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Q1: Hittite as a source for accentual reconstruction

Has Hittite become a primary source for the reconstruction
of PIE accent? If so, why?
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Q1: Hittite as a source for accentual reconstruction

Has Hittite become a primary source for the reconstruction
of PIE accent? If so, why?

> Growing recognition among non-Anatolian specialists that Hittite
contributes to PIE accentual reconstruction.

> But its implications remain to be fully appreciated.
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Q1: Hittite as a source for accentual reconstruction

» Fundamental challenge of studying word stress (“accent”) in Hittite:

> Stress is not marked in the orthography, but instead must be inferred
from its indirect effects, primarily on vowel quantity and quality.
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Q1: Hittite as a source for accentual reconstruction

» Fundamental challenge of studying word stress (“accent”) in Hittite:

> Stress is not marked in the orthography, but instead must be inferred
from its indirect effects, primarily on vowel quantity and quality.

» This fact evidently plays a role in some IEists’ cautious exclusion of
Hittite evidence from PIE accentual reconstruction — e.g., Clackson
(2007:75-6) (cf. Olander 2009:7, 2021):

“Little certain is known about the accent systems of Tocharian and Anatolian ...
Qualitatively our best evidence for PIE accent comes from two of the oldest and
most conservative branches: Greek and Vedic Sanskrit. For both languages there is
a large body of texts with word-accents marked and adequate metalinguistic de-
scriptions of the nature of the accentual system.”

3/79



Q1: Hittite as a source for accentual reconstruction

» Fundamental challenge of studying word stress (“accent”) in Hittite:

> Stress is not marked in the orthography, but instead must be inferred
from its indirect effects, primarily on vowel quantity and quality.

> But philological and comparative-historical scholarship on Hittite over
last half century has made significant progress in:
> Establishing criteria by which the position of stress can be identified.

> Applying these criteria to determine Hittite stress patterns.

- Important contributions include Hart (1980), Carruba (1981), Kimball (1983, 1999), Melchert
(1984, 1992, 1994), and recently Kloekhorst (2008, 2014, to appear); for a critical overview see
Yates (2017b:72-102).
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Q1: Hittite as a source for accentual reconstruction

» Fundamental challenge of studying word stress (“accent”) in Hittite:

> Stress is not marked in the orthography, but instead must be inferred
from its indirect effects, primarily on vowel quantity and quality.

> Above all, this scholarship has converged in support of a relatively
close correlation between PLENE SPELLING and word stress — e.g., (1):

(1) Plene-spelled stressed vowels in Hittite:
a. (ne-e-wa-an) [nérw-an] ‘new’  (new-C.ACC.SG)
b. <(e-et-mi) [é:t-mi] ‘Teat  (eat-1SG.NPST.ACT)

—~

c. (a-da-a-an[-za]) [at-&mnt-s] ‘eaten’ (eat-PTCP-C.NOM.SG)
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Q1: Hittite as a source for accentual reconstruction

» Fundamental challenge of studying word stress (“accent”) in Hittite:

> Stress is not marked in the orthography, but instead must be inferred
from its indirect effects, primarily on vowel quantity and quality.

> Above all, this scholarship has converged in support of a relatively
close correlation between PLENE SPELLING and word stress — e.g., (1):

(1) Plene-spelled stressed vowels in Hittite:
a. (ne-e-wa-an) [nérw-an] ‘new’  cf. Ved. ndvam, Gk. véov
b. (e-et-mi) [é:t-mi] Teat’ cf. Ved. ddmi

—~

c. (a-da-a-an[-za]) [at-&mt-s] ‘eaten’ cf. Ved. addn
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Q1: Hittite as a source for accentual reconstruction

> Based on distribution of plene spelling and other diagnostics,
Kloekhorst (2014:643) concludes (cf. Melchert 1994:47, 187, i.a.):

“Hittite had a stress accent that was free: although for each word the place of
the accent is lexically determined, there is in principle no restriction as to which
syllable in a given word can or cannot be accented. .. [T]he place of the accent in
a Hittite word often can be directly equated with the place of the accent in the cor-
responding word in Greek or Vedic Sanskrit. Since these languages are generally
regarded as reflecting the Proto-Indo-European accent system best, it is clear that
Hittite can now be used as a new witness to the original accent of Proto-Indo-Euro-
pean words.”

7179



Q1: Hittite as a source for accentual reconstruction

> Based on distribution of plene spelling and other diagnostics,
Kloekhorst (2014:643) concludes (cf. Melchert 1994:47, 187, i.a.):

“Hittite had a stress accent that was free: although for each word the place of
the accent is lexically determined, there is in principle no restriction as to which
syllable in a given word can or cannot be accented. .. [T]he place of the accent in
a Hittite word often can be directly equated with the place of the accent in the cor-
responding word in Greek or Vedic Sanskrit. Since these languages are generally
regarded as reflecting the Proto-Indo-European accent system best, it is clear that
Hittite can now be used as a new witness to the original accent of Proto-Indo-Euro-
pean words.”

> Consensus now emerging that stress patterns reconstructed for PIE on
basis of Vedic and/or Greek may find additional support in Hittite.

> e.g., Fortson 2010:178, Weiss 2020:111, Meier-Briigger and Fritz 2021:156
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Q1: Hittite as a source for accentual reconstruction

> Based on distribution of plene spelling and other diagnostics,
Kloekhorst (2014:643) concludes (cf. Melchert 1994:47, 187, i.a.):

“Hittite had a stress accent that was free: although for each word the place of
the accent is lexically determined, there is in principle no restriction as to which
syllable in a given word can or cannot be accented. .. [T]he place of the accent in
a Hittite word often can be directly equated with the place of the accent in the cor-
responding word in Greek or Vedic Sanskrit. Since these languages are generally
regarded as reflecting the Proto-Indo-European accent system best, it is clear that
Hittite can now be used as a new witness to the original accent of Proto-Indo-Euro-
pean words.”

> Consensus now emerging that stress patterns reconstructed for PIE on
basis of Vedic and/or Greek may find additional support in Hittite.

> But thus far little wider recognition of potential importance of the
Hittite evidence.
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Q1: Hittite as a source for accentual reconstruction

> Based on distribution of plene spelling and other diagnostics,
Kloekhorst (2014:643) concludes (cf. Melchert 1994:47, 187, i.a.):

“Hittite had a stress accent that was free: although for each word the place of
the accent is lexically determined, there is in principle no restriction as to which
syllable in a given word can or cannot be accented. . . [T]he place of the accent in

a Hittite word often can be directly equated with the place of the accent in the cor-
responding word in Greek or Vedic Sanskrit. Since these languages are generally
regarded as reflecting the Proto-Indo-European accent system best, it is clear that
Hittite can now be used as a new witness to the original accent of Proto-Indo-Euro-
pean words.”

> Two significant properties of Hittite stress (cf. Yates 2017b:106-15):

(i) FREE —i.e., phonologically unpredictable, dependent on lexically
specific morphological factors — in both nominals and verbs.

(i) UNBOUNDED — i.e., potentially surfaces on any syllable within the word
(viz., no window restrictions).
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Q1: Hittite as a source for accentual reconstruction

) | VEDIC HITTITE
DIRECTLY MARKED + -
UNBOUNDED + +
FREE/NOMINALS + +
FREE/VERBS + +

» Distribution of stress in Hittite aligns with Vedic Sanskrit, which is
generally viewed as the most faithful witness to PIE stress (see, e.g.,
Jasanoff 2017:7).
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Q1: Hittite as a source for accentual reconstruction

) | VEDIC HITTITE
DIRECTLY MARKED + -
UNBOUNDED + +
FREE/NOMINALS + +
FREE/VERBS + +

» Distribution of stress in Hittite aligns with Vedic Sanskrit, which is
generally viewed as the most faithful witness to PIE stress (see, e.g.,
Jasanoff 2017:7).

= Similarly, Hittite evidence can inform reconstruction of any PIE word
or category, if stress patterns can be accurately diagnosed.
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Q1: Hittite as a source for accentual reconstruction

2) \ VEDIC HITTITE GREEK
DIRECTLY MARKED + - +
UNBOUNDED + + -
FREE/NOMINALS + + +
FREE/VERBS + + -

> Importance of Greek testimony for PIE accentual reconstruction
usually regarded as second only to Vedic.

» But overall Greek distribution is altered by known innovations:

(i) “Law of Limitation” (see Probert 2012)

(i) “recessivity” in finite verbs
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Q1: Hittite as a source for accentual reconstruction

2) \ VEDIC HITTITE GREEK
DIRECTLY MARKED + - +
UNBOUNDED + + -
FREE/NOMINALS + + +
FREE/VERBS + + -

> Importance of Greek testimony for PIE accentual reconstruction
usually regarded as second only to Vedic.

» But overall Greek distribution is altered by known innovations:
(i) “Law of Limitation” (see Probert 2012)
(i) “recessivity” in finite verbs
(iii) Extensive restructuring of stress in athematic nominal inflection:

> Intraparadigmatic mobility virtually eliminated in polysyllables.

> Virtually all nominals with monosyllabic stem in oblique are mobile.
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Q1: Hittite as a source for accentual reconstruction

2) \ VEDIC HITTITE GREEK
DIRECTLY MARKED + - +
UNBOUNDED + + -
FREE/NOMINALS + + +
FREE/VERBS + + -

> Importance of Greek testimony for PIE accentual reconstruction
usually regarded as second only to Vedic.

» But overall Greek distribution is altered by known innovations:
(i) “Law of Limitation” (see Probert 2012)
(i) “recessivity” in finite verbs

(iii) Extensive restructuring of stress in athematic nominal inflection.

= Hittite evidence could be especially valuable for PIE reconstruction
where such innovations make Greek non-probative.

12/79



Q1: Hittite as a source for accentual reconstruction

> Broad take-away — going forward Hittite must be regarded as a
primary source for PIE accentual reconstruction.
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Q1: Hittite as a source for accentual reconstruction

> Broad take-away — going forward Hittite must be regarded as a
primary source for PIE accentual reconstruction.

> Major question likely to divide future scholarship:

o Should traditional reconstructions of PIE word prosody
ever be revised on the basis of Hittite stress patterns?
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Q2: Non-Hittite Anatolian as a source for reconstruction

Have the non-Hittite Anatolian languages become primary
sources for the reconstruction of PIE accent? If so, why?
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Q2: Non-Hittite Anatolian as a source for reconstruction

Have the non-Hittite Anatolian languages become primary
sources for the reconstruction of PIE accent? If so, why?

> No— and it doesn’t seem likely they will.

» But their more limited data contributes to reconstruction of
Proto-Anatolian (PA) stress, thus to stepwise reconstruction of PIE.
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Q2: Non-Hittite Anatolian as a source for reconstruction

> Evidence for stress in non-Hittite (“minor”) Anatolian languages is:

(i) Limited by poverty of attestation.
(ii) Mostly or exclusively historical in nature —i.e.:

> Observable via effects on adjacent consonants or vowels.

> But synchronic patterns cannot be reliably determined.

(iii) Both (i) and (ii).
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Q2: Non-Hittite Anatolian as a source for reconstruction

3) PALAIC cf. HITTITE

a. (a-as-du) [d:s-tru]  ‘let him be’ (e-es-du) [é:8-t1u)
b. (a-hu-wa-a-an-ti) [ay™-&mti] ‘they drink’  (a-ku-an-zi [ak"-antsi]

c. {a-ta-a-an-ti) [at-&mti] ‘they eat’ (a-da-an-zi) [at—énféi]

> Palaic is very poorly attested, but what’s available looks Hittite-like.

> Distribution of plene spelling in Palaic suggests it retains inflectional
stress mobility in verbal inflection.

> In (3) plene matches stress alternations observed in Hittite cognates.
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Q2: Non-Hittite Anatolian as a source for reconstruction

(4) a. Pal. (mu-u-si [mizsi] ‘you become satiated’
(mu-Sa-a-an-ti |[mus-dmti] ‘they become satiated’
b. Hitt. (e-es-si) [6:s-si] ‘you are’
(a-Sa-an-zi) [as-dntsi]  ‘they are’
c. Ved. dsi ‘you are’
s-dnti ‘they are’

> Palaic is very poorly attested, but what’s available looks Hittite-like.

> Distribution of plene spelling in Palaic suggests it retains inflectional
stress mobility in verbal inflection.

> In (3) plene matches stress alternations observed in Hittite cognates.

> Atleast one Palaic verb in (4a) attests synchronic SG~PL stress mobility
matching inherited pattern in (4b—c) (cf. Yakubovich 2006).
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Q2: Non-Hittite Anatolian as a source for reconstruction

(4) a. Pal. (mu-u-si [mizsi] ‘you become satiated’
(mu-Sa-a-an-ti |[mus-dmti] ‘they become satiated’
b. Hitt. (e-es-si) [6:s-si] ‘you are’
(a-Sa-an-zi) [as-dntsi]  ‘they are’
c. Ved. dsi ‘you are’
s-dnti ‘they are’

> Palaic is very poorly attested, but what’s available looks Hittite-like.

> Distribution of plene spelling in Palaic suggests it retains inflectional
stress mobility in verbal inflection.

> In (3) plene matches stress alternations observed in Hittite cognates.

> Atleast one Palaic verb in (4a) attests synchronic SG~PL stress mobility
matching inherited pattern in (4b—c) (cf. Yakubovich 2006).

= Meagre record of Palaic is a great tragedy for study of IE word stress.
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Q2: Non-Hittite Anatolian as a source for reconstruction

(5) a. {pa-a-ri-ya-na-a-al) ‘future’ (future.ADJ-NOM/ACC.SG)
b. (ta-a-i-na-a-tiy ‘with oil’ (0il-ABL/INS)
c. (a-an-ni-i-ti) ‘treats’ (treat-3SG.NPST.ACT)
d. <(ha-at-tu-u-la-a-hi-ta-tiy ‘withhealth’ (health-ABL/INS)
e. (da-a-ti-iy ‘to/for father’ (father-DAT/LOC.SG)

> Luwian is better attested (in cuneiform script) and in all likelihood
preserves inherited free stress like Hittite.

> But determining synchronic stress patterns is complicated by
overabundance of plene spelling —e.g., (5).

> Such MULTIPLE PLENE SPELLING is frequent (vis-a-vis Hittite)!
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Q2: Non-Hittite Anatolian as a source for reconstruction

(6) a. Luw. (wa-a-$u) ‘good’ (N.NOM/ACC.SG) < PIE *wdsu
b. Luw. (a-as-har=Sa  ‘blood’ < PA *hjéshy-r
c. Luw. (tap-pa-si-i)  ‘in heaven’ < PA *néb"-es-ei
d. Luw. (a-pa-a-at-ti) ‘to/for/atthat’ < PA *obéd-V
e. Luw. (ma-na-a-ti) ‘sees < PIE *mnéh,-ti
f. Luw. (ku-wa-li-i-ti) ‘makes turn’ < PIE *k"ol(h,)-éye-ti

> More reliable is the Luwian evidence for historical stress patterns:

> Plene spelling of inherited short vowels — e.g., (6a-b).
> Cop’s Law —e.g., (6¢c-d).
> PAlenition — e.g., (6e—f) (cf. Sasseville 2020:225).
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Q2: Non-Hittite Anatolian as a source for reconstruction

(7) a. Lyd. fakatwamid ‘approaches’ <  PA *wém-ye-ti
cf. Hitt. wemiyezzi ‘finds’
b. Lyd. Sadme- ‘seal’ < PA *seh;i-mén-
c. Lyd. gela- ‘plotofland’ <  PA *kVél(h;)-o-

> Lydian has free stress (Eichner 1986a,b), but is not well-attested or
understood, limiting its historical implications.

> It also provides some indirect evidence for inherited stress, e.g., via:

> PA lenition —e.g., (7a) (cf. Yakubovich 2017, Sasseville 2020:332-3).

> Stress-conditioned vocalic changes — e.g., reduction of pretonic *eto a
in (7b) vs. retention in (7c) (cf. Yates 2020:255-7).

> Suffixally stressed *~mon-stem matches Hittite (NOM.PL iShimanes ‘cords’)
and other IE languages, esp. Vedic (e.g., brah-mdn- ‘priest’).
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Q2: Non-Hittite Anatolian as a source for reconstruction

(7) a. Lyc. tadi  ‘puts < PIE *d"éh,-ti
b. Lyc. xttadi ‘damages’ < PA *h,ot-éhy-ye-ti
c. Lyc. pdde  ‘place < PIE *ped-é6m

» Synchronic stress in Lycian is unclear, but it provides some historical
evidence, e.g., via:

> PA lenition — e.g., (7a-b) (cf. Sasseville 2020:104).
> Unstressed vowel syncope — e.g., (7b-c).

21/79



Q2: Non-Hittite Anatolian as a source for reconstruction

(7) a. Lyc. tadi  ‘puts < PIE *d"éh,-ti
b. Lyc. xttadi ‘damages’ < PA *h,ot-éhy-ye-ti
c. Lyc. pdde  ‘place < PIE *ped-é6m

» Synchronic stress in Lycian is unclear, but it provides some historical

evidence, e.g., via:

> PA lenition — e.g., (7a-b) (cf. Sasseville 2020:104).
> Unstressed vowel syncope — e.g., (7b-c).

> Evidence from other Anatolian languages in alphabetic script (Carian,
etc.) is even more limited and uncertain.
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Q2: Non-Hittite Anatolian as a source for reconstruction

> Broad take-away — the Anatolian languages inform the reconstruction
of PIE word prosody via the system that can be reconstructed for PA.

> Accurately reconstructing PA stress requires fully incorporating the
evidence of the “minor” languages.

> See, e.g., Kiimmel (2018) on denominative verb stress in Anatolian and IE.

> But the principal source for reconstructing PA stress is Hittite, which is
the only relatively well-attested Anatolian language that:

> (Clearly maintains inherited stress patterns synchronically.

> Provides reliable evidence for inflectional stress mobility.
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Q3: Hittite evidence for IE accent

What kind of Hittite data can we use as evidence for IE ac-
cent? And if Hittite presents a divergence from Greek and
Sanskrit, what are we to make of it?

> All identifiable Hittite stress patterns can inform PIE reconstruction.

> At systemic level PIE word prosody is maintained in Hittite (like Vedic).

> Stress patterns in well-attested lexemes and productive categories can
usually be identified via synchronic and/or historical diagnostics.

> Hittite stress data can play a crucial role in establishing PIE situation,
especially in cases where Vedic and Greek diverge.
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Q3: Hittite evidence for IE accent

(8) MORPH STRESSED/FULL UNSTRESSED/REDUCED

a. epp- (e-ep-pu-uny [émpr-on]| | (ap-pa-a-an-tle-es]) [ap:-dmnt-es]
‘take’ take-1SG.PST.ACT take-PTCP-C.NOM.PL

b. ed- (e-et-mi) [6:t-mi] (laz)-za-as-te-e[ni]) [ats-t:émi]
‘eat’ eat-1SG.NPST.ACT eat-2PL.NPST.ACT

c. kuer- (ku-e-er-zi) [k“’é:r—t/;i] (ku-ra-a-an) [k¥or-4:n)
‘cut’ cut-3SG.NPST.ACT cut-PTCP:N.NOM/ACC.SG

d. huek- (hu-e-ek-ziy [y“éik-tsi] | (hu-ga-a-an-ta-any [y ok-amt-an]
‘slaughter’ slaughter-3SG.NPST.ACT | slaughter-PTCP-C.ACC.SG

» Principal diagnostic of synchronic Hittite word stress is plene spelling.
> Plene reveals regular patterns of pretonic vowel reduction.

> Reduction of /e/ to [a] —e.g., (8a-b).

> Reduction of /e, a/ to [u, o] after labialized obstruents — e.g., (8c—d).
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Q3: Hittite evidence for IE accent

(9) MORPH STRESSED/FULL UNSTRESSED/REDUCED

a. epp- (e-ep-pu-un)  [émpr-on] | {(ap-te-ni) [ap:-témi]
‘take’ take-1SG.PST.ACT take-2PL.NPST.ACT

b. Ses- (Se-e-es-zi) [sé:s—fgi] (Sa-Sa-an-zi) [sgs—énf;i]
‘sleep’ sleep-3SG.NPST.ACT sleep-3PL.NPST.ACT

c. kuer- (ku-e-er-zi) [kWé:r—‘%i] (ku-ra-an-zi) [kwor—én@i]
‘cut’ cut-3SG.NPST.ACT cut-3PL.NPST.ACT

d. huwapp- (hu-wa-ap-piy [(“awp-i] | (hu-up-pa-an[-zil) [Xwopx—éntAsi]
‘throw’ throw-3SG.NPST.ACT throw-3PL.NPST.ACT

> Pretonic vowel reduction can then be used to identify stress when
plene is absent.

> Reduction of /e/ to [a] —e.g., (9a-b).
> Reduction of /e, a/ to [u, o] after labialized obstruents — e.g., (9c—d).
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Q3: Hittite evidence for IE accent

(10) MORPH STRESSED/FULL UNSTRESSED/REDUCED

a. piSen— (pi-Se-e-nu-us$) [pisém-os] | ([pli-iS-na-a-as) [pisn-4s]
‘man’ man-C.ACC.PL man-GEN.SG

b. zai- (za-a-i) [tséi-i (zi-i5-te-e-ni) [tsi-stiémi]
‘cross’  cross-3SG.NPST.ACT Cross-2PL.NPST.ACT

c. tekan- (te-e-kdn) [térkan (tdk-na-a-as) [takn-&:s]
‘earth’  earth:N.NOM/ACC.SG earth-GEN.SG

d. -weni (Sa-Su-e-ni) [sas-wémi] | (pa-a-i-wa-ni)  [pai-wani]
1pL sleep-1PL.NPST.ACT g0-1PL.NPST.ACT

> Some less common Hittite patterns of unstressed vowel reduction:

> Pretonic deletion (/e, a/ — [@]), e.g., (5a—¢).

> Variable reduction of /e/ to [a] in post-tonic open syllables, e.g., (5d).
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Q3: Hittite evidence for IE accent

> These diagnostics in combination allow synchronic stress patterns of
many Hittite words to be determined with some confidence.

> Hittite stress patterns then become data points for comparative
reconstruction, with potential impact on PIE word prosody.

27179



Q3: Hittite evidence for IE accent

> These diagnostics in combination allow synchronic stress patterns of
many Hittite words to be determined with some confidence.

> Hittite stress patterns then become data points for comparative
reconstruction, with potential impact on PIE word prosody.

> An illustrative case study:

> Animate *-oi-stems in Hittite and PIE (Yates 2019c).
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Q3: Hittite evidence for IE accent

(an | SG pL
NOM R(é)-0i R(é)-oy-es
ACC R(é)oy-m R(é)-oy-ms
GEN R(@)-y-é/6s R(@)-y-6h;;s0m

> Erlangen Model (EM) reconstructs “amphikinetic” (AK) inflection for
PIE primary animate *-oi-stems (Schindler 1969:154-5; cf. Rix
1992:146-7, Weiss 2020:259, i.a.) —i.e., (11).
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Q3: Hittite evidence for IE accent

(an | SG pL
NOM R(é)-0i R(é)-oy-es
ACC R(é)oy-m R(é)-oy-ms
GEN R(@)-y-é/6s R(@)-y-0hj;30m

> Erlangen Model (EM) reconstructs “amphikinetic” (AK) inflection for
PIE primary animate *-oi-stems (Schindler 1969:154-5; cf. Rix
1992:146-7, Weiss 2020:259, i.a.) —i.e., (11).

» Lone Indo-Iranian *-oi-stem in (12) with fixed root stress held to
support reconstruction in (11) (Lindner 2021:26, i.a.), although
morphologically it differs (non-primary per Schindler 1969:154 n. 65):

(12) nNoMm.pL Ved. sdkhayas ‘friends’ < *s6kY-hy-oy-es’
DAT.SG Ved. sdkhye  ‘forafriend << *sok% -}é—y—éi
cf. Lat. socius
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Q3: Hittite evidence for IE accent

(13) | PIE HITTITE
NOM.SG | *h;léng"-oi > (li-in-ga-is) ‘oath’

n

ACC.SG *hlléngh-oy—m > (li-in-ga-in)
GEN.SG *hll!zgh-y-és >> (li-in-ki(-ya)-as) ‘of the oath’

» Kloekhorst (2013:122) likewise reconstructs *~oi-stems with AK
inflection, derives Hitt. lingai- ‘oath’ from the AK paradigm in (13).
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Q3: Hittite evidence for IE accent

(13) | PIE HITTITE
NOM.SG | *h;léng"-oi > (li-in-ga-is) ‘oath’

n

ACC.SG *hlléngh-oy—m > (li-in-ga-in)
GEN.SG *hlly:gh-y-és >> (li-in-ki(-ya)-as) ‘of the oath’

» Kloekhorst (2013:122) likewise reconstructs *~oi-stems with AK
inflection, derives Hitt. lingai- ‘oath’ from the AK paradigm in (13).

> But on this analysis suffixal plene spelling in (14) is unexplained.

(14) Hitt. (li-in-ga-a-us) [link-a:(y)-os] ‘oaths’ (oath-ANIM.ACC.PL)
(KUB 17.21iv 16; KUB 23.78: 10, 12; KUB 17.26i 11)
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Q3: Hittite evidence for IE accent

(15) STRONG (NOM.SG)
a. (hur-da-a-is) [xVort:-azi-s] ‘curse’
b. (za-ah-ha-a-is) [tsay:-dri-s] ‘fight’
c. (wa-as-ta-a-is) [wast-dzi-s] ‘sin’
d. ([ma-a-nli-ya-ah-ha-a-is) [mamiy-ay:-a:i-s] ‘administrative
district’
e. (hu-uk-ma-a-is) [x" okm-azi-s] ‘incantation’

> All well-attested Hittite reflexes of *~oi-stems occur one or more times
with plene spelling of the suffixal vowel in strong cases — e.g., (15).
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Q3: Hittite evidence for IE accent

(15) STRONG (NOM.SG)
a. (hur-da-a-is) [xVort:-azi-s] ‘curse’
b. (za-ah-ha-a-is) [tsay:-dri-s] ‘fight’
c. (wa-as-ta-a-is) [wast-dzi-s] ‘sin’
d. ([ma-a-nli-ya-ah-ha-a-is) [mamiy-ay:-a:i-s] ‘administrative
district’
e. (hu-uk-ma-a-is) [x" okm-azi-s] ‘incantation’

> All well-attested Hittite reflexes of *~oi-stems occur one or more times
with plene spelling of the suffixal vowel in strong cases — e.g., (15).

> Vowel reduction in (15a) corroborates suffixal stress — compare:

(16) a. <(hur-ta-an-du) [xVort:-d4ntu] ‘let them curse’

b. (hu-wa-ar-za-as-tay [yVémrts-t:a]  “(s)he cursed’
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Q3: Hittite evidence for IE accent

WEAK (GEN.SG)
(hur-ti-ya-as) — [(Vorti-y-dis] ‘curse’

(za-ah-hi-ya-as) [tsay:-y-4s] ‘fight
‘oath’

17) STRONG ‘
a. (hur-da-a-is)  [x“Vort:-&:i-s]

b. (za-ah-ha-a-is) [tsay:-dzi-s]
c. (li-in-ga-a-us) [ligk-a:(y)-os]|(li-in-ki(-ya)-as) [ligk-y-d:s]

> Oldest layer of Hittite *~oi-stems show deletion of suffixal vowel in
weak cases, indicating shift of stress to inflectional endings.
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Q3: Hittite evidence for IE accent

17 STRONG ‘ WEAK (GEN.SG)
a. (hur-da-a-isy  [yVorti-di-s| |(hur-ti-ya-a$)  [y"orti-y-ais] ‘curse’
b. (za-ah-ha-a-is) [tsay:-édii-s] |(za-ah-hi-ya-as) [tsay-y-ais] ‘fight
c. (li-in-ga-a-us) [ligk-a:(y)-os]|(li-in-ki(-ya)-as) [ligk-y-d:s]  ‘oath’

> Oldest layer of Hittite *~oi-stems show deletion of suffixal vowel in
weak cases, indicating shift of stress to inflectional endings.

> Comprehensive assessment of the class by RoBle (2002:324), who
describes a “voralthethitisch virtuell hysterodynamisches Paradigma.”
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17 STRONG ‘ WEAK (GEN.SG)
a. (hur-da-a-isy  [yVorti-di-s| |(hur-ti-ya-a$)  [y"orti-y-ais] ‘curse’
b. (za-ah-ha-a-is) [tsay:-édii-s] |(za-ah-hi-ya-as) [tsay-y-ais] ‘fight

c. (li-in-ga-a-us) [ligk-a:(y)-os]|(li-in-ki(-ya)-as) [ligk-y-d:s]  ‘oath’

> Oldest layer of Hittite *~oi-stems show deletion of suffixal vowel in
weak cases, indicating shift of stress to inflectional endings.

> Comprehensive assessment of the class by Rofle (2002:324), who
describes a “voralthethitisch virtuell hysterodynamisches Paradigma.”

» Apparent full-grade in (17c) (< *h;1éng"-oi- per Kloekhorst 2013) may
be due to inner-Hittite derivation from (or analogical remodeling
after) synchronically non-ablauting verb link- ‘swear’:

(18) a. link-ai- [ligk-a:i-] < link-‘swear’ (cf. 3PL.IMP linkandu)
b. hurt-ai- [y"ort-di-] < huwart/hurt— ‘curse’ (cf. 3PL.IMP hurtandu)
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Q3: Hittite evidence for IE accent

17) STRONG ‘ WEAK (GEN.SG)
a. (hur-da-a-isy  [yVorti-di-s| |(hur-ti-ya-a$)  [y"orti-y-ais] ‘curse’
b. (za-ah-ha-a-is) [tsay:-édii-s] |(za-ah-hi-ya-as) [tsay-y-ais] ‘fight
c. (li-in-ga-a-us) [ligk-a:(y)-os]|(li-in-ki(-ya)-as) [ligk-y-d:s]  ‘oath’

> Oldest layer of Hittite *~oi-stems show deletion of suffixal vowel in
weak cases, indicating shift of stress to inflectional endings.

> Comprehensive assessment of the class by Rof3le (2002:324), who
describes a “voralthethitisch virtuell hysterodynamisches Paradigma.”

» Apparent full-grade in (17c) (< *h;1éng"-oi- per Kloekhorst 2013) may
be due to inner-Hittite derivation from (or analogical remodeling
after) synchronically non-ablauting verb link- ‘swear’.

o But could suffixal stress in Hittite be a post-PIE innovation?
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Q3: Hittite evidence for IE accent

(18) STRONG | WEAK
a. Qe peLdol ‘sparing’ (ENOM/DAT.SG)
b. merdd nerdolic ‘P/persuasion’ (ENOM/GEN.SG)
c. ype(H)® YpeLol ‘need’ (F.NOM/DAT.SG)
d. xoutve XopIvol ‘furnace-woman’  (eNoM/DAT.SG)
e. Epotd ‘Epatol ‘Erato (nymph)’  (eNom/pAT.sG)
f. Koahotod | Kaahiotobe  ‘Callisto (nymph)’  (eNom/GEN.sG)

> Greek reflexes of PIE *-o0i-stems are prosodically uniform, showing:

> Suffixal stress in the strong cases.

> Historical suffixal stress in weak (GEN.SG -00¢ < *~dy-0s, DAT -0l < *~4y-i).
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Q3: Hittite evidence for IE accent

(19) “Amphi-hysterokinetic” inflection of PIE *—oi-stems:

SG PL
NOM X-0i X-6y-es
ACC X-0y-m X-0y-ms
GEN X-y-é/6s X-y-6hj;s0m

» Comparison of Greek and Hittite supports reconstructing PIE animate
*—oi-stems with stress mobility between suffix in strong cases and
inflectional endings in weak —i.e., (19) (see further Yates 2019c).

> Inherited pattern preserved in Hittite.

> Elimination of paradigmatic ablaut in Greek is paralleled by other
classes with same historical stress alternation — e.g., ANIM *~ter-stems
(Sotrp, dotfip-o¢ ‘giver’), *~men-stems (nudury, nuduév-oc ‘bottom’).
> Fixed stress in Ved. sdkh(a)y- ‘friend’ is probably innovative.
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Q3: Hittite evidence for IE accent

> Broad take-away — Hittite stress data can always inform PIE
reconstruction, and in some cases it does provide crucial evidence.

> Convergence with Greek (against Vedic) on suffixal stress in *~oi-stems
requires revisions to EM’s AK reconstruction of this class.
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Q3: Hittite evidence for IE accent

> Broad take-away — Hittite stress data can always inform PIE
reconstruction, and in some cases it does provide crucial evidence.
> Convergence with Greek (against Vedic) on suffixal stress in *~oi-stems
requires revisions to EM’s AK reconstruction of this class.

> Likely that traditional reconstructions of *~r/n-stems must be changed
on the basis of Hittite stress patterns in this class (Yates 2019a, 2021a,c).

> Major question posed above should accordingly be modified:

o What other traditional reconstructions of PIE word
prosody be revised on the basis of Hittite stress patterns?
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

What is plene spelling and how are we do deal with it?

> Hittite long vowels are optionally marked with plene spelling.

> Long vowels strongly tend to be stressed due to historical and
synchronic processes that:

> Lengthen certain stressed short vowels.

> Shorten unstressed long vowels.

> Plene spelling thus generally indicates word stress — and should be
used to investigate the Hittite stress system and its PIE implications.
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

(20) Hitt. (te-e-kdn) [tétkan] < PIE *d"ég"-6m ‘earth’ (anmnom.sc)

» Three points of general agreement:
> Plene spelling marks increased vowel length (Hrozny 1917:xii), which is
its fundamental function (cf. Kloekhorst 2014:18)

> Some plene spellings mark inherited short vowels historically
lengthened under stress (Hrozny 1917:186-7).

> Unstressed inherited long vowels were shortened, hence not spelled
plene (Eichner 1973:79,86).
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

(20) Hitt. (te-e-kdn) [tétkan] < PIE *d"ég"-6m ‘earth’ (anmnom.sc)

» Three points of general agreement:
> Plene spelling marks increased vowel length (Hrozny 1917:xii), which is
its fundamental function (cf. Kloekhorst 2014:18)

> Some plene spellings mark inherited short vowels historically
lengthened under stress (Hrozny 1917:186-7).

> Unstressed inherited long vowels were shortened, hence not spelled
plene (Eichner 1973:79,86).

= Historically, a relatively close correlation between plene and stress is
expected.

- See Kimball (1999:54-68, 124-9) and Kloekhorst (2014:13-8) with references.
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

21) PLENE NON-PLENE SR

a. (te-e-ez-zi) (te-ez-zi) [té:-tsi] ‘says’ (35G.NPST.ACT)
b. (ne-e-pi-Sa-as) (ne-pi-Sa-a$) [néipis-as] ‘ofheaven’ (n.Gen.sc)
c. (ha-a-ra-na-an) (ha-ra-na-an) [xd:ran-an] ‘eagle’ (c.acc.sc)
> A working theory of the relationship between stress, vowel length, and
plene in Hittite — first pass (Yates 2017b:72-98):

(i) Only stressed vowels are long.
(ii) Only long vowels are spelled plene.

= Plene spelling indicates a vowel is long/stressed.
(iii) Plene spelling is optional.

= Absence of plene in a single attestation is uninformative, but systematic
absence across attestations suggests a vowel is short.

38/79



Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

21) PLENE NON-PLENE SR

a. (te-e-ez-zi) (te-ez-zi) [té:-tsi] ‘says’ (35G.NPST.ACT)
b. (ne-e-pi-Sa-as) (ne-pi-Sa-a$) [néipis-as] ‘ofheaven’ (n.Gen.sc)
c. (ha-a-ra-na-an) (ha-ra-na-an) [xd:ran-an] ‘eagle’ (c.acc.sc)
> A working theory of the relationship between stress, vowel length, and
plene in Hittite — first pass (Yates 2017b:72-98):

(i) Only stressed vowels are long.”
(ii) Only long vowels are spelled plene.”

= Plene spelling indicates a vowel is long/stressed.
(iii) Plene spelling is optional.

= Absence of plene in a single attestation is uninformative, but systematic
absence across attestations suggests a vowel is short.
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

(22) MORPH STRESSED/LONG UNSTRESSED/SHORT

a. Sakk-  (Sakki [sdrk:-i] (Sa-ak-te-e-niy  [sak-témi]
‘know’  know-3SG.NPST.ACT know-2PL.NPST.ACT

b. —ant— (ap-pa-a-an-tle-es]y [ap:-dmt-es]|(a-an-Sa-an-te-e5) [dns-ant-es]
PTCP take-PTCP-C.NOM.PL wash-PTCP-C.NOM.PL

c. —&§ (i5-he-e-es) [isy-é:s]  |(la-a-le-es) [14:1-es]
C.NOM.PL Imaster-C.NOM.PL tongue-C.NOM.PL

d. -1 (i§-$i-0) [is:-12] (me-e-hu-niy [méry™on-i]

DAT/LOC.SG mouth-DAT/LOC.SG

time-DAT/LOC.SG

Analogy could have disrupted historically expected correlation
between vowel length and stress, but allomorphy in (22) suggests not.

Plene spellings reflect synchronic quantitative alternations ([V:]~[V])
conditioned by stress (cf. Melchert 1994:106-8, Yates 2017b:72-98).
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

(23) a. (i-da-a-la-u-e-e5) [itd:law-es]  ‘evil’ (anj.c.Nom.p1)
b. (uk-tu-u-ri-i-e-es) [uktéiriy-es] ‘eternal’ (apj.c.Nom.pr)
c. (me-e-hu-u-ni) [méryVon-i]  ‘at the time’ (v.pat/roc.s6)
d. (hu-u-wa-a-i) [Xwa i ‘Tuns’ (3sG.NPST.ACT)
e. (e-ep-pu-u-uny [é:pr-on] ‘1 took’ (15G.pst.acT)

> Now generally agreed that (23) include contexts in which plene may be
non-length marking (cf. Kloekhorst 2014:18, 134-61, 521):
> (%i-e-eC), (ulii-e-eC) spellings are equivalent to “(ye-eC)”, “(we-eC)”,
do not reliably indicate length — e.g., (21a-b).

> Spellings (hu-u) are equivalent to (fu), do not reliably indicate length
—e.g., (21c—d) (cf. Kimball 1999:67-8).

> (u) rarely disambiguates vowel quality (= [o]; # [u]) rather than marking
length —e.g., (21e) (cf. Melchert 2020:269).
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

(24)  a. ROOT + INFLECTION:
(Sa-ak-te-e-ni)  [sak-témi] ‘y’all know’
b. ROOT + SUFFIX + INFLECTION:
(me-e-hu-ni) [mér“on-i] ‘atthe time’
C. ROOT (+ SUFFIX) + PTCP/IPFV + INFLECTION:
(ap-pa-a-an-tle-es]y [api-dmt-es] ‘taken’

> Words of structure in (24) appear to exhibit at most one
length-marking plene spelling, as predicted by theory:
> (Historically) primary formations, i.e., (24a-b).

> Participles (—ant-) and imperfective (—ske-) of (historically) primary
verbs, i.e., (24c¢).
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

(24)  a. ROOT + INFLECTION:
(Sa-ak-te-e-ni)  [sak-témi] ‘y’all know’
b. ROOT + SUFFIX + INFLECTION:
(me-e-hu-ni) [mér“on-i] ‘atthe time’
C. ROOT (+ SUFFIX) + PTCP/IPFV + INFLECTION:
(ap-pa-a-an-tle-es]y [api-dmt-es] ‘taken’

> Words of structure in (24) appear to exhibit at most one
length-marking plene spelling, as predicted by theory:

> (Historically) primary formations, i.e., (24a-b).

> Participles (—ant-) and imperfective (—ske-) of (historically) primary
verbs, i.e., (24c¢).

> But problems arise in words of greater morphological complexity.
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

(25) a. appalaweni [a:p:al-d:-weni| ‘we entrap’ < dappala— ‘trap’
b. iwarwaer [iwarw-dry-er] ‘bestowed adowry’ < iwdru- ‘dowry’
c. mugami [mok-d4:-mi]  ‘Tincite’ < muka—* ‘goad’
d. assul [azsniz]] ‘favor’ < assu-  ‘good’

» (Historical) non-primary derivatives like (25) often exhibit MULTIPLE
PLENE SPELLING (across attestations).

> Per Kimball (1999:129) suffix —a(i)-in (25) is long/stressed; preceding
vowel is long by analogy to base.
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

(25) a. appalaweni [a:p:al-d:-weni| ‘we entrap’ < dappala— ‘trap’
b. iwarwaer [iwarw-dry-er] ‘bestowed adowry’ < iwdru- ‘dowry’
c. mugami [mok-d4:-mi]  ‘Tincite’ < muka—* ‘goad’
d. assul [azsniz]] ‘favor’ < assu-  ‘good’

» Multiple plene can be analyzed as cycLICITY (Yates 2017b:91-7)

> CYCLICITY = a phonological property is transferred from a base to its
derivative, resulting in opaque under- or overapplication of an active
phonological process in this derivative.

> (“synchronic analogy” per Kiparsky 2015:3)
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

(25) a. appalaweni [a:p:al-d:-weni| ‘we entrap’ < dappala— ‘trap’
b. iwarwaer [iwarw-dry-er] ‘bestowed adowry’ < iwdru- ‘dowry’
c. mugami [mok-d4:-mi]  ‘Tincite’ < muka—* ‘goad’
d. assul [azsniz]] ‘favor’ < assu-  ‘good’

» Multiple plene can be analyzed as cycLICITY (Yates 2017b:91-7)

> When base occurs independently, its plene spelled vowel is
stressed/long.

> Long vowel is “transferred” from base to derivative, where suffix —a(i)-is
spelled plene because it is stressed/long.

> See Yates (to appear) for evidence of cyclic effects in (P)IE morphophonology.
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

21) PLENE NON-PLENE SR

a. (te-e-ez-zi) (te-ez-zi) [té:-tsi] ‘says’ (35G.NPST.ACT)

b. (ne-e-pi-Sa-as) (ne-pi-Sa-a$) [néipis-as] ‘ofheaven’ (n.Gen.sc)
c. (ha-a-ra-na-an) (ha-ra-na-an) [xd:ran-an] ‘eagle’ (c.acc.sc)
> A working theory of the relationship between stress, vowel length, and
plene in Hittite —revised (Yates 2017b:72-98):

(i) Only vowels stressed in some surface form are long.

(ii) Only long vowels are spelled with plene in diagnostic contexts.

= Plene spelling indicates a vowel is long/stressed.
(iii) Plene spelling is optional.

= Absence of plene in a single attestation is uninformative, but systematic
absence across attestations suggests a vowel is short.
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

» Upshot of this theory — plene spelling correlates closely with stress
and can be used to identify stress patterns:
> Reliably in (historical) primary derivatives, since these contain
maximally one long/stressed vowel.

> Cautiously in (historical) non-primary derivatives, which may contain
multiple long vowels.
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synchronic stress diagnostics.
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

» Upshot of this theory — plene spelling correlates closely with stress
and can be used to identify stress patterns:

> Reliably in (historical) primary derivatives, since these contain
maximally one long/stressed vowel.

> Cautiously in (historical) non-primary derivatives, which may contain
multiple long vowels.

= Hittite stress can be studied (if still imperfectly) on its own terms using
synchronic stress diagnostics.

> Yet this theory relies crucially on optionality of plene writing, which is
rejected by Kloekhorst (2014).
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

(26) PLENE NON-PLENE

a. (te-e-ez-zi) {te-ez-zi) ‘says’ (3sG.NPST.ACT)
b. (ne-e-pi-sa-as) (ne-pi-Sa-as) ‘of heaven’ (n.Gen.sc)

c. (ha-a-ra-na-an) (ha-ra-na-an) ‘eagle’ (c.acc.sc)

> Two established distributional properties of plene (cf. Yates 2016a):

(i) VARIABILITY: virtually all well-attested words with plene spelling show
intra- and/or inter-text inconsistency in its usage in compositions of all
historical periods — e.g., (26) in Old Script.

(i) ASYMMETRIC FREQUENCY: Plene spelling is more frequent (a) in open
syllables than in closed syllables; and (b) in older texts than younger.
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

27) PLENE NON-PLENE SR

a. (te-e-ez-zi) (te-ez-zi) [té:-‘?si] ‘says’ (3sG.NPST.ACT)
b. (ne-e-pi-Sa-a$) (ne-pi-Sa-a$) [néipis-as] ‘ofheaven’ (n.cEn.sc)

c. (ha-a-ra-na-any (ha-ra-na-an) [ydiran-an| ‘eagle’ (c.acc.s6)

» Traditional explanations of these properties (cf. Yates 2016a):

> VARIABILITY reflects fundamental optionality of plene spelling — usage
indicates a vowel is long, but non-usage does necessarily indicate it is
short (cf. Melchert 1994:27, Kimball 1999:56).

> ASYMMETRIC FREQUENCY of plene in closed vs. open syllables due in
part to less *V lengthening in closed o, in part to orthographic economy.

> Lower frequency of plene in later texts simply reflects decreasing use of
optional orthographic practice.
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

(28) PLENE NON-PLENE SR

a. (te-e-ez-zi) (te-ez-zi) [té-tsi] ‘says’ (35G.NPST.ACT)
b. (ne-e-pi-Sa-as) (ne-pi-Sa-as) [néwpis-as] ‘ofheaven’ (n.cen.sc)

c. (ha-a-ra-na-an) (ha-ra-na-an) [xdrran-an] ‘eagle’ (c.acc.sc)

> Kloekhorst (2014) challenges the traditional view:

> Plene spelling is fundamentally non-optional — significant VARIABILITY
within a historical stratum indicates a half-long vowel; exceptions to
consistent (non-)plene spelling are errors/extralinguistic.

> ASYMMETRIC FREQUENCY of plene in closed vs. open syllables due in
part to less *V lengthening in closed o, in part to conditioned
inner-Hittite shortenings in closed o.

> Lower frequency of plene in later texts simply reflects general
diachronic shortening of (half-)long vowels, especially in closed .
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

» Overall — Kloekhorst 2014 is a rigorous attempt to answer:

o Can the distribution of plene spelling in Hittite be plausibly
explained under the view that it is non-optional and that its
frequency is phonologically significant?
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

» Overall — Kloekhorst 2014 is a rigorous attempt to answer:

o Can the distribution of plene spelling in Hittite be plausibly
explained under the view that it is non-optional and that its
frequency is phonologically significant?

> No (Kimball 2015; Sideltsev and Molina 2016; Yates 2016a; Melchert 2018).
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

> Kloekhorst’s (2014) analysis encounters empirical problem — e.g.:

| g

Frequency mismatch in OH between pehhi ‘I give’ (100% plene) and
tehhi ‘I place’ (64.3%).

Increase in frequency of plene between MH and NH in hariya— ‘valley,
peéda- ‘bring’, pehute— ‘carry off’.

Unexpectedly infrequent plene of *[é:] attributed to shortening “before
a dental consonant” within OH, but utézzi ‘moisture’ has plene in MH.
Plene spelling of *[¢] in closed syllables should never occur, but does —
e.g., $ésta ‘slept’, mertu ‘let him disappear’.

Inconsistent criteria for length — e.g., Sakuwa ‘eyes’ (60% plene in MH)
has [4:], but hali- ‘pen’ (82% in NH) has [4'].

= Such cases require (ad hoc) analogical or extra-linguistic explanations,
or are left unaddressed.
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

(29) a.PIE *h;és-ti > Hitt. {(e-es-zi) [éxs—‘%i] ‘IS’ (35G.NPST.ACT)

> Consistent and diachronically stable plene spelling in words like (29a)
is unexpected on Kloekhorst’s (2014) analysis of vowel length.
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

(29) a.PIE *h;és-ti > Hitt. (e-es-zi) [6is-tsi] ‘is’ (3sG.NPST.ACT)
> Hitt. (e-e$-zi) [?és-tsi]

> Consistent and diachronically stable plene spelling in words like (29a)
is unexpected on Kloekhorst’s (2014) analysis of vowel length.

> Kloekhorst (2008, 2014) argues that (#V-) spells [?] (< PIE *h;) — but
this hypothesis is untenable:
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

(29) a.PIE *h;és-ti > Hitt. (e-es-zi)
> Hitt. (e-es-zi)
b. PIE *h;esh,-6-s >Hitt. (i$-ha-a-as)
> Hitt. *(i-is-ha-a-as)

[61s- tSl] ‘IS’ (35G.NPST.ACT)
[
[i
[
c. PIE *h;eh;-s-(6)i> Hitt. (i5-3i-i) [is:-17] ‘mouth’ (N.DAT/LOC.SG)
|
|
[

Pés-tsi]

isy:-4:s]  ‘master’ (c.NOM.SG)
Pisy-ds]

> Hitt. *(i-i$-$i-i) Pis:-1]
d.PIE *h;rs-énti > Hitt. (ar-Sa-an-ziy |ars- ants1] ‘flow’ (3PL.NPST.ACT)
> Hitt. *(a-ar-Sa-an-zi) [?ars- ants1]

> Consistent and diachronically stable plene spelling in words like (29a)
is unexpected on Kloekhorst’s (2014) analysis of vowel length.

> Kloekhorst (2008, 2014) argues that (#V-) spells [?] (< PIE *h;) — but
this hypothesis is untenable:

> Wrongly predicts initial plene spelling in (29b—d).
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

(29) a.PIE *h;és-ti > Hitt. (e-es-zi)
> Hitt. (e-es-zi)
b. PIE *h;esh,-6-s >Hitt. (i$-ha-a-as)
> Hitt. *(i-is-ha-a-as)

[61s- tSl] ‘IS’ (35G.NPST.ACT)
[
[i
[
c. PIE *h;eh;-s-(6)i> Hitt. (i5-3i-i) [is:-17] ‘mouth’ (N.DAT/LOC.SG)
|
|
[

Pés-tsi]

isy:-4:s]  ‘master’ (c.NOM.SG)
Pisy-ds]

> Hitt. *(i-i$-$i-i) Pis:-1]
d.PIE *h;rs-énti > Hitt. (ar-Sa-an-ziy |ars- ants1] ‘flow’ (3PL.NPST.ACT)
> Hitt. *(a-ar-Sa-an-zi) [?ars- ants1]

> Consistent and diachronically stable plene spelling in words like (29a)
is unexpected on Kloekhorst’s (2014) analysis of vowel length.
> Kloekhorst (2008, 2014) argues that (#V-) spells [?] (< PIE *h;) — but
this hypothesis is untenable:
> Wrongly predicts initial plene spelling in (29b—d).

> Alleged Akkadian basis for orthographic practice is false (Rieken 2010;
Weeden 2011, i.a.).
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

(29) a.PIE *h;és-ti > Hitt. (e-es-zi)
> Hitt. (e-es-zi)
b. PIE *h;esh,-6-s >Hitt. (is-ha-a-as)
> Hitt. *(i-is-ha-a-as)
c. PIE *h;eh;-s-(é)i> Hitt. (is-Si-i
> Hitt. *(i-is-$i-i)
d.PIE *h,rs-énti > Hitt. {ar-Sa-an-zi)
> Hitt. *(a-ar-Sa-an-zi)

bis-tsi ‘is’ (35G.NPST.ACT)
és-tsi]

isy:-d1s]  ‘master’ (c.NoM.sG)
Pisyz-dzs]

isi-17] ‘mouth’ (N.paT/LOC.SG)
Pisi-i]

ars-dntsi] ‘flow’ (3pL.NPST.ACT)
?ars-antsi]

— o —ar— — o ———

> Consistent and diachronically stable plene spelling in words like (29a)
is unexpected on Kloekhorst’s (2014) analysis of vowel length.

> Kloekhorst (2008, 2014) argues that (#V-) spells [?] (< PIE *h;) — but
this hypothesis is untenable.

> Orthographic economy probably played a role in establishing spelling
convention — (V-VC) spelling is “cheaper” than (CV-V-VC).
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

(30) a. (ti-it-hay [tity-a] ‘thunders’ (KBo 17.11i9, OH/0S)
($i-is-du) [sfs:-t:u] ‘let (him) prosper’ (KUB 12.43, 2, 3, OH/OS)
b. (te-e-et-ha) [téity:-a] ‘thunders’ (KUB 32.135i 3, 10, OH/MS)
[

(Se-el-es-duly [séisi-tru] ‘let (him) prosper’ (KBo 2.32 rev. 6, NH/NS)

> Emergence of new long vowels in later Hittite runs counter to general
diachronic tendency toward shortening hypothesized by Kloekhorst
(2014) — e.g. (30a) vs. (30b).
> (30a) shows i-vocalism in OH, predictably short in closed o and thus
non-plene.

> But after “NH lowering” (/i/ > /e/; see Yakubovich 2010:309-33), vowel
begins to be spelled plene ([é:]) as in (30b).
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

(30) a. (ti-it-hay [tity-a] ‘thunders’ (KBo 17.11i9, OH/0S)
($i-is-du) [sfs:-t:u] ‘let (him) prosper’ (KUB 12.43, 2, 3, OH/OS)
b. (te-e-et-ha) [téity:-a] ‘thunders’ (KUB 32.135i 3, 10, OH/MS)
[

(Se-el-es-duly [séisi-tru] ‘let (him) prosper’ (KBo 2.32 rev. 6, NH/NS)

> Emergence of new long vowels in later Hittite runs counter to general
diachronic tendency toward shortening hypothesized by Kloekhorst
(2014) — e.g. (30a) vs. (30b).

> (30a) shows i-vocalism in OH, predictably short in closed o and thus
non-plene.

> But after “NH lowering” (/i/ > /e/; see Yakubovich 2010:309-33), vowel
begins to be spelled plene ([é:]) as in (30b).

= Indicates a synchronic stressed vowel lengthening process (/e/ — [é:])
active in language (Yates 2016a; cf. Melchert 1994:133-5).
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

(31) Unstressed long vowels in Hittite per Kloekhorst 2014:
a. Hitt. (ta-a-i-ez-zi) [taryé-tsi]  ‘steals’ < PIE *stehy-yé-ti

b. Hitt. (ha-at-ra-a-ez-ziy [yatra-é-tsi] ‘writes' < PIE *haet-ro-yé-ti

> Kloekhorst (2014) allows for new long vowels to emerge within Hittite
via phonological changes like compensatory lengthening (1) in (31).
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

(31) Unstressed long vowels in Hittite per Kloekhorst 2014:
a. Hitt. (ta-a-i-ez-zi) [taryé-tsi]  ‘steals’ < PIE *stehy-yé-ti
b. Hitt. (ha-at-ra-a-ez-zi) [yatran-é-tsi] ‘writes’ < PIE *hpet-ro-yé-ti
> Kloekhorst (2014) allows for new long vowels to emerge within Hittite
via phonological changes like compensatory lengthening (1) in (31).

= If correct, value of plene spelling as a synchronic diagnostic of word
stress would be seriously compromised.
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Q4: On Hittite plene spelling

(B1)

Unstressed long vowels in Hittite per Kloekhorst 2014:
a. Hitt. (ta-a-i-ez-zi) [taryé-tsi]  ‘steals’ < PIE *stehy-yé-ti

b. Hitt. (ha-at-ra-a-ez-zi) [Xatra:-é-@i] ‘writes’ < PIE *hget-ro-yé-ti

Kloekhorst (2014) allows for new long vowels to emerge within Hittite
via phonological changes like compensatory lengthening (1) in (31).

If correct, value of plene spelling as a synchronic diagnostic of word
stress would be seriously compromised.
But stress on the plene spelled vowel is as probable or more so:
> Full-grade of root vowel in (31a) points to a pre-form in *stéh,-ye/o—
(LIV?: 616; cf. Ved. pdsyati ‘sees’).
> Cognate class of (31b) in Luwian regularly shows lenition (Kiimmel
2018; Sasseville 2020).
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

To what extent do the two main approaches to accentuation
(i.e., paradigmatic, compositional) affect reconstruction?

> Divergences between PARADIGMATIC and COMPOSITIONAL models:

> Scope
> Target (chronologically “deep” vs. “shallow”)
> Tools

> “Shallow” compositional reconstructions may undercut evidence for
assumptions underlying “deeper” paradigmatic reconstructions.
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

> PARADIGMATIC and COMPOSITIONAL approaches differ in scope.

57179



Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

(31")
CLASS DIRECT OBLIQUE
ACROSTATIC 1 (AS1) R(é)-S(2)-E R(é)-S(2)-E
ACROSTATIC 2 (AS2) R(6)-S(2)-E R(€)-S()-E
PROTEROKINETIC (PK) R(é)-S(@)-E R(@)-S(é)-E
HYSTEROKINETIC (HK) R(2)-S(é)-E R(@)-S(@)-E
AMPHIKINETIC (AK) R(é)-S(0)-E R(2)-S(2)-E

> PARADIGMATIC and COMPOSITIONAL approaches differ in scope.

> EM (and related PARADIGMATIC models) make explicit claims only
about word-prosodic patterns (i.e., stress, ablaut) of primary (R+S+E)
athematic nouns and adjectives within their inflectional paradigms.

> EM reconstructs four(/five) distinct classes in (31").

», «

> Leiden Model posits fewer classes: “(acro)static”; “proterodynamic”;
“hysterodynamic” (with more complex alternations, split within direct).
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

31" v/ primary athematic nominals V' verbs
v/ primary thematic nominals v/ compounds
v/ non-primary nominals v etc

> PARADIGMATIC and COMPOSITIONAL approaches differ in scope.

> Goal of COMPOSITIONAL models is provide a general theory of PIE
word stress and how it interacts with ablaut.

> They are thus concerned with all formations in (31") and the prosodic
generalizations that obtain across them.
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

(32) pre-pre-PIE
\
pre-PIE
|
PIE
Anatolian Proto-Nuclear-Indo-European (PNIE)

Celtic Italic Germanic Greek Armenian Albanian Tocharian
Baltic Slavic Indic Iranian

> PARADIGMATIC and COMPOSITIONAL models differ in their target.
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

(32)

pre-pre-PIE
\
pre-PIE
|
PIE
Anatolian Proto-Nuclear-Indo-European (PNIE)

Celtic Italic Germanic Greek Armenian Albanian Tocharian

Baltic Slavic Indic Iranian

> PARADIGMATIC and COMPOSITIONAL models differ in their target.
> Inreconstructing neuter *—es-stems Schindler (1975) distinguished:

> Inflectional patterns in the “letzten Studium der Gemeinsprache” (=
PIE), determined by comparative reconstruction.

> “Proterokinetic” inflection in “einem fritheren Stadium” (= pre-PIE),
determined by internal reconstruction.
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

(32) pre-pre-PIE
|
prePIE — X  EM
|
PIE 2
Anatolian Proto-Nuclear-Indo-European (PNIE)

Celtic Ttalic Germanic Greek Armenian Albanian Tocharian

Baltic Slavic Indic Iranian

> Some chronological implications of Schindler’s (1975) analysis:

> Stage at which all and only inflectional patterns reconstructed by EM
obtained in athematic nominal inflection was pre-PIE.

> Different inflectional patterns obtained in PIE — exactly what and how
many is an open question, outside scope of EM proper.
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

(32) pre-pre-PIE ————— — Leiden Model (“early PIE")
\
pre-PIE ——— = EM (“late PIE”)
\
PIE ?
Anatolian Proto-Nuclear-Indo-European (PNIE)

Celtic Italic Germanic Greek Armenian Albanian Tocharian

Baltic Slavic Indic Iranian

> Kloekhorst (2013:124) argues that:

> EM’s reconstruction is broadly correct (i.e., + certain inflectional
patterns), “describes state of affairs in late Proto-Indo-European’.

> Leiden Model accounts for athematic nominal inflection in “early
Proto-Indo-European” (= pre-pre-PIE).
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

(32) pre-pre-PIE ————— — Leiden Model (“early PIE")
pre-PIE ——— = EM (“late PIE”)
PlE COMPOSITIONAL models
/\
Anatolian Proto-Nuclear-Indo-European (PNIE)

Celtic Italic Germanic Greek Armenian Albanian Tocharian

Baltic Slavic Indic Iranian

> COMPOSITIONAL models target synchronic PIE, aiming to:

> Determine what word-prosodic patterns obtained in PIE, in athematic
nominal inflection and elsewhere.

> Derive these patterns from a common set of morphophonological
principles.
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

> PARADIGMATIC and COMPOSITIONAL models differ in their tools.

> No general agreement about how EM’s inflectional classes should be
analyzed synchronically.

> One possibility — Semitic-like morphophonological templates (Fellner
and Grestenberger 2016; cf. Pooth 2004).
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

> PARADIGMATIC and COMPOSITIONAL models differ in their tools.
> CoMPOSITIONAL models account for word stress using a basic
generative toolkit that has been insightfully applied to LEXICAL ACCENT
systems in a diverse set of I[E and non-IE languages — e.g.:
> Vedic Sanskrit (Kiparsky and Halle 1977, Kiparsky 1982, 1984, et seq.)
> Ancient Greek (Steriade 1988; Probert 2006b, i.a.)
»> Modern Greek (Revithiadou 1999, i.a.).
» Lithuanian (Blevins 1993; Petit 2018, i.a.)
> Russian (Garde 1976; Melvold 1989; Halle 1997; Lavitskaya 2015)
> Japanese (Poser 1984; Idsardi 1992; Kubozono 2011; Kawahara 2015, i.a.)
> Turkish (Inkelas 1999; Ozcelik 2014, i.a.)
» Chamorro (Chung 1983).
> Nez Perce (Crook 1999; Kiparsky 2021, i.a.)
> Cupeiio (Hill and Hill 1968; Alderete 2001; Yates 2017b)
> (see Bogomolets 2020)
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

> PARADIGMATIC and COMPOSITIONAL models differ in their tools.

> COMPOSITIONAL models account for word stress using a basic
generative toolkit that has been insightfully applied to LEXICAL ACCENT
systems in a diverse set of IE and non-IE languages.

> At the core of this toolkit:
> Alexical contrast between stress-preferring (ACCENTED) and
stress-neutral (UNACCENTED) morphemes.

> Morphophonological principle(s) that determine which of several
accented morphemes receive stress, or in their absence, assign stress to
a phonologically preferred position.
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

> PARADIGMATIC and COMPOSITIONAL models differ in their tools.
> COMPOSITIONAL models then derive (quantitative) ablaut via
phonological processes conditioned by stress assignment:
> Deletion of non-high vowels before accented/stressed vowels (Kiparsky
2010, Yates 2019a).
> Mora deletion before accented vowels (Kiparsky 2018; Yates 2021a).

> Post-tonic */o/-deletion (Yates 2019b).
> 2
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

> PARADIGMATIC and COMPOSITIONAL models differ in their tools.
> COMPOSITIONAL models then derive (quantitative) ablaut via
phonological processes conditioned by stress assignment:
> Deletion of non-high vowels before accented/stressed vowels (Kiparsky
2010, Yates 2019a).
> Mora deletion before accented vowels (Kiparsky 2018; Yates 2021a).

> Post-tonic */o/-deletion (Yates 2019b).
> 2

= Strength of COMPOSITIONAL model is that it draws generalizations that
obtain across morphological categories.
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

(33) STRONG WEAK ADJECTIVE
a. gav-as gav-a go-mant-am ‘cow’
b. mdnas mdnas-as ~ mdnas-van ‘thought’
c. martt-as martt-su marut-vant-am ‘Marut’
d. havis havis-a havis-mant-am  ‘offering’
e. pad-am pad-a pad-vdnt-am ‘foot’
f. dyav-as div-ds dyu-mdnt-am ‘sky’

» Vedic has an inflectional contrast between nominal stems with
IMMOBILE stem stress like (33a—d) and with MOBILE stress like (33e-g).

> Inflectional mobility strongly correlates with stress in derived
adjectives with —-mant—/ —vant—

> Immobile = stress on same o of base.
> Mobile = stress on adjectival suffix.
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

(34) STRONG WEAK PTCP IPFV

a. wekzi _ wekanzi _ wekantan wekiskezzi _ ‘demand’
[wéik-tsi] [wéik-antsi] [wéik-ant-an] [wéik-iskie-tsi]

b. ansi ansanzi _ ansantes ansikezzi _ ‘wipe’
[4ms-i] [dimns-antsi] [dins-ant-es] [dm-sikie-tsi]

c. kuerzi  kuranzi _ kuran kuraskezzi _ ‘cut’
[kWér-tsi] [k"or-dntsi] [kWor-dm] [k™or-skié-tsi]

d. dai tumeni dantes daskewen]i] ‘place’
[t4:-i] [to-mémi]  [t-dmnt-es] [ta-skié-weni]

» Hittite has an inflectional contrast between verbal stems with
IMMOBILE stem stress like (34a-b) and with MOBILE stress like (34c—d).

> Inflectional mobility predicts stress in imperfectives and participles:

> Immobile = stress on same o of base.

> Mobile = stress on participle/imperfective suffix.
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

> Hittite and Vedic speakers must have been aware of such implicational
relationships between inflectional stress and other derived categories.
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

> Hittite and Vedic speakers must have been aware of such implicational
relationships between inflectional stress and other derived categories.

> These Vedic and Hittite stress patterns can all be accounted for via:

> Alexical contrast between stress-preferring (ACCENTED) and
stress-neutral (UNACCENTED) morphemes.

> A phonological preference for the single stress-bearing syllable to
coincide with the word’s left edge
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

(35) BASIC ACCENTUATION PRINCIPLE (BAP):
If a word has more than one accented vowel, word stress is assigned to
the leftmost. If a word has no accented vowel, word stress is assigned
to the leftmost syllable.

> Hittite and Vedic speakers must have been aware of such implicational
relationships between inflectional stress and other derived categories.
> These Vedic and Hittite stress patterns can all be accounted for via:
> A lexical contrast between stress-preferring (ACCENTED) and
stress-neutral (UNACCENTED) morphemes.

> A phonological preference for the single stress-bearing syllable to
coincide with the word’s left edge — i.e., Kiparsky and Halle’s (1977)
BASIC ACCENTUATION PRINCIPLE in (35).

> Convergent properties of Hittite and Vedic are in all likelihood
reconstructible for PIE (cf. Kiparsky 2010; Yates 2017b).
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

(36) Unaccented stem + unaccented “strong” ending = default leftmost:
a. Hitt. /kVer-tsi/ — [k“ém-tsi] kuérzi ‘cuts’ (cut-3sc.NpsT.ACT)
b. Hitt. /ta-i/ — [td:i] dai  ‘takes’ (take-35G.NPST.ACT)

(37) Unaccented stem + accented “weak” ending = ending attracts stress:
a. Hitt. /k™er-dntsi/ — [k“or-antsi] kuranzi ‘they cut’ (cut-3pL.NpST.ACT)

b. Hitt. /ta-wéni/  — [to-mémi] rumeni ‘we take’ (take-15G.NPST.ACT)

> Hittite prosodic contrast in verbal inflection emerges from contrast in
stem accentedness.

> MOBILE stems are lexically unaccented.

» IMMMOBILE stems are lexically accented.

70/79



Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

(38) Accented stem + unaccented “strong” ending = stem attracts stress:
a. Hitt. /wék-mi/ — [wék-mi] weékmi ‘I demand’ (demand-15G.NPST.ACT)
b. Hitt. /dns-i/ — [dms-i] anSi  ‘wipes’ (wipe-35G.NPST.ACT)
(39) Accented stem + accented “weak” ending = leftmost accented wins:
a. Hitt. /wék-dntsi/ — [wéik-antsi] wekanzi ‘they demand’ (demand-3pL.NpsT.ACT)

b. Hitt. /ans-ntsi/ — [4ms-antsi] dnsanzi ‘they wipe’ (wipe-3pL.NPST.ACT)

> Hittite prosodic contrast in verbal inflection emerges from contrast in
stem accentedness.

» MOBILE stems are lexically unaccented.

> IMMMOBILE stems are lexically accented.
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

(40) a. Hitt. /kVer-skié-tsi/ — [kWor-skié:-tsi] kuraskezzi ‘cuts
b. Hitt. /ta-skié-wéni/ — [ta-skiéi-weni] daskewenli] ‘we take’
(41) a. Hitt. /wék-skié-tsi/ — [wéiki-skie-tsi] wekiskezzi ‘demands’
b. Hitt. /éns-skié-tsi/ — [Ams-iskie-tsi] ansiskezzi ‘wipes’
> BAP likewise predicts correlation between stress mobility in inflection
and stress in —Ske-imperfectives (and participles).

> Unaccented stems in (40) cede stress to accented 1PFV suffix (/-sk:é-/).
> Accented stems retain in (41) stress in context of IPFV suffix.
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

(40) a. Hitt. /kVer-skié-tsi/ — [kWor-skié:-tsi] kuraskezzi ‘cuts
b. Hitt. /ta-skié-wéni/ — [ta-skiéi-weni] daskewenli] ‘we take’
(41) a. Hitt. /wék-skié-tsi/ — [wéiki-skie-tsi] wekiskezzi ‘demands’
b. Hitt. /éns-skié-tsi/ — [Ams-iskie-tsi] ansiskezzi ‘wipes’
> BAP likewise predicts correlation between stress mobility in inflection
and stress in —Ske-imperfectives (and participles).

> Unaccented stems in (40) cede stress to accented 1PFV suffix (/-sk:é-/).
> Accented stems retain in (41) stress in context of IPFV suffix.

> Both (40a) and (41b) are demonstrably inner-Hittite imperfective
formations, replacing older kuwarske- and ansike- with same stress
pattern (cf. Kloekhorst 2007, Yates 2017b:121 n. 30, 149-50, 2021b).

= Stable prosodic contrast between (40a) and (41b) testifies to continued
operation of BAP in Hittite.
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

(42) Unaccented stem + unaccented ending = default leftmost stress:
a. Ved. /pad-am/ — pad-am ‘foot’ (foot-acc.sc)

b. Ved. /pumas-am/ — pumams-am ‘male’ (path-acc.sc)

(43) Unaccented stem + accented ending = ending attracts stress:
a. Ved. /pad-a/ — pad-a  ‘with the foot’ (foot-ns.sc)

b. Ved. /pumas-sii/ — pum-si ‘amongmales’ (male-Loc.p1)

» Vedic IMMOBILE and MOBILE stems likewise contrast in accentedness.

> MOBILE stems are lexically unaccented.
> IMMMOBILE stems are lexically accented.
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

(44) Accented stem + unaccented ending = stem attracts stress:
a. Ved. /gév-as/ — gav-as  ‘COWS’ (cow-NOM.PL)

b. Ved. /mardt-as/ — martt-as ‘Maruts’ (Marut-Nom.p1)

(45) Accented stem + accented ending = leftmost accented (=stem) wins:
a. Ved. /gav-a/ — gdv-a ‘with the cow’ (cow-ns.s6)
b. Ved. /marit-si/ — marit-su ‘among the Maruts’ (Marut-Loc.p1)

» Vedic IMMOBILE and MOBILE stems contrast in accentedness.

> MOBILE stems are lexically unaccented.

> IMMOBILE stems are lexically accented.
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

(46) Unaccented stem + accented ADJ suffix = suffix attracts stress:
a. Ved. /pad-vint-am/ — pad-vdint-am ‘possessing feet’
b. Ved. /dyav-méant-am/ — dyu-mdnt-am ‘heavenly’
(47) Accented stem + accented ADJ suffix = leftmost wins:
a. Ved. /gdv-mant-am/ — gé-mant-am ‘possessing cows’
b. Ved. /mardt-vant-am/ — marit-vant-am ‘consisting of Maruts’

> BAP likewise predicts correlation between stress mobility in inflection
and stress in —mant—/ —vant—adjectives.
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

> Reconstructing the BAP for PIE makes predictions about the possible
set of regular stress patterns that obtain in athematic nominal
inflection at that stage:

> “Acrostatic” v/

> “Hysterokinetic” v (via “secondary mobility”)
> “Amphikinetic” v (w/o “Oxytone Rule”)
>

“Proterokinetic”  (X)

> The (at best) sparse evidence for PK-type stress mobility in IE
languages is consistent with this prediction (cf. Keydana 2013;
Kiimmel 2014; Lundquist 2015; Yates 2017a).
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

(48) a. Ved. san-u 1 Sn-u-su (back-NML.N-NOM.SG/LOC.PL)

b. Hitt. pahhur  : pahhwenas  (fire-NML.N-NOM/GEN.SG)
[payY-or] : [pay™“:i-ém-as]

> BAP allows “proterokinetic” mobility only under special conditions:

> When the root o is eliminated (via “secondary mobility”) — e.g., (48a).
> In suppletive inflectional classes (i.e., heteroclites) — e.g., (48b).

77179



Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

(48) a. Ved. san-u 1 Sn-u-su (back-NML.N-NOM.SG/LOC.PL)

b. Hitt. pahhur  : pahhwenas  (fire-NML.N-NOM/GEN.SG)
[payY-or] : [pay™“:i-ém-as]

> BAP allows “proterokinetic” mobility only under special conditions:

> When the root o is eliminated (via “secondary mobility”) — e.g., (48a).
> In suppletive inflectional classes (i.e., heteroclites) — e.g., (48b).

= PK-type mobility is predicted (?) only where it is actually attested.
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

(48) a. Ved. san-u 1 Sn-u-su (back-NML.N-NOM.SG/LOC.PL)

b. Hitt. pahhur  : pahhwenas  (fire-NML.N-NOM/GEN.SG)
[payY-or] : [pay™“:i-ém-as]

> BAP allows “proterokinetic” mobility only under special conditions:
> When the root o is eliminated (via “secondary mobility”) — e.g., (48a).
> In suppletive inflectional classes (i.e., heteroclites) — e.g., (48b).

= PK-type mobility is predicted (?) only where it is actually attested.

> If correct, non-existence of PK mobility under other conditions at the
PIE stage calls into question whether it existed at an earlier stage.
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Q5: Compositional vs. paradigmatic models

> Broad take-away — two possible research goals going forward:
(i) Abetter understanding of the diachronic prosodic development of IE
languages (and in turn, their implications for language change)

(ii) An explanation of how reconstructible PIE word-prosodic patterns took
their shape (e.g., origin of *o-grades).

> Either way, the foundation should be a maximally precise
understanding of:

> Word stress patterns that obtained across categories in synchronic PIE.
> The principles by which these stress patterns were determined.

» Synchronic relationship between word stress and ablaut.

> This is the goal of COMPOSITIONAL analyses, whose basic toolkit and
working (!) hypotheses offer a starting point for philological
reassessment and linguistic analysis.
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- Craig Melchert, Brent Vine, Stephanie Jamison, Ron Kim, Sergio Neri,
and Olav Hackstein.
- the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation, for supporting this research.
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Re-reconstructing PIE *-oi-stems

(A1) ‘ PRIMARY NON-PRIMARY
NOM.SG | *R(2)-0i *STEM-0i
GEN.SG *R(@)-y-€é/0s *STEM-y-é/0s

» New morphophonological reconstruction of PIE animate *~oi-stems
(Yates 2019c) — key features:

> All have suffixal stress in strong cases shifting to endings in weak.
> Primary derivatives exhibit zero-grade of the root.

> Non-primary derivatives “inherit” the vocalism of their base (zero-grade
of base-final suffix).
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NOM.SG | *R(2)-0i *STEM-0i
GEN.SG *R(@)-y-€é/0s *STEM-y-é/0s

» New morphophonological reconstruction of PIE animate *~oi-stems
(Yates 2019c) — key features:

> All have suffixal stress in strong cases shifting to endings in weak.
> Primary derivatives exhibit zero-grade of the root.

> Non-primary derivatives “inherit” the vocalism of their base (zero-grade
of base-final suffix).

> Morphologically and phonologically, (A1) better accounts for attested
reflexes of PIE *-oi-stems than AK reconstruction.
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Non-primary *—oi-stems in Hittite

> Hittite attests at least one clear reflex of a primary *-oi-stem with
zero-grade root —i.e., (27).

27 PIE HITTITE

NOM.SG | *howrt-0i > hurdais  [y™Wort-di-s]  ‘curse’

GEN.SG | *howrt-y-6/6s > hurdiyas [y ort-y-dis] ‘of the curse

> hurd(a)i-in (27) shows same weak root allomorphy (= zero-grade)
seen, e.g., in 3PL.IMP.ACT hurtandu, IPFV hurz(as)ke—
(cf. 1SG.NPST.ACT huwartahhi).
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Non-primary *—oi-stems in Hittite

» Unambiguously non-primary *-oi-stems occur in Hittite — e.g., (28):

(28) BASE *—0i-stem

a. iStarni(n)k- ‘makeill’ = iStarningain ‘illness’
[istarnigk-4zi-n]

b. maniyahh— ‘administer’ = [manliyahhais  ‘administrative
[maniy-ay;:-d:i-s]  district’

c. hullant- ‘defeated’ = hullanzais ‘defeat’
[xol:ants-4zi-s]

d. hukma—*  ‘magical® = hukmain ‘incantation’
[% ") okm-4zi-n]

> Analysis correctly predicts that non-primary *~oi-stem (i) has suffixal
stress in strong cases and (ii) preserves stem shape of base.
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Non-primary *-oi-stems in Greek

» Unambiguously non-primary *-oi-stems occur in Greek — e.g., (29):

(29) BASE *~o0i-stem
a. yen ‘need to’ = yee()d  ‘need’
b. uéhhw ‘be aboutto’ = perholic  ‘of hesitation’
C. UGUIvVOC ‘furnace’ = XOUIVO ‘furnace-woman’
d. »Ouo ‘wave’ = Kuuo ‘Cymo (PN)”’
e. £patog ‘lovely’ = Epot® ‘Erato (nymph)’
f. wd\otoc ‘prettiest’ => Koliote ‘Callisto (nymph)’
g. %600 ‘order’ = Kooun ‘Cosmo (priestess)’

> Analysis correctly predicts that non-primary *~oi-stem (i) has suffixal
stress in strong cases and (ii) preserves stem shape of base.
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Non-primary *-oi-stems in Greek

> Root full-grades in (30) are often taken as evidence for erstwhile root
stress, as expected in the strong stem of a primary AK paradigm (Rix
1992:146-7, Weiss 2020:259, i.a.).

30 BASE *—pi-stem
a. @eldoyon ‘spare’ = @edo ‘sparing’
b. meidw ‘persuade’ = rwerdw ‘P/persuasion’

c. Ayouow ‘liedown’ = Aey¢d ‘woman after childbirth’

> But root full-grades in (30) could instead be transferred from their
(thematic, root-stressed) verbal bases
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Non-primary *-oi-stems in Greek

> Root full-grades in (30) are often taken as evidence for erstwhile root
stress, as expected in the strong stem of a primary AK paradigm (Rix
1992:146-7, Weiss 2020:259, i.a.).

30 BASE *—pi-stem
a. @eldoyon ‘spare’ = @edo ‘sparing’
b. meidw ‘persuade’ = rwerdw ‘P/persuasion’

c. Ayouow ‘liedown’ = Aey¢d ‘woman after childbirth’

> But root full-grades in (30) could instead be transferred from their
(thematic, root-stressed) verbal bases —i.e., (31) in PIE terms:

(31) PIE *bleid"- = b éid"-elo- = *Hleid"-6i-
> Gk. nelttw ‘persuade’ Gk. newded ‘persuasion’
> Lat. fido ‘believe’
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PIE *—o0i-stems in Vedic

> Lone Indo-Iranian reflex of PIE animate *-oi-stems is Ved. sdkha(y)-=
Av. haxa(ii)- ‘friend’.

> Root stress observed in strong cases and zero-grade suffix in weak of
Ved. sdkhda(y)-could in principle reflect an AK paradigm like (32):

(32) PIE VEDIC SANSKRIT
NOM.SG *sék™ ho-0i > sdkha ‘friend’
ACC.SG *sék" ho-oy-m > sdkhayam

DAT.SG *s(@k"hy-y-éi  >> sdkhye ‘for a friend’
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> Lone Indo-Iranian reflex of PIE animate *-oi-stems is Ved. sdkha(y)-=
Av. haxa(ii)- ‘friend’.

> Root stress observed in strong cases and zero-grade suffix in weak of
Ved. sdkhda(y)-could in principle reflect an AK paradigm like (32):

(32) PIE VEDIC SANSKRIT
NOM.SG *sék™ ho-0i > sdkha ‘friend’
ACC.SG *sék" ho-oy-m > sdkhayam

DAT.SG *s(@k"hy-y-éi  >> sdkhye ‘for a friend’

> But this analysis is morphologically problematic:

> Root must be PIE *sek"-‘accompany’ (> Ved. sdcate, Gk. €moyou, Lat.
sequitur, etc.; cf. LIV?: 525-6)

> But a primary deverbal formation from this root leaves the voiceless
aspirate (Ved. kh, Av. x < *k™ h,) unexplained.

6/19



PIE *—o0i-stems in Vedic

» Schindler (1969:154%) thus proposes Ved. sdkha—is derived as in (34)
—i.e., anon-primary denominal derivative like Ved. rdtha—in (33):

(33) PIE *ret— > *rot-ehy =3 *rot-hy-0—
‘run’ ‘wheels of a vehicle’ ‘wheeled vehicle’
> Lat. rota Ved. rdtha-
‘wheel’ ‘chariot’
(34) PIE *sek™— = *sok" -eh = *sok" -hs-0i—
‘accompany’ ‘retinue’ ‘member of retinue’
> (Gk. 6m8-wv) Ved. sdkha(y)-
‘comrade’ ‘friend’

> Non-primary derivatives “inherit” root *o-grade of the base, as
expected on the proposed analysis.

- Further derivatives of Ved. sdkha(y)- (e.g., Lat. socius ‘comrade’, Gk. docoéw ‘help’) add

support for root *o-vocalism (cf. Byrd 2015:210-11, Ringe 2017:131-2).
7/19



Reassessing PIE *—oi-stems in Vedic

> Broad-take away from Schindler’s (1969) analysis — Ved. sdkha(y)-
does not directly reflect a PIE AK paradigm.

> Even if did continue *s6k"-h,-0i-/*sok™ -h,-y-" with edge-to-edge stress
mobility (= “amphikinetic”?), it does not show *e/& root ablaut and is
not a primary derivative.
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by the alternative reconstruction, *sok'-h,-6i—/*sok"-h,-y-
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> Broad-take away from Schindler’s (1969) analysis — Ved. sdkha(y)-
does not directly reflect a PIE AK paradigm.

> Even if did continue *s6k"-h,-0i-/*sok™ -h,-y-" with edge-to-edge stress
mobility (= “amphikinetic”?), it does not show *e/& root ablaut and is
not a primary derivative.

> But the Vedic stress pattern also mismatches the pre-form predicted
by the alternative reconstruction, *sok'-h,-6i—/*sok"-h,-y-

o Can this divergence be explained as an innovation?
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Reassessing PIE *—oi-stems in Vedic

(35)

(36)

Word-initial stress is the “default” prosodic pattern in Vedic (= BAP)
and thus tends to emerge diachronically — e.g., as an inner-Vedic
development in PIE *-fi-stems like (35) (see Lundquist 2015).

PIE *mn-ti-> RV mati-‘thought’ > post-RV madri-‘id.’
Same “emergence of default” would account for stress shift in (36).

PIE *sok"-hy-6i- > RV sdkhd(y)- friend’
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Reassessing PIE *—oi-stems in Vedic

> Word-initial stress is the “default” prosodic pattern in Vedic (= BAP)

(35)

(36)

(87

and thus tends to emerge diachronically — e.g., as an inner-Vedic
development in PIE *-fi-stems like (35) (see Lundquist 2015).

PIE *mn-ti-> RV mati-‘thought’ > post-RV madri-‘id.’

Same “emergence of default” would account for stress shift in (36).
PIE *sok"-hy-6i- > RV sdkhd(y)- friend’

A potential prosodic archaism preserved in BV compound in (37):

PIE * /hysu-sok“hydi-es/ — *[hisu-sokVhy-dy-es]
> Ved. su-sakhdayas ‘having good fellowship’

- See Probert 2006a,b and Yates 2015 on similar changes in Greek and Anatolian; for BV

compounds with 1M *hjsu-stressed on accented o of 2M see Lundquist 2016.

9/19



Summary: reconstructing PIE animate *-oi-stems

(26) PRIMARY NON-PRIMARY
NOM.SG | *R(2)-0i *STEM-0i
GEN.SG *R(@)-y-€é/0s *STEM-y-é/0s

» Prosodic reconstruction of PIE animate *-oi-stems in (26) fits the IE
data well, with both primary and non-primary paradigms directly
continued in Hittite.

> Minimal innovations needed to account for non-primary paradigms in
Vedic and Greek:

> Elimination of intraparadigmatic stem ablaut in Greek.
> Emergence of “default” initial stress in Vedic.
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Summary: reconstructing PIE animate *-oi-stems

(26) PRIMARY NON-PRIMARY
NOM.SG | *R(2)-0i *STEM-0i
GEN.SG *R(@)-y-€é/0s *STEM-y-é/0s

» Prosodic reconstruction of PIE animate *-oi-stems in (26) fits the IE
data well, with both primary and non-primary paradigms directly
continued in Hittite.

> Minimal innovations needed to account for non-primary paradigms in
Vedic and Greek:

> Elimination of intraparadigmatic stem ablaut in Greek.
> Emergence of “default” initial stress in Vedic.

= PIE animate *-o0i-stems are securely reconstructible with suffixal
*o-vocalism and stress alternations between suffix and endings.
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The BAP in Hittite — nominal inflection

STRONG WEAK
(A1) a. MU-za : witti (year-C.NOM/DAT/LOC.SG)
[wit-s] [wirti-i]
b.  haranan :  haranas (eagle-C.ACC/GEN.SG)
[yd:ran-an] [yd:ran-as]
(A2) a. patuls] 1 patan (foot-C.ACC/GEN.PL)
[pé:t-os] [pat-am]
b.  tékan 1 taknas (earth-N.ACC/GEN.SG)
[té:kan-o] [takn-&:s]

> Hittite has same prosodic contrast recurs in nominal inflection:

> IMMOBILE: stress fixed on stem throughout inflectional paradigm.

> MOBILE: stress alternates between stem in the “strong” cases (NOM,
ACC), and inflectional endings in the other “weak” cases.
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The BAP in Hittite — nominal inflection

(A3) a. Hitt. /tekan-/ — [téikan] ‘earth’ (earth-n.NOM/ACC.5G)
tekan

b. Hitt. /tekan-d4s/ — [takn-dis] ‘of the earth’ (earth-cEn.s0)
taknas

c. Hitt. /ydran-ds/ [ydiran-as] ‘of the eagle’ (eagle-GEn.s0)
haranas

» Nominal IMMOBILE vs. MOBILE contrast can be analyzed in same way:

> Unaccented stem + unaccented ending = default leftmost, e.g., (A3a).
> Unaccented stem + accented ending = attraction to ending, e.g., (A3b).

> Accented stem + accented ending = leftmost accented wins, e.g., (A3c).
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Reconstructing PIE stress assignment

» Common critique of BAP and other aspects of Kiparsky’s analyses —
works well for Vedic, but that doesn’'t mean it works for PIE; see esp.
Jasanoff (2017:27-8):

“The advantages of a compositional account of the synchronic ac-
cent systems of Vedic, Greek, and above all Balta-Slavic, are ac-
cepted as well... [Blut...the compositional model is unlikely to
work as well for PIE as it works for the daughter languages. And
indeed, Kiparsky'’s vision of PIE is rather suspiciously Vedic-like.”
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Reconstructing PIE stress assignment

» Common critique of BAP and other aspects of Kiparsky’s analyses —
works well for Vedic, but that doesn’'t mean it works for PIE; see esp.
Jasanoff (2017:27-8):

“The advantages of a compositional account of the synchronic ac-
cent systems of Vedic, Greek, and above all Balta-Slavic, are ac-
cepted as well... [Blut...the compositional model is unlikely to
work as well for PIE as it works for the daughter languages. And
indeed, Kiparsky'’s vision of PIE is rather suspiciously Vedic-like.”

o So — is there sufficient evidence to reconstruct the BAP for PIE?
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The BAP in PIE?

> “Default” phonological stress assignment in Greek is not the BAP, but
rather “recessive accentuation” (see Probert 2006b:128-44).

> “Recessive accentuation” may historically derive from BAP after the
emergence of “Law of Limitation” (= leftmost within the stress domain;
cf. Yates 2015:180, Lundquist and Yates 2018:2136).

> But it does not provide an exact analogue.
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The BAP in PIE?

> “Default” phonological stress assignment in Greek is not the BAP, but
rather “recessive accentuation” (see Probert 2006b:128-44).

> “Recessive accentuation” may historically derive from BAP after the
emergence of “Law of Limitation” (= leftmost within the stress domain;
cf. Yates 2015:180, Lundquist and Yates 2018:2136).

> But it does not provide an exact analogue.

> Anatolian provides direct evidence for the BAP:

> Historical traces in Hittite, Luwian, and Palaic (Yates 2015).

> Synchronically operative in Hittite (likely also Palaic; Yates 2016b,
2017b).

> Strongest evidence comes from verbal inflection (where Greek is
uninformative).
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How to fix Hittite ablaut

(Al) PRE-PA
a. 3SG *nohy-ei ‘frightens’
3PL *nhy-énti ‘they frighten’
b. 38G *soho-ei ‘clogs, fills up’
3PL *shy-énti ‘they clog, fill up’
C. 3SG *l6g"-ei ‘knocks out, bends’
prce  *lgh-ont ‘bent’
d. 3sG *wohyg-ei ‘bites’
3PL *uhyg-énti ‘they bite’
e. 3sG *nok-ei ‘dies’
3pL  *nk-énti ‘they die’

> Regular morphological “fix” for irregular intraparadigmatic is leveling
or weak a-vocalism.

> Already in PA stress mobility introduced into PL.NPST.ACT of most
verbs in this category (cf. Melchert 2013), yielding *o/z alternations.
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How to fix Hittite ablaut

(Al) PRE-PA HITTITE
a. 3sG *nohy-ei > nahi ‘frightens’
3PL  *nhy-énti 5> *ahhanzi  ‘they frighten’
b. 38G *soho-ei > Sahi ‘clogs, fills up’
3PL *shy-énti 5 Xishanzi ‘they clog, fill up’
C. 3SG *l6g"-ei > laki ‘knocks out, bends’
PTCP *lgh -ont 5 Xalgan ‘bent’
d. 3SG *wohy,g-ei > waki ‘bites’
3PL *uhyg-énti 3 *ukanzi ‘they bite’
e. 3sG *nok-ei S *nakki ‘dies’
3pL  *nk-énti >  akkanzi ‘they die’

» Regular morphological “fix” for irregular intraparadigmatic is leveling
or weak a-vocalism.

> Expected Hittite outcomes of these verbs would show initial onset
alternations in strong vs. weak contexts.
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How to fix Hittite ablaut

(56) PRE-PA HITTITE
a. 3sG *nohs-ei > nahi ‘frightens’
3PL  *nhy-énti 5> *ahhanzi  ‘they frighten’
b. 3SG *sohy-ei > Sahi ‘clogs, fills up’
3PL *shy-énti 5> XiShanzi ‘they clog, fill up’
C. 3sG *og" -ei > laki ‘knocks out, bends’
PTCP tlgh-o’nt S *algan ‘bent’
d. 3sG *Wwohy,g-ei > waki ‘bites’
3PL *uhsg-énti 3> *ukanzi ‘they bite’
e. 3sG *nék-ei S *nakki ‘dies’
3pL  *nk-énti > akkanzi ‘they die’

» Regular morphological “fix” for irregular intraparadigmatic is leveling
or weak a-vocalism.

> But attested Hittite outcomes show analogical development of weak
a-vocalism.
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Morphophonological change via paradigm uniformity

» Independent Hittite evidence for OUC comes from ahistorically
non-alternating radical hi-verb paradigms (cf. Melchert 2012).

> Expected Hittite outcomes of these verbs would show initial onset
alternations in strong vs. weak contexts:

(56) PRE-PA HITTITE
a. 3sG *noéhs-ei > nahi ‘frightens’
3PL  *nhy-énti 5> *ahhanzi  ‘they frighten’
b. 3SG *sohy-ei > Sahi ‘clogs, fills up’
3PL *shy-énti 5> Xishanzi ‘they clog, fill up’
C. 3sG log" -ei > laki ‘knocks out, bends’
PTCP tlgh—ént 5 *algan ‘bent’
d. 3sG *Wohyg-ei > waki ‘bites’
3PL *uhsg-énti 3> *ukanzi ‘they bite’
e. 3sG *nok-ei 5> *nakki ‘dies’
3pL  *nk-énti > akkanzi ‘they die’
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Morphophonological change via paradigm uniformity

» Independent Hittite evidence for OUC comes from ahistorically
non-alternating radical hi-verb paradigms (cf. Melchert 2012).

> But attested Hittite outcomes show analogical changes that bring
verbs into compliance with OUC:

(57) PRE-PA HITTITE EXPECTED
a. 3SG *noéhs-ei > nahi
3PL *nhy-énti >>  nahhanzi *ahhanzi
b. 3sG *sohy-ei > Sahi
3PL  *shp-énti >>  Sahhanzi Xishanzi
C. 3sG *og"-ei > laki
prce  *lgh-ont >>  lagan Xalgan
d. 3sG *Wohyg-ei > waki
3PL *uhpg-énti  >> wakkanzi *ukanzi
e. 3sG *nok-ei >>  aki *nakki

3PL  *nk-énti > akkanzi
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