THE REDUCTION OF CASE MARKING IN PLURAL CONJUNCT (ADVERBIAL)
AND PREDICATIVE PARTICIPLES IN NEO-HITTITE"

Michael FROTSCHER

Abstract: It is now the communis opinio in the field of Anatolian studies that there is in
Neo-Hittite no longer 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 -ef (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 siems but
not to participles. In this article it will be shown that there is a different system applying to
participles: In the domain of verbal 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-e§, for
the nominative, and -and-us, for the accusative.

Keywords: adverbials, case agreement, case marking, case syncretism, conjunct participle,
depictives, Hittite, morphosyntax, participle, predication.

§ 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The groundwork for this study was first laid out in my as yet unpublished doctoral thesis,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: la sintassi del participio (Uni-
versitd di Verona, 2013-2014) and on the ERC-project EVALISA - The Evolution: of Case
Alignment and Argument Structure in Indo-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 Universititsverlag Winter) and 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 of Velizar Sadovski {Vienna) and Paola Cotticelli (Verona), whom I would like
to thank for her constant support throughout these projects. [ 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 well 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 -u§ with the nomina-
tive-accusative of ablauting -u-stems ending in -aues (instead of the morpho-
logically less transparent older form -amus') and the respective form of the
relative pronoun kwiés (instead of older kuius) being exceptions generalising
the earlier non-syncretic nominative ending -e§. Still another exception
is -(°)t-stems, which also exhibit a nominative-accusative in -es, the form of
the earlier nominative plural. Here also belong -n#-stems and therefore -ant-
participles, for which MELCHERT (1995: 270) also claims a nominative-accu-
sative desinence in -nz-e§ for Neo-Hittite, although he admits that “[...] there
are some 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.”

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 FEinheitskasus. In order to achicve the clearest
results and to avoid the possibility of influence from an underlying older
original, MELCHERT based his 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). His claims regarding
the distribution of -e§ vs. -u§ 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 *-auu$, with u >m/ _u.

2 T wish to thank Craig Melchert again for sending me & scanned copy of her unpublished
thesis.

Y
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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. 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. Some 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 -e$ instead
of expected -u§ 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)*. They are given here in alphabetical or-
der followed by the number of the example in which they will be discussed
in the course of the present article:

3

E.g. nom.pl.c. antuhses (NH [Murs. 1] KUB 19.37 iii 25, NH [Murs. 11] KUB 19.50 iv
19); see MCINTYRE (1986: 40). 1t is not only the Einheitskasus-system which is still in a
state of transition in the texts of the period of Mursili 1. Another transitional trait in those
texts is the replacement — be it analogical or phonological — of -je- by -ia- in the verbal
paradigm of -ie/a-stems. Tn Mursili II texts we still find several forms in -je- such as ti-i-e-
ez-zi, i-e-ez-zi. In the period of Muwatalli we find merely two -je-forms, and by the time
of Hattusili III none at all; cf. the list of forms in MELCHERT (1977: 33-34).

The palacographic datings are taken from the online database Konkordanz der hethi-
tischen Keilschrifitafeln (hitp://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 referted to in
this article are taken from the data collection compiled for my doctoral thesis (FROTSCHER
2013). The corpus consists of the data provided by the relevant dictionaries (CHD, HED,
HEG, HIL, HW?, 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 -an¢-participle. Translations are mine throughout, unless otherwise indicated.

Here and in the following, I shall adhere to the practice (established by KLOEKHORST in
scveral 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 hi-conjugation by using the upper-
case 3 sgprs.act. ending °* and °-/, respectively, instead of the 1% sg.prs.act. end-
ings °- or °-M¥_Although the latter notation is in line with the respective labels mi- and
hi-conjugation, of which the former looks back on a long history within the field of Indo-
European studies, one should refrain from it for practical reasons, as it does not allow for
the possibly important distinction between -a and -fa middles, which is only visibls in the
3% sg., nor for the distinction between mi- and hi-conjugation in Luwian, where the 3¢ 58




66 Michael Frotscher

ar-kin-te-e§ (OH/NS KBo 2.12 v 13) € ark- | ark- ‘to mount (sexually), to tup’ (4)
a-a¥-Si-ja-an-te-e§ (OH/late-NS KUB 20.92 i 12) € as§(iie/a)-"4"" ‘to be loved’ (11)
ha-a¥-Sa-an-te-e§ (NH KUB 21,38 i 61) € has-' / pasi- “to give birth (to)’ 2

Bu-u-i-is-pa-an-te-is (MH"/late-NS KUB 39.7 ii 12) € pu(i)Sue/a=" ‘to live, to be  (10)
alive’

Sa-ra-ku-ya-an-te-e§ (OH/NS KUB 35.148 iii 39) € Sara(h)kuue/a= ‘to water  (3)
(animals)’

Si-ia-an-te-e§ (NS TBoT 2.131 obv. 21) € $ai-'/ §i- “to impress, to seal, to shoot” (12)
Su-u-(ua-)an-re-e§ (NH KUB 55.38 ii 10; OH’/late-NS KBo 4.9 i 17) € Siwe/a-*  (7)

“to fill’ (8)
<tar-ul-ha-re-e§ (NH KUB 19.55+ Le. 2) € tarhu- ‘to defeat, to overcome’ (1)
te-ja-an-te-e§ (NH/late-NS KUB 10.91 iii 16) € dai-' / ti- *to put, to set, to lay’ (9
b-nu-pa-an-te-e§ (NS KBo 15.12: 8) € unu-* ‘to adom, 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 palacographical dating, however,
is not secure:

hu'-is-ya-an-te-e5 (OH/MS’ KUB 11.1 iv 16) € hu(i)§ue/a- “to live, to be alive’ (6)

§ 2. It is remarkable that instances of -anf-participles with accusative
force but with the ending -e§ instead of expected -u§ 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), 1 shall rather
use the term adverbial participle®, which better captures the syntactic func-
tion of this kind of usage: Adverbial participles constitute an independent ad-

is, in fact, the only diagnostic paradigmatic form (on the latter see FROTSCHER 2012
[2013]: 139!, 157@%). The signs £ and .& are taken directly from the cuneiform writing
and stand for the single and double gloss-wedge, respectively.

Throughout the present study the term adverbial will be used for this kind of syntactic
usage. For an explanation and extensive discussion of this term see HEINE 1972 (with fur-
ther references). Another term often found in the literature for this syntactic usage is ap-
positive participle, which is especially common in the field of Germanic 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 earliest attestation known to me of this term
being found in KRUGER 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 / HIMMELMANN 2004 and HIMMEL-
MANN / SCHULTZE-BERNDT 2005 (with further references).

Reduction of case marking in plural conjunct (adverbial) and predicative participles 67

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.

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

(1) NH’ KUB 19.55+ l.e. 1-2°

[nu'=us’/$mas"=kan"] (2) [IST)'U" ®STUKUL < 'tarubha"tes UL anda
ubthuln]

‘TAnd’] 2) I did not consid[er] (1) [them’/you’] (2) defeated [b]y weap-
ons.’

(2) NH (Puduhepa / Hattugili [lI) KUB 21.381 60-62°
[DUIMU.MUNUSME LUGAL kuigs SA E™ uemiianun me=m[u=2a=
kaln SU-i" haser n=as=za ammuk (61) [Salanunlun 'ka rima kuiés
hassantes [ulemiianun nu apuss=a (62) [Salanunun n}=af { ek g
ENMES K ARASHEA jign[uln
“The [pri]ncesses, whom I found inside the palace, gave birth under
m[y] supervision (lit. in m[y] hand) and I (61) [rais]ed them (i.e. the
newborns). And also those whom I [flound already borm (62) [I
raised], and I made them { (erasure) } commanders of the troops.”

(3) OH/NS KUB 35.148 iii 36-39'°

nu=$§an U[R]. TUR IGI¥"*-yait epmi x[ | (37) nu kisan memahhi (38)
iianza iianza dakkudakupan(te¥'] (39) iianzi Sarakuuante§ iian|zi]
40) GUu-u§ Pkizzumiia dakkudakuuaer® 1) "UDU -un hilas dak-
dakuuder UR.GY; harpi K[LMIN] (42) [SATH hiimmi KIMIN

‘And I (i.e. Zuwi, the sorceress) catch the little d[og] with the eyes.
(37) And I speak thus: (38) “A sheep (is) made. They impound (?)"

7 This text, known as the Milawata-letter, dates probably from the time after Mur&ili IL; ¢f.
HemnHoLD-KRAHMER (1983; 94-9574 with further references).

8 Ed. HOFFNER (2009: 320); trans. BECKMAN (1999: 146).

¢ Ed. EpeL (1994: 1220-221), HOFFNER, op.cit. 287; trans. BECKMAN, op.cit. 134.

10 Ed. HAAs (2003: 578¢'°),
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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[itro].
(42) The [pi]g in the sty ditto.’

In examples (1) and (2) above it is a verbum videndi — either sensu stricto
(anda au($)-"®" / u- ‘to consider, to regard’) or in the broader sense (uemni-
ie/a" ‘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 iie/a-* ‘to do, to make’ +
the main verb as a participle. This construction is, to my knowledge, only
attested once more in a treaty of Tudhaliya TV (KBo 4.14 iii 23-24): tuk=ma
kardi kuit k& INIMM® peran GAM tijan (24) DU-nun ‘But 1 have already put
(lit. made put) these words down for you’. Alternatively, one could interpret
example (3) differently by taking ijanzi as the 3" pl. act. of i ‘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 well as adverbial participles exhibit a
nominative-accusative desinence -antes instead of -andus.'”

Other instances of participles with accusative force showing the desi-
nence -ante§ 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

"' The translation of dakkudakuyan(tes] as ‘impounded’ (Germ. ‘eingepfercht’) is only ten-

tative; cf. TISCHLERs brief overview of all occurences of this verb in HEG TI1, 52. TiscH-
LER testores the broken form in question as a 3" sg.prs.act, da-ak-ku-da-ku-ya-a[n-zil,
which is, however, extremely unlikely in consideration of the fact that there is a finite
form, iianzi, immediately following.

Haas, foc.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).
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participles, whereas postposed participles could either be attributive or ad-
verbial.'? In such cases, whether a participle is to be considered attributive or
adverbial largely 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 of the 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), are to be classified with a high degree of certainty as
adverbial rather than as attributive participles:

(4) OH/NS KBo 2.12 v 9 14"

1 UDU Suppistuuaran (10) natta arkantan (11) MUNUSi&pynna!aS’ dai (12)
X UDUY4 suppistuuarus (13) natta arkante$ (14) LUMES URUZinng-
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; 7-8'5

nu Tl-andu$ [tarpallius’ namma’]'® 8) ["SUDA]B MUNUS"""=jq
unupantes Sard uuadanz|i)

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

Ed. Popko (1994: 106-107), who, however, translates arkant- as an attributive participle
with the meaning ‘zerlegt’ as if belonging to the homophonous verb ark- / ark-, which
designates a certain action of the slaughter procedure: “Ein hellschimmerndes, nicht zer-
legtes Schaf nimmt die i§punala-Frau. Zehn hellschimmernde, nicht zerlegte Schafe neh-
men die Leute von Zipalanda” (boldfacing mine).

Ed. KOMMEL (1967: 126-127), who also translates unuypante$ as an adverbial participle:
“[...] sobald man damit fertig ist, fithrt man lebende [ Substitute, ] [einen Gefange]nen
und eine Frau geschmiickt herauf” (boldfacing mine).
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(6) OH/MS?
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‘And [moreover’] living [substitutes’], (8) [a capti]ve and a woman,
they bring up adorned.’

KUB 11.1iv 16-17'" (Il OH/NS KBo 3.67 iv 3-4)

[(m))an=as "atr'is '® hu'iSuantes"® Sarranals Ser ...] (17) [kuulatga ue-
rizzi

‘[(DIf he, [because of] the shar[e ...], (17) [som]ehow summons (16)
the fathers, alive / living (i.e. whilst they are (still) alive / living) ...’

16

Amended after the parallel text KUB 17.18 ii 17-18 (ed. KUMMEL, op.cit. 127-128),
which reads nu hiisuandus nafmm)a tarpallius LU MUNUS=ia §[ard) (18) uuadanzi *And
more[ove|r living substitutes, a man and a woman, (18) they bring (17) u[p]’.

Ed. HorrmANN (1984: 52-53).

The nom.-acc.pl. "at-ti™-is (dupl. at-te[-ef]) instead of expected aftus (non-syncretic acc.
or syncretic nom.-acc, of a stemn other than a f-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 @-stem and was then
also subject to MELCHERT’s rule regarding its syncretic form. This would prove a Neo-
Hittite date of the copy. Alternatively, a#is 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 -if < *-ief (see on this development MELCHERT 1995; 271-272) instead of the regular
-&3 < *.gies. Especially with kinship terms we frequently encounter nom.(-acc.) plural
forms in -if, which indirectly suggest luwoid i-mutation: e.g. ha-an-ni-is (7) at-ti-e§ an-
ni-i§ (nom.) “grandmothers, (7) fathers, (and) mothers’ (NS KUB 17.29 ii 6-7), ha-an-ni-i§
bu-ub-hi-i§ (acc.) ‘grandmothers (and) grandfathers’ (MH/NS KUB 30.24 ii 23),
SESMES.j§ (nom.) ‘brothers’ (OHYMS’ KUB 36.106 rev. 8), although no unambiguous
i-stem variants of these kinship terms are attested; but cf. also acc.pl. annius ‘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. iSpantiué (NH [Murs. 1I] KBo 4.4 iii 31) of the
consonant stem iSpant- . ‘night’ or the acc.pl. tarpalfius (NH [Murs. 11] KBo 4.6 obv. 28
[cf. example (21) below], NS KUB 17.18 ii 17 [cf footnote 16 above]) of the luwoid
agent noun in -alli- “O(& tarpalli- “(ritual) substitute’. Note that the non-syncretic
accusative form in -i-u$ of luwoid stems with i-mutation has survived well into Neo-
Hittite (cf. tarpalliu§ [Murd. I1]), where it stands right next to syncretic forms in -i§ < *-je§
(hubhis etc.) or to forms with the regular Hittite, i.e. non-luwoid, ending -&5.

Written TI-i§-ya-an-te-e§ which could represent a sumerographic spelling followed by a
rather long phonetic complement with only the first phoneme /h/ being omitted. Such a
spelling would, however, be entirely unparallelled in the Hittite corpus, where sumero-
graphic writings of this lexeme always exhibit a much shorter phonetic complement cov-
ering only the participial suffix and the ending: TI-an-/d°. Therefore, TT (:Z<) is probably
an error for intended HU (»}4 ). This spelling error occurs frequently; see footnote 41 for
another example.

(7) OH/late-NS

8) NH

(9) NH/late-NS

(10)
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KB04.9i16-19%

11 huppar KU.BABBAR i$pantuzzias (17y GESTIN-it §iuantes suppas
(18) ZAG-naz GUB-lazz=iia (19) tianzi

‘Two silvern libation vessels, (17) filled with wine, (19) they place (18)
left and right (17) of the sacrificial meat.’

KUB 55.38 11 9-117

v URUYantaSuua)llis ISTU GESTIN KAS (10) marnuit ual*h[hilt
Sfuantes (11) ANA PANI DINGIR"™ tianzi

‘Four kantasuula]lli-vessels, (10) filled (9) with wine, beer, (10) barley
beer, (and) ual[k]i-, (11) they put before the deity.’

KUB 10.91 iii 15-16%

nuskan 10 NNPAjigutiys ISTU INBI (16) GAKIN.AG fejantes 1
NINDARLyllissa=ia ME-i

*Three iiatti-breads — (16) covered (15) with fruits (16). (and) cheese —,
and one pulli§sa-bread (s)he takes.’

MH"late-NS*  KUB 39.7ii 12-13%

hiiiSuante/is§=a »° nassu v lahhanza (13) nasma VU ladphanza
appanzi

MUSEN

21

H

24
25

Ed. BApALL/ ZiNkO (1994: 22-23); trans. KLINGER (2008: 198),

Ed. GrODDEK (2002: 63).

Ed. HOFFNER (1974: 165), STARKE (1990: 5121888,

For the dating of the Hittite Death Ritual cf. KASSIAN / KOROLEV / 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, whernce the
notation ‘MH"/(late-)NS’ for texts of the Death Ritual.

KASSIAN / KOROLEV / SIDEL’TSEV, op.cif. 492493,

The desinence is written with the signs TE-IS, which can be read either -te-es1s or -tir-is.
The latter would be an instance of an occasional sandhi phenomenon (-e§ > -i§ before
clitic elements) attested from Middle Hittite on and described by SIpDEL’TSEV (2002) and
FROTSCHER (forthcoming a). The duplicate of KUB 39.7 probably also shows the same
nominative-accusative form in -ante$, even though the crucial part of the word is damaged:
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‘Also living / alive (13) they catch (12) either five ducks (13) or six’
ducks.’

In all of the 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 of the 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 Ritual®’. She apparently considers Aais-
yante/is§=a the predication of a nominal sentence, whose first part would be
the preceding passage n=a§ XXX lahhanza, and thus translates: “And thirty
lahhanza-ducks are living”. Under this interpretation the presence of the en-
clitic conjunction =(¢)a is, however, left unexplained. Furthermore, it is ex-
tremely unlikely that #=a$ 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 GISY™A X
lahanza™VSEN jianza (9) n=us ISTU KU.BABBAR halissiianzi nu ANA V la-
hanzani{a} (10) SAG.DUMEB_SUNU GUSKIN GAR.RA 3Sjiatnasi=a X
lahanzaMUStN (11) iianza iSnas$=a X labhanza"VSENYIA jianza n=a§ XXX (12)

hu-u-i-i§-ua-an-f e-e5] (MH'/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 (44).
A reading -d{u-us] with the sign DU {tﬂ'), 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 -f{u-u§] of a non-syncretic accusative plural form.
However, accusative plural forms of the -anf-participle spelled -an-tu-u§ 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: hu-ga-an-tu-u§ (OS HHT 73 i 6), lu-uk-kdn-tu-us
(OS HHT 75: 6), t-i-ta-an-tu-us (OH’/MS [Zidanta I/IT] KUB 36.108 obv. 6, 8), a-am-mi-
ia-an-tu-u§ (OH/NS KBo 3.34 ii 28), i§-kal-la-an-ni-an-w-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
Ritual see also footnote 23).

%6 The second numeral appears to be v, but it features a faint additional stroke, which must
be interpreted as the sixth stroke of the numeral vi (so already the reading in OTTEN 1938:
36) as attested in the duplicate KUB 39.8 i 6. Otherwise the disjunctive syntax (nas§u ...
nasma ... ‘cither ... or ...") would be hard to justify. Alternatively, one could also emend
the first numeral to 1v' as done in KassIAN/ KOROLEV / SIDEL’TSEV, op.citl. 49200 with re-
gard to the duplicate KUB 39.8 i 6, where the numeral indeed seems to be 1v, but is found
before a lacuna (handcopy: J¥).

27 Cf. http://www.hethiter.net/:CTH 450.1.1.4 [2011] (last access: 21/08/2015).
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lahhanza ‘And of wood ten ducks are made. (9) And they plate them with
silver. And of five ducks (i.e. out of these ten wooden ducks) (10) the heads
are studded with gold. And of iiatna-wool ten ducks (11) are made, and of
dough ten ducks are made: These (are) thirty (12) ducks.” It now imme-
diately follows example (10) beginning with the additive conjunction =(f)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
ratherattributive:

(11) OH/late-NS  KUB 20.92i 12-14%

LUGAL-u§ GUB-a§ HUR.SAGMES assiiantes (13) $4 PNGRY URVZj,.
palanda (14) "NORU YRY Zinnalandasia 1-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 word order that demands an attributive interpretation but
the semantics conveyed by the participle within the general context. At first
sight the word 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 $4 PNARY “of the storm god’. In fact, it is only the lo-
gographic writing with an Akkadian §a-genitive that on the surface results in
this word order. The linguistic reality, and thus the genuine Hittite word or-
der behind this half-logographic writing is a different one: the genitive attrib-
ute in Hittite regularly precedes its head noun®, so that the participle in this
example actually follows the whole noun phrase just like in most of the fore-
going examples, where the participle was predicative or adverbial. It 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

% Ed. POPKO (1994: 200-201), GRODDEK (2004: 159).

¥ Cf. HoreNER / 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 logo-
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. 213
UUR.SAGLf&§a§ GISHUR 's'ijante§ S"A DINGIRPi'r‘Fa {zarzf
‘Mount Lih%a keeps (lit. holds) the sealed wooden tablets of the deity
Pirwa’ (attributive)
‘Mount Lib8a kecps (lit. holds) the wooden tablets of the deity Pirwa

sealed (i.e. whilst they are sealed, in 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 below; § 5, examples 18-
21). Three examples of certainly NH composition may suffice®' to illustrate

30 Ed. IMpARATI (2004: 350).

3 All other instances known to me and not further discussed in the present study of the par-
ticipial desinence -andu$ in NS or NH texts follow the same pattern and show the par-
ticiple in question in attributive or substantival function (in the following list indicated by
superscript * for attributive (* = preposed position within the noun phrase relative to its
head) and * for substantival use): dnduf € ai-*" ‘be hot’ (OH/NS KUB 33.49 ii 6**, NS
KUB 17.23 ii 134, 17%, NS VBoT 134: 2*"), akkandu$ € kk-' | akk- *die’ (NH KBo 3.3 i
16%, 24%), arandus & ar-"@) ‘stand’ (OH/NS frgm. KUB 33.13 ii 17%), appandus €
epp-*' | app- “take, seize’ (NH frgm. KUB 23.42 obv. 7°"), SIxSA-andu§ € hantae-" ‘put
in order, joint, repair, determine’ (NH KUB 22.65 viii 29*"), harpandus € harp-""",
harp=', harpae-* ‘join one side; heap up’ (MH/NS KUB 27.16 iv 26%), hattandus €
hatt-*" ‘pierce, stab’ (NS KBo 26.88 i 5%%), pkandu§ € huek” | huk- ‘invoke’ (NS
KUB 25.27 ii 239, hi(DSuandus | Tl-andus < hu(i)ue/a® “live, be alive’ (OH/NS

T

Reduction of case marking in plural conjunct (adverbial) and predicative participles 75

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 Pudubepa / Hattu§ili 1II. The two participles SIGs-andus (*laz-
zilandus) > € lazzije/a-""" " ‘to set straight, to rectify (active); to be good
(middle)’ and duyarnandus € duyarni-*' | duyarn- ‘to break sth. (transitive-
active), to break (apart) (intransitive-middle)’ are not used adverbiaily or
predicatively but nominally, i.e. substantivally as in (13) or attributively as
in (14).

(13) NH (Puduhepa / Hattugili Ill) KUB 13.35ii 6-8*

tamédani=marya kuedani ANSE.GIR NUN.NA (7) sarnikzilas EGIR-
pa pehhi (8) mirua=smas S1Gs-andu$ UL=pat pehhi

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

[Murd. 1.] KBo 3.55 obv. 8°, NH KUB 17.18 ii 17%, iii 102, NH KUB 46.46 ii 16%), hitp-
pandus € piippae “heap up’ (MH/NS VBoT 24 ii 20%"), irhd(n)dus € irhae- ‘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 TBoT 2.19; 5°°7), karSandu§ € kars=' *cut (off), neglect’
(NH KUB 22.57 obv. 27, 4%), [klinandu§ € kinae=" ‘sift, sicve, sort out’ (NH frgm. KBo
21.20 i 17%7), [N|ukkandu¥ € lukk? ‘set fire to, ignite (OH/NS KUB 33.49 iii 67),
nejandu¥ € nai-' [ ni- ‘turn, send’ (NS frgm. KUB 17.23 i1 29%), pianduf € pai-' /| pi-
‘give’ (NH frgm. KBo 13.54: 117), pandui € paii<' | pai- ‘go, walk’ (NS KBo 10.16 i
75, parfi(Dandus € pariiie/a ‘break’ (OH/NS KUB 2.13 i 248, iv 5%, MH/NS KUB
7.5 ii 9**, MH/NS VBoT 24 ii 332, NS KBo 23.15 ii 19°, NS KBo 24.57 i 5, NS KBo
35.76 obv. 5%, NS KUB 10.52 vi 13%, NS? KUB 12.11 iii 20°, NS frgm. KUB 25.46 ii 6%,
Sakkandus € 3akk-' / sakk- ‘know’ (NS frgm. KUB 43.69 ii 9"), Sakupandus <
Sakuye/a? ‘irrigate’ (late-NS KUB 51.50 iii’ 142), Sammenandus € Samnae-” ‘create’
(OH/NS KBo 10.37 ii 10%), $aganduf € saue/a-* ‘fill (up)’ (MH/NS KBo 21.34 i 25%),
dammenkandu¥ € tame(n)k-* ‘attach, stick, pin’ (NH KUB 24.7 iii 70*"), unuugandus €
unu= *adorn, decorate’ (MH/NS frgm. KUB 60.33 rev. 7°, NH KBo 26.83: 13%).

The reading behind SIGs-ant- is not entirely certain. Instances of SIGs-ant- could in the-
ory also belong to the adjective @f§uuant- ‘good’, a form enlarged by the suffix -(a)nt- or
-yant- of the adjective a¥§u- / @f¥au- ‘good’, in which case the example would not vontain
a participle but an adjective. Longer phonetic complementations, such as in SIGs-zi-ig-mi
(OH/NS KUB 33.24 i 44, 45) or SIGs-ig-at-ta-at (NH KBo 4.8 ii 21), affirm, however,
that SIGs was indeed the sumerogramme at least for lazzije/a-*/"*"). Nonetheless, il is still
possible that lazzijant- is not a participle of the verb lazzije/a-""*"" but an -(a)nt-adjective
of its derivational basis lazzi- ‘good’, which may also be the lexeme underlying the
writing SIGs-in (*lazzin), for which see HEG 11, 49.

B Ed. WerNER (1967: 6-7); trans. HOFFNER (2002: 58), WEITENBERG (1983: 183).
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(14) ibid. (+ KBo 16.62) iv 11-123*

nasma=ya SSDUBBIN LUGAL SIGs-andan (12) pai ku’e danikki
EGIR-pa=ma=ua dunarnandus 111 dai

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

Also the following example (15) from a NH original, an oracle inquiry
for the Hittite king Urhi-Teg§Sub, i.e. Mursili III, contains a participial form
in -andus (Sekkandus € Sakk-' | Sakk- (NH also Sekk-) ‘to know’) in attrib-
utive function (preceding its head noun):

(15) NH (Mur3ili IIT [Urhi-Te83ub])  KBo 23.114 obv.? 23%

[PINGIR Zaua|llis "Urhi-"™O"U-"ub"  Sekkandus-pat uaSkus Ser
TUKU.T[UKU~(u)anza SIXSA’-af’]

‘[(If) the Zawa]lli-deity of Urhi-Tes8ub [(is) / has been’ determined’]
ang[ry] because of the known offenses only (=par) ...”%¢

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: "k kuit’
NU."SIGs-ta” nu ANA DINGIR*M kulis/t’ | (2) Sekkandu§ uaSku§ n=as=kan
[ ... .”7 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 uaskus).

According to MELCHERT’s rule, one would expect the Einheitskasus
in -ante§ in those cases, because SIGs-ant-, duyarnant- and Sekkant-
are -(°)¢-stems found in a clearly Neo-Hittite text. The fact that one still finds
the distinction between -andus (accusative) and -ante§ (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, cven though they do not come from Neo-Hittite orig-

3 Ed. WERNER, op.cit. 12—13; trans. HOFFNER, op.cit. 59, WEITENBERG, op.cit. 184.

3 Ed. van DEN HouT (1998: 148-149), CHD § 27b.

3 The same construction with an attributive participle (sekkandis yaskus) is also found in
more fragmentary context in lines 21 and 25 of the same text.

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 -gntes. 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 AuiSuantes) in ibid. ii 13 (example 10), have now becorae an
established referent within the discourse with the quality expressed by the
participles now being a permanent one:

(16) MH"late-NS KUB 39.7 ii 18-19*® (| MH'/NS KUB 39.8 i 14-16)

huiSuandus=-ma=ssan labhan[zanus ... (halisS)iianldas (19) lah-

hanzanusMUSENBLA anda hamenkan|zi]

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

(17) ibid. ii 33 34%

rrrrr

Ix ALAM wyarni-
uan<«{zi}»zi

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

The same morphosyntactic distinction between attributive -andus and ad-
verbial -ante§ 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 unuuantes ‘adorned’.

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 -antes throughout. Instead, the dis-
tinction between nominative -anfe§ and accusative -andus is still made in
attributive and substantival participles (nominal usage), whereas in parti-
ciples with predicative and adverbial function (verbal usage) the case dis-
tinction is eliminated, resulting in a nominative-accusative desinence -antes.
In other words, the accusative is not marked as such anymore but the former

B Ed. KAssiaN/ KorOLEV / SIDEL’TSEV (2002: 492-493),
¥ Ed. KASSIAN { KOROLEV / SIDEL™TSEV, op.cit. 496497,
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nominative ending -ante$ 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 -ante§ 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 -antes:

(18) NS KUB 59.47 iv' 10-11%° (INS KUB 7.46 iv 7-8)

namma GI?'A Sara h'ittiianz[()]¥ (11) [(n=a$ IGI")]"A"-ya katta
uapnuypandus tarnanzi

‘Then they pull out (lit. up) the arrows. (11) [(And)] they let [(them)]
hang down (lit. turned down) with regard to their [(hea)]ds (lit.
eyes).’®

(19) MH/NS KBo 3.5 iii 32-33%

INA VI** MUSIE=ma (33) @ndus arha aruizzi n=as tariianzi

‘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), GRODDEK (2004: 84).

41 Written with TI (-X<) instead of with HU (+{). For another instance of the same spelling
error see footnote 19,

Here interpreted as a periphrastic causative (admissive) construction with tarn{a)-’ ‘to let
(go)’ as a light verb. For a similar construction employing a different light verb, viz.
ije/a-" “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 ziickt man die Pfeile und it sie mit den
Spitzen nach unten gedreht hinab” (boldfacing mine). In any event, IGI?A-ya /sakuua/
(acc.pl.n.) is certainly to be analysed as an accusativus graecus in this sentence.

4 Ed. KAMMENHUBER (1961: 95-96).

Differently KAMMENHUBER, op.cit. 95", who emends the numeral vi to v' “[...] da
andernfalls keine Verrichtung fiir die 5. Nacht angegeben wire.”

42
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(20) NS KUB 17.18 iii 17-18%

... ] taknas PNORUTU-a5 ANA ESAG "UDU DINGIRME LUMES 4N4
ESAG MAS.GA[L] (18) [ ... applandu> puis' gandus* anda harijanzi

‘...]Jx 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 / alive.’

(21) NH Murili IT) KBo 4.6 obv. 27-314 (1 KBo 55.23: 2-5)

kinuna kasa tuk ANA DINGIR“ 'Gassulayias (28) [tuél GEME™Y
AINA  GIG ser apél tarpallivs (29) [1 SUABNIGA 1
UD(U.“SIG+MUNUS”.NIG)]A=ig ISTU T"USNIG.LAMMES yasSandus
(30) [... SJAG.DU-i kuies handantes (31) [ ... u(arnuu)anzli uppiesta

‘Now, to you, o goddess, GagSulawiya, (28) [your female servant], be-
cause of her disease, (31) has sent her substitutes, (30) [...], which
(are) determined for her [plerson, (31) [... i(n order 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 of the
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

# Ed. GORKE, http://www.hethiter.net/: CTH 448.2.1.1 [2012] (last access: 21/08/2015).

% Written HU-US- instead of HU-IS-, which is probably to be regarded as a simple spelling
error (5= for correct &7 ), given that in the same text the word is also written fu-u-is-ua-
an-du-u (ii 17) and hu-i-i-ya-an-du-u§ (iii 10). Moreover, participial forms with the
original zero grade hus® of the verb huiSue/a-* are restricted to OS originals and later
copies of Old Hittite texts: hu-§u-ya-an-za (OS KBo 25.112 ii 4), hu-$u-ua-an-da-an (08
KBo 17.4 ii 14), hu-§u-ya-an-ta-an (OH/MS KBo 22.2 rev. 9 | OH/NS KBo 3.38 rev. 25
hu-u-i-i§-ua-an-da-an), hu-us-ua-an-da-an (OH/NS [Murs. 1] KUB 31.64 iii 14), hu-us-
ua-an-du-us (OH/NS [Murs. T] KBo 3.55 obv. 8), the only exception being the unclear
form pu-§u-ya-an-da found in a NH vocabulary (KUB 3.110: 4), where the Akkadian and
Sumerian columns are broken off. Or could the form hu-us-ua-an-du-us in KUB 17.18 iii
18 be a vestige of an underlying older original of this NS text?

#1 Ed. TISCHLER (1981: 14-15); trans. SINGER (2002: 72 [N° 15]).
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group of CTH 418, which only consists of NS texts. There are also 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 to be dated to Mursili 11, at least if
one accepts the view, widespread among Hittitologists, that the Ga3Su-
I(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 -andu
is contradictory to the morphosyntactic behaviour described on the basis of
examples (4-10) above for the later language. Note that uassandus 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 II. As mentioned above
(§ 1 and footnote 3) texts of this period are transitional in several respects. It
is conceivable that the form uassandus is still a vestige of the older language,
where an accusative form in -u¥ 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 -antes instead, because the regular Einheitskasus for -(°)t-stems is -es.
According to the rule postulated here, one would still expect a form in -anfes
regardless of the syntactic function of the participle. The first two examples,
(22) and (23), are found in NH original compositions:

(22) NH (Muwatalli [I) KBo 11.1 obv. 33*

URUPPHTA gfandus kuies kuédas ANA URUPPHYIA sinapsi észi
n=at uehanzi n=[at EGIR-pa SIGs-ahhanzi]

“Which towns (are) inhabited (lit. settled), for which towns there is a
Sinapsi, they inspect them and [restore them].”*

#  Ed. LeBRUN (1980: 297, 301); trans. SINGER (2002: 84 [N° 19]), pE Roos (1983: 226).
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(23) NH (Mursili IT) KUB 24.2 rev. 17°% (1 KUB 24.1 iv 16)
[(rnu $&))$5auuas hiuadus (dupl. IM¥A-u$)3! ijiantar{u]
‘[(And)] the winds [(of pro)]sperity shall blo[w] (lit. go).’
It is conceivable that the syntax of (22) is corrupt and that the form of the

participle asandus (€ es-“""¥ | a§- ‘to sit (intr.); to settle (trans.)’) is to be
explained as the result of case attraction, such that the syntagm URUP!PH 1A
aSandus ‘the inhabited cities” would constitute an independent nominal
phrase, which is the object of uehanzi, consisting of the head LIRHRLEELA
and its attribute (attributive participle) afandus, in which case the form asan-
dus instead of aSantes is expected. There is, however, no feasible expla-
nation for the form huwadus ‘winds’ in (23), a form of huuant- ‘wind’
showing nasal-reduction. One should keep in mind, however, that huuant- <
*huh;-(0)nt-, just like its thematised variant *haueh;-n/pt-0- in the other
Indo-European languages (Lat. ventus, Welsh gwynt, Goth. winds < *haueh;-
nt-6-%; Ved. vata-, GAv. vata- < Proto-Indo-Iranian *HvdH-at-a- < *hauéh;-
nt-0-), is probably synchronically nothing but a substantive in Hittite, al-
though historically it is the old lexicalised, substantivised -nt-participle
*houh-6nt- | *houhs-nt-" “blowing > wind’ of a verb *hauéh;- | *hauh;-" ‘to
blow’ (cf. Ved. vati, Gr. émor ‘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 -andu$ 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, a NS copy of a MH original. In these passages the

9 The exact intepretation of uehanzi is unclear. Usually, ueh-" / yah-, ueh-*"" is used intran-
sitively ‘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 R0OS, who envisage a
meaning ‘survey, inspect’ within the given context: “Those towns that are inhabited and
have a §inapsi-sanctuary, they shall be surveyed and [shall be set right]” (SINGER, loc.cit.),
“De steden die bevolkt zijn (en) een §inapsi 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 ‘tumn towards, sich etw. zuwenden’.

0 Ed. KASSIAN / YakuBovicH (2007: 432, 434), SINGER (2002: 56 [N° 9]).

5l Cf. the parallel in KUB 24.3 iii 39-40: nu Sedduual$ ] 40) IM-antes§ jjandaru, with the cor-
rect and expected form in -antes.

2 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 for this frequent construction of the Kikkuli-text:
(24) MH/NS KBo 3.2 rev.! 34%
EGIR-pa=ia URU-ri anda parhandus vuanzi
‘And they (the horses) come back rushing into the city.’

These exceptional forms of the 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 parhandus 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 -antes, Kikkuli would have
used -andus, which in “correct” Hittite 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 Hittite
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. Alternatively, uuanzi could be regarded as the 3 pl. act. not of
uue/a-" ‘to come’ but of au(§)-'“" / 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-Hittite 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 parhandus
as a relic of a grammatical system (pre-Neo-Hittite) in which the distinction
between -andus (accusative) vs. -anfe§ (nominative) was still being made in
predicate participles as well. However, the occurrence of a verb for ‘to see’

3 The same construction is found in MH/NS KBo 3.2 obv.! 23-24 (namma=a$ parhandus (24)
URU-{a upanzi), ibid. lower edge 3 ("EGIR -pa [UR]U-ri parhandus uua[nzi]), MH/NS
KUB 1.13 ii 15 ([EJGIR-pa=ma=at | DANNA Xx=ja parhandu$ u uanzi), and — with a
different verb — MH KUB 1.11 iv 21-22 (n=a$ | DANNA xx IKUY'A (22) parhandus panzi
|for a translation of this passage see also the top of p. 83 of this article]).

5 Ed. KAMMENHUBER (1961: 140-141),
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is very unlikely within the context of an instruction. Furthermore, the devi-
ating parallel passage, which exhibits a different verb, n=as T DANNA XX
IKUYLA (22) parbandus panzi (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 uuanzi as well. It is therefore safer to
assume an error in the Kikkuli-text, which was perhaps induced by a risun-
derstanding of the 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 of the passage in question,
which does not involve a nom.pl. form in -andus, will be presented in exam-
ple (26).

The damaged form is-h[u-u]z-zi-ja-x[...]x is found in a report by Hat-
wsili TIT of the campaigns of Suppiluliuma 1, 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 there is a lacuna in the
middle of the second fragment (KBo 16.36): (RO + FoTassSed////s).-
MCINTYRE (1986: 28) restores this broken form as iSh[u]zziia[nd]4s and
reckons with a nom.pl.c. in -andus of an adverbial participle iShuzziiant-
‘girded’ € ishuzziie/a-" “to gird’:*

(25) NH (Hattusili I  HHT 82 + KUB 31.20 + KBo 16.36 ii 1-10%

0 7ulijas=ma=kan uyanza (2) &ta n[u)=s5i "NORISTAR URVSamuba (3)
peran hiiuais (4) nu D Zuliian uyandan (5) para [plarhiiat 'n =an=za=
an=kan A-az (6) iSh[ulzzifa[ndul§ Sara (1) épper’ n=an[=kan] 1D-i (8)
anda ISTU “SB[AN “SG]AG.U.TAG.GA ISTU NA. (9) ual’hhihisker
nu=55i PNORISTAR URVSamuha (10) GASAN-IA palahsan Ser épta

55 The text is cited here as it is presented in MELCHERT’s Neo-Hittite corpus (available from
the author upon personal request) with a tentative translation as would directly follow
from his edition. MCINTYRE (1986) does not discuss the passage in detail but merely lists
the form — restored as ish[u)zzifa[ndu]s — under the examples for nom.pl.c. forms in -u§ of
the time of Hattuili I1I. A new transcription and translation of the text, more in line with
the context, is given below in example (26).

5 Ed. RIEMSCHNEIDER (1962: 111-112), ALp (1977: 644-645), id. (1991: 33-35); trans.
UNAL (1984: 75).
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“The Zuliya river (2) was (1) swollen (lit. had come®”). An[d] I§tar of
Samuha (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)
glijrd[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) arjrow
(and) with stone(s). (9) And I$tar of Samuha, (10) my mistress, held
(her) palahia- (a kind of protective garment) over (10) him.’

MCINTYRES restoration is indeed compatible with the remains of the last
sign of the word, which could belong to an US (}=). 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 (&) is fully preserved in KUB 31.20 iii 4 (B¥&™...), fol-
lowed by a small part of the next sign, whose last section is found on the
joining fragment KBo 16.36 iii 7 (... £&). 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 belong 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 ép[f]a ‘(s)he took’. A singular predicate is in fact
what is expected regarding the overall context. It is IStar who shelters the
commander of the Hittite troops with her palahSa-garment in lines 10-11.
Therefore, it is only logical that IStar 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 ish[u]zziia[ndu]s, on the other hand, is highly unlikely.

How then can the damaged form i§-h[u-u)z-zi-ia-x[...]x be restored in-
stead? The syntactically and contextually conceivable acc.sg.c. form iSh[u]z-
zija[nda)n cannot be reconciled with the remnants of the sign at the end of
the word in question. ALP’s (1991: 33) restoration in his edition of the text,
i§-hu-uz-zi-ia-a[n-d)a, a nom.-acc.pl.n. form of the participle, is also unlikely,
although the rest of the last sign could indeed be identified with a DA (EX).

ST Cf. CHD P, 146a: “[...] swollen(?)/flooding(?) (uwanza, lit. ‘coming”) [...]”, but pace
CHD the participle is not contemporary but must be resultative since =kan uwe/a=" ‘to
come’ is a telic verb (for the telicising function of =kan see CoTTICELLI KURRAS 2014 with
further literature), whence ‘had come’ > ‘was swollen’ referring to the water mass (cf.
UNAL, op.cit. 76: “[...] war gestiegen™); cf. also [°Zulija$§=ma=kan| mekki uyanza éta
(NH [Hatt. I11] KUB 19.9 iv 4-5) ‘[The Zuliya river] had come on in great quantity” > *...
was very swollen’.
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He translates ‘an seinem Giirtel’; but under this interpretation a nom.-acc.pl.
of a participle is out of place. One could theoretically assume a fossilised
(nom.-)acc.pl.-adverb, such as munnanda ‘secretly’ € munnae-* ‘io con-
ceal’. Such adverbs arc, however, extremely rare and limited to specific idio-
matic usage, which would not be the case with an hypothetical participial ad-
verb iShuzziianda ‘girded’. The most likely account of the passage and of the
form in question has recently been presented by the editors of the HW? (IV:
1, 166b): n=an=za=an (sic! =kan erroneously omitted!) A-az (6) i§-hu-ulz-zi-
fa-a(§’ ped)i’ sara ép[fla ‘And (6) she to[o]k him up (5) from the water (6) at
the belt (lit. at the place of the belt [[/72; “am [Or]t’ de[s] Gii[rt]els”]). The
remains of the last sign of the word are interpreted as those of a DI {‘é’ %
The construction ishuzzija$ 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 (| KUB 33,93+ iv 24-25): [(nu=$si=kan)] aru-
nas [ (15) ishuzziias pedi TU[(G-a¥ man anda pédan))zi ‘[(And)] the sea (15)
[(reached)] (14) him (15) [(unto)] the place of his belt [(like)] a garme[(at)]’.
If we are indeed dealing with an idiom it is likely that iShuzziias pedi in
KUB 31.20+ is also referring to the water level as in the passage from the
Ullikummi myth. If so, then A-az “the water’, just like aruna$ ‘the sea’ in the
Ullikummi text, would be the subject of the sentence. It is then the water
(A-az) of the now swollen Zuliya river which seized (=za= épta) him (=an=""),
the commander, up unto his belt (ish[u)zziial§ ped)i sara), instead of Istar
pulling him out of the water (ablative A-az /uiten(a)t¥). Under this interpre-
tation A-az /uitena™'/ is the “ergative’” of uatar / uitén- ‘water’ with a rela-
tively short phonetic complement exhibiting nasal-reduction.®’ This interpre-

% Similarly already RIEMSCHNEIDER, op.cif. 112, who was, however, at the time unaware of
the join with KUB 31.20, and who tentatively restores [tu’-u)z’-zi-ia-as [pe’-d|i, trans-
lating “am Plat[ze? des Heerllagers?” and adding in a footnote, op.cit. 113%% “[...] das
Zeichen DI ist nach Foto sicher.”

Or rather =an=...=an= with reduplication of the clitic pronoun; on this widespread phenom-
enon of the later language see the excellent overview in Y AKUBOVICH (2010: 357-367).
For such short complements cf. e.g. “erg.”sg. UN¥'A.za (NH KBo 2.13 obv. 18, 28),
UNMES.zg (NH [Tudh. V] KUB 44 42 rev. 20) vs. longer complements in UNM&5-gn-za
(NS KUB 14.2 i 4), UNMES_gpn-na-an-za (NH [Hatt. TI1] KBo 3.6 i 26) /antuhsannant/ €
antuhsatar- | antubSann- n. ‘humankind, population’. For the spelling of the nom.sg.c. of
-ni-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) /liliua™¥/ ‘swift’, as
well as the -ant-derivatives li-in-ki-ia-az (MH/NS KUB 30.34 iv 7) /linkija™"/ € ling(a)i-
c. ‘oath’, tu-uz-zi-ia-az (MH/NS [Tudh. T] KUB 23.11 ii 9) /tuttsiia™®/ € fuzzi- c. “host’.

5
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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 IStar,
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 palah$a-garment from the projectiles hurled
at him. Having I8tar pull him out of the water before the attack would be out
of context, The local particle =kan is then due to the presence of the local ex-
pression ishuzziia$ pedi. The passage can now be translated thus:

(26) NH (Hattugili IT) HHT 82 + KUB 31.20 + KBo 16.36 iii 1 10

IDZuliias=ma=kan uuanza (2) ésta n[u]=55i DINGIRISTAR URVSamuha (3)
peran hiwais (4) nu °Zuliian uyandan (5) para [plarhiiat 'n =an=za=
an=kan A-az (6) ishlu]zziial$ ped]J §ara (7) éplfla n=an[=kan] D-i (8)
anda ISTU SSB[AN S5G]AG.U.TAG.GA ISTU NA4 (9) ual°phihisker
nu=§5i PNGIRISTAR YRYSamuha (10) GASAN-IA palahsan Ser épta

“The Zuliya river (2) was (1) swollen (lit. had come). An[d] Istar of
Samuha (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]i{t] (lit. [the
plac]e [of the] ble]lt). (7) And (8) in (7) the river (9) they attacked (lit.
beat) (7) him (8) with b[ow (and) arJrow (and) with stone(s). (9) And
Iitar of Samuha, (10) my mistress, held (her) palahsa-garment over
(10) him.’

In any event, the passage containing i§-h[u-u]zi-ia-x[...]x does in all like-
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. Conclusions: According to the rule formulated by MELCHERT
(1995) on the basis of Neo-Hittite original compositions (post-Suppiluliuma
I) there is, in Neo-Hittite, no longer a distinction between nominative and ac-
cusative in the plural as in the older language. Instead either the accusative
form in -u§ or the nominative form in -e§ has been generalised for both sub-
ject and object function, resulting in an allomorphic Einheitskasus. The dis-
tribution between -e§ and -us for this Einheitskasus is conditioned only by
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the respective stem class: -f-stems, apophonic -u-stems and the relative pro-
noun kui- take -e$, whilst all other (pro)nominal stems, notably thematic
nouns as well as the demonstratives ka/i- ‘this’ and apa- ‘that’, take -us.
MELCHERT claims that -ant-participles behave exactly like other -f-stems,
generalising -es for subject and object function as shown in table 1 below:®'

(PRO-)NOMINAL STEMS
INCLUDING PARTICPLES | gther -f-gtems + ptc. --stems relative
OLDER Subj. | -ed () 1Hed ~ared kusds
LANGUAGE Obj. -1 -(n)(d)dus -amus kuius
Subj. T
Neo-HITTITE - -u§ ~{(n){Hes -aies I kurés
| i {

{Tab. 1: NH case syncretisms according to MELCHERT’s rule comprising (pro-)nouns and ptec.)

As far as -ant-participles are concerned MELCHERT is, however, com-
pelled to admit to several exceptions to his rule, i.c. cases where the desi-
nence of a form with accusative force is still -andus. In a great number of in-
stances we do indeed find a form in -ante§ 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 -anfe§ does not have predicative or adverbial
but attributive function (ex. 11, possibly also 12). On the other hand, par-
ticiples in -andu$ 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 NH and
NS -andus-forms known to me). We must therefore conclude that the syn-
cretism of -e§ and -us$ resulting in an allomorphic Einheitskasus in -e§/-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 -ante§
(former nominative) is only present in the domain of verbal usage (adverbial
and predicative function), whereas the distinction pertaining to the older lan-

¢ In the following tables case syncretisms are indicated by | bold lines; (former) nominative
desinences are shaded grey (| *-ef |), (former) accusative desinences are left white (| °-us ).
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guage between nominative -ante§ and accusative -andus was still being
made in the domain of nominal usage (attributive and substantival function),
as shown in table 3:

(PRO-)NOMINAL STEMS
other -f-stems -u-stems relative
OLDER Subj. | -e§ “fles el Kuigs
LANGUAGE Obj. -u§ -ddus -amus kuiug
Subj. .
NeO-HITTITE it -us§ -tref | -ayes | kwods
] }
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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 of the system in table 4:

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

NOMINAL USAGE VERBAL USAGE
PARTICIPIAL STEMS

attributive substantival predicative adverbial

OLDER Subj. | -owees emefed -awtes -antes
LANGUAGE Obj. -andus -andus -andus ~andus
LATER(NH”) | Subj. | -awref -antel
; i ~anfed

LANGUAGE Obj. -andus -andus

(Tab. 3: Morphosyntactic features of the 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 alternation of -antes (verbal
usage) and -andus (nominal usage) within one and the same text, such as in
KBo 15.12: 7, 8 (ex. 5): TI-andus (attributive) vs. unuuantes (adverbial), and
KUB 39.7 ii 12 (ex. 10), ii 18, 33 (exx. 16-17): hatisuantes (adverbial) vs.
huisuandus | hititsuandu$ (attributive). The exact dating of this rule is, how-
ever, elusive because not only texts for which a Neo-Hittite composition is
certain, but also Neo-Hittite copies of older texts had been taken into consid-
eration. Since the phenomenon described by the rule presented in this study
is systematically 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.

PARTICIPLE OTHER | -#STEM | -#-STEM | RELAT,
% ~apites | -antes | -antes | -unted | -ef ~ffed ~apef faad¥
ik
95
S z o -andu$ | -andu | -andu§ | -andu§ | -u§ -deus -amus kuius
-
~antes | -anied
e
- 5 .
23 -antiet us tef | -auel | kusbt
- Z ~andus | -andus
510
ATTR. | SussT. | PRED. l Apv.
NOMINAL USE VERBAL USE

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

§ 9. Typological parallels and prospects: I know of no exact ty-
pological parallel for this peculiar system, in which participles behave mor-
phosyntactically differently from other nominal stems. There is a quasi par-
allel in French; adverbial participles are uninflected ending in -ant with no
grammatical concord regarding gender and number, whereas attributive par-
ticiples are inflected (sg.f. -ante, pl.m. -ants, plf. -antes). The diachrony
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 -ndé (charntant <
cantandd) and consequently exhibits no inflexion, whilst the attributive par-
ticiple continues the Latin -nf-participle (chantant < (*)cantante(m) < can-
fantem). By regular sound changes (viz. the loss of final vowels and sub-
sequent final devoicing® of the gerund formant) both forms have simply

& Examples for the devoicing of secondary final dentals after a nasal apart from the gerund

are: dont < dé unde, souvent < OFr. sovent < sub inde; cf. ALESSIO (1951: 3¢2-303),
SCHWAN / BEHRENS (1970: 90).
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coalesced.®” In Italian, for instance, both forms are still kept apart (cf. gerund
cantando < cantando 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 hand exhibits a reduction of case
distinction. Another possible partial parallel is found in Old High German.
Here, the so-called ‘uninflected’ form in -n#i is mainly used when the par-
ticiple is adverbial or predicative.** When the participle is attributive forms
of pronominal origin such as the nom.sg.m. -nfér are used. But this system is
not an exact parallel either because it applies to all adjectives and not only to
participles.®®

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 hand, 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. It 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.

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

The adverbial function of the participle is in all Germanic 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 carlier literature in KiLLie (2007: 150-151), but cf. also - differently (for
Tatian and Otfrid) - LUHR (2012: 422-427), who regards the adverbial usage as idiomatic
and independent of Latin. In Old High German sometimes a departicipial adverb in -afo
(lenited -ndo) is used instead; see on this FROTSCHER (forthcoming b).

The distribution between the “uninflected” form and the pronominal forms of the adjective
is not clear-cut. When used as attributes, adjectives can either show the ‘uninflected’
ending or the pronominal ending (blint man or blintér man). In predicative usage the “un-
inflected’ forms are, however, more frequent (der man ist blinte; rarely der man ist blin-
t2r); cf. BRAUNE / REIFFENSTEIN (2004: 219), RANHEIMS/ETER 1945, FLEISCHER 2007.
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