g. 
DAL 1952 or the eponymous study by CALLAWAY 1901), but seems to have taken its 
origin in linguistic descriptions of Greek, the ear!iest attestation known to me of this term 
being found in KRüGER 1843 (notably pp. 198-199). A more recent term is depictive 
participle, which rather refers to its overall pragmatic function than to its syntactic 
behaviour; see on this term e.g. SCHULTZE-BERNDT I HIMMELMANN 2004 and HIMMEL
MANN I SCHULTZE-BERNDT 2005 (with further references). 
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verbial clause within the sentence, providing additional information with re
gard to the verbal action expressed by the predicate, although they still ex

hibit grammatical concord with one of the arguments (usually subject or 
object) of the sentence, whereas the attributive participle is part of a noun 
phrase only, providing information with respect only to its head noun .. 

Tbere are tbree examples of predicative participles with accusa
tive force showing the desinence -antes (1-3): 

(1) NH 7 KUB 19.55+ l.e. 1- 2 8 

(2) 

(3) 

[nu?=us?Jsmas7=kan7
] (2) [LSOI]' U' G18TUK.UL ·<)arul)l)a"te8 ÜL anda 

ubbu[n] 

'[And7] (2) I did not consid[er] (1) [them7/you?] (2) defeated [b]y weap
ons.' 

NH (Pudub.epa I ijattusili III) KUB 21.38 i 60-62 9 

[DU]MU.MUNUSMES LUGAL kuies sA FP uemijanun nu=m[u=za= 
ka]n SV'-i' bäser n=a§=za ammuk (61) [salanun]un 'ka'rü=ma kujes 
l)assantes [u]emijanun nu apüss=a (62) [salanunun n]=as { ·MEs, } 
ENMES KARAStii.A ijan[u]n 

'Tbe [pri]ncesses, wbom I found inside the palace, gave birth under 

m[y] supervision (lit. in m[y] band) and I (61) [rais]ed them (i.e. tbe 
newboms). And also those whom I [f]ound already born (62) [I 
raised], and I made them { (erasure)} commanders ofthe troops.' 

OH/NS KUB 35.148 iii 36-39 10 

nu=ssan U[R].TUR IGitJLA_yait epmi x[ ] (37) nu kisan memabbi (38) 

ijanza ijanza dakkudakUf!an[te§?] (39) ijanzi saraku'!antes ijan[zi] 
(40) GV4-us Ekizzumija dakkudaku'yäer' (41) 'UDU'-un bllas dak
dakuyäer VR.GI1 barpi K[I.MIN] (42) [SA]IJ bümmi KI.MIN 

' And I (i.e. Zuwi, the sorceress) catch the little d[ og] with tbe eyes. 

(37) And I speak thus: (38) "A sbeep (is) made. They impound (?) 11 

7 This text, known as the Milawata-letter, dates probably from the time after Murilili II.; cf. 
HEINHOLD-KRAHMER (1983 : 94-95<74> with further references). 

8 Ed. HOFFNER (2009: 320); trans. BECKMAN (1999: 146). 
9 Ed. EDEL (1994: I 220-221), HOFFNER, op.cit. 287; trans. BECKMAN, op.cit. 134. 
10 Ed. HAAS (2003: 578< 10n). 
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them (lit. make them impound[ed]), (39) they water them (lit. mak[e] 
them watered). (40) They impounded the ox in the shed. (41) They 
impounded the sheep in the pens. The dog in the kennel (?) d[itto]. 
(42) The [pi]g in the sty ditto.' 

In examples (1) and (2) above it is a verbum videndi - either sensu stricto 
(anda au(S)-i(zi) I u- 'to consider, to regard') or in the broader sense (!temi
je/a-zi 'to find')- that is used with a predicative participle. 

In (3) the two predicative participles form part of a very rare periphrastic 
causative construction consisting of the light verb ije/a_zi 'to do, to make' + 
the main verb as a participle. This construction is, to my knowledge, only 
attested once more in a treaty ofTudlJaliya IV (KBo 4.14 iii 23-24): tuk=ma 
karü kuit ke INIMMEs peran GAM tijan (24) DÜ-nun 'But I have already put 
(lit. made put) these words down for you'. Alternatively, one could interpret 
example (3) different1y by taking ijanzi as the 3rd pl. act. of i_zi 'to go', thus 
avoiding the assumption of a very rare periphrastic construction. This inter
pretation would lead to a translation 'they go impounded, they go watered' 
with the participles being adverbial participles. This alternative interpretation 
is, however, unlikely for two reasons: Firstly, active forms of the verb 'to 
go' are restricted to the older language (mostly OS, sometimes MH/MS texts) 
and are therefore not expected in a Neo-Hittite copy. Secondly, the context is 
clear about the fact that the animals are figurines, which are naturally in
capable of walking. Besides, they are described as being figuratively im
pounded. In any event, this alternative interpretation would also be in line 
with our claim that predicative as weil as adverbial participles exhibit a 
nominative-accusative desinence -antes instead of -andus. 12 

Other instances of participles with accusative force showing the desi
nence -antes include adverbial participles. It is not always easy to 
make a distinction between attributive and adverbial usage. From a formal 
point of view only preposed participles can be safely identified as attributive 

11 The translation of dakkudakuyan[teS] as 'impounded' (Germ. 'eingepfercht') is only ten
tative; cf. TISCHLER's brief overview of all occurences ofthis verbin HEG III, 52. TiscH
LER restores the broken form in question as a Jrd sg.prs.act. da-ak-ku-da-ku-ya-a[n-zi], 
which is, however, extremely unlikely in consideration of the fact that there is a finite 
form, ijanzi, immediately following. 

12 HAAS, loc.cit. in his edition of the passage regards the first participle as substantival, the 
second not as a participle at all, and translates: "[ ... ] man verfertigt die eingesperrten 
(Tiere als Figuren); [man fertig]t sie an als sarakuwant-Figuren" (boldfacing mine). 

Reduction of case marking in plural conjunct (adverbial) and predicative participles 69 

participles, whereas postposed participles could either be attributive or ad
verbial. 13 In such cases, whether a participle is to be considered attributive or 
adverbiallargely depends on the interpretation of the sentence and of the se
mantics provided by the participle in question. An attributive participle is re
strictive and provides semantic information only for its head noun, whereas 
an adverbial participle provides additional information, regarding the noun 
phrase it is agreeing with, within the general context ofthe verbal action ex
pressed by the predicate. In contrast to attributive participles, adverbial parti
ciples therefore very often only express a temporary quality of the noun 
phrase they are agreeing with - a quality which is only valid within the time 
frame covered by the main predicate, of which the participle is an adverbial 
argument. Based on these considerations, the participles in the following 
seven instances (4-10), aretobe classified with a high degree of certainty as 
adverbial rather than as attributive participles: 

(4) OH/NS KBo 2.12 v 9- 1414 

I UDU suppistuyaran (10) natta arkantan (11) MuNusispunnalas däi (12) 

x UDUf:ILA suppistuyarus (13) natta arkantes (14) U)MEs uRuzippa

landa danzi 

'One sheep, pure, (10) not tupped, (11) the ispunnala-woman takes. (12) 

Ten sheep, pure, (13) not tupped, (14) the men of Zippalanda take.' 

(5) NS KBo 15.12: 7-8 15 

nu TI-andus [tarpalliut namma?] 16 (8) [u1~m.DA]B MUNUSTuM=ja 
unupantes sarä uyadanz[i] 

13 Cf. HOFFNER I MELCHERT (2008: 339) regarding the position of attributive participles 
within the noun phrase in Hittite, which less often than regular adjectives precede thcir 
head noun. It must, however, be stressed that the prepositive position of participlcs is not 
at all rare, as claimed in HOFFNER I MELCHERT, loc.cit. In my data <;ollection 258 (21.8%) 
- i.e. more than a fifth- ofthe attributive participles are preposed, whereas 927 (78.2%) 
are postposed to their head noun. 

14 Ed. POPKO (1994: 1 06-cl07), who, however, translates arkant- as an attributive participle 
with the meaning 'zerlegt' as if belanging to the homophonaus verb ärk_; I ark , which 
designates a certain action of the slaughter proccdure: "Ein hellschimmerndcs, nicht zer
legtes Schaf nimmt die ispunala-Frau. Zehn hellschimmernde, nicht zerlegte Schafe neh
men die Leute von Zipalanda" (boldfacing mine). 

15 Ed. KüMMEL (1967: 126-127), who also translates unuyantes as an adverbial participle: 
"[ ... ] sobald man damit fertig ist, fuhrt man lebende [ Substitute, ] [einen Gefange]nen 
und eine Frau geschmückt herauf' (boldfacing mine). 
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'And [moreover?] living [substitutes1, (8) [a capti]ve and a woman, 
they bring up adorned.' 

KUB 11.1 iv 16-17 17 (II OH/NS KBo 3.67 iv 3-4) 

[(m)]an=as • att'is 18 fJu'isl,lante§ 19 sarrana[s ser ... ] (17) [kuy]atqa ue
rizzi 

'[(I)]f he, [because of] the shar[e ... ], (17) [som]ehow summans (16) 

the fathers, alive I living (i.e. whilst they are (still) alive I living) ... ' 

16 Amended after the parallel text KUB 17.18 ii 17-18 (ed. KüMMEL, op.cit. 127-128), 
which reads nu büisyandus na[mm]a tarpa/lius LU MUNUS=ja s[arä] (18) uyadanzi 'And 
more[ ove ]r living substitutes, a man and a wo man, ( 18) they bring ( 17) u[p ]'. 

17 Ed. HOFFMANN (1984: 52-53). 
18 The nom.-acc.pl. • at-ti'-is (dupl. at-te[ -es]) instead of expected attus (non-syncretic acc. 

or syncretic nom.-acc. of a stem other than a t-stem) of the a-stem atta- 'father' is remark
able. It seems as if the word was treated as a t-stem instead of as an a-stem and was then 
also subject to MELCHERT's rule regarding its syncretic form. This would prove a Neo
Hittite date of the copy. Altematively, attis could also represent the plural of a luwoid 
stem with i-mutation *atta/i-. The nom.(-acc.) of an i-stem in Neo-Hittite is occasion
ally -is < *-ies (see on this development MELCHERT 1995: 271- 272) instead ofthe regular 
-es < *-ejes. Especially with kinship terms we frequently encounter nom.(-acc.) plural 
forms in -is, which indirectly suggest luwoid i-mutation: e.g. ba-an-ni-is (7) at-ti-es an
ni-is (nom.) 'grandmothers, (7) fathers, (and) mothers' (NS KUB 17.29 ii 6-7), ba-an-ni-is 
bu-ub-bi-is (acc.) 'grandmothers (and) grandfathers' (MH/NS KUB 30.24 ii 23), 
SESMES_;s (nom.) 'brothers' (OH?JMS? KUB 36.106 rev. 8), although no unambiguous 
i-stem variants of these kinship terms are attested; but cf. also acc.pl. anniu8 'mothers' 
(OH/NS KBo 22.5 obv. 8), which points towards a luwoid i-stem and is treated in the 
same manner as e.g. the luwoid acc. pl. ispantius (NH [Murs. II] KBo 4.4 iii 31) of the 
consonant stem ispant- c. 'night' or the acc.pl. tarpa/lius (NH [Mur§. II] KBo 4.6 obv. 28 
[cf. example (21) below], NS KUB 17.18 ii 17 [cf. footnote 16 above]) ofthe luwoid 
agent noun in -a//i- (LÜl():. )tarpal/i- '(ritual) substitute'. Note that the non-syncretic 
accusative form in -i-us of luwoid stems with i-mutation has survived weil into Neo
Hittite (cf. tarpa/lius [Murs. II]), where it stands right next to syncretic forms in -is < *-ies 
(bu!J!Jis etc.) or to forms with the regular Hittite, i.e. non-luwoid, ending -es. 

19 Written TI-is-ya-an-te-es which could represent a sumerographic spelling followed by a 
rather long phonetic complement with only the first phoneme lbl being omitted. Such a 
spelling would, however, be entirely unparallelled in the Hittite corpus, where sumero
graphic writings of this Iexeme always exhibit a much shorter phonetic complement cov
ering only the participial suffix and the ending: TI-an-t/d0

• Therefore, TI(~) is probably 
an error for intended J)U (8'{"). This spelling error occurs frequently; see footnote 41 for 
another example. 

(7) 
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KBo 4.9 i 16-1920 

n buppar KÜ.BABBAR ispantuzzias (17) GESTIN-it sül,lantes suppas 
(18) ZAG-naz GÜB-lazz=ija (19) tianzi 

'Two silvem libation vessels, (17) filled with wine, (19) they place (18) 

left and right (17) of the sacrificial meat.' 

(8) NH KUB 55.38 ii 9-11 21 

IV uRuoukantaS'uy[a]llis ISTU GESTIN KAS (10) marnuit yalab[bi]t 
sül,lantes (II) ANA PAN! DING IR uM tianzi 

'Four kantasuy[a]lli-vessels, (10) filled (9) with wine, beer, (10) barley 
beer, (and) yal[b]i-, (II) they put before the deity.' 

(9) NH/late-NS KUB 10.91 iii 15-1622 

nu=kan m NINDAijattius ISTU INBI (16) GA.KIN.AG tejantes 
NINDPpullissa=ja ME-i 

'Three ijatti-breads- (16) covered (15) with fruits (16) (and) cheese -, 
and one pullissa-bread ( s )he takes.' 

KUB 39.7 ii 12-1324 

fJüfSI,lante/iss=a 25 nas§u V labbanza (13) nasma VI1 fa<b>banzaMUSEN 
appanzi 

20 Ed. BADALl I ZINKO (1994: 22-23); trans. KLINGER (2008: 198). 
21 Ed. ÜRODDEK (2002: 63). 
22 Ed. HOFFNER (1974: 165), STARKE(I990: 5121888). 
23 For the dating ofthe Hittite Death Ritual cf. KASSIAN IKOROLi!V I SIDEL'TSEV (2002: 12-

13), who reckon with an original Old Hittite composition appurtenant to the Hattic cult 
layer, which was later subject to revision under Hurrian influence during Middle Hittite 
times. Since there is no clear evidence that the surviving Neo-Hittite copies of the Death 
Ritual were directly taken from an Old Hittite original, I tentatively assume that the ul
timate exemplar underlying the Neo-Hittite copy was a Middle Hittite one, whence the 
notation 'MWI(late-)NS' for texts ofthe Death Ritual. 

24 KASSIAN IKoROLiiv I SIDEL'TSEV, op.cit. 492-493. 
25 The desinence is written with the signs TE-IS, which can be read either -te-es1s or -ti?-is. 

The latter would be an instance of an occasional sandhi phenomenon (-es > -is before 
clitic elements) attested from Middle Hittite on and described by SIDEL'TSEV (2002) and 
FROTSCHER (forthcoming a). The duplicate of KUB 39.7 probably also shows the same 
nominative-accusative form in -ante8, even though the crucial part ofthe word is damaged: 
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'Also living I alive (13) they catch (12) either five ducks (13) or six26 

ducks.' 

In all ofthe above examples (4- 10) the semantic information provided by 
the postposed participle is only temporary within the context of the verbal 
action. In (10) it is also the peculiar fronted position ofthe participle that ex
cludes an attributive interpretation. 

An entirely different syntactic interpretation of (10) is given by KAPELUS 
in the online edition of the Death Ritual27

• She apparently considers biifs
yante/iss=a the predication of a nominal sentence, whose first part would be 
the preceding passage n=as XXX labbanza, and thus translates: "And thirty 
labbanza-ducks are living". Under this interpretation the presence ofthe en
clitic conjunction =(j)a is, however, left unexplained. Furthermore, it is ex
tremely unlikely that n=as XXX is anything but the conclusion of an enumer
ation of different groups of ducks in the preceding lines (ii 8-12), where ex
actly thirty ducks (in three groups of ten) are listed: nu SA Gistn.A X 
labanzaMUSEN ijanza (9) n=us ISTU KÜ.BABBAR balissijanzi nu ANA V la
banzani{a} (10) SAG.DUMEs_sUNU GUSKIN GAR.RA 810 ijatnass=a x 
labanzaMUSEN (11) ijanza isnass=a X labbanzaMUSEN.IJI.A ijanza n=as XXX (12) 

bu-u-i-is-ya-an-t[e-e.S] (MH1/NS KUB 39.8 i 5). The remaining parts of the broken sign 
just before the lacuna ( cf. the handcopy: ~) are unmistakably that of the sign TE (~). 
A reading -atu-us] with the sign DU (~), yielding a non-syncretic accusative plural 
form in -andus, is excluded. The remains could theoretically also match those of the sign 
TU (~\ thus allowing for a reading -t[u-uS] of a non-syncretic accusative plural form. 
However, accusative plural forms of the -ant-participle spelled -an-tu-us instead of -an
du-us are scarce. I know of only six examples all stemming from Old Hittite originals or 
later copies of Old Hittite compositions: bu-ga-an-tu-us (OS HHT 73 i 6), lu-uk-klm-tu-us 
(OS HHT 75: 6), u-i-ta-an-tu-us (OWIMS [Zidanta I/TI] KUB 36.108 obv. 6, 8), a-am-mi
ja-an-tu-us (OH/NS KBo 3.34 ii 28), is-kal-la-an-ni-an-tu-us (OH/NS KUB 58.63 ii 2). 
This suggests an Old Hittite spelling practice. It is therefore unlikely to appear in a Neo
Hittite copy of a Middle Hittite original such as KUB 39.8 (for the dating of the Death 
Ritualsee also footnote 23). 

26 The second numeral appears tobe v, but it features a faint additional stroke, which must 
be interpreted as the sixth stroke ofthe numeral VI (so already the reading in 0ITEN 1958: 
36) as attested in the duplicate KUB 39.8 i 6. Otherwise the disjunctive syntax (nassu ... 
nasma .. . 'either ... or ... ') would be hard to justify. Altematively, one could also ernend 
the first numeral to IV! as donein KASSIAN I KOROLEV I SIOEL'TSEV, op.cit. 492(i) with re
gard to the duplicate KUB 39.8 i 6, where the numeral indeed seems tobe IV, but is found 
before a lacuna (handcopy: J//J). 

27 Cf. http:llwww.hethiter.net/:CTH 450.1.1.4 [20 11] (last access: 21/08120 15). 
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labbanza 'And of wood ten ducks are made. (9) And they p1ate them with 
silver. And of five ducks (i.e. out of these ten wooden ducks) (10) the heads 
are studded with gold. And of ijatna-wool ten ducks (11) are made, and of 
dough ten ducks are made: These (are) thirty (12) ducks.' It now imme
diately follows example (1 0) beginning with the additive conjunction =(j)a 
and thus introducing into the discourse a new type of duck (the live ones) 
different from the previously mentioned ducks (wooden, woolen, and of 
dough). 

§ 3. There is only one assured case of a participle with accusative force 
showing the desinence -antes that is neither predicative nor adverbial but 
rather a tt r i b u t i v e : 

(11) OH/late-NS KUB 20.92 i 12-1428 

LUGAL-us GUB-as ijUR.SAGMEs ässijantes (13) SA oiNGIRu uRuzip
palanda (14) DINGIRU uRuzippalanda=ja rr-SU e[kuzi] 

'Standing the king (14) d[rinks] twice (12) the beloved mountains (13) 
of the storm god of Zippalanda (14), and the storm god of Zippa
landa.' 

Here it is not the ward order that demands an attributive interpretation but 
the semantics conveyed by the participle within the generat context. At frrst 
sight the ward order of the noun phrase indeed already seems to indicate an 
attributive syntax, with the participle standing in between the head noun and 
the genitive attribute SA DINGIRU 'of the storm god'. In fact, it is only the lo
gographic writing with an Akkadian sa-genitive that on the surface results in 
this word order. The linguistic reality, and thus the genuine Hittite ward ar
der behind this half-logographic writing is a different one: the genitive attrib
ute in Hittite regularly precedes its head noun29, so that the participle in this 
example actually follows the whole noun phrase just like in most ofthe fore
going examples, where the participle was predicative or adverbial. lt is still 
not very likely that in (11) the participle is adverbial. The semantic quality 
expressed by the participle is not a temporary one as in the examples above. 
The fact that the mountains are beloved by the storm god certainly is meant 

28 Ed. POPKO (1994: 200-201), ÜRODDEK(2004: 159). 
29 Cf. HoFFNER I MELCHERT (2008: 254) for the regular position of a genitive attribute 

within a noun phrase and the aberrant surface (i.e. only graphic) word order when a Iogo
gramme is involved. 
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as a permanent feature, and the participle is, therefore, to be regarded as at
tributive. 

Also in the following example, (12), which is comparable regarding the 
word order of the noun phrase and spelling practice to ( 11 ), the participle 
could be attributive, although an adverbial interpretation is also possible: 

(12) NS IBoT 2.131 obv. 21 30 

fjUR.SAG Libsas G!StiUR sijantes SA DING IR Pr r 'ya barzi 

'Mount Lil].sa keeps (lit. holds) the sealed wooden tablets of the deity 
Pirwa' (attri bu ti ve) 

-or-

'Mount LilJ.sa keeps (lit. holds) the wooden tablets ofthe deity Pirwa 
sealed (i.e. whilst they are sealed, m sealed condition).' 
(adverbial) 

We can therefore conclude that out of twelve examples of animate plural 
participles with accusative force that show the desinence -antes ten ( exam
ples 1-10) are either predicative or adverbial. Only one example (11) cer
tainly shows an attributive participle in -antes. The participle of the twelfth 
example (12) could either be attributive or adverbial. 

§ 4. There are several examples of a plural participle with accusative 
force in Neo-Hittite texts or NS copies that still show the earlier non-syn
cretic ending -andus. In those cases the participle is almost always attrib
utive or substantival (for rare exceptions see be1ow; § 5, examples 18-
21). Three examples of certainly NH composition may suffice31 to illustrate 

30 Ed. IMPARATI (2004: 359). 
31 All other instances known to me and not further discussed in the present study of the par

ticipial desinence -andus in NS or NH texts follow the same pattem and show the par
ticiple in question in attributive or substantival function (in the following Iist indicated by 
superscript a for attributive c+ = preposed position within the noun phrase relative to its 
head) and 'for substantival use): iindus ~ ai-ari 'be hot' (OH/NS KUB 33.49 ii 6•+, NS 
KUB 17.23 ii 13•, 17•, NS VBoT 134: 2•+), akkandus ~ iikk-i I akk- 'die' (NH KBo 3.3 i 
16', 24'), arandus ~ ar-''a(ri) 'stand' (OH/NS frgm. KUB 33.13 ii 17\ appandus ~ 
epp_zi I app- 'take, seize' (NH frgm. KUB 23.42 obv. 7•1), SixSA-andus ~ bantae-'i 'put 
in order, joint, repair, determine' (NH KUB 22.65 viii 29•+), !Jarpandus ~ barp-"a(ril; 
barp-•i, barpae-zi 'join one side; heap up' (MH/NS KUB 27.16 iv 26•), !Jattandus ~ 
batt_a<ril 'pierce, stab' (NS KBo 26.88 i s•+), !Jükandus ~ buek_zi I buk- 'invoke' (NS 
KUB 25.27 ii 23'), !Jn(f)s!fandus I TI-andus ~ bu(i)sye/a-•i 'live, be alive' (OH/NS 
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this morphosyntactic behaviour: Examples (13) and (14) are found in the 
same text, the deposition of Ukkura, which should likely be attributed to the 
time of PudulJ.epa I IJattusili III. The two participles SIGs-andus (*läz
zijanduS)32 ~ liizzije/a-zi!tta(n) 'to set straight, to rectify (active); tobe good 
(middle)' and duyarnandus ~ duyarni-zi I duyarn- 'to break sth. (transitive
active), to break (apart) (intransitive-midd1e)' are not used adverbia:Uy or 
predicatively but nominally, i.e. substantivally as in (13) or attributively as 
in (14). 

(13) NH (PudulJ.epa I 1Jattusi1i III) KUB 13.35 ii 6-833 

tamedani=ma=ya kuedani AN~>E.GIR.NUN.NA (7) sarnikzilas EGIR
pa pebbi (8) nu=ya=smas SIGs-andus UL=pat pebbi 

'But to someone else, whom (7) I give back as compensation (6) the 
mules, (8) I certainly (=pat) do not give good ones.' 

[Murs. I.] KBo 3.55 obv. 8?, NH KUB 17.18 ii 17•+, iii 10•, NH KUB 46.46 ii 16'), !Jüp
pandus ~ büppae_zi 'heap up' (MH/NS VBoT 24 ii 20•+), ir!Jii(n)dus ~ irbae_zi 'perform 
sacrifice for a deity (obj.)' (late-NS frgm. KBo 45.25 iv 7•?, NS frgm. KBo 45.160: 6•?, 
NS frgm. KUB 25.37 iv 157, NS !BoT 2.19: s•+?), karsandus ~ kars-•i 'cut (oft), neglect' 
(NH KUB 22.57 obv. 2•, 4•), [k]inandus ~ kinae-zi 'sift, sieve, sort out' (NH frgm. KBo 
21.20 i 17a+?), [l]ukkandus ~ lukk_zi 'set fire to, ignite' (OH/NS KUB 33.49 iii 6"), 
nejandus ~ nai_; I ni- 'turn, send' (NS frgm. KUB 17.23 i 29•1), piandus ~ pai_; I pi
'give' (NH frgm. KBo 13.54: II\ piindus ~ paji-zi I paj- 'go, walk' (NS KBo l 0.16 i 
7•+), parsi(J)andus ~ parsije/a_zi 'break' (OH/NS KUB 2.13 i 24", iv s•, MH/NS KUB 
7.5 ii 9"+, MH/NS VBoT 24 ii 33•, NS KBo 23.15 ii 19", NS KBo 24.57 i s•, NS KBo 
35.76 obv. s•, NS KUB 10.52 vi 13•, NS? KUB 12.11 iii 20•, NS frgm. KUB 25.46 ii 6?), 
sakkandus ~ siikk-; I sakk- 'know' (NS frgm. KUB 43.69 ii 97), saku!fandus ~ 
sakuye/a_zi 'irrigate' (late-NS KUB 51.50 iii? 14•+), sammenandus ~ samnae_zi 'create' 
(OH/NS KBo 10.37 ii 10•), sü!fandus ~ süye/a_zi 'fill (up)' (MH/NS KBo 21.34 i 25•), 
dammenkandus ~ tame(n)k_zi 'attach, stick, pin' (NH KUB 24.7 iii 7o•+), unu!fat.tdus ~ 
unu-•i 'adom, decorate' (MH/NS frgm. KUB 60.33 rev. 7?, NH KBo 26.83: 13•). 

32 The reading behind SIGs-ant- is not entirely certain. Instauces of SIGs-ant- could in the
ory also belong to the adjective iiSsuyant- 'good', a form enlarged by the suffix -(a)nt- or 
-yant- ofthe adjective iissu- I iissay- 'good', in which case the example would not l;ontain 
a participle but an adjective. Longer phonetic complementations, such as in SIGs-:t.i-ja-mi 
(OH/NS KUB 33.24 i 44, 45) or SIGs-ja-at-ta-at (NH KBo 4.8 ii 21), affirm, however, 
that SIGs was indeed the sumerogramme at least for lazzije/a_zilrra(riJ. Nonetheless, it is still 
possible that lazzijant- is not a participle ofthe verb lazzije!aß'rra(ri) but an -(a)nt-adjective 
of its derivational basis lazzi- 'good', which may also be the Iexeme underlying the 
writing SIGs-in (*lazzin), for which see HEG II, 49. 

33 Ed. WERNER(1967: 6-7); trans. HOFFNER(2002: 58), WEITENBERG (1983: 183). 
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(14) ibid. (+ KBo 16.62) iv 11-1234 

nasma=ya msDUBBIN LUGAL SIGs-andan (12) päi ku·e'danikki 
EGIR-pa=ma=ya duparnandus III däi 

'Or (if) (12) he gives someone (11) a good wheel of the king, (12) but 
afterwards he takes three broken ones (lit. broken three [ attrib
utive]) ... ' 

Also the following example (15) from a NH original, an oracle inquiry 
for the Hittite king Ur.gi-Tessub, i.e. Mursili III, contains a participial form 
in -andus (sekkandus ~ säkk-; I sakk- (NH also sekk-) 'to know') in attrib
utive function (preceding its head noun): 

(15) NH (Mursili III [Urbi-Tessub]) KBo 23.114 obv.7 23 35 

[DINGlRzaya]/lis mUrlzi-DlNGlRU- ·ub' Sekkandus=pat yaskus Ser 
TUKU.T[UKU-(u)anza SixSN-at?] 

'[(If) the Zawa]lli-deity ofUrgi-Tessub [(is) I has been7 deter.mined7] 

ang[ry] because ofthe known offenses only (=pat) ... ' 36 

The same phrase is also attested in another oracle inquiry (late-NS KUB 
16.17 ii 1-2) within a rather unclear and fragmentary context: · kl kuit' 
NU:SIGs-ta' nu ANA DINGIRUM ku[is/t7 ] (2) sekkandus paskus n=as=kan 
[ • • . . 

37 Despite the unclear interpretation of this passage, the attributive 
function of the participle is ascertained by the word order (sekkandus pre
ceding its head noun yaskuS). 

According to MELCHERT's rule, one would expect the Einheitskasus 
in -antes in those cases, because SIGs-ant-, duyarnant- and sekkant
are -(0 )/-stems found in a clearly Neo-Hittite text. The fact that one still finds 
the distinction between -andus (accusative) and -antes (nominative) in nomi
nal participles (attributive or substantival) in Neo-Hittite shows that MEL
CHERT's rule does not apply to -ant-participles. 

Even more informative are the following two examples, (16) and (17), 
from the Death Ritual, even though they do not come from Neo-Hittite orig-

34 Ed. WERNER, op.cit. 12-13; trans. HOFFNER, op.cit. 59, WEITENBERG, op.cit. 184. 
35 Ed. VAN DEN HOUT (1998: 148-149), CHD S 27b. 
36 The same construction with an attributive participle (sekkandus yaskus) is also found in 

more fragmentary context in lines 21 and 25 of the same text. 
37 For the rest of the column see the edition by LEBRUN (1976: 194 [N° 27]) beginning in the 

middle of line 2. 
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inal compositions. Here we find two participles that are clearly attributive 
(preceding their head nouns) and which show the desinence -andus in the 
same text (cf. example (10) above) where the respective adverbial participle 
shows the desinence -antes. It is, however, not only their position within the 
noun phrase which proves that these participles are attributive. The ducks, 
which were described as having been caught alive (by the adverbial 
participle lzuisyanteS) in ibid. ii 13 (example 10), have now become an 
established referent within the discourse with the quality expressed by the 
participles now being a permanent one: 

(16) MH71late-NS KUB 39.7 ii 18-1938 (II MH7/NS KUB 39.8 i 14-16) 

!Juisf!andus=ma=ssan labban[zanus . . . (lzaliSS)ijan]das (19) lab
hanzanusMUSENJ:J.I.A anda hamenkan[zi] 
~ ~ 

'But the living du[cks] (19) they ti[e] to ducks (18) [(pla)t]ed 
[with ... ].' 

(17) ibid. ii 33-34 39 

!Jüzspandus=a=kan lahh ·a·n ·z'us (34) [ . . . ]x ALAM !;larnü
J:!an« {zi} »zi 

'But the living ducks (34) [ they ... ]x. The statues they burn.' 

The same morphosyntactic distinction between attributive -andus and ad
verbial -antes within one and the same NS text is also made in the passage 
given in example (5) above, where the preposed and thercfore certainly at
tributive participle TI-andus 'living' is found right next to the adverbial par
ticiple unuyante8 'adomed'. 

This clearly shows that in Neo-Hittite there is still no syncretic Einheits
kasus for the nominative-accusative in plural participles, where we would -
according to MELCHERT's rule- expect -ante8 throughout. Instead, the dis
tinction between nominative -antes and accusative -andus is still made in 
attributive and substantival participles (nominal usage ), whereas in parti
ciples with predicative and adverbial function (verbal usage) thc case dis
tinction is eliminated, resulting in a nominative-accusative desinence ··ante8. 
In other words, the accusative is not marked as such anymore but the former 

38 Ed. KASSIAN I KOROLEV I SmEL'TSEV (2002: 492-493). 
39 Ed. KAssJAN IKOROLEV I SIDEL'TSEV, op.cit. 496-497. 
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nominative ending -antes is used throughout when the participle is pred
icative or adverbial, regardless of whether it be semantically nominative or 
accusative. 

§ 5. There are, however, some rare exceptions to this rule. Apart from 
the one or two exceptional cases discussed above (example (11) and possibly 
also 12), where an attributive participle with accusative force shows the 
desinence -antes instead of expected -andus, there are four cases where par
ticipial forms with accusative force ending in -andus are used in predicative 
(example 18) or adverbial function (examples (19) and 20) in NS texts or 
even in a NH original composition ( example (21) with adverbial function), 
where one would expect -ante§: 

(18) NS KUB 59.47 iv' 10- 11 40 0 NS KUB 7.46 iv 7-8) 

(19) 

namma Gif:ILA sarä bu'ittijanz[(i)] 41 (11) [(n=as IGif:IL)rA·-ya katta 
f!al;muf!andus tarnanzi 

'Then they pull out (lit. up) the arrows. (11) [(And)] they let [(them)] 
bang down (lit. turned down) with regard to their [(hea)]ds (lit. 
eyes).'42 

MH/NS KBo 3.5 iii 32-3343 

!NA VI44 MUSI=ma (33) ändus arba aruizzi n=as türijanzi 

'But on the sixth night (33) he washes them (i.e. the horses) warm 
(i.e. whilst they are warmed up ), and one harnesses them.' 

40 Ed. POPKO (1991: 49, 51); ÜRODDEK (2004: 84). 
41 Written with TI C>-I<) instead ofwith IjU (~). Foranother instance ofthe same spelling 

error see footnote 19. 
42 Here interpreted as a periphrastic causative (admissive) construction with tarn(a)-i 'to Iet 

(go)' as a light verb. For a similar construction employing a different light verb, viz. 
ije/a_zi 'to do, to make' + participle, cf. example (3) above. But cf. the alternative interpre
tation in POPKO, op.cit. 51, who translates the participle not as a predicative participle 
within a causative-like construction with tarn(a)- as a light verb, but as an adverbial parti
ciple with tarnanzi being a full verb: "Dann zückt man die Pfeile und läßt sie mit den 
Spitzen nach unten gedreht hinab" (boldfacing mine). In any event, IGIIJLA_ya /sakuya/ 
(acc.pl.n.) is certainly tobeanalysedas an accusativus graecus in this sentence. 

43 Ed. KAMMENHUBER (1961 : 95-96). 
44 Differently KAMMENHUBER, op.cit. 95(101 ), who emends the numeral VI to v' "[ ... ] da 

andernfalls keine Verrichtung für die 5. Nacht angegeben wäre." 

(20) 

(21) 
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NS KUB 17.18 iii 17-1845 

... ]x iakna§ DINGIRUTU-aS ANA ESAG 'UDU DINGJRMES• LtJMES ANA 
ESAG MAS.GA[L] (18) [ ... app]andu<s> 1JuiS'!,landus46 anda bärijanzi 

' ... ]x in the pit of the Sun Goddess of the Earth (18) one buries (17) a 
sheep, in the pit of the Male Deities a ra[m] (18) -- [ ... cap]ture<d> 
( and) living I alive.' 

NH (Mursili II) KBo 4.6 obv. 27-3147 0 KBo 55.23: 2-5) 

kinuna käsa tuk ANA DINGIRuM fGassulaJ~.ias (28) [tue! GEMEruM 
A]NA GIG ser apel tarpallius (29) [I GU4AB.NIGA I 

UD(U."SIG+MUNUS".NIG)]A=ja JSTUnJGNfG.LAMMES f!aSSiandus 
(30) ( ... S]AG.DU-i kuies bandantes (31) ( ... y(arnuJ~.)anz]i uppiesta 

'Now, to you, o goddess, Gassulawiya, (28) [your female servant], be
cause of her disease, (31) has sent her substitutes, (30) ( ... ], which 
(are) determined for her [p]erson, (31) [ ... i(n ordcr for them to be 
burn)e]d: (29) [one fattened cow] and [one (fatten)]ed [e(we)] - clad 
in festive garments.' 

In (18), (19) and (20) the participial forms in -andus, which would be reg
ular in the older language, where there is no syncretistic tendency towards an 
Einheitskasus whatsoever, could simply represent the original forms of an 
hypothetic older original. This is certainly possible for (19), a passage ofthe 
so-called Kikkuli-text, an originally Middle Hittite composition. There is, 
however, no clear indication that the two NS texts of examples (18) and (20) 
are copies of an older original composition. KUB 59.47 belongs to the text 

45 Ed. GöRKE, http://www.hethiter.net/: CTH 448.2.1.1 [20 12] (last access: 21/08/201 5). 
46 Written IjU-US- instead ofljU-IS-, which is probably tobe regarded as a simple spelling 

error (~for correct ~), given that in the same text the word is also written bu-u-is-ya
an-du-us (ii 17) and bu-i-is-ya-an-du-us (iii 1 0). Moreover, participial forrns with the 
original zero grade bus0 of the verb buisye/a_zi are restricted to OS originals a.nd later 
copies ofOld Hittite texts: bu-su-ya-an-za (OS KBo 25.112 ii 4), bu-su-ya-an-da-an (OS 
KBo 17.4 ii 14), bu-su-!la-an-ta-an (OH/MS KBo 22.2 rev. 9 I OH/NS KBo 3.38 rev. 25 
bu-u-i-is-ya-an-da-an), bu-us-!la-an-da-an (OH/NS [Mur~. I] KUB 31.64 iii 14}, bu-us
ya-an-du-us (OH/NS [Murs. I] KBo 3.55 obv. 8), the only exception being the unclear 
form bu-su-ya-an-da found in a NH vocabulary (KUB 3.110: 4), where the Akkadian and 
Sumerian columns are broken otf. Or could the form bu-us-!la-an-du-us in KUB 17.18 iii 
18 be a vestige of an underlying older original of this NS text? 

47 Ed. TISCHLER (1981: 14-15); trans. SINGER (2002: 72 [W 15]). 
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group of CTH 418, which only consists ofNS texts. There arealso no evi
dent linguistic features appurtenant to the older language in the texts of this 
group that would suggest an older date of composition. KUB 17 .18, on the 
other hand, belongs to CTH 448, which also includes texts in Middle Hittite 
script, so that influence from an older (MH) original is, at least, possible. 
Whereas influence from an older original is possible for (18-20), the text of 
(21) is clearly Neo-Hittite and is probably tobe dated to Mursili li, at least if 
one accepts the view, widespread among Hittitologists, that the Gassu
l(iy)awiya of this text, on whose behalf the prayer is performed, was indeed 
his wife. Therefore the occurrence of an adverbial participial form in -andus 
is contradictory to the morphosyntactic behaviour described on the basis of 
examples (4-10) above for the later language. Note that y,assandus of (21) is 
not in accordance with MELCHERT's rule established on the basis of NH 
compositions either. The example (21) must, for the time being, be regarded 
as an - as yet - unexplained exception. One should note, however, that ex
ample (21) stems from a text of the period of Mursili li. As mentioned above 
(§ 1 and footnote 3) texts of this period are transitional in several respects. It 
is conceivable that the form y,assandus is still a vestige of the older language, 
where an accusative form in -us is morphosyntactically justified. 

§ 6. Finally, there are also some exceptional occurrences of participial 
forms that can be neither reconciled with 'MELCHERT' s rule nor with the 
morphosyntactic rule established in this study. In three cases, examples (22-
24), we find a participle (or lexicalised participle) with the desinence -andus 
with nominative force. According to MELCHERT's rule one would ex
pect -antd instead, because the regular Einheitskasus for -(0 )1-stems is -es. 
According to the rule postulated here, one would still expect a form in -antes 
regardless of the syntactic function of the participle. The first two examples, 
(22) and (23), are found in NH original compositions: 

(22) NH (Muwatalli li) KBo 11.1 obv. 3348 

URUDlDLLijl.A asandus kuies kuedas ANA URUDIDLLIJLA sinapsi eszi 

n=at uebanzi n=[at EGIR-pa SIG5-abbanzi] 

'Which towns (are) inhabited (lit. settled), for which towns there is a 
sinapsi, they inspect them and [restore them].' 49 

48 Ed. LEBRUN (1980: 297, 301); trans. SINGER (2002: 84 [N° 19]), DEROOS (1983 : 226). 
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(23) NH (Mursili li) KUB 24.2 rev. 1750 (II KUB 24.1 iv 16) 

[(nu Se)]SSGUJ!.GS IJ,iif!adus (dupl. JMt1LA_uS) 51 ijantar[u] 

'[(And)] the winds [(ofpro)]sperity shall b1o[w] (lit. go).' 

It is conceivab1e that the syntax of (22) is corrupt and that the form of the 
participle asandus ( ~ es-a<rt)!zi I as- 'to sit (intr.); to settle (trans.)') is tobe 
explained as the result of case attraction, such that the syntagm URU010LLIJLA 
asandus 'the inhabited cities' would constitute an independent nominal 
phrase, which is the object of uebanzi, consisting of the head URU010LLIJLA 
and its attribute (attributive participle) asandus, in which case the form asan
dus instead of asantd is expected. There is, however, no feasible expla
nation for the form buy,adus 'winds' in (23), a form of buy,ant- ' wind' 
showing nasal-reduction. One should keep in mind, however, that buy,ant- < 
*h2uh1-(o)nt-, just like its thematised variant *h2y,eh,-nlf}t-o- in the other 
Indo-European languages (Lat. ventus, Welsh gwynt, Goth. winds < *hly,eh,
nt-6-52; Ved. v!ita-, GAv. väta- < Proto-Indo-Iranian *HwiH-at-a- < *h2y,eh,-
1}t-o-), is probably synchronically nothing but a substantive in Hittite, al
though historically it is the old lexicalised, substantivised -nt-participle 
*h2uh1-6nt- I *h2uh1-f}t-' 'blowing >wind' of a verb *h2y,eh1- I *h2uh,-' 'to 
blow' (cf. Ved. v!iti, Gr. li11cn 'blows'). It may therefore lie outside the scope 
of this study, which postulates a morphosyntactic rule only for regular -ant

participles. 
Another instance of a participle with nominative force that shows the de

sinence -andus instead of the expected -antes is found in several almost 
identical parallel passages from one version of the horse training instructions, 
the so-called Kikkuli-text, aNS copy of a MH original. In these passages the 

49 The exact intepretation of ue!Janzi is unclear. Usually, ye!J_zi I ya!J-, ye!J-a(rl) is used intran
sitive1y ' to turn (around)'. Here it seems to be used as a transitivum with the object being 
the enclitic pronoun =at. Cf. the translations of SINGER and DE Roos, who envisage a 
meaning ' survey, inspect' within the given context: "Those towns that are inhabited and 
have a sinapsi-sanctuary, they shall be surveyed and [shall be set right]" (SINGER, loc.cit.), 
"De steden die bevolkt zijn (en) een sinapsi hebben, zullen die inspecteren en [zij zullen 
die weer in orde brengen]" (DE Roos, loc.cit.). The tertium between 'turn' and 'inspect' 
could be a meaning 'turn towards, sich etw. zuwenden'. 

50 Ed. KASSIAN I YAKUBOVICH (2007: 432, 434), SINGER (2002: 56 [N° 9]). 
51 Cf. the parallel in KUB 24.3 iii 39-40: nu sesduya[s] (40) IM-ante§ ijandaru, with the cor

rect and expected form in -antes. 
52 The shortening is due to Osthoff's law; cf. MEISER (1998 : 75), RINGE (2006: 75- 78). 
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participle is probably adverbial; cf. the following example, which is given as 
a representative forthisfrequent construction ofthe Kikkuli-text: 53 

(24) MH/NS KBo 3.2 rev.' 3454 

EGIR-pa=ja VRV-ri anda parl)andus uyanzi 

'And they (the horses) come back rushing into the city.' 

These exceptional forms ofthe Kikkuli-text can be explained in two ways. 
Since it is known that Kikkuli was not a native speaker of Hittite and that the 
text is notorious for errors, one could take the form parbandus as a mere 
mistake induced by Kikkuli' s misunderstanding of the rule that adverbial 
plural participles show no case distinction between accusative and nomina
tive. But instead of using the correct desinence -ante8, Kikkuli would have 
used -andus, which in "correct" Hitrite would have been used in nominal 
(attributive or substantival) participles with accusative force only. In other 
words, Kikkuli would have generalised a different form, namely the old ac
cusative desinence -andus, for the verbal (adverbial and predicative) usage. 
This scenario would imply, however, that the rule of reduction of case dis
tinction in predicative and adverbial participles was already a Middle Hitrite 
phenomenon (the time of the original composition of the Kikkuli-text), for 
which our examples presented above do not provide direct evidence, even 
though a pre-Neo-Hittite dating of this morphosyntactic mechanism is not 
excluded. Altematively, uyanzi could be regarded as the 3rd pl. act. not of 
uye!aß 'to come' but of au(S)-i(zt) I u- 'to see', yielding a translation 'and 
back into the city they saw them (the horses) rushing' with a predicative par
ticiple with accusative force. Given that the text is a Neo-Hitrite copy of a 
Middle Hittite original composition and that most of the evidence provided 
above for the reduction of case distinction in plural predicative and adverbial 
participles comes from NH texts, one could then regard the form parbandus 
as a relic of a grammatical system (pre-Neo-Hittite) in which the distinction 
between -andus (accusative) vs. -antes (nominative) was still being made in 
predicate participles as well. However, the occurrence of a verb for 'to see' 

53 The same construction is found in MH/NS KBo 3.2 obv.! 23- 24 (namma=as par!Jandus (24) 

URU-ja uyanzi), ibid. lower edge 3 CEGIR'-pa [UR]U-ri par!Jandus uya[nzi)), MHINS 
KUB 1.13 ii 15 ([E]GIR-pa=ma=at 1 DANNA xx=ja par!Jandus ·uyanzi), and- with a 
different verb- MH KUB 1.11 iv 21- 22 (n=as 1 DANNA xx IKU\ii.A (22) par!Jandus piinzi 
[for a translation ofthis passageseealso the top ofp. 83 ofthis article)). 

54 Ed. KAMMENHUBER(l961: 140-141). 

Reduction of case marking in p1ural conjunct (adverbial) and predicative participles 83 

is very unlikely within the context of an instruction. Furthermore, the devi
ating parallel passage, which exhibits a different verb, n=as I DANNA XX 
IK.Ul::11·A (22) parbandus piinzi (KUB 1.11 iv 21-22) 'and one mile and twenty 
field (22) they go rushing' indeed suggests that we are dealing with an intran
sitive verb of movement in the case of uyanzi as well. It is therefore s:afer to 
assume an error in the Kikkuli-text, which was perhaps induced by a rnisun
derstanding ofthe morphosyntactic rule presented in this article. 

§ 7. Yet another potential exception to the rule, like those presented in the 
previous paragraph § 6, namely a nom.pl.c. form in -andus, will be treated 
here in the manner of an excursus as it does probably not constitute an as
sured counter-example, since the form in question can only be obtained by 
restoration. In what follows a novel interpretation ofthe passagein question, 
which does not involve a nom.pl. form in -andus, will be presented in exam

ple (26). 
The damaged form is-b[u-u]z-zi-ja-x[ . .. ]x is found in a report by IJat

tusili III of the campaigns of Suppiluliuma I, in a very vivid battle descrip
tion. It runs over the break between the two joining fragments (KUB 31.20 
and KBo 16.36) and is broken near its end, where therc is a lacuna in the 
middle of the second fragment (KBo 16.36): (~+~Alt). 
MCINTYRE (1986: 28) restores this broken form as isb[u]zzija[nd]:us and 
reckons with a nom.pl.c. in -andus of an adverbial participle isbuzzijant
'girded' ~ isbuzzije!aß 'to gird':55 

(25) NH (IJattusili III) HHT 82 + KUB 31.20 + KBo 16.36 iii 1-1056 

iDzulijaS'=ma=kan uyanza (2) esta n[u]=ssi DlNGlRJSTAR URUSamuba (3) 

peran büyäis (4) nu 10Zulijan uyandan (5) parä [p ]arbijat ·n '=an=za= 
an=kan A-az (6) isl)[u]zzija[ndu]s sarä (7) epper1 n=an[=kan] lD-i (8) 

anda ISTUGI~B[AN GI~G]AG.Ü.TAG.GA ISTUNA4 (9) yaZObbibisker 
nu=ssi DlNGlRJSTAR URUSamuba (10) GASAN-JA palabsan ser epta 

55 The text is cited here as it is presented in MELCHERT's Neo-Hittite corpus (availab1e from 
the author upon personal request) with a tentative translation as would directly follow 
from his edition. MclNTYRE (1986) does not discuss the passage in detail but merely lists 
the form-restoredas iS!J[u]zzija[ndu]s- under the examples for nom.pl.c. forms in -us of 
the time of tiattusili III. A new transcription and translation of the text, more in line with 

the context, is given below in example (26). 
56 Ed. RIEMSCHNE!DER (1962: 111-112), ALP (1977: 644-645), id. (1991: 33-35); trans. 

ÜNAL(1984: 75). 
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'The Zuliya river (2) was (1) swollen (lit. had come57
). An[d] !Star of 

Samul}a (3) supported (lit. went before) (2) him (i.e. the commander). 
(4) And the swollen Zuliya river (5) she [d]rove away. And (7) they, (6) 
g[i]rd[e]d, (7) took (5) him (6) up (5) from the water. (7) And (8) in (7) 
the river (9) they attacked (lit. beat) (7) him (8) with b[ow (and) ar]row 
(and) with stone(s). (9) And Istar of Samul}a, (10) my mistress, held 
(her) palab.§a- (a kind ofprotective garment) over (10) him.' 

MciNTYRES restoration is indeed compatible with the remains of the last 
sign ofthe ward, which could belang to an US (M"). This interpretation re
quires, however, a plural predicate e-ep-per 'they took'. It is disputable as to 
whether the remains of the signs allow for such a restoration of the finite 
verb. The EP (U) is fully preserved in KUB 31.20 iii 4 (~~ .. . ), fol
lowed by a small part of the next sign, whose last section is found on the 
joining fragment KBo 16.36 iii 7 ( ... /Ir). The latter could indeed be a fully 
preserved PE/IR(~). But the question is whether the gap between the two 
joining fragments is too big for such a reading, in which case the remains on 
the first fragment could rather belang to the first part of a TA (~), of 
which the rest is found on the second fragment. This interpretation would re
sult in a singular predicate ep[t]a '(s)he took'. A singular predicate is in fact 
what is expected regarding the overall context. lt is !Star who shelters the 
commander of the Hittite troops with her palalzsa-garment in lines 10-11. 
Therefore, it is only logica1 that lstar is also the one who pulled him out of 
the water, thereby saving him. A plural form of the predicate and thus also a 
nom.pl.c. form islz[u]zzija[ndu]s, on the other hand, is highly unlike1y. 

How then can the damaged form is-lz[u-u]z-zi-ja-x[ .. . ]x be restored in
stead? The syntactically and contextually conceivable acc.sg.c. form islz[u]z
zija[ nda ]n cannot be reconciled with the remnants of the sign at the end of 
the ward in question. ALP' s ( 1 991 : 3 3) restoration in his edition of the text, 
is-bu-uz-zi-ja-a[n-dJa, a nom.-acc.pl.n. form ofthe participle, is also unlikely, 
although the rest of the last sign could indeed be identified with a DA (~). 

57 Cf. CHD P, 146a: "[ ... ] swollen(?)lflooding(?) (uwanza, lit. 'coming') [ ... ]", but pace 
CHD the participle is not contemporary but must be resultative since =kan uye/a_z; 'to 
come' is a telic verb (for the telicising function of=kan see CoiTICELLI KURRAS 2014 with 
further Iiterature), whence 'had come' > 'was swollen' referring to the water mass (cf. 
ÜNAL, op.cit. 76: "[ ... ] war gestiegen"); cf. also [10Zulijas=ma=kan] mekki uyanza esta 
(NH [llatt. III] KUB 19.9 iv 4-5) '[The Zuliya river] had come on in great quantity' > ' .. . 
was very swollen' . 
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He translates 'an seinem Gürtel'; but under this interpretation a nom.-acc.pl. 
of a participle is out of place. One could theoretically assume a fossilised 
(nom.-)acc.pl.-adverb, such as munnanda 'secretly' ~ munnae-zi ' to con
ceal'. Suchadverbs are, however, extremely rare and limited to specific idio
matic usage, which would not be the case with an hypothetical participial ad
verb islzuzzijanda 'girded'. The most likely account ofthe passagc and ofthe 
form in question has recently been presented by the editors of the JlWl (IV: 
1, 166b): n=an=za=an (sie! =kan erroneously omitted!) A-az (6) is-tz[u-·u]z-zi
ja-a[t petljt sarä ep[t]a 'And (6) she to[o]k him up (5) from the water (6) at 
the belt (lit. at the place of the belt [HW'l: "am [Or]f de[s] Gü[rt]els"]). The 
remains of the last sign of the ward are interpreted as those of a DI ( 41[). 58 

The construction islzuzzija§ pedi 'at the place of the belt' is possibly a fixed 
expression, which is attested a second time in the Ullikummi myth KUB 
33.92 + KUB 36.10+ iii 14- 15 0 KUB 33.93+ iv 24-25): [(nu=ssi=kan)] aru
nas [ (15) isbuzzijas pedi TV[(G-as män anda pedan)]zi '[(And)] the sea (15) 
[(reached)] (14) him (15) [(unto)] the place ofhis belt [(like)] a garme[(lnt)]' . 

lf we are indeed dealing with an idiom it is likely that isbuzzijas pedi in 
KUB 31.20+ is also referring to the water level as in the passage from the 
Ullikummi myth. If so, then A-az 'the water' , just like arunas ' the sea' in the 
Ullikummi text, would be the subject of the sentence. 1t is then the water 
(A-az) ofthe now swollen Zuliya river which seized (=za= epta) him (=an=59) , 

the commander, up unto his belt (isb[u]zzija[s pedJi sarä), instead of !Star 
pulling him out of the water (ablative A-az /viten(aW/). Under this interpre
tation A-az /vitena11t8

/ is the "ergative" of yätar I yiten- 'water' with a rela
tively short phonetic complement exhibiting nasal-reduction.60 This interpre-

58 Similarly already RIEMSCHNEIDER, op.cit. 112, who was, however, at the time unaware of 
the join with KUB 31.20, and who tentatively restores [tu'~-u]z?.zi-ja-as [pe?-d!i, trans
lating "am Plat[ze? des Heerl]agers?" and adding in a footnote, op.cit. 11352: "[ . . . ] das 
Zeichen DI ist nach Foto sicher." 

59 Or rather =an= ... =an= with reduplication ofthe clitic pronoun; on this widespread phenom
enon ofthe later Ianguage see the excellent overview in YAKUBOVICH (2010: 357- 367). 

6° For such short complements cf. e.g. "erg."sg. UNI:!LA.za (NH KBo 2.13 obv. 18, 28), 
UNME~-za (NH [Tudg. N] KUB 44.42 rev. 20) vs. Ionger complements in UNME~-an-za 
(NS KUB 14.2 i 4), UNME~-an-na-an-za (NH [llatt. III] KBo 3.6 i 26) /antugsannant'/ ~ 
antu!Jsiitar- I antu!;Sann- n. 'humankind, population' . For the spelling of the nom.sg.c. of 
-nt-stems exhibiting nasal-reduction using the sign -az (instead of the commoner -za of 
the non-reduced form) cf. e.g. li-li-ya-az (OH/NS KUB 33.24 i 26) /lilil}a"t'/ 'swift', as 
weil as the -ant-derivatives li-in-ki-ja-az (MH/NS KUB 30.34 iv 7) /linkija"t'/ ~ ling(a)i
c. 'oath' , tu-uz-zi-ja-az (MH/NS [Tudg. I] KUB 23.11 ii 9) /tutt'ija"t'/ ~ tuzzi- c. ' host'. 
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tation also fits better within the given context, as the commander is still de
scribed as standing in the river when being attacked by the enemy with dis
tant weapons (arrow and bow, stones) in the following lines. Only then !Star, 
previously merely briefly mentioned in connexion with her dispelling the 
river, enters the scene again sheltering the commander, who is still standing 
belt deep in the river, with her palabsa-garment from the projectiles hurled 
at him. Having !Star pull him out of the water before the attack would be out 
of context. The local particle =kan is then due to the presence of the local ex
pression isbuzzijas pedi. The passage can now be translated thus: 

(26) NH (ijattusili III) HHT 82 + KUB 31.20 + KBo 16.36 iii 1- 10 

iozuliia§=ma=kan uuanza (2) esta n[u]=ssi DINGIRJSTAR uRuSamuba (3) 

pera~ büyäis (4) n~ iozulijan uyandan (5) parä [p ]arbijat 'n ·=(;zn=za= 
an=kan A-az (6) isb[u]zzija[s pedji sarä (7) ep[t]a n=an[=kan] ID-i (8) 

anda ISTUGisB[AN GISG]AG.V.TAG.GAISTUN& (9) yalabbibisker 
nu=ssi DlNGlRJSTAR URUSamuba (10) GASAN-JA palab§an ser epta 

'The Zuliya river (2) was (I) swollen (lit. had come). An[d] Istar of 
Samu]].a (3) supported (lit. went before) (2) him (i.e. the commander). 
(4) And the swollen Zuliya river (5) she [d]rove away. And the water 
(7) reach[e]d (5) him (6) (lit. seized him) up unto the b[e]l[t] (lit. [the 
plac ]e [ of the] b[ e ]lt). (7) And (8) in (7) the river (9) they attacked (lit. 
beat) (7) him (8) with b[ow (and) ar]row (and) with stone(s). (9) And 
!Star of Samul]a, (10) my mistress, held (her) palabsa-garment over 
(10) him.' 

In any event, the passage containing is-b[u-u]zi:fa-x[ .. . ]x does in alllike
lihood not exhibit a morphosyntactically aberrant participial nom.pl.c. form 
in -andus and is therefore not to be regarded as an assured piece of counter
evidence to the morphosyntactic rule presented in this article nor to MEL
CHERT's rule. 

§ 8. Co n c 1 u s i o n s : According to the rule formulated by MELCHERT 
(1995) on the basis ofNeo-Hittite original compositions (post-Suppiluliuma 
I) there is, in Neo-Hittite, no Ionger a distinction between nominative and ac
cusative in the plural as in the older language. Instead either the accusative 
form in -us or the norninative form in -es has been generalised for both sub
ject and object function, resulting in an allomorphic Einheitskasus. The dis
tribution between -eS and -us for this Einheitskasus is conditioned only by 
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the respective stem class: -t-stems, apophonic -u-stems and the relative pro
noun kui- take -es, whilst all other (pro )nominal stems, notably thematic 
nouns as weil as the demonstratives ka/i- 'this' and apa- 'that', take -us. 
MELCHERT claims that -ant-participles behave exactly like other -t-stems, 
generalising -eS for subject and object function as shown in table 1 below: 61 

(PRO-) NOMINAL STEMS 

INCLUDING PARTICPLES other 

ÜLDER Subj. .-e.f 
LANGVAGE Obj. -us 

NEO-HITTITE 
Subj. 

-us 
Obj. 

(Tab. l: NH case syncretisms according to MELCHERT's rule comprising (pro-)nouns and ptcc.) 

As far as -ant-participles are concemed MELCHERT is, however, com
pelled to adrnit to several exceptions to his rule, i.e. cases where the desi
nence of a form with accusative force is still -andus. In a great number of in
stances we do indeed fmd a form in -antd with accusative force in NH or 
NS texts (see the list at the end of § 1). Yet it is very conspicuous that, as 
shown in § 2, almost all of those passages, 13 cases altogether, feature the 
participle in either predicative (exx. 1- 3) or adverbial (exx. 4- 10) function 
(participium coniunctum). There is only one (possibly two) example(s), dis
cussed in § 3, where a form in -antes does not have predicative or adverbial 
but attributive function (ex. 11, possibly also 12). On the other hand, par
ticiples in -andus stemming from NH or NS texts, which would also count as 
exceptions to MELCHERT's rule, all exhibit attributive or substantival usage 
( see § 4 with exx. 13-17 and footnote 31 for a complete list of all N H and 
NS -andus-forms known to me). We must therefore conclude that the syn
cretism of -es and -us resulting in an allomorphic Einheitskasus in -esf.us, as 
described by MELCHERT's rule, does not apply to the -ant-participle. Instead 
Hittite, in its later stage, features a twofold system in which a syncretism ac
cording to MELCHERT's proposition exists only in ' regular' nouns, as shown 
in table 2. In the participial system a syncretism under the form -antes 
(former norninative) is only present in the domain ofverbal usage (adverbial 
and predicative function), whereas the distinction pertaining to the older lan-

61 In the fo11owing tables case syncretisms are indicated by lbold linesl; (former) nominative 

ctesinences are shactect grey ci "-~ i), (former) accusative ctesinences are Iett white c~::iill). 
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guage between nominative -antes and accusative -andus was still being 
made in the domain ofnominal usage (attributive and substantival function), 
as shown in table 3: 

(PRO-)NOMINAL STEMS 
other -t-stems relative 

0LDER Subj. -el -iUtS kt.tia 

LANGUAGE Obj. -us -ddus kuius 

Subj. 
-us -ttttl •lfiJ:teS l~atta NEO-HITTITE 

Obj. 

(Tab. 2: Neo-Hittite case syncretisms according to MELCHERT's rule excluding participles) 

NOMINAL USAGE VERBAL USAGE 
PARTICJPJAL STEMS 

attributive substantival predicative adverbial 

0LDER Subj. -antd -.anid -mHe8 -anft'l 

LANGUAGE Obj. -andus -andus -andus -andus 

LATER(NH') Subj . -antel ,tUtJd 
-lilnte.f 

LANGUAGE Obj. -andus -andus 

(Tab. 3: Morphosyntactic features ofthe participle as opposed to those of other nominal stems) 

In other words, the reduction of case marking towards Neo-Hittite resul
ting in a system with only three distinct cases in the plural (nominative-accu
sative, genitive-dative-locative, ablative-instrumental) is not shared by the 
nominal participle, which still has four distinct cases (nominative, accusative, 
genitive-dative-locative, ablative-instrumental) when used nominally. 

Particularly illuminating and corroborative for the just presented rule ap
plying to participles with object function is the altemation of -antes (verb~l 
usage) and -andus (nominal usage) within one and the same text, such as m 
KBo 15.12: 7, 8 (ex. 5): TI-andus (attributive) vs. unuyantes (adverbial), and 
KUB 39.7 ii 12 (ex. 10), ii 18, 33 (exx. 16-17): büfsyantes (adverbial) vs. 
huisuandus I hüfsuandus (attributive). The exact dating of this rule is, how
~ver: elusive bec~use not only texts for which a Neo-Hittite composition is 
certain, but also Neo-Hittite copies of older textsbad been taken into consid
eration. Since the phenomenon described by the rule presented in this study 
is systernatically different from the one discovered by MELCHERT specif
ically for the Neo-Hittite of the period post-Suppiluliuma I, it is possible that 
the here presented rule is, in fact, older. In any event, they do not necessarily 
coincide chronologically. 
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The behaviour of the participle, which preserves the old case distinction 
in nominal usage but exhibits a syncretism in verbal usage, is peculiar inso
far as it constitutes a systemic inconsistency: Whereas a syncretism or a re
duced distinction in the domain of verbal usage is not at all surprising, the 
participle deviates from other nouns exactly in the domain of nominal usage, 
as shown in the synoptic depiction ofthe system in table 4: 

PARTICIPLE 0THER -t-STEM -u-STEM RELAT, 

~ -antt4f ...qmfeS -antes -nel -ttf ..fitri ~ kui1l 
~ s 
r.l < 
9 

;;:. 
c 

-andus -andus -andus -andus -us -ddus -amU.S kuius 0 :z: 
< 0 .... 

r.l -antf!s -anteS. 
~ " s 
r.l ~ -antef -us ..J1d -avel ~ .. 

" < -andus -andus ..:l :z: 
< 0 .... 

ATTR. SUBST. PRED. I ADV. 

NOMINAL USE VERBAL USE 
. . 

(Tab. 4: Partial syncretisms in the Hittite nominal system including parttctples and (pro)nouns) 

§ 9. Typological parallels and prospects: I know ofno exact ty
pological parallel for this peculiar system, in which participles behave mor
phosyntactically differently from other nominal stems. T~ere. is a quas_i par
allel in French: adverbial participles are uninflected endmg m -ant w1th no 
grarnmatical concord regarding gender and number, whereas attribu~ive par
ticiples are inflected (sg.f. -ante, pl.m. -ants, pl.f. -antes). The d1achrony 
which stands behind the French system is, however, entirely different from 
that of Hittite. In French the uninflected form of the adverbial participle is a 
direct continuation of the Latin gerund in the ablative in -ndö ( chantant < 
cantandö) and consequently exhibits no inflexion, whilst the attributive par
ticiple continues the Latin -nt-participle (chantant < (*)cantante(m) < can
tantem). By regular sound changes (viz. the loss of final vowels and sub
sequent final devoicing62 of the gerund formant) both forms have simply 

62 Examples for the devoicing of secondary final dentals after a nasal apart from the gerund 
are: dont < de unde, souvent < OFr. sovent < sub inde; cf. ALESSIO (195 I: 302-303 ), 
SCHWAN/ BEHRENS (1970: 90). 
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coalesced. 63 In Italian, for instance, both forms are still kept apart ( cf. gerund 

cantando < cantandö vs. participle cantante < cantantem). Furthermore, 

other than the Hittite system, the ensuing synchronic system of French 

shows a reduction of morphological distinctions with regard to gender and 

number. The Hittite system on the other band exhibits a reduction of case 

distinction. Another possible partial parallel is found in Old High German. 

Here, the so-called 'uninflected' form in -nti is mainly used when the par

ticiple is adverbial or predicative.64 When the participle is attributive forms 

ofpronominal origin such as the nom.sg.m. -nter are used. Butthissystem is 

not an exact parallel either because it applies to all adjectives and not only to 

participles. 65 

It is a task for future research to investigate, from a typological perspec

tive, the likelihood of a system as the one presented here for the later period 

of Hittite. On the other band, the rule presented draws on a large number of 

examples with almost no counter-evidence, whereas at the same time it is 

able to account for all of the exceptions to MELCHERT's rule. lt lies outside 

the scope of this study to examine whether the rule established here applied 

- at least as a tendency - also to regular adjectives. If so, the system would 

indeed be less peculiar and exceptional typologically. Another unresolved 

question is that of the exact dating of the rule. On the basis of the material 

used in this study, it was not possible to determine the exact dating. If adjec

tives could indeed be shown to exhibit a morphosyntactic behaviour similar 

to participles, one could hope to be able to solve this chronological question 

on the basis of a much larger material foundation. 

63 Cf. RHEINFELDER (1967: 201-202). Ofthe numerous studies on the functional difference 
between the gerund and the participle in French cf. for instance WEERENBECK 1927. 

64 The adverbial function ofthe participle is in all Germanie languages (save Gothic) utterly 
rare (with the exception of some participles derived from intransitive verbs, notably verbs 
of movement) and must hence be considered unidiomatic; see the comprehensive over
view including earlier Iiterature in KILL!E (2007: 150-151), but cf. also - differently (for 
Tatian and Otfrid) - LüHR (2012: 422-427), who regards the adverbial usage as idiomatic 
and independent of Latin. In Old High German somethnes a departicipial adverb in -nto 
(lenited -ndo) is used instead; see on this FROTSCHER (forthcoming b): 

65 The distribution between the 'uninflected' form and the pronominal forms ofthe adjective 
is not clear-cut. When used as attributes, adjectives can either show the 'uninflected' 
ending or the pronominal ending (blint man or blinter man). In predicative usage the 'un
inflected' forms are, however, more frequent (der man ist blinte; rarelyderman ist blin
ter); cf. BRAUNE I REIFFENSTErN (2004: 219), RANHE!MSJETER 1945, FLEISCHER 2007. 
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