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The Anatolian reflexes of Indo-European

topn-, Puyn-, TOpoG-, and Topog-type
nominals and their historical implications

Abstract: It is widely thought that Proto-Indo-European tépog-type nouns are ro-
bustly continued in the Anatolian languages. I challenge this view, arguing that most
of the alleged Anatolian reflexes of this class instead continue touq- or @uyi-type
nouns, or in a few cases, Topog-type adjectives. Based on this reassessment of the
Anatolian evidence, I propose a new historical account of the Hittite noun-forming
suffix -atar/n- in which inherited topr- and @uyrj-type nouns play a crucial role.
This evidence also prompts a reevaluation of the morphology of tou- and @uyr-
type nouns in Proto-Indo-European. I present empirical and morphophonological
arguments in support of the view that @uyrj-type nouns were primary derivatives,
whereas topr|-type nouns were derived from topdc-type adjectives with the same
suffix *-eh,-.

Keywords: Indo-European, Anatolian, Hittite, nominal derivation, morphophonol-
ogy

1 Introduction

This paper is primarily concerned with two (or arguably three) classes of animate
nouns standardly reconstructed for Proto-Indo-European (PIE), and more specifi-
cally, with the historical development of these nouns in the Anatolian languages.
Notably, no clear functional difference has (thus far) been discerned between these
classes: the semantics of their attested reflexes suggest that all were event or result
nouns in PIE, some of which developed more concrete meanings in its daughter lan-
guages. They were distinguished formally, however. The first class is comprised by
animate nouns formed with a non-ablauting stressed suffix *-éh,-, which are contin-
ued as such in Anatolian and became feminines in the non-Anatolian IE languages.
Among their reflexes two prosodic patterns are observed, but in the absence of an
identifiable functional difference, they are plausibly viewed as sub-types of a sin-
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gle morphological class:! (i) a “coud-type” characterized by *o-vocalism of the root;
and (ii) a “puyn-type” characterized by zero-grade of the root. Some non-Anatolian
reflexes of these sub-types are given in (1) and (2) respectively along with their re-
constructed PIE etyma.?

(1) IE reflexes of Toprj-type nominals

a. PIE *tomhy-éh,- > GK. Topn ‘stump’
PIE *h,rot-éh, > Lat. rota; W rhod ‘wheel’
PIE *kos-éh.- > OCS kosa, Russ. kosd ‘braid’
PIE *mold"-éh,- > Lith. malda ‘prayer’

=

PIE *molh;-éhs- > Lat. mola ‘ground grain; grindstone’; GK. uoAn ‘mill’
PIE *srow-éh,- > Gk. pon ‘stream’; Lith. srava ‘gush’, Latv. strava ‘current’
PIE *wloik-éh, > TB laiko ‘bath’

PIE *wrog-éh,- > Goth. wraka, OE wracu ‘persecution’

5 0@ o ® 20

(2) IE reflexes of @uyn-type nominals
a. PIE *b'ug-éh,- > Gk. puyn; Lat. fuga ‘flight’
PIE *hslig-€h,- > Lith. liga, Latv. liga; Alb. ligé ‘illness’

=

c. PIE *gvwrhs-éhp- > Lith. gira, Latv. dzira ‘kvass’

d. PIE *dhigh-éh,- > OP dida- ‘wall’, Bact. AWla/ALgo ‘city’
e. PIE *wid-éh,- > W gwedd ‘aspect’

f. PIE *wih.-éhs- > Lat. via, U via ‘road’

As evident in (1), the Topi-type is widely represented across the IE family, and it ex-
hibits productivity within several branches, e.g., in Greek and in Baltic.? While none
of the IE languages attest such productivity for the guyq-type in (2), it is similarly
found across the IE languages, and its reconstruction is supported by at least one
clear cross-branch word equation, Gk. guyr| “flight’ = Lat. fuga ‘id.’ in (2a).

The other morphological class of central interest in this paper is the “topog-
type,” which was formed with a “simple” thematic suffix *-0- and characterized by

1 Thus, e.g., Weiss (2020: 320) presents both (i) and (ii) under “toun-type nomina actionis.” See fur-
ther §4, where I argue explicitly that (i) and (ii) were formed with the same *-eh,-suffix.

2 Onthe examples in (1-2) see Penney 1978: 310-20 with references to older literature (cf. Lundquist
& Yates 2018: 2109; Weiss 2020: 320, i.a.). For specific treatment of (1e) see Vine 1999: 565 (cf. Probert
2006 on the development of initial stress in lexicalized topi-type formations in Greek); of (1g) Adams
2015: 179; of (2b) DPEWA: #13956; and of (2f) Vine 1998: 258 n. 9.

3 On Greek see Probert 2006 with references to earlier literature, and on Baltic Bammesberger
1973: 15-8.
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stressed *d-vocalism of the root. This PIE class has even more robust comparative
support, with numerous reflexes across the IE languages as well as cross-branch
word equations, e.g., (3).*

(3) IE reflexes of Topog-type nominals

a. PIE *témh;-o- > Gk. topog ‘slice’

b. PIE *b"ér-o- > Gk. pdpoc ‘tribute’; Ved. bhdra- ‘bearing’

¢. PIE *bhrod™o- > Lith. brddas, Latv. brads; OCS brodii ‘ford’

d. PIE *dém-o- > Gk. 86poc; Lat. domus; Lith. ndmas ‘house’

e. PIE *d"dig"-o- > Gk. Toiyo¢; YAw. (pairi-)daéza- ‘wall’; Goth. daigs ‘dough’;
Arm. deéz ‘heap’

f. PIE *gomb"-o- > TB keme, TA kam; Ved. jambha-; OCS zobii ‘tooth’; Gk.
YOuQog ‘peg’

g. PIE *logh-o- > Gk. Adyo¢ ‘ambush’; TB leke ‘bed’

h. PIE *sndigo- > Goth. snaiws, OE snaw; Lith. sniégas; OCS snégti ‘snow’

The principal goal of this paper is to reevaluate the Anatolian evidence for each of
these PIE nominal classes which, due to the apparent functional identity discussed
abhove, can be distinguished only on formal grounds, and even then only with diffi-
culty, especially in Hittite (cf. §2.3 below). The relevant data is examined in the next
section (§2). I argue that the toun- and @uyn-types were more productive in Anato-
lian than previous scholarship has recognized, and conversely, that the Tépog-type
is less productive, as many of its alleged Anatolian reflexes instead reflect topn-
or euyn-type formations, and a few instead topdg-type adjectives—viz., a different
PIE morphological class of secondary interest here (see further §2.4 and §4.3 be-
low). The rest of the paper focuses on some broader implications of this reanalysis
of the Anatolian data. In §3 I show that it offers new insight into the development
of *-ehz-based complex derivational suffixes in Anatolian—in particular, the Hittite
abstract-noun forming suffix -atar/n-. In §4 I discuss the morphology of the topy-
and @uyn-types in view of the Anatolian evidence and propose a new account of
the prosodic difference between them (viz., root *o-grade vs. zero-grade) in PIE. Fi-
nally, §5 concludes with a summary of these results and with brief remarks on some
questions about the (pre)history of the toun-, uyr-, and téuoc-types that remain
outstanding.

4 See again Penney 1978: 301-10 with references (cf. Fortson 2010: 129-30; Lundquist & Yates 2018:
2108-9; Weiss 2020: 291, i.a.). On the Vedic outcome of (3b) see in detail Tucker 2013: 236-8.
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2 The development of topn-, puyn-, and
TOpOoG-type nouns in Anatolian

This section is organized as follows. In §2.11 discuss the widely held view that Topog-
type nouns are robustly reflected in the Anatolian languages. The alleged reflexes
of this type in the Luwic languages and in Hittite are then reexamined in §2.2 and
§2.3 respectively, where I contend that the majority instead reflect Toui- or euyn-
type formations and adduce further examples of each of these types. I then turn in
§2.4 to the remaining alleged reflexes of PIE touog-type in Anatolian, arguing that
some are correctly analyzed as such, but that others should instead be traced back
to “ropog-type” adjectives. These findings are summarized and discussed in §2.5.

2.1 A productive topog-type in Anatolian?

A point of general agreement among specialists in Anatolian and IE morphology
is that the PIE topog-type is securely continued in Anatolian, where it remained at
least somewhat productive in the languages.® In support of this claim, these scholars
adduce the Hittite nouns in (4), analyzing them as reflexes of PIE téuog-type nouns.
Since these nouns are attested in Hittite beside cognate radical verbs, it is assumed
that Hittite speakers treated them as synchronically deverbal, and extended the pat-
tern to create new deverbal event/result nouns—e.g., Hitt. kuera- ‘field’ (< *section’)
from Hitt. kuer- ‘cut’. That Hitt. kuera- was formed in this way is evident from its root
vocalism: it continues root *e, presumably taken over from its verbal base, rather
than the root *o of an inherited topog-type formation (cf. Melchert 2014b: 211).%

(4) PIE topoc-type nouns and their alleged Hittite reflexes
a. PIE *h.6ns-o- > Hitt. hassa- ‘progeny’ (cf. Hitt. has(s)- ‘beget, give birth’)

5 Thus, e.g., Oettinger 1986: 19; Melchert 2014b: 211; 2014: 255; 2016: 214; Nussbaum 2017: 235 (cf.
Lundquist & Yates 2018: 2108; Weiss 2020: 291). Melchert (2014b: 211) describes the productivity of
the TOpoc-type as “moderate”.

6 Similarly, Melchert (2012: 177-8) argues that lahha- ‘campaign’ must be an inner-Hittite deverbal
formation (cf. lahhiye/a- ‘go on campaign’) in view of its -hh-, which reflects unlenited *h; (a TopoG-
type formation *I6h,-0- would have yielded *laha-).
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PIE *hs0rg-o- > Hitt. harga- ‘destruction’ (cf. Hitt. hark- ‘perish’)

PIE *hs6rb™o- > Hitt. harpa- ‘mound, pile’ (cf. Hitt. harp- ‘reassociate’)
PIE *b"drs-o- > Hitt. parsd- ‘crumb; bit’ (cf. Hitt. pars(i)- ‘break’)

PIE *sorhs-o- > Hitt. Sarrd- ‘portion, part’ (cf. Hitt. Sarr(a)- ‘divide’)

f. PIE *kors-o- > Hitt. karsa- ‘shearing’ (cf. Hitt. kars- ‘cut off’)

® 2 o0 T

The most recent treatments of nominal derivation in the Luwic languages report
that the situation is approximately the same as in Hittite:” the Tépog-type is con-
tinued in the Luwian and Lycian nouns in (5), most of which are attested beside
Anatolian radical verbs from which they could plausibly be derived synchronically
or at a shallow prehistoric stage.®

(5) PIE topoc-type nouns and their alleged Luwic reflexes

a. PIE *hy6rhz-o- > CLuw. M harra/i- ‘grindstone’ (cf. CLuw. harra- ‘crush’)

PIE *dém-o- > Lyc. mme/i- ‘building’ (cf. HLuw. tama- ‘build’)
PIE *h;ds-0- > HLuw. asa- ‘seat’ (cf. HLuw. asa- ‘sit’)
PIE *hz/30s-0 > HLuw. hasa- ‘abundance’ (cf. Pal. has- ‘become sated’)
PIE *hy6t-0- > CLuw. hatta- ‘violence’, Lyc. xtta- ‘harm’ (cf. Hitt. hatt-
‘pierce’)

® 2 o T

f. PIE *hsérw-o- > CLuw. harwa- ‘road’
g. PIE *gyduhys-0- > CLuw. zawa- ‘food’

In §2.2 and §2.3, however, I argue that the widely accepted morphological interpre-
tation of these forms is in most cases incorrect; instead, the majority are better an-
alyzed as the reflexes of toun- or guyi-type formations. These include at least the
Hittite nouns in (4c-f), as well as the Luwian and Lycian nouns in (5c-g). I return to
the remaining potential Anatolian examples of Topog-type nouns in §2.4 below.

2.2 Luwic reflexes of topn- and @uyni-type nouns

It is natural to begin with the alleged Luwic reflexes of the PIE Touoc-type, since the
inherited distinction between t6pog-type formations and topi}- and @uyn-type for-
mations is more clearly maintained in these languages than in Hittite. The crucial

7 Subgrouping within Anatolian is highly controversial (see Oettinger 1978; Melchert 2003b;
Yakubovich 2010: 5-9; Rieken 2017; Melchert 2020b; Sasseville 2020a: 550-2, i.a.), but one undisputed
point is that Luwian and Lycian belong to a distinct Luwic branch. For the purposes of this article
it is not crucial which other Anatolian languages belong to this branch.

8 Thus, e.g., Melchert 2003a; Melchert 2014b; Melchert 2014a and Kimball 2015: 68; see DCL, s.v.
harri- on (5a) and eDiAna: #245 on (5b).
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fact about the Luwic nouns in (5c—g) above, repeated in (6) below, is that they do not
undergo so-called “i-mutation,” as evident from the stem-final a-vowel that appears
in their direct case-forms.? This is significant, because there is now general agree-
ment that PIE *-o-stems were regularly subject to i-mutation in Luwian and Lycian,
and conversely, that the major source of non-mutating a-stems in these languages
are PIE *-eh,-stems.!” It follows from this view that the non-mutating Luwian nouns
in (6) reflect topn}- or @uyrj-type formations (viz., *-ehz-stems) rather than tépoc-type
formations (viz., *-o0-stems), and indeed, the very latest scholarship on the individ-
ual lexemes in (6) correctly draws this conclusion.™

(6) PIE toprj/guyr-type nouns and their Luwic reflexes'?
a. PIE *h;0s-éh,- > HLuw. ((MENSA.SOLIUM)d-sa-sa ) ‘seat’ (NOM.SG)
b. PIE *hy3(0)s-éhy- > HLuw. ((LINGERE)ha-sa-sa ) ‘abundance’ (NOM.SG)
c. PIE *hy(0)t-6hs- > CLuw. (ha-at-ta-as) ‘violence’ (NOM.SG)
> Lyc. xtta ‘harm’ (ACC.SPL)
d. PIE *hsrw-éhs- > CLuw. (ha-ru-wa-as’) ‘road’ (NOM.SG)
e. PIE *gyouhs-éhs- > CLuw. (zu-u-wa-an) ‘food’ (AcC.SG)

More difficult to determine is which of the Luwian nouns in (6) should be iden-
tified with Toun-type formations and which with @uyn-type formations, but it is
almost certain that both are represented. The clearest example of a Topf-type is
(6e), which has [o:] in the root.!® To account for both the quality and the quantity
(viz.,long in a historically unstressed syllable) of this vowel requires reconstructing
an inherited diphthong *ou (or *eu) in the root.!* Meanwhile, (6d) in all likelihood

9 On the inflection of i-mutating and non-mutating stems see Yakubovich 2015: §6.2 and Norbruis
& Sasseville forthc. Note that the NOM.SG ending -s was extended to *-ehz-stems in Luwian (just as
in Hittite; cf. §2.3 below), hence (-sa) ([-s]) in (6a) and (6b) and - in (6c) and (6d). In (6¢) Lyc. xtta
is attested only in TL 118.2 in the set plural (abbreviated spL; for the term see Melchert 2014c) and
thus lacks case-forms diagnostic for i-mutation; I assume it is cognate with CLuw. hatta- (cf. DCL,
sv.), hence non-mutating.

10 See Sasseville 2015; Sasseville 2018; Sasseville 2020b; Norbruis 2018; DCL, i.a.

11 See eDiAna: #1468 on (6a); eDiAna: #335 on (6b); Sasseville 2020a: 104 and DCL, s.v. on (6c¢); eDi-
Ana: #3033 and DCL, s.v. on (6d); and DCL, s.v. on (6e).

12 The specific diagnostic forms cited in (6) are attested as follows: (6a) in KARKAMIS A6 §25; (6b)
in KARATEPE 1 Hu. §6; (6¢) in KUB 35.108+35.87 iv 12; (6d) in KBo 30.190 iii 8; (6e) in KUB 13.4 ii 20.iv
67.71.

13 A root vowel [u:] would here be spelled *(zu-1i-°), contrary to fact; see Melchert 2010; Melchert
2019 for discussion.

14 Derived from the verbal root of, e.g., OE céowan ‘chew.’ This root is cited as *gyeuh,- in LIV
168, but the identity of the root-final laryngeal can be ascertained: the absence of a consonantal
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continues a @uyn-type formation. A toprj-type pre-form *hsorw-éh,—adjusting the
*hsérw-o- in (5f) posited by Melchert (2014b: 211)—from a root “*hserw-” is improb-
able, since it violates well-established PIE root structure constraints.)> A guyq-type
formation, on the other hand, is unproblematic from this perspective, and even sal-
vages Melchert’s attractive root etymology: the PIE root is *hsreu-, continued with a
*k-extension, e.g., in Gk. 6pvoow ‘dig’.16

Less clear are the three nouns in (6a—c). All three can be derived straightfor-
wardly from topr-type formations, but it is hard to rule out the possibility of guyn-
type formations instead, and in the case of (6a) a recent formation from the corre-
sponding verbal stem, HLuw. asa-/CLuw. a$(a)- ‘sit’, cannot be excluded. The diffi-
culty of distinguishing between topr}- and @uyn-type pre-forms stems from the very
limited evidence for the Luwian outcomes of PIE word-initial laryngeals before an
obstruent in a non-ablauting paradigm. There is some Anatolian evidence suggest-
ing that atleast *h; was lost word-initially before a consonant—e.g., Hitt. lamniye/a-,
HLuw. lamni(sa)- < PIE *h;nehs-mp-yé/6- ‘name’—in which case a @uyn-type forma-
tion can be excluded for (6a).”” For *h; and *hs, on the other hand, I am aware of no
direct evidence in the relevant context. A consonantal reflex of *h; and/or *hs might
be expected in view of Hitt. haSterza (< PIE *h,stér- ‘star’), but the phonological par-
allel is inexact (#HCC- vs. #HC-), and there is in any case no guarantee that their
Luwian outcome would be the same as in Hittite.18 At present, then, it cannot he
determined with certainty whether (6b—c) continue topr- or @uyrj-type formations.

The nouns in (6) do not exhaust the Luwic evidence for the PIE topj- and @uyn-
types. Two further nouns that likely continue the topq-type are given in (7a-b),
along with a possible third example in (7c)."®

reflex in Anatolian precludes *h,, whereas laryngeal breaking in Tocharian (TB suwam, TA swas
‘eats’ < *gyuihs-ti; see Weiss 2022: 182 for the pre-form with root zero-grade, generalized in Class V
presents per Hackstein 1995: 17-8 and Malzahn 2010: 405-6) rules out *h; (I am grateful to Giulio
Imberciadori for calling the latter to my attention). Even so, it remains less attractive to reconstruct
a guyn-type formation *gyuhs-éh.-, since that would account for the quality of the root vowel, but
not the quantity.

15 See Cooper 2009 and Sandell 2016 with references to earlier scholarship.

16 A different root etymology is advocated in eDiAna: #3033, but it likewise starts from a guyn-type
pre-form.

17 See Melchert 1994a: 66-7; 2007: 184 n. 6 (cf. Sasseville 2020a: 179).

18 A closer parallel would be Hitt. hatukzi ‘terrifies’, likewise with a consonantal reflex, if it con-
tinues PIE *hyteug- (EDHIL: 336), but see Puhvel 1991: 274-7 for a different etymology.

19 It is suggested in eDiAna: #246 that Lyc. tdma- ‘building’ also reflects a Tour-type formation
*dom-éh,-, but this analysis is problematized by the failure of the root vowel to undergo syncope,
which occurs in etymologically related Lyc. mme/i- ‘id.” in (17c) below.
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(7) More Luwic reflexes of PIE toprj-type nouns
a. PIE *smor-éhz- > Lyc. AB mara- law’ (cf. Gk. uopa ‘division (of Spartan
army)’)
b. PIE *wol-éh;- > HLuw. wala ‘for death; fatally’ (Apv)
c. PIE *mors-éh,- > CLuw. marsa—* ‘false act, treachery’

The acc.pL of Lyc. mara- in (7a) is securely attested once in the poetic inscription
on the pillar of Xanthos as mardz.2° This form shows that the stem is non-mutating,
which is compatible with a toun-type reconstruction. This reconstruction is also
supported by Gk. popa ‘division’, which forms a word equation with Lyc. mara- on
Kimball’s (2017) root etymology.?! As for (7b), HLuw. wala is generally connected
with the verb HLuw. wala- ‘die’;?? though attested only as an adverb, its form and
meaning are compatible with derivation from the DAT/LOC.SG of a pre-Luwian event
noun *wala- ‘death’. Crucially, this noun must have been non-mutating, since in
Luwian only non-mutating stems have a DAT/LOC.SG in -a (vs. -i in mutating stems).
Either a Topn- or @uyn-type reconstruction would account for this property, but the
latter would lead to unattested *ula.

Much less certain is CLuw. marsa-* (or marsa(/i)-*) in (7c), which is implied by
the genitival adjective («mar-Sa-as-sa) attested once in a Hittite context (KBo 4.14
ii 59, perhaps to be emended with final (-an); see DCL, s.v.) and may be the base
of the relational adjective CLuw. marsaya- ‘pertaining to impurity/falsehood’ (eDi-
Ana: #2869). Its meaning ‘false act, treachery’ is consistent with a result noun, and
accordingly Sasseville (eDiAna: #2860) derives it from a @uyr-type formation PIE
*mrs-éh- from the root *mers- ‘forget’ (cf. Hitt. marsant- ‘treacherous; deceitful’
discussed in §2.4 below).?? An equally possible source, though, is a PIE toun-type
formation *mors-éh;-, as I suggest in §2.2 below; and in the absence of attested di-
rect case-forms, a PIE topog-type formation also cannot be ruled out.?*

20 A second instance should probably be restored in TL 44d.24 (mar[dz); see eDiAna: #225 for dis-
cussion and references.

21 See Kimball 2017 on the semantic development of the PIE root *smer- in Lycian (cf. Gk. ueipopat
‘receive a share’; LIV 970), but against her assessment (op. cit. 215), a pre-form *smor-éh,- would
regularly yield Lyc. mara- with root a-vocalism via umlaut (cf. eDiAna: #225). On the innovative root
stress in Gk. u6pa see Probert 2006.

22 See Hawkins 1981: 152; an archaic participle of this verb may be continued in CLuw. w(a)lant-
‘dead’ (cf. DCL, s.v.). On the shape of the PIE root see Malzahn 2010: 892—4.

23 The semantic development of this PIE root and its Anatolian reflexes are discussed further apro-
pos (19a) in §2.4 below.

24 Sasseville (eDiAna: #2860) takes the factitive verb Lyc. mrssxa- ‘desecrate; offend’ as support
for a root zero-grade, but it may simply be due to inner-Lycian syncope, since factitive verbs were
probably inherited with suffixal stress (see further §3.2 below).
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Luwic also attests additional nouns that probably or at least potentially con-
tinue @uyn-type formations, e.g., (8).

(8) More Luwic reflexes of PIE guyq-type nouns
a. PIE *trp-éh,- > CLuw. tarpa- ‘ritual substitution’
b. PIE *hyup-éh,- > Lyc. A xupa- ‘grave(-mound)’ (cf. Hitt. huppa- ‘heap’)

That CLuw. tarpa- in (8a) continues an *-eh,-stem is evident from its DAT/LOC.SG
CLuw. tarpa (KUB 17.15 + KBo 52.215 iii 9, 10), which shows that it is non-mutating.
Melchert (DCL, s.v. tarpa-) suggests that the root is PIE *trep- ‘turn’ in the sense ‘de-
flect’, which is also the source of the related verb CLuw. tarpa- ‘provide a substitute,
replace’. If this root etymology is correct, then a topr|-type reconstruction *torp-
éh,- is unlikely (contra Sasseville 2018: 306), since this PIE root is robustly “State
I1.”% This problem is obviated by the guyH-type formation in (8a), which simultane-
ously accounts for the shape of the root in the noun (tarp- < zero-grade *trp-) and
its non-mutating inflection.

Similarly, Lyc. xupa- in (8b) is non-mutating, as indicated by multiple attesta-
tions of the NOM.SG, xupa; the ACC.SG, xupd; and the DAT/LOC.SG xupa. It was proposed
by Eichner (2017: 283) that Lyc. xupa- forms an exact equation with Hitt. huppa-
‘heap’, which is transparently related to Hitt. hu(wa)pp- ‘hurl’ (Melchert 2007), a
hi-verb derived from the PIE root *h;wep-26 The guy-type formation in (8b) ac-
counts for the root vocalism of both Hitt. huppa- and Lyc. xupa- (viz., a reflex of root
zero-grade); their initial consonantism (root-initial *h, would have been lost in a
topr-type formation by Saussure-Hirt’s Law);?’” and the non-mutating inflection of
the latter (cf. eDiAna: #641).

Itis clear, then, that both PIE toun- and @uyn-type formations are well-represented
in the Luwic languages. Their robust attestation suggests that these inherited cat-
egories remained productive in Anatolian, in which case they can be expected to
surface in Hittite as well. This hypothesis is tested in §2.3 below.

2.3 Hittite reflexes of topn- and @uyn-type nouns

An important difference between Hittite and the Luwic languages is that in Hit-
tite inherited *o-stems and animate *-eh;-stems have merged into a single inflec-

25 See the derivatives of the root listed in LIVZ: 650 s.v. 2. trep-.

26 See Melchert 2012: 175 for detailed discussion of the root shape and arguments against the root-
final *h; hypothesized by Kloekhorst (EDHIL: 369) (similarly, LIV*: 640 reconstructs “*wep-”).

27 Hitt. wappu- ‘river-bank’ (< *h,wdp-u-; Melchert 2012: 176) shows precisely this conditioned loss
(cf. n. 32).
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tional class (“a-stems”, cf. EDHIL: 107; Sasseville 2020b: 284, i.a.). The causes of their
wholesale merger in Hittite are phonological and morphological. As in the Luwic
languages, the inherited contrast in the nominative singular between *-s-marked
*0-stems and *-s-less *-eh,-stems was eliminated in Hittite by analogically extend-
ing the ending *-s characteristic of this case-form to the latter. Hittite differs from
these languages, however, in that it did not develop i-mutation; thus when inherited
*[o, 0:] and *[a, a:] merged qualitatively in Hittite as [a, a:], *-eh,-stems and *o-stems
fell together. It is therefore only on the basis of comparison to its probable Luwic
cognates in (9b) and its well-established Italic cognates in (9c) that the Hittite word
for ‘hearth’ in (9a) can be traced back to a PIE *-eh,-stem with confidence.

(9) IE reflexes of PIE *h,eh;s-€h,- ‘hearth’

a. Hitt. hdssa- hearth’?® (NOM.SG hdssas)
b. Lyd. [k]lasa-’, Lyc. xaha-’ ‘hearth, altar’®® (cf. CLuw. has$anitt(i)- ‘id.”)
c. Osc. aasa-, Lat. ara- ‘altar’

An obvious consequence of this merger is that it is much more difficult in Hittite
than in the Luwic languages to determine whether a particular noun reflects a
T0U0G6-, TouN-, or PUYI|-type formation. Faced with such aporia, previous scholarship
(see n. 5 above) appears to have focused mostly on finding reflexes of the touoc-
type.3? Nevertheless, it has long been suspected that the Tourj-type is continued in
Hittite. Watkins (1975: 372) proposed that one reflex of this type is Hitt. (wwarra-
‘help’ in (10). This proposal was motivated by the possessive adjective CLuw. war-
rahitassa/i- ‘of help’, which implies a neuter noun warrahit-* ‘help’. On Watkins’
analysis, this neuter noun was derived from the toun-type formation ancestral to
Hitt. (Wwarra- in (10): the stem-final *h;, of the base was lost in word-final position
by regular sound change, but preserved word-internally as -h- in the derived noun
warrahit-* (cf. Melchert 1994a: 85-7).

(10)  PIE *worhs-éhy- >? Hitt. (u)wdarra- ‘help’ (cf. CLuw. warrahitas$sa/i- ‘of help’)

28 The development of ‘hearth’ in Hittite is discussed by Hardarson (1994: 35-9); Melchert (1994:
235-6; 2011: 397; 2014: 259); Rieken (1999: 247-8), and Kloekhorst (2008: 322-3; 2014: 262), i.a.; see also
Yates 2023 for arguments that the root is unstressed and its long vowel analogical to Hitt. hass- ‘ash’.
29 See eDiAna: #1525 on the Luwic material. If Lyd. [k]asadn is to be read as such in LW 50.6 and
indeed a reflex of ‘hearth’, then the absence of i-mutation would provide inner-Anatolian support
for *-eh;-inflection. For Lyc. xaha- direct case-forms are not attested, but the stem-final [a] of ABL/INS
xahadi also suggests it is non-mutating.

30 Iagree with Sasseville’s (2020b: 284) assessment that “further examples of [the @uyi}- and Toun-
types] in Hittite, which would make a welcome addition, have never been properly sought.” One of
the main goals of this paper is to fill that gap.
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Yet there are some issues that raise doubts about this historical derivation. First,
as pointed out by Kloekhorst (EDHIL: 962), it is not actually certain whether the
Hittite noun in (10) is an a-stem at all. It is a virtual hapax, occurring only in (11)
and its duplicate KBo 12.22 i 4 (warra halzais$), where it can be analyzed in other
ways, e.g., as the allative of a root noun (thus Gusmani 1968, comparing Gk. fjpa
‘service’).3! Another problem is the plene spelling of the root vowel observed in (11):
this feature suggests that the Hittite noun had root stress rather than the stem-final
stress historically expected in a Topn-type formation.

(11) nu uwdarra halzais kuit iyanun kuit
cONN forhelp cry:3sG.pST.ACT what:ACC.SG.N d0:1SG.PST.ACT what:ACC.SG.N
‘Then he cried for help: “What in the world have I done?”’

KUB 314 + obv. 3; OH/NS, CTH 16

Recently, however, more compelling evidence for the Topi-type-type in Hittite has
emerged. Oettinger (2016: 234) argues that Hitt. warsa- ‘mist’ continues the PIE Topy-
type formation in (12). This morphological analysis is supported by a cluster of con-
vergent facts. First, the root *o-grade characteristic of the Toprj-type neatly accounts
for the absence of a consonantal reflex of root-initial *h, in Hitt. warsa-, which
can be attributed to Saussure-Hirt’s Law.3? While this loss is also compatible with a
T0p0¢-type formation, a further point is not—namely, the intervocalic -rs- sequence
in Hitt. wars-. Such sequences are retained as such in Hittite only when stress falls on
the immediately following vowel; otherwise, they undergo assimilation in Hittite,
yielding -rr- as in (13). A topnj-type reconstruction supplies the correct prosodic
context for retained -rs-, whereas a Topog-type should have been subject to assimi-
lation, contrary to fact. Finally, Oettinger’s tour|-type reconstruction is supported by
Ved. varsd- ‘rain; rainy season’ in (12), which on his analysis makes an exact word
equation with Hitt. warsa-3*

(12) PIE *(hy)wors-éh, > Hitt. warsa- ‘mist’; Ved. varsd- ‘rain; rainy season’
(13) PIE *hydrso- > Hitt. arra-, Gk. 6ppog; CLuw. arsa/i-, OHG ars ‘ass, anus’®

The possibility that the PIE @uyi-type was likewise continued in Anatolian has
also been raised in previous scholarship. Eichner (1973: 56-9) suggested that Hitt.

31 But see Beekes 2010: 524 on the much-disputed etymology of the Greek word.

32 See Nussbaum 1997 (cf. Beekes 1969: 238-40, 254).

33 See Kimball 1999: 351; 2015: 63—4 for the prosodic conditioning (cf. Melchert 1994a: 163).

34 Nussbhaum (2014: 299-300; 2017: 235) etymologically splits the nouns in (12), taking Hitt. warsa-
as the reflex of a Topog-type and Ved. varsd- as cognate with Gk. ¢épon ‘dew’ (Cret. agpoa) from a
pre-form *h;werseh,-. While the latter remains possible, the former fails on phonological grounds.
35 See Yakubovich & Mouton 2023: 347 for identification of its cognate in Luwian, which evidently
does not share in this assimilatory change.
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miyahuwant- ‘old’ was historically derived from the PIE @uyn-type formation in
(14), itself a derivative of the verbal root continued in Hitt. m(a)i- ‘grow’. As in (10),
the stem-final *h; of the unattested base would have been regularly lost in word-
final position, but preserved in its derivative as -h- before the possessive-adjective
forming suffix *-went-.%

(14) PIE *mihs-€h,- > Hitt. miya-* ‘growth’ (cf. Hitt. miyahuwant- ‘old’ < *having
growth’)

Since there is independent evidence for the PIE tour-type and probably the @uyn-
type in Hittite, it is worth considering whether there may be further reflexes of these
types—in particular, among the historical event/result nouns previously identified
with the Topog-type. To this end, the Hittite nouns in (4c-f) are repeated in (15), but
here reanalyzed as the reflexes of toun- or guyrj-type formations.

(15)  PIE topn/euyi-type nouns and their Hittite reflexes®’
a. PIE *hs(o)rb™-éh,- > Hitt. (har-pa-a-a$) ‘mound, pile’ (NOM.SG)
b. PIE *b"(o)rs-éhe- > Hitt. (pdr-sa-a-an) ‘crumb, bit’ (Acc.SG)
c. PIE *sorhs-éh,- > Hitt. (Sar-ra-a-as) ‘portion, part’ (NOM.SG)
d. PIE *kors-éh.- > Hitt. (kar-as-Su-us) ‘shearings’ (acc.pL) (cf. GK. koupd
‘haircut’)

Significantly, these Hittite nouns exhibit formal properties that are explained
straightforwardly starting from a toun- or @uyni-type formation but unexpected
from a topog-type. One such property can be observed in (15a—c): all three nouns
exhibit plene spelling of the stem-final vowel, which indicates that this vowel is long
and thus likely stressed. Another is the unassimilated intervocalic -rs- sequences in
(15b) and (15d): toyoc-type formations would undergo the assimilation seen in (13)
above, incorrectly yielding *parra- and *karra-. In contrast, Topq- and @uyn-type
formations with stem-final stress account for both of these properties.

These properties—and how they problematize a topog-type reconstruction—
were previously noted by Kimball (2015: 62-3), who thus put forward a different
analysis. She proposed that the nouns in (15) reflect thematic nominals with zero-
grade of the root and stress on the thematic suffix—schematically, *R(&)-6-. From

36 See again Melchert 1994a: 85 for the phonological details. The etymology is disputed by
Kloekhorst (EDHIL: 568-9), but Clayton (2023: 104-5) provides a cogent critique of his alternative
and a defense of Eichner’s (1973) analysis.

37 The specific forms cited in (15) are attested as follows: (15a) in KUB 8.62 i 22 (NS); (15b) in KUB
27.62 obv. 10 (NH/NS); (15¢) in KBo 10.7 ii 37 (OH/NS); and (15d) in KUB 17.10 iii 6. The last form is
discussed in detail by Melchert (2016: 212-4), who justifies the reading and proposes a Téyog-type
reconstruction.
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a phonological perspective, this analysis mostly works. One small issue is the -rr-
sequence in (15¢):* a zero-grade pre-form *srhs-6- would yield *sarhd-; but the -rr-
could be analogically imported from the related verb sarr(a)- ‘divide; separate; ap-
portion’. Morphologically, however, this analysis is less attractive. Despite a poten-
tial cognate for Hitt. parsa- in Gk. pdpoog ‘section’, there is a dearth of evidence in
the ancient IE languages for a morphological class of animate thematic nouns char-
acterized by root zero-grade and event/result semantics.®® It is thus an advantage
of the analysis laid out in (15) that it connects these Hittite nouns with tou- and
@uyni-type formations which, as discussed in §1, are well-established PIE types of
event/result nouns.

I therefore conclude that the likeliest sources of the Hittite nouns in (15) are
Toui- and @uyn-type formations. Yet a further question remains to be addressed:
with which type specifically should each be identified? For Hitt. Sarrd- in (15c) and
karsa- in (15d) there are reasons to suspect the Topq-type in particular. This analysis
would align the latter morphologically with Gk. Kovpé (see Beekes 2010: 763-4), de-
riving both from the same PIE lexeme;*? and for the former, it would obviate need
to appeal to analogy with the verb Sarr(a)-, since *sorhs-éh,- would likely yield the
attested -rr- sequence in the noun by regular sound change (viz., via assimilation of
*h; to the preceding liquid).*! On the other hand, for Hitt. harpd- in (15a) and parsd-
in (15b) both morphological analyses appear to be equally viable.

The analysis in (15) prompts a new evaluation of three further Hittite nouns.
These are presented in (16), where they are analyzed as the reflexes of toun- or
@uyn-type formations.

(16) More Hittite reflexes of PIE touj/@uyn-type nouns
a. PIE *worg-éh,- > Hitt. warka- ‘fat’ (cf. Gk. dpyr| ‘passion’)

38 See Kimball 1999: 414 for the reconstruction of the root as *serhs- (less likely is the root-final *h;
posited in EDHIL: 840, which would yield just *-r- from a zero-grade pre-form). Another potential
issue is the consonantal reflex of *hs in (15a). Kloekhorst (2006: 90-5; 2008: 308) contends that *hs
would be lost before *r in the zero-grade, but as per Oettinger (2004) the most compelling evidence
for this loss can be explained rather by a combination of Saussure-Hirt’s Law (cf. n. 32 above) and
analogy (cf. Melchert 2020a: 264).

39 A few IE nominals that appear to reflect the structure *R(&)-6- are treated by Nusshaum (2017:
250-2), who suggests that these have multiple sources, e.g., possessive adjectives derived from root
nouns.

40 This word equation is significant, since the -rs- sequence in Hitt. karsa- might otherwise be
attributed to analogy with the verb kars- ‘cut’.

41 On this assimilatory change see further n. 44 below. Another advantage of a topi-type pre-form
for Hitt. Sarra- ‘portion, part’ in (15c) is that it can then be derived from the Top6g-type adjective
continued in Hitt. Sarra- ‘(tool for separating)’ in (19b); see further §4.2 below.
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b. PIE *m(0)rhs-éh,- > Hitt. "' marhd- (type of stew)’
c. PIE *hs(o)rg-éh,- > Hitt. harga- ‘destruction’

Hitt. warka- in (16a) is a hapax a-stem noun recently identified by Goedegebuure
(2021: 124) in KBo 3.46 obv. 13 (OH/NS). She plausibly suggests (op. cit. 132-3) that it
is the base of the much better attested adjective warkant- ‘fat’, and traces it back
to a Topog-type formation to the PIE root *werg- ‘swell’.*> However, the tourj-type
reconstruction in (16a) likewise accounts for the form and function of the noun in
its single attestation (which does not exhibit plene spelling), and has the advantage
of aligning it morphologically with Gk. dpyn ‘passion’, which would reflect the same
pre-form.

Hitt. marhd- in (16b) is an a-stem noun that probably refers to a type of stew
(CHD: L-N, 182). It has thus been related (e.g., by Starke 1986: 161-2; Kimball 2015:
62) to the verb Hitt. marriye/a- ‘melt; dissolve; cook until tender, stew’, which per
Oettinger (1979: 277-81) derives from the PIE root *merh;- (cf. LIV 440).%% Notably,
the word exhibits plene spelling of the stem-final vowel in IBoT 2.5 obv. 14, AcC.SG
("mar’-ha-a-an). To account for this property Kloekhorst (EDHIL: 565) and Kimball
(2015: 62) reconstruct *myh-6- with stem-final stress. Morphologically, this pre-form
would be an animate thematic noun with root zero-grade of the same type proposed
by Kimball for the Hittite nouns in (15) and rejected just above. For the reasons out-
lined there, it is preferable to trace Hitt. marhd- back to a guyij-type formation, since
that accounts not only for its stem-final plene spelling but also for its result noun
semantics, which are clearly evident vis-a-vis the verb marriye/a-. Equally possible,
too, is a Topun-type formation, if Oettinger (1979: 548-9) is correct that PIE *h; is pre-
served in Hittite as -h(h)- between a post-vocalic liquid and stressed vowel (i.e., in
the context *VLHV).** An advantage of his claim is that it can potentially account for

42 Goedegebuure (2021: 133) takes the root shape to be *werh,g- following, e.g., EWAia: 1, 243, and
attributes the loss of the root-internal laryngeal to Saussure-Hirt’s Law (cf. 32 above), which would
apply in a topog- or Tour-type formation. Clayton (2022) presents compelling arguments that the
root-internal laryngeal is unnecessary, however.

43 For the meaning of the verb see CHD: L-N, 180-1. Puhvel (2004: 62—4) proposes an alternative
etymology from a PIE root *(s)merh,- with cognates such as OE smorian ‘smother, steep’.

44 Contra Melchert 1994a: 80-1. Non-assimilation of *h; in this context would thus be parallel to
non-assimilation of *s (cf. (13) and n. 33 above), whereas *h; and *hs assimilate to the preceding lig-
uid even when before a stressed vowel. It should be noted, however, that there is no clear evidence
for the outcome of *VLh;V in Hittite or Luwian, so non-assimilation remains possible (i.e., VLhV).
If so, I would suggest that the topi-type pre-form in *sarhd- in (15c) was analogically remodeled
after the Hittite verb Sarra- ‘divide’ (likewise the noun Sarra- (tool for separating)’ in (19b) below),
whence the observed -rr- sequence.
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the preserved -lh- sequence in HLuw. salha- ‘power’ treated in §2.4 below. I there-
fore follow his view here.

Lastly, Hitt. harga- in (16c) has traditionally been traced back to a tépog-type
noun as in (4b) above (see §2.1 for discussion). It should be noted, however, that its
form (viz., no plene spelling attested) and function are also compatible with a Topn-
type formation, *hsorg-éh.-, or a uyn-type formation, *hsrg-éhs-. Indeed, either of
these alternatives are perhaps more likely, since it has now been shown that most
of the Anatolian nouns previously taken as the reflexes of Topog-type are better
analyzed as Topn- or guyf-type formations.*> In any case, Hitt. harga- cannot be
regarded as a secure example of the Topog-type. The remaining Anatolian evidence
previously adduced for this type is treated in §2.4.

2.4 Anatolian reflexes of the t0pog-type—or topog-type?

In §2.2 and §2.3 it was argued that many—in fact, the majority—of the Anatolian ex-
amples adduced in previous scholarship (discussed in §2.1) as reflexes of PIE t6po¢-
type nouns are more likely to continue topn- or @uyn-type formations. Of those ex-
amples only the three repeated in (17) remain (= (4a), (5a-b) above).

(17) PIE tépoc-type nouns and their alleged Anatolian reflexes

a. PIE *hz0ns-o- > Hitt. has$a- ‘progeny’ (cf. Hitt. has(s)- beget, give birth’)
b. PIE *hz0rhz-o- > CLuw. ¥ harra/i- ‘grindstone’ (cf. CLuw. harra- ‘crush’)
c. PIE *dém-o- > Lyc. mme/i- ‘building’ (cf. HLuw. tama- ‘build’)

Hitt. hdssSa- in (17a) has clear result noun semantics vis-a-vis the verb has(s)- ‘beget,
give birth’ and is attested with plene spelling of the root, e.g., NOM.PL (ha-a-a$-Se-es)
(KBo 25.122 ii 6; OH/OS), ALL.SG (ha-a-as-sa) (KUB 43.23 obv. 7; OH/MS). The latter
property is incompatible with a topn- (or guyn-)type formation, and thus strongly
recommends the traditional topog-type reconstruction (cf. eDiAna: #3436).

The case for tracing the other examples in (17) back to Toépoc-type formations is
less compelling, however. While the pre-form *ddm-o- in (17c) has strong compara-
tive support (cf. (3d) above), Lyc. mme/i- exhibits syncope of the root vowel, which

45 Apossible additional argument for a Toun- or @uyn-type formation is Hitt. hargatar/n- ‘destruc-
tion’ in (23d) and Tab. 3 (a), which as discussed in §3.3 could be a direct reflex of the derivative
of an *-eh,-stem but not an *o-stem. Yet given the productivity of the suffix -atar/n- in Hittite, this
evidence is relatively weak; compare, e.g., Hitt. hassatar/n- ‘birth’ in (23h) from has(s)- ‘beget, give

birth’, attested beside the related topog-type reflex Hitt. hassa- ‘progeny’ in (17a) but no topx- or
Quyn-type reflex.



106 —— AnthonyD. Yates

is unexpected in a Topog-type formation because the root vowel would be stressed
(cf. eDiAna: #245). Melchert (1994a: 319) posits a post-PIE stress shift to the stem-final
vowel (i.e., *dém-o- > *dom-6-), but this is simply ad hoc. One might therefore con-
sider the possibly of a Top- or guyn-type formation, but these are ruled out because
the stem undergoes i-mutation, e.g., NOM.SG imi (TL 44c.6).

As for CLuw. harra/i- in (17b), it is likely that the DAT/LOC.SG ([N har]-ri) should
be restored in KUB 22.143 i 8 (see DCL s.v.). If so, then the stem is mutating (cf. §2.2
above), as expected in the reflex of a épog-type formation. Yet the meaning of CLuw.
harra/i- vis-a-vis the related verb harra- ‘crush’ raises questions about this deriva-
tion. The noun appears to refer to an instrument used for grinding grain into flour
or meal—e.g., in (18) (see Yakubovich & Mouton 2023: 352—-3)—rather than an event
(‘act/process of grinding’) or its result (‘ground stuff; flour, meal’).

(18) zas=pa=tta kuwatin zammitati§ Nshar-ra-a-ti [...] awimmis
this:NOM.SG.C=TOP=PTC as flour:NOM.SG.C grindstone:ABL COMe:PTCP:NOM.SG.C
awidu=p=as=ta malhas($as)si§ EN-as hlaratnati]
come:3SG.IMP.ACT=TOP=3SG.NOM.C=PTC  of.ritual:NOM.SG.C lord:NOM.SG.C offense:ABL
waskulimmalti]
fault:ABL

‘As this flour/meal is coming (out) from the grindstone [(and) ...], let the ritual
patron (likewise) come (out) from offense (and) fault.’
KUB 29.6 + KUB 35.70 i 22—-4; NS, CTH 762

The meaning in (18) suggests rather that the etymological sense of CLuw. harra/i- is
*crusher’. I therefore propose that the historical source of this noun is a PIE toudc-
type adjective, *h,orhs-0- ‘crushing’, which was substantivized in Luwian (see §4.1
below for further discussion of this PIE type). This diachronic trajectory is well-
established in IE: compare, e.g., Ved. vard- ‘suitor’ < PIE *wolh;-6- ‘choosing’ (cf.
Ved. vrnité ‘choose’); or with semantically inanimate referent, Gk. tpoydc, OIr. droch
‘wheel’ < PIE *d'rog’/g"-6- ‘running; dragging’ (cf. Gk. Tpéxwrun’).46

Whether the same type of analysis can be extended to Lyc. iime/i- in (17¢) is
less clear. Nusshaum (2017: 239-42) argues that PIE touo6¢-type adjectives could have
(or develop) passive meanings (beside more typical active/agentive sense; cf. §4.1
below), e.g.: Gk. 6opog ‘leather bag’ < PIE *dor-6- ‘torn; hewn’ (cf. Gk. 6¢épw ‘flay’);
Ved. bhagd- ‘portion’ < PIE *bog™-6- ‘apportioned’ (cf. Ved. bhdjati ‘apportion’); ON
tamr, OF tam ‘tame’ < PIE *domh,-6- ‘subdued’ (cf. Gk. §auvnut ‘subdue’).” If so, then
Lyc. mme/i- could be analyzed in the same way—i.e., as the reflex of a PIE adjective

46 For the etymologies see respectively Jasanoff 2017: 21-2 and Beekes 2010: 1506—7 with references.
47 But see Tucker 2013 for arguments that in Vedic at least some apparent reflexes of Touog-type
adjectives with passive value are actually backformed from compounds.
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*dom-0- ‘built’, which was substantivized in Lycian. On the other hand, Melchert
(2004: 42, 60) analyzes Lyc. mme/i- as an inner-Lycian derivative of tama- ‘building’
(cf. n. 19 above).

From a morphological perspective it would be unsurprising if CLuw. harra/i-
and perhaps also Lyc. mime/i- reflected inherited toudc-type adjectives, since it is
clear that this PIE class is continued in Anatolian. Some other likely examples are
given in (19).

(19) PIE topdg-type adjectives and their Anatolian reflexes
a. PIE *mors-6- > Hitt. marsa- ‘profane; desecrated’
b. PIE *sorhs-6- > Hitt. @ garra- (tool for separating)’
c. PIE *swolh;-6- > HLuw. salha- ‘greatness; power’

Hitt. marsa- in (19a) is an a-stem adjective attested just three times, only in KBo 5.2 (i
4,5;iv 64), where it refers to items that should not be consumed by someone in a ritu-
ally pure state (Hitt. Suppi-), hence ‘profane; desecrated’ (cf. CHD: L-N, 195: ‘unholy,
unfit for sacred use’). Kimball (2015: 64) has proposed that it reflects a Toudc-type
adjective *mors-6- from the PIE root *mers- ‘forget’ (cf. Ved. mfsyate, Lith. mifsti
‘forget’), which neatly accounts for the retained intervocalic -r$- sequence in Hittite
(cf. (13) above).#® On this etymological analysis, the semantic development might
have been, first, from *forgetting; forgetful’ to *neglectful; heedless’.*® Used in the
context of political or legal obligations, it may have acquired the sense ‘treacherous;
deceitful’ that is attested for Hitt. marsant- (CHD: L-N, 197), which may be regarded
as an extended variant of marsa- in accordance with a well-known Hittite deriva-
tional pattern.>® The attested meaning of marsa- ‘profane; desecrated’ in ritual con-
texts can reflect a more general sense ‘false; incorrect, improper’, which developed
from ‘deceitful’ following an established semantic pathway (cf. PDE false, borrowed
from Lat. falsus, past participle of fallo ‘deceive’).

The initial steps in this semantic development are somewhat questionable,
however. Melchert (p.c.) therefore suggests that the source of Hitt. marsa- is a
homophonous PIE root *mers- ‘act falsely’, which is continued in Anatolian and
Germanic (e.g., Goth. gamarzjan ‘annoy, offend’; afmarzeins ‘deception’; cf. Kroo-

48 PIE *mors-6- may also have comparative support: according to Klingenschmitt (1982: 126-7), it
is the derivational base of the Classical Armenian verb moranam ‘forget’.

49 See Puhvel 2004: 85-6 and Nussbaum 2017: 240 for alternative views on the semantic develop-
ment from *mers- ‘forget’.

50 Thus, e.g., Puhvel (2004: 86), registering this pattern. See Kronasser 1966: 265-6 for a longer list
of Hittite adjectives extended by a suffix -ant- with the same meaning as the basic adjective.
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nen 2013: 356).°! The toudg-type adjective from such a root would have the mean-
ing ‘acting falsely’, which would almost directly yield the attested sense of Hitt.
marsa(nt)- ‘treacherous; deceitful’, and from there the semantic development may
have proceeded as described above.

Hitt. Sarra- in (19b) is an animate a-stem noun, which is attested four times
(3x with determiner GIS) and appears to refer to an instrument used to remove
unwanted things from the body, like a scraper or tweezers (CHD: §, 228). This in-
terpretation is reinforced by its transparent connection to the verb Sarra- ‘divide;
separate’, which it occurs beside in (20) and functions as the means by which the
action of the verb is accomplished (cf. CHD: §, 235).

0) kasa “Ssarran harmi ... kinun=a=tta ISTU 12 "UUR idalu
now §-tool hold:1sG.NPST.ACT now:TopP:2sG.DAT from 12 body.parts evil
papratar alwazatar astayaratar DINGIR.MES-as karpin aggandas hatugatar
impurity sorcery magic god:GEN.PL anger dead:GEN.SGterror
awan arha Sarriskemi
off separate:IPFV:1SG.NPST.ACT
‘T am now holding a sarra- ... Now I am separating off from each of your
twelve body parts the evil, impurity, sorcery, magic, anger of the gods, (and)
terror of the dead.’ KUB 7.531i 5-6; NS, CTH 409

According to Kimball (2015: 64) Hitt. Sarra- may reflect a PIE toudc-type adjective
*sorhs-6-52 1 propose that this developed into a pre-Hittite adjective *sarra- ‘divid-
ing; separating’ with active/agentive semantics vis-a-vis the verb Sarra- ‘divide; sep-
arate’ of the kind typical for PIE Topdg-type adjectives (cf. §4.1 below);> it was then
substantivized as an instrument noun, just like CLuw. harra/i- discussed above.
Finally, HLuw. salha- in (19¢) is a relatively well-attested neuter noun treated
by Rieken (2010: 655), who argues that it is cognate with Hitt. sulle(ss)- ‘become
arrogant’ and Hitt. Salli- ‘big’, all ultimately derived from the PIE root listed in LIVZ:
609-10 as *swelh,- ‘swell’.>* Melchert (DCL, s.v. *Salha-) proposes that HLuw. salha-

51 A connection between Goth. gamarzjan and other Germanic material and Hitt. marsa- was sug-
gested already by Juret (1942: 25). Puhvel (2004: 87) rejects it on semantic grounds, but compare
Kroonen 2013: 356, who observes that “[t|he Germanic meaning ... can be understood more easily
from Hittite ‘to be deceitful’ than ‘to forget’.

52 Contra Kimball 2015, however, assimilation of *h;s to the preceding liquid is phonologically reg-
ular (cf. n. 44 above).

53 The exact semantics of the PIE root are uncertain (e.g., LIV% 535 reconstructs “(in feindlicher
Absicht) losgehen auf’)”. I assume the meaning of the Hittite verb and related adjective developed
in parallel.

54 See Melchert 2005 for the root etymology of Hitt. Sulle(ss)- (but the root-final laryngeal must
be *h; rather than *h;), and Brosch 2011 for the connection between this verb and the adjective
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reflects a pre-form *swolh;-6- (viz., with root-final *h;), which can be morpholog-
ically identified with a PIE toudg-type adjective meaning *swelling’.>® Crucially,
this pre-form has stem-final stress, which offers a possible account for (i) non-
assimilation of *h; to the preceding liquid (as in Hittite; cf. (16b) and n. 44 above);
and (ii) dissimilatory loss of *w between a coronal consonant and inherited *o,
which did not occur after a stressed vowel in Luwian (cf. CLuw. adduwal- ‘evil’ <<
*h;édwo-; see DCL, sv.). The attested meaning of HLuw. salha- ‘greatness; power’
is substantivized from *‘strong’, which developed via *‘swollen’. PIE *swolhz-6-
‘swelling’ also accounts for the semantics of inner-Luwian derivatives of this adjec-
tive, CLuw. Salh(ianti- ‘growth’ and Salhitti- ‘id.’, which arose via *‘growing’.

The nominals in (19) thus demonstrate that PIE toudc-type adjectives were in-
herited into Anatolian, and offer support for the reanalyses proposed above of (17b)
and perhaps also (17c) as reflexes of this morphological class rather than tépog-type
nouns. These reanalyses in turn further bleed the Anatolian evidence for the PIE
T0p0¢-type, though they do not wholly eliminate it. In §2.5 below I take stock of the
Anatolian evidence for the four PIE morphological classes discussed above, i.e., the
TOUIN-, PUYN-, TOUOG-, and Topuog-types.

2.5 Summary: topn-, Puyn-, TOpog-, and TopoG-type nominals
in Anatolian

In §§2.2-2.4 the Anatolian evidence for the PIE topn-, uyn-, T0p0G-, and Tou6g-types
was reassessed. The results are summarized in Tab. 1 (p. 111), where the Anatolian
reflexes of these four inherited nominal classes are sorted by type and by language
(uncertain examples are marked with “*”). The most significant finding is that PIE
Toun- and @uyn-types are much better represented in Anatolian than previously
thought: taken together, at least sixteen distinct reconstructible nominals of these
types have reflexes in the Anatolian languages. This finding is partially anticipated
by very recent work on the Luwic languages, which has already identified most of

Hitt. salli-. Traditionally, Hitt. Salli- is etymologized as a *i-stem derivative of the thematic adjec-
tive *sol(hy)-wo- continued in Gk. 8Aog, Ved. sdrva-, and Lat. sollus ‘whole’ (see, e.g., Weiss 2020:
123). Whether this pre-form would yield Hitt. salli- is questionable (cf. Melchert 1994a: 50-1; EDHIL:
709-11), and would in any case require attributing the attested connection between it and sulle(ss)-
to folk etymology. It is therefore attractive to trace all three of these words (and their further deriva-
tives) back to PIE *swelhy- ‘swell’.

55 The CLuw. equivalent of HLuw. salha- is perhaps attested once in the ABL/INS (Sa-al-ha-a-ti) (KUB
35.121: 7; DCL, sv. *Salha-), but since it occurs only in an oblique case-form, its gender and inflec-
tional class cannot be confirmed.
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the individual examples listed in Tab. 1 as such, recognizing that their earlier anal-
yses as téuog-type are untenable in view of their non-mutating inflection (§2.2). I
have argued that a similar situation obtains in Hittite, despite the fact that this diag-
nostic is unavailable: the relevant Hittite nouns in Tab. 1 show signs of (historical)
stem-final stress and/or have exact cognates in other IE languages that betray their
status as erstwhile toun- or @uyn-type formations (§2.3). In combination, the Hit-
tite and Luwic evidence for these PIE nominal classes strongly suggests that both
remained productive within Anatolian.

A second finding is that PIE touog-type adjectives are continued in Anatolian.
Two possible Hittite reflexes of this type were suggested by Kimball (2015). I argued
in support of her proposal, and furthermore, that there is convergent evidence from
Luwic, where at least two further reflexes are attested (§2.4). Since the evidence is
considerably less robust, it is uncertain whether the toudc-type adjectives retained
some productivity within Anatolian or whether their reflexes in Tab. 1 should be
viewed as isolated relics. A renewed search for their reflexes is necessary if a satis-
factory answer is to be attained.

A further consequence of recognizing these Anatolian nominals as reflexes of
the PIE toun-, euyn-, and topdc-types is that they do not continue the PIE tépog-
type, as previously held for many of the examples (§2.1). At least one alleged exam-
ple of this class does withstand scrutiny, however: Hitt. hassa- ‘progeny’ in Tab. 1
(= (4a)/(17a) above). As pointed out in §2.4 above, Hitt. hassa- is well-attested with
plene spelling of the root vowel, clearly indicating that this vowel is long ([4:]). Only
a topogc-type pre-form can account directly for this long vowel (viz., by historical
lengthening of stressed *6). I therefore take this lexeme as evidence that the topoc-
type was inherited into Anatolian.

The apparently meagre representation of this PIE class gives rise to a puzzle,
though. As noted in §2.1, Hittite attests deverbal event/result nouns like kuera- ‘field’
(<= kuer- ‘cut’), whose root stress suggests it was formed on the analogical model of
the similarly root-stressed topog-type. It is not clear how such nouns could have
been created unless Hittite once had a more robust core of inherited topoc-type
formations. Will future research turn up more of their reflexes? Or should kuera-
be explained differently? I leave these questions open, pending further research.

3 The development of *-eh,-based derivation in
Anatolian

It was established in §2 that the PIE toun- and @uyn-types are much more robustly
reflected in Anatolian than previously assumed. In this section I argue that this find-
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Table 1: Anatolian reflexes of topn-, puyn-, topo¢-, and Topds-type nominals

Language Anatolian nominal PIE pre-form PIE type
Hitt. karsa- ‘shearing’ < *kors-éh,- Topn-type
sarrd- ‘portion’ < *sorhs-éh,- »
warka- ‘fat’ < *worg-éh,- ”
warsa- ‘mist’ < *hwors-éh,- ”
CLuw. marsa-*  ‘treachery’ < *mors-éh,-? ?
zawa- ‘food’ < *gyouhs-éh,- ?
HLuw. asa- ‘seat’ < *h,0s-éh,- ”
wala ‘for death’ < *wol-éh,- ”
Lyc. mara- ‘law’ < *smor-éh,- ”
Hitt. miya-* ‘growth’ < *mih;-éh,- puyn-type
CLuw. harwa- ‘road’ < *hyrw-éh,- ?
tarpa- ‘ritual substitution’ < *trp-éh,- ”
Lyc. xupa- ‘grave(-mound)’ < *hyup-éh,- ”
Hitt. harga- ‘destruction’ < *hy(o)rg-éh,”’  topR/@uyn-type
barpa- ‘mound’ < *hy(o)rbh-éh,- »
marha- ‘(type of stew)’ < *m(o)rhy-éh,- ?
parsa- ‘crumb’ < *pho)rs-éh,- »
CLuw. hatta- ‘violence’ < *hy(o)t-éh,- ”
HLuw. hasa- ‘abundance’ < *hy;(0)s-éh,- ”
Lyc. xtta- ‘harm’ < *hy(o)t-éh,- ?
Hitt. marsa- ‘profane’ < *mors-6- Topoc-type
sarra- ‘(tool for separating)’ <  *sorh;-6- ”
CLuw. harra/i- ‘grindstone’ < *hyorh;-6- ”
HLuw. salha- ‘greatness’ < *swolh,-6- ”
Lyc. mme/i-  ‘building’ < *dom-¢- ”
Hitt. hassa- ‘progeny’ < *h,0ns-o- TopoC-type

ing helps explain the emergence in Hittite of the highly productive derivational suf-
fix -atar/n-. It is widely thought that from a historical perspective this suffix is mor-
phologically complex and incorporates a suffix *-eh,-, but the details of its origin
are poorly understood and disputed. In §3.1 I provide a synchronic description of
the suffix; survey and critique previous views on its historical development; and in
view of their issues, propose a new etymological analysis that, crucially, accounts
for its manifold derivational usages in Hittite. In §3.2 I contend that the deadjecti-
val usage of Hittite -dtar/n- develops from a reanalysis of nouns derived with PIE
*-ter/t(n)- from deadjectival verbs formed with the inherited factitive suffix *-eh,-.
In §3.2 1 examine the use of -dtar/n- in derivation from radical verbs, tracing it back
to a reanalysis of Topr}- and @uyr-type event/result nouns extended by *-ter/t(n)-.
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The use of -atar/n- to form nouns from other nouns and from complex verbal stems
is then treated in §3.4, where I suggest that these patterns developed along simi-
lar lines. Finally, I draw together these analyses in §3.5, arguing that they support a
polygenetic origin of Hittite -dtar/n-.

3.1 What is Hittite -atar/n-?

Hittite has a productive derivational suffix -dtar/n-, which forms neuter abstract
and concrete nouns with heteroclitic inflection (NOM/ACC.SG -Gtar vs. OBL -ann-) from
nouns, adjectives, and verbs (cf. Hoffner & Melchert 2008: 126-8). According to Eich-
ner (1973: 80), this Hittite suffix formally continues (transponat) PIE *-éh,-tr/t(e)n-,
which is a combination of two inherited suffixes, *-ehz- and *-tr/t(e)n- (cf. Melchert
1994a: 86; 2020: 262). Crucially, this historical derivation accounts for the phonologi-
cal properties of the suffix via Proto-Anatolian (PA) lenition, which caused voicing of
PA voiceless stops and *h; after stressed long vowels, including those that arose via
compensatory lengthening upon loss of a tautosyllabic laryngeal.*® Its development
is laid out in (21).

(21) Phonological development of Hittite -atar/n-
a. NOM/ACC.SG *-6hy-tr > *-d-tr > PA *-a-dr > Hitt. -atar ([-4:tar])
b. OBL *-éhy-tn- > *-d-tn- > PA *-d-dn- > Hitt. -ann- ([-4:n:-])
C. NOM/ACC.PL *-éh,-tor > *-a-tor- > PA *-d-do > Hitt. -ata ([-4:ta])

In need of further explanation, however, is the morphological background of Hitt.
-dtar/n-, which has not yet been adequately addressed. In particular, previous lit-
erature has not been sufficiently explicit about the identity of the *-eh;-suffix con-
tained therein. That there is confusion on this point is evident from its treatment by
Kloekhorst (EDHIL: 226) who, in disputing the etymology of -dtar/n- (cf. Kloekhorst
2014: 2946, 553-4),%7 attributes to Melchert (1994a: 86) the view that this *-eh,- is the
PIE verb-forming factitive suffix (in, e.g., Hitt. newahh- ‘renew’ < PIE *new-éhs-; cf.
Lat. renovare ‘id.").5® Meanwhile, Eichner (1973: 80) connects it with the stem-final

56 See Eichner 1973 for the initial formulation of PA lenition, with modifications in Melchert 1994a:
60-2, 68-9; 2020: 262. For a reformulation in moraic terms see Adiego Lajara 2001 (cf. Yoshida 2011).
57 Kloekhorst (2008: 262; 2014: 294-6, 553—4) proposes to derive -dtar/n- instead from *-0-tr/t(e)n-.1
reject this derivation as phonologically untenable: *6 did not condition lenition of a following voice-
less stop in PA (see Melchert 2012). Meanwhile, the e-vowel observed in Lycian forms like huwedr(i)-
‘all’ taken by Kloekhorst as decisive support for *-6-tr/t(e)n- can be attributed to umlaut triggered
by i-mutation; see eDiAna: #813.

58 Ido not think that Melchert (1994a: 86) actually holds this view, although I believe the confusion
is justified. His account there depends on an early change of *-eh.# to *-a# in word-final position,
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*-eh,- of PIE animate nouns, but since he does not identify any Hittite reflexes of
the inherited *-eh,-stems that would have been involved in the creation of -atar/n-,
one might justly be skeptical: does Anatolian really have enough *-eh,-stem nouns
(and of the right kind) for this analysis to be morphologically plausible? In any case,
neither of these two accounts of the Hittite suffix -atar/n- are on their own sufficient
to account for its full range of uses in Hittite, as I show below.

Accordingly, I propose here a new morphological analysis of Hitt. -atar/n-. On
this analysis, the suffix has a polygenetic origin. One source is event/result nouns
derived with the PIE suffix *-tr/t(e)n- from PIE factitive verbs in *-eh,-.>° The other
is PIE event/result nouns formed with the suffix *-eh;- seen in the toun- and guyn-
types, which were extended by the same *-t/t(e)n- suffix.

3.2 The development of deadjectival -atar/n- in Hittite

That the PIE factitive suffix *-eh,- was involved in the creation of Hitt. -dtar/n- is
suggested by derivational patterns like (22), which are common in Hittite (cf. Oet-
tinger 1979: 239-51): from the same adjective are synchronically derived both (i) an
abstract with the suffix -dtar/n- and (ii) a factitive verb with the suffix -ahh-.

(22) Parallel deadjectival derivatives in Hittite

a. kallar- ‘inauspicious’ = kallaratar/n- ‘inauspiciousness’
= kallarahh- ‘make inauspicious’

b. nakki- ‘dignified; burdensome’ = nakkiyatar/n- ‘dignity; burden’
= nakkiyahh- ‘dignify; make
burdensome’
c. idalu- ‘bad, evil’ = idalawatar/n- ‘badness’
= iddlawahh- ‘treat badly’

d. marsa- ‘profane, desecrated’ = marsatar/n- ‘treachery, deception’®’
= marsahh- ‘desecrate; commit
treachery’

which makes sense only in *-eh;-stem nouns, where the NOM.SG provides the relevant environment.
Note that Melchert (2020a: 262) now supports the simpler account of this suffix in (21), since he
accepts tautosyllabic *-éh,- as a trigger of PA lenition on a following voiceless obstruent (cf. n. 56).
59 Following Melchert (1994a: 86) I take the Luwian suffix -attar (0BL -att(a)n-) with unlenited stop
as originating in nouns like CLuw. karsattar ‘parcel of land’ (DAT/LOC.SG karSaddani) in which the
same *-t7/t(e)n- suffix is added directly to the verbal root (cf. CLuw. kars- ‘cut’).
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e. Sarazzi(ya)- ‘upper; superior’ = Sardzziyatar/n- ‘summit’
= Sardzziahh- ‘make win (in a legal
case)
f. Suppi- ‘pure’ = Suppiyatar/n- ‘purity’
= Suppiyahh- ‘purify’

Not every Hittite adjective attests both a derived -dtar/n-noun and a factitive verb.
Some adjectives serve as the base for a factitive but not for an -dtar/n-noun, e.g.,
from Hitt. Sanezzi- ‘pleasant’ is derived Sanezziyahh- ‘make pleasant’, but there
is no trace of a corresponding neuter abstract *Sanezziydtar/n- ‘pleasantness’.5!
Conversely—and more significantly—there are Hittite adjectives that serve as the
base for an -atar/n- abstract, but do not stand beside a factitive verb, e.g., from
Hitt. hatuga- frightful’ is derived hatugdtar/n-, but no *hatugahh- ‘make frightful’
is attested. These facts argue that, from a synchronic perspective, examples of the
type in (22) involve parallel derivation from an adjectival base.

From a historical perspective, however, the frequency with which derived pairs
like (22) are attested make it plausible to assume that they once stood in a deriva-
tional relationship with each other, as represented in Tab. 2 (= (22a—c) above). On this
analysis, the Hittite -atar/n-nouns in (22) are the result of a two-step chain whereby
deadjectival verbs were formed with the PIE factitive suffix *-eh,-; then from these
factitive verbs were derived neuter event/result nouns with PIE *-tr/t(e)n-.

Table 2: Historical two-step derivation of deadjectival of Hittite -tar/n-abstracts

adjective = factitive = event/result (n)

a.  *-ro- *.r-éh,- *-r-éhy-tr/n-

> kallar- kallarahb- kallaratar/n-
‘inauspicious’ ‘make inauspicious’ ‘inauspiciousness’

b.  *ih- *-jhe-€h,- *-jhy-éhy-ty/n-

> nakki- nakkiyahb- nakkiyatar/n-
‘burdensome’ ‘make burdensome’ ‘burden’

c.  *@w- *-ew-éh,- *-ew-éh,-ty/n-

> jdalu- idalawahh- idalawatar/n-
‘bad’ ‘treat badly’ ‘badness’

60 The derivative in -atar/n- reflects the sense attested for its extended variant marsant- ‘treacher-
ous, deceitful’ (see §2.4 and n. 50).

61 In some cases, the apparent absence is probably just due to chance. For instance, given the se-
mantically parallel set in (22e), it seems very likely that from Hitt. kattera- ‘lower; inferior’ was
derived both katterahh- ‘make lose (in a legal case)’ and unattested katteratar/n-* ‘bottom’.
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The consistent geminate -hh- of the Hittite factitive suffix -ahh- indicates that such
verbs were regularly stressed on this suffix—i.e., *-éh,-, otherwise PA lenition would
have applied, yielding *-h- (Yates 2017: 158 n. 99). The further addition of *-tr/t(e)n-
therefore gave rise to the configuration *-éh,-tr/t(e)n-, which developed regularly
to Hitt. -dtar/n- by PA lenition of *¢ and the other sound changes laid out in (21)
above. At a later stage, the neuter nouns formed in this way were morphologi-
cally reanalyzed as derived directly from adjectives with a unitary suffix -atar/n-,
“telescoping” the originally two-step derivational process.5? Because nouns formed
with this suffix were consistently stressed on the initial syllable of the suffix, Hittite
speakers generalized that the suffix was stress-attracting and used it to form new
-dtar/n-nouns stressed in the same way.5

3.3 The development of deradical -atar/n- in Hittite

This cannot be the whole story for -datar/n-, though. Kloekhorst (EDHIL: 226) raises a
cogent objection to a de-factitival account of -dtar/n- of the kind proposed above—
namely, that it “would be unable to account for the many deverbal formations in
-atar /—ann-.” He calls attention, in particular, to (23a) and the other Hittite forma-
tions in (23) in which the synchronic base of the -Gtar/n-noun is a radical verb.

(23) Hittite -atar/n-nouns derived from radical verbs

a. epp/app- ‘take’ = appatar/n- ‘taking’

=3

ed/ad- ‘eat’ = addtar ‘eating’

eku/aku- ‘drink’ = akuwdtar/n- ‘drinking’
hark- ‘perish’ = hargatar/n- ‘destruction’
kuen/kun- ‘kill’ = kundatar/n- ‘killing’
ak(k)- ‘die’ = akkatar/n- ‘death’

aw/u- ‘see’ = uwatar/n- ‘seeing’

5@ o, o 20

vy

has(s)- ‘beget, give birth’ = hassatar ‘birth’

-

m(a)i- ‘grow’ = miyatar/n- ‘growth’

62 On “affix telescoping” as a cross-linguistically common morphological change see Haspelmath
1995.

63 Viz., accented dominant /-atar/, /-4n:-/ in the sense of Yates (2017: 153-5, 158—61), who argues that
all Hittite -atar/n-nouns were stressed on the initial syllable of this suffix.
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j. es/as-‘sit’ = asatar/n- ‘sitting’
k. hatt- ‘pierce’ = hattdtar/n- ‘wisdom’54

A solution to this problem is now available. Building on Eichner’s (1973) proposal, I
suggest that the Hittite -atar/n-nouns in (23) were not originally deverbal, but rather
denominal derivatives of tou- and @uyn-type formations, the inner-Anatolian pro-
ductivity of which was established in §2. This hypothesis is recommended by the
fact that for several of the -dtar/n-nouns in (23) the corresponding *-eh,-stem his-
torical bases are actually attested in Anatolian, having been identified as such in
§2.2 and §2.3 above. Thus the Hittite -dtar/n-nouns in (23d), (23i), (23j), and (23k) may
have been formed within Anatolian as in Tab. 3 (a—d) respectively—i.e., by extend-
ing inherited Topq- and @uyn-type formations with the neuter noun-forming suffix
*-tr/t(e)n-.

Table 3: Historical derivation of Hittite -atar/n-nouns from tour/guyn-type nouns

Topn/puyn-type nouns -atar/n-nouns
a.  *hs(o)rg-éh,”’  ‘destruction’ =  *hy(o)rg-éh-tr/n-  ‘id. cf. (16¢)
> Hitt. hargo- ‘destruction’ Hitt. hargatar/n-  ‘destruction’
b.  *mih,-éh,- ‘growth’ = *mih;-éhy-ty/n- ‘id. cf. (14)
> Hitt. miya-*  ‘growth’ Hitt. miyatar/n- ‘growth’
C.  *hj0s-éh,- ‘sitting’ = *hjo0s-éh,-ty/n- ‘id. cf. (6a)
> HLuw. asa- ‘seat’ Hitt. asatar/n- ‘sitting’
d.  *hy(o)t-éh,- ‘piercing’ = *hy(o)t-éh,-tr/n- ‘id. cf. (6¢)
> CLuw. hatta-  ‘violence’ Hitt. hattatar/n- ‘wisdom’

Lyc. xtta- ‘harm’

Although its motivation remains unclear, the extension of animate *-eh,-stem
nouns with neuter heteroclite suffixes is paralleled elsewhere in IE.% Building
on Nussbaum (1986: 31-4), Clayton (2023: 82-98, 101-21) adduces numerous exam-

64 Thesemantics of the derivative may have been influenced by the related adjective hattant- ‘wise’
(< *sharp’; see Melchert 2013: 145 n. 13 on the development).

65 It was suggested by Eichner (1973: 92 n. 35) that the similar extension of *-eh,-stem nouns by
*-wr/w(e)n- was associated with “collective” semantics, a view which has acquired some currency
(Melchert 1984: 63—4; Pinault 2011: 460, i.a.). After his comprehensive assessment of the IE evidence,
Clayton (2023) concludes that “nowhere ... is there clear evidence for ... collective semantics” (120)
and that all their reflexes “either represent result nouns or extensions of the base *-éh,-abstracts
with no discernible change in meaning” (110). Similarly, Nusshaum (1986: 32-3) and Vine (1994: 35-6)
analyze Hitt. asawar/un- in Tab. 4 (d) and Gk. 6meap in Tab. 4 (a) as concretized abstracts.



The Anatolian reflexes of Indo-European topn-, QUyr}-, TOPOG-, and TopoG-type nominals == 117

ples of IE nouns that continue animate *-eh,-stems—including toun- and @uyn-
type formations—extended by neuter *-wy/w(e)n-. Some examples are provided in
Tab. 4.5

Table 4: Derivation of *-eh,-wy/w(e)n-nouns from *-eh,-stem nouns across IE

*-eh,-stem nouns *-eh,-wy/w(e)n-nouns
a.  *hy(o)k*-éh,-  ‘opening’ = *hs(0)k"-éh,-wr/n- ‘id.
> Gk.omn ‘opening’ Gk. 6meap, oméarog  ‘awl
b.  *ub’-eh,- ‘webbing’ = *ubh-éh,-wy/n- ‘d.
> Gk.0on ‘web’ Gk. Opeap, Upéapog  ‘mistletoe’
¢ *dh,-ey-éh,- distribution” = *dh,-ey-éh,-wy/n- ‘id.
> Ved. daya- ‘dole; pity’ Skt. dayalu- ‘charitable’
d.  *h;0s-éh,- ‘sitting’ = *hjo0s-éh,-wy/n- id.
> HLuw.asa-  ‘seat’ Hitt. aSawar/un- ‘pen, sheepfold’

The potential Anatolian example in Tab. 4 (d) is of special interest. It was first pro-
posed by Nussbaum (1986: 32-3) that Hitt. asawar/un- is an inner-Anatolian deriva-
tive of a PIE Toun-type formation *h;0s-éh,- prior to the identification of HLuw. asa-
‘seat’ as the latter’s direct reflex (= (6a) above). This chronology is crucial, since the
shape of the suffix— -dwar/un-, not *-ah(h)war/un-—requires that *-wr/w(e)n- was
added after the PA development of word-final *-eh# to *-a (see Melchert 1994a: 86).
Now that HLuw. asa- ‘seat’ has been established as such, Nussbaum’s morphological
analysis in Tab. 4 (d) becomes even more attractive (cf. Clayton 2023: 105-7, 110). If it
stands, it would furnish a nearly exact parallel for the derivation in Tabh. 3 (c) above.

Consequently, the derivation of Hittite -dtar/n-nouns from top- and guyn-type
formations proposed in Tab. (3) is not only supported by empirical evidence in the
Anatolian languages, but also justified on morphological grounds. This historical
derivation was then subject to reanalysis: speakers related Hittite -Gtar/n-nouns like
Tab. 3 (a—d) not to their immediate bases, but instead directly to the radical verbs in
(23d), (231), (23)), and (23k) respectively, treating them as derived with a unitary suffix
-atar/n- (< *-éhzt[/tn-).67 For the same reasons as the new deadjectival suffix -atary/n-

66 Analysis of Tab. 4 (a) per Vine (1994). For Tab. 4 (b) Clayton (2023: 113) refines Schwyzer’s (1939:
519 n. 8) earlier proposal, observing that the older oblique stem of the derivative is preserved in
the denominative verb Gk. vpaivw ‘weave’. Clayton (2023: 34-5, 85-6) also treats Tab. 4 (c) in de-
tail, arguing more broadly that Sanskrit -ru- and -lu-stem adjectives historically derive from PIE
*-wr/w(e)n-heteroclites (op. cit. 39-99).

67 This reanalysis may have been facilitated by instances like Tab. 3 (c) and Tab. 3 (d), where it
appears that the nominal base was lost in Hittite.



118 —— Anthony D. Yates

discussed above, this innovative deverbal -dtar/n- was treated as stress-attracting,
and so when it was extended to form novel primary derivatives from Hittite radical
verbs of the type in (23), it conditioned the weak root allomorphy (viz., historical
zero-grade) that is phonologically regular in pretonic position and thus observed in
the PIE guynj-type (see further §4.3 below).

3.4 The development of denominal and deverbal -atar/n- in
Hittite

Two final properties of Hittite suffix -dtar/n- require further discussion. The first is
its usage in deriving neuter nouns from other nouns, e.g., (24).

(24) Hittite -atar/n-nouns derived from nouns

a. antuhsa- ‘person; human’ = antuhsdtar/n- ‘population; humanity’
b. assil ‘well-being’ = assulatar/n- id.

kaina- ‘in-law’ = kainatar/n- ‘in-lawship’
d. taksiil- ‘peace’ = taksulatar/n- ‘state of peace’

tayazzil- ‘theft’ = tayazillatar/n- ‘thievery’

I suggest that the pattern in (24) arose by a reanalysis of deadjectival -atar/n-deri-
vatives like (22), the origin of which was discussed above.®® The impetus for this
reanalysis was provided by cases like (24b) and (24d—e), where the base of the Hit-
tite -atar/n-noun is synchronically a noun, but from a historical perspective likely
an adjective (< ADJ *-ui-lo-, *-i-lo-; see Rieken 2008: 246-53). These historical adjec-
tives were subsequently lexicalized as nouns, at which point their corresponding
-dtar/n-nouns were reinterpreted as derived from nouns, thereby providing an ana-
logical model for deriving -atar/n-nouns directly from nouns that were inherited
as such.

68 Against the general consensus Sasseville (2020a: 69-70) argues that the derivation of factitives
not from adjectives but from nouns—more specifically, from *-eh,-stems—was the PA and perhaps
even PIE pattern. I do not find the evidence cited for this claim—Ilimited and coming principally
from Lycian—compelling, though it is beyond the scope of this paper to present a full critique. It is
in any case immaterial to the main claim advanced here. If Sasseville were correct, the diachronic
accounts proposed here of the of the -dtar/n-nouns derived from adjectives in Tab. 2 and of the
-atar/n-nouns derived from nouns in (24) would essentially be reversed: the latter would arise from
areanalysis of *-t7/t(e)n-nouns derived from factitives in *-eh,- derived in turn from nouns, whereas
the former would reflect an inner-Hittite extension of -atar/n- into deadjectival derivation (hence
generally, denominal). Hittite -Gtar/n- would therefore still have the polygenetic origin in (28).
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Potentially more interesting is the remaining property of the Hittite suffix
-atar/n—namely, its usage in derivation from morphologically complex verbal
stems, e.g., (25).

(25) Hittite -atar/n-nouns derived from complex verbal stems
a. halluw(a)i- ‘quarrel’ = halluwatar/n- ‘anger’
hulle/a- “fight’ = hullatar/n- ‘fighting strength’
maniyahh- ‘administer’ = maniyahhatar/n- ‘administration’
walliye/a- ‘exalt; boast’ = walliyatar/n- ‘praise’

® 2o T

warsiye/a- ‘soothe, calm’ = warsiyatar/n- ‘soothing, calming’

This usage cannot be based directly on the reanalysis of *-tr/t(e)n-extended topn-
and @uyy-type formations, as was case for the deradical -atar/n-nouns in (23). One
possibility is that they are indirectly based on these formations: after -atar/n- was
reanalyzed as a unitary suffix and used to derive neuter nouns from radical verbs
specifically, Hittite speakers arrived at the generalization that this suffix could be
added to any verbs, and accordingly extended it to complex verbal stems like (25).
A more intriguing hypothesis, however, is suggested by the recent findings of Sas-
seville (2020b), who shows that in Luwian a-stem (< *-eh.-stem) event/result nouns
were productively derived from morphologically complex verbal stems formed
with the inherited suffix *-ye/o-, e.g., (26). In view of its formal and functional iden-
tity with the *-ehp-suffix in Topq- and @uyn-type formations, he plausibly assumes
that these deverbal formations are derived with the same suffix (cf. §4.3 below).
(26) *-ehz-stem event/result nouns in Luwian derived from *-ye/o-verbs

a. CLuw. arrahhani- ‘curse’ = CLuw. arrahaniya- ‘curse’

b. CLuw. tarawi- ‘deliver’ = CLuw. tarawiya- ‘delivery’

¢. CLuw. tummanti- ‘hear, listen to’ = CLuw. tummantiya- ‘obedience’

d. CLuw. walli- ‘raise’ = HLuw. waliya-’ ([walliya-]) ‘glory’
From a wider comparative-historical perspective, Sasseville (2020b: 284—6) further
observes that a suffix *-eh,- is also used to derive event/result nouns from verbal
stems formed with the suffix *-ye/o- in both Vedic Sanskrit (e.g., Ved. trs-yd- ‘be
thirsty’ = trsya- ‘thirst’; Ved. namasyd- ‘do reverence’ = namasyd- ‘act of rever-
ence’; cf. Wackernagel & Debrunner 1954: 243-4) and Old Irish (e.g., OIr. guidid ‘pray’
= guide ‘prayer, plea’; cf. Stiiber 2015: 113—4). Since this same usage is also evident
in Luwian examples like (26), he reasonably concludes that it existed already in PIE
and was inherited into each of these three language branches.%

69 To be precise, Sasseville (2020b: 284—-6) distinguishes between the use of *-eh,- in derivation
from deradical verbs formed with *-ye/o- (found in Luwian, Vedic, and Old Irish) and from denom-
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If this hypothesis is correct, then Hittite must also have inherited the process
whereby *-eh;- was used to derive event/result nouns from verbal stems formed
with *-ye/o-. In fact, there is reason to suspect it could be suffixed to complex ver-
bal stems generally. There is inner-Anatolian evidence for derivation from factitive
verbs: the Lycian animate a-stem noun mrssxa- ‘offense’ reflects a result noun his-
torically derived with *-eh,- from the factitive stem continued both in Hitt. marsahh-
‘desecrate; commit treachery’ in (22d) and in CLuw. marsa- ‘id.” (cf. Sasseville 2020a:
48). Similarly, in Sanskrit *-eh,- is used to derive event/result nouns from other
types of complex verbal stems, such as desideratives (e.g., Ved. jigisa- ‘want to win’
= jigisd- ‘a desire to win’), *—sk;e/o-presents (e.g., Ved. icchd- ‘seek’ = Skt. iccha-
‘desire’), and (historical) nasal-infix presents (e.g., Ved. nind- ‘scorn’ = ninda- ‘re-
buke’).”” Thus by inheritance (cf. §4.3 below) or by a typologically trivial inner-
Anatolian extension, it seems likely that Hittite inherited *-eh,- as a means to form
event/result nouns from complex verbal stems, and indeed, Hittite attests a few
nouns that could directly reflect this process, given in (27).

(27) Possible *-eh,-stem event/result nouns in Hittite derived from complex ver-
bal stems

a. Hitt. man(m)i(n)kuwahh- ‘draw near; shorten’ = manninkuwahha-’
‘vicinity’

b. Hitt. maniyahh- ‘administer’ = maniyahha- ‘deputy, confidant’

c. Hitt. patalliye/a- ‘tie the feet, fetter’ = patalliya-’ ‘fetter(ing)’

It should be noted that for none of these examples is this analysis secure. Hitt. (ma-
an-ni-in-ku-wa-ah-hi) ‘in the vicinity; nearby’ in KUB 24.9 ii 18 (MH/NS) is proba-
bly the pAT/LOC.SG of the hapax a-stem in (27a), but it may or may not be animate.
Hitt. maniyahha- in (27b) is clearly an animate a-stem in KUB 35.148 iii 9-13 (NS),
(ma-ni-ya-ah-ha-as=ti-is) ‘your confidant’ (cf. CHD: L-N, 167); but its semantics are
somewhat unexpected for an event/result noun of maniyahh- ‘administer’. Lastly,
if Hitt. (pa-tal-li-ya-as-s=a) in KBo 21.45 i 14-15 (NS) really means ‘and (the birds) of
the fetter’ or ‘of fettering’, then it has the right semantics vis-a-vis patalliye/a- ‘tie

inative verbs formed with *-ye/o- (found in Luwian and Vedic), arguing that only the former is re-
constructible for PIE. I am skeptical of this distinction, as there is little reason to believe that PIE had
suffixes that attached to some derived bases, but not to other bases derived with the same suffix. See
just below and in more detail §4.3 for arguments that PIE *-eh,- could be used to form event/result
nouns from a broad range of verbal and nominal bases.

70 See Wackernagel & Debrunner 1954: 245-8. Alternatively, Ved. nindd- ‘rebuke’ is synchronically
derived from the Sanskrit Class I present stem ninda- (thematized from the PIE nasal-infix present
per LIVZ 303), which would add a different type of complex verbal stem to the set of possible bases
for *-eh,-stem event/result nouns.
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the feet, fetter’ in (27c), but whether it is the GEN.SG of an a-stem patalliya- is inde-
terminate (an i-stem is possible), as is the gender of this stem. Moreover, even if the
nouns in (27) are both (i) animate a-stems and (ii) event/result nouns derived from
the corresponding verbs, it remains possible that they were created analogically on
the model of the Topog-type with suffixal *o rather than derived with *-éh,-.

Still, supposing that the analysis of Hitt. maniyahha- in (27b) is correct, then
this deverbal *-eh,-stem noun might have been extended by *-t1/t(e)n- just like the
Toun- and @uyi-type nouns in Tab. 4 above; the resulting formation would yield
Hitt. maniyahhatar/n- ‘administration’ in (25c). Similarly, if Hittite inherited the de-
verbal *-eh,-stem noun ancestral to HLuw. waliya- in (26d) and it were extended
by *-tr/t(e)n-, the outcome would be Hitt. walliyatar/n- in (25d). The final two steps
of the derivational process that would have produced these Hitt. -Gtar/n-nouns are
represented in Tab. 5.

Table 5: Historical two-step derivation of deverbal Hittite -atar/n-abstracts

derived verb = event/result (anim) = event/result (n)

a. *-éh,- *-(e)h,-éh,- *-(e)h,-éh,-ty/n-

> Hitt. maniyahb- Hitt. maniyahha- Hitt. maniyahhatar/n-
‘administer’ ‘deputy’ ‘administration’

b.  *-yé/6- *-y-éh,- *-y-éh,-t/n-

> Hitt. walliye/a- HLuw. waliya- Hitt. walliyatar/n-
‘exalt’ ‘glory’ ‘praise’

The historical derivations in Tab. 5 were then susceptible to essentially the same re-
analysis (i.e., morphological telescoping) as those in Tab. 4 above: the neuter nouns
were treated as derived directly from the corresponding complex verbal stems with
a unitary suffix -dtar/n- (< *-eh; tr/t(e)n-), which was then used to derive new dever-
bal -atar/n-nouns in accordance with the productive Hittite pattern in (25).

For present purposes it does not matter which of the two diachronic accounts
discussed just above of the -dtar/n-nouns derived from complex verbal stems in
(25) is correct. The essential point is that, either indirectly or directly, this usage
of the suffix is based on a renalysis of neuter nouns with a stem-final complex
*-éh,-tr/t(e)n- that incorporates the PIE event/result noun-forming suffix *-eh,- seen
in toun- and @uyn-type nouns.
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3.5 The polygenetic origin of Hittite -atar/n-

In §§3.2-3.4Tadduced Anatolian evidence and discussed IE morphological consider-
ations that support the origin of the Hittite suffix -dtar/n- proposed in §3.1 above—
namely, that it arises from the reanalysis of nouns with stem-final bimorphemic
*-6hy-tr/t(e)n- in which the *-ehz-element has two distinct inherited sources, the PIE
factitive suffix *-eh,- and the homophonous event/result noun-forming suffix *-eh-.
This analysis is laid out in (28).

(28) Polygenetic origin of Hittite -dtar/n-nouns
a. Factitive verb-forming *-eh,- + *-tr/ten-

b. Event/result noun-forming *-eh,- + *-tr/ten-

A key feature of the proposal in (28) is that it accounts directly or indirectly for the
very broad morphological distribution of -atar/n- in Hittite, which is used produc-
tively in derivation from verbal bases, both radical and derived, and from nominal
bases, both adjectives and nouns. I take this as an important advantage over the
earlier analyses discussed §3.1 above, and therefore conclude that it is the likeliest
historical source of this Hittite suffix.

4 The morphology of the topn- and puyn-types in
Anatolian and PIE

While there is widespread agreement that tour- and @uyn-type formations should
be reconstructed for PIE (cf. §1 above), there is less consensus about the morpho-
logical structure of these types. In view of their apparent functional identity and
the segmental identity of their stem-final element, it seems all but certain that both
types were derived with the same derivational suffix *-eh,- —but if so, why do both
types exist with differing root vocalism, viz., *o- vs. zero-grade? In this section I con-
sider whether the Anatolian reflexes of the tour}- and @uyi-types can shed light on
this question. It is organized as follows. Previous views on the morphology of the
Toun- and @uyrj-types are discussed in §4.1. In §4.2 I present Anatolian evidence in
support of a derivational relationship between touog-type adjectives and topr|-type
nouns. In §4.3 T argue that this derivational relationship is key to understanding the
prosodic contrast between the Toui- and @uyn-types: the former are non-primary
derivatives and accordingly take over the root vocalism of their base, whereas the
latter are primary derivatives of verbal roots and therefore exhibit phonologically
regular root zero-grade in pretonic position (cf. Yates 2022a). I bring together these
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claims in §4.4 in order to argue for a new morphological analysis of the PIE topx-
and @uyrj-types. The deeper prehistory of these types is then briefly considered.

4.1 On the morphology of the PIE topn- and @uyi-types

The prevailing view with respect to PIE topij-type formations is that they are de-
rived from topdc-type adjectives; see, e.g., Nussbaum (2017: 233), who refers to
this analysis—endorsed already by Brugmann (1904: 341-2)—as the “null hypoth-
esis”. On this view, the Topog-type consists of verbal adjectives, typically with ac-
tive/agentive meaning when their verbal root is fundamentally transitive,”’ which
as discussed in §2.4 often develop into agent or instrument nouns in the IE lan-
guages; the suffix *-eh,- then nominalizes the actions associated with these verbal
adjectives, producing tour-type formations with event/result noun semantics. This
derivational relationship—and the further developments commonly undergone by
Topdg-type adjectives—are illustrated in Tab. 6 with non-Anatolian data.”

Table 6: Reflexes of PIE Topd¢- = topr-type derivations in non-Anatolian IE

TopOG-type Toun-type
a. *tomh;-6- ‘cutting’ = *tomh;-éh,-  ‘cutting; slice’
> Gk. topog ‘cutting’ Gk. Topn ‘cutting; slice’
b.  *bfor-6- ‘bearing’ = *bhor-éh,- ‘bearing; load’
> Gk. popdg ‘bearing’ Gk. popd ‘bearing; load’
> Alb. ba(r)ré  ‘load, burden’
¢ *drob"-6- ‘thickening’ = *dhrobh-éh,-  ‘thickening; thickness’
> Gk.tpopog  ‘nourisher; nurse’ Gk. Tpogn ‘nurture; nourishment’
> Lith. draba ‘viscous substance’
d.  *g*hon-6- ‘slaying’ = *g"on-éh,-  ‘slaying; slaughter’
> Gk. povdg ‘murderer’ Gk. povn ‘bloodshed’
> Ved.ghand-  ‘slayer; cudgel

As evident in Tab. 6, this morphological analysis neatly accounts for numerous in-
stances in Greek in which topdc- and Tour} nominals are attested side by side, in
some cases supported by comparative evidence. Some scholars also cite morpho-

71 There is some IE evidence for passive meanings as well; see Nusshaum (2017: 239-42) and the
discussion of Lyc. ime/i- ‘building’ in (17¢) in §2.4 above.

72 On Tab. 6 (b) see NIL: 18 (cf. DPEWA: #14755); on Tab. 6 (c) Smoczynski 2018: 238; and on Tab. 6
(d) Beekes 2010: 1586.
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logical or phonological reasons for adopting this analysis. According to Kurylow-
icz (1935: 199), the derivations in Tab. 6 are also part of a broader pattern whereby
*-ehy- was used to form abstract nouns from thematic verbal adjectives, a process
observed within various IE languages, e.g.: Gk. mvutdg ‘prudent’ = mwutg ‘wis-
dom’; Lith. geltas ‘yellowish’ = gelta ‘yellowness; bile’; Gk. Bepudg ‘warm’ = 8épun
‘heat’ (cf. Brugmann 1904: 343-6).” On the phonological side, these derivations are
thought to explain the *o-grade in the root of the Toun-type. This idea (and its un-
derlying rationale) are not always spelled out clearly, but Penney (1978: 311) states
it explicitly: “If it is held to be a secondary category, the tour-type might appear
to require no further investigation since the o-grade is merely taken over from the
adjectival base-form.” I develop this idea further in §4.3 below.

Regarding the guyi-type, on the other hand, there is no clear consensus. Brug-
mann (1906: 154-5) situates the origin of the type in remodeled zero-grade root
nouns, which were extended with the suffix *-eh,-. This hypothesis finds support es-
pecially in Greek, where there is an established diachronic tendency for root nouns
to be replaced or renewed by *-eh,-stems—e.g., dAk- ‘strength’ by aAkn 4d.’; iwk-
‘rout’ by iwxr ‘id.’; and prehistorically, *dik- (> Ved. dis- ‘direction’) by Gk. 8ikn jus-
tice’.”* The same pattern may also be observed within Indic where, e.g., the Vedic
root noun dis- just noted was extended by *-eh- to yield disa- ‘id.” in later Sanskrit
(MBh.+), and in the same way, the inherited root noun *b"ug- (> Gk. @uy-a-6¢ ‘to
flight’) to yield bhuja ‘bending’ (MBh.+). The resulting nouns formally match, Gk.
8ikn and Gk. puyn/Lat. fuga ‘flight’, but the agreement would be illusory, the result
of parallel developments (cf. Penney 1978: 315-6).

This hypothesis encounters some obstacles, however. It has been widely ac-
cepted since Schindler (1972) that originally “acrostatic” root nouns tend to develop
intraparadigmatic stress mobility and concomitant root zero-grade (initially, in
oblique case-forms) over time, starting in PIE and continuing into the IE languages
(cf. Yates 2022b); still, one may wonder whether enough of the relevant root nouns—
in Schindler’s conception, *d¢/é-ablauting result nouns—had acquired innovative
zero-grades already in PIE to form the basis for the creation of the @uyn-type,
which is reconstructible as an independent class for PIE (cf. §1 above). Moreover,
for a number of @uyn-type nouns that are likely to be reconstructible—e.g., *hslig-
éhz- in (2b), *g"rhs-éh; in (2¢), *d"ig"-éh,- in (2d)—there is no trace of a cognate root
noun in the IE languages (with root zero-grade or otherwise).”

73 A potentially reconstructible example is PIE *temh-s-ro- ‘dark’ (> OHG dinstar ‘id.’) = *temh,-
s-r-eh,- ‘darkness’ (> Ved. tdmisra-, Lat. tenebrae ‘id.).

74 See Chantraine 1933: 3-4, 18-25; Risch 1974: 6; Probert 2006: 123; Lundquist 2023: 88, i.a.

75 A verbal root attested as the second member of a compound does not constitute evidence for
a PIE root noun (hence the label “Wurzelkomposita” of Scarlata 1999: 1; contra NIL, i.a.). Similarly,



The Anatolian reflexes of Indo-European topn-, guyn-, Topo¢-, and topdc-type nominals =—— 125

A different possibility is raised by Penney (1978: 310-26), who suggests that the
ouyn-type was derived from thematic (verbal) adjectives with root zero-grade. An
upshot of this analysis is that it provides a morphologically simple, unified account
of the Topi- and @uyn-types: both are formed with a single non-primary suffix *-eh,-
that attached only to thematic adjectives. Unifying these types is especially attrac-
tive for Penney because he sees in the attested reflexes of the topi- and guyq-types
and of their thematic adjectival bases the remnants of an earlier phonologically
conditioned distribution: root zero-grade in (at least) roots of the shape *TeRT and
*o-grade in (at least) roots of the shape *TeR. He attributes this distribution to a pre-
PIE sound change that produced pretonic *o-grades in the latter environment and
thereby gave rise to the contrast in root vocalism between the thematic bases of PIE
Tou- and @uyn-type formations, and in turn, between these formations themselves
(op. cit. 447-57).

Yet while it is conceivable that *hslig-éhs- in (2b) was derived from the thematic
adjective with root zero-grade *hslig-6- (> Alb. lig 4l1l’; Gk. 0Aiyog ‘small; few’; cf.
DPEWA: #13956), for the other guyn-type formations discussed above there is no
independent evidence for the thematic base. In addition to this empirical problem,
there are complications on the morphological side. A purely deadjectival PIE *-eh,-
is difficult to reconcile with the manifestly deverbal character of this suffix in the
IE languages, which would require that the toun- and guyrj-types were reanalyzed
as deverbal in multiple IE branches. Importantly, it is also directly at odds with the
reconstructible usage of what appears to be the same event/result noun-forming
suffix in derivation from complex verbal stems. As discussed in §3.4 above, this non-
primary usage is securely reconstructible for PIE in at least some complex verbal
stems—viz., the *-ye/o-stems treated by Sasseville (2020b)—and may well have been
used in other complex stem types as well.

In view of these problems, I propose an alternative morphological analysis of
the PIE tourj- and @uyn-types. While I maintain the traditional derivation of topn-
type nouns from topdg-type adjectives, I suggest that the guyn-type is derived di-
rectly from verbal roots using the same suffix *-eh,-. In §4.2 I discuss some Anatolian
evidence relevant to the former point, then in §4.3 argue in support of this analysis
on phonological and morphological grounds.

these compounds are excluded by Schindler (1972: 31) in his study of the prosodic properties of (P)IE
root nouns.
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4.2 Anatolian reflexes of the top6g = topn pattern

A major reason why topur-type nouns are thought to derive from topdg-type is that
especially in Greek they are frequently attested in cognate pairs, as is the case for
the Paradebeispiele of these classes and the other data cited in Tab. 6 above (cf. §4.1
above). The Anatolian languages may furnish additional empirical support for this
analysis. Among the data discussed in §2 are two likely reflexes of Topdg-type adjec-
tives, marsa- ‘profane; desecrated’ in (19a) and Sarra- (tool for separating)’ in (19b);
these are attested beside cognate nouns, CLuw. marsa—* ‘desecration; treachery’ in
(7¢) and Hitt. Sarrd- ‘portion, part’ in (15c), that may be historically related to them
in precisely this way. The historical derivations that would underlie these pairs are
given in Tab. 7.

Table 7: Reflexes of PIE topd¢- = topn-type derivations in Anatolian

Topoc-type Topn-type
a.  *mors-6- ‘acting falsely’ = *mors-éh,- ‘false act’
> Hitt. marsa- ‘profane’ ClLuw. marsa-’  ‘desecration; treachery’
b.  *sorhs-6- ‘dividing’ = *sorhs-éh,- ‘division’
> Hitt. ©®3arra-  {(tool for separating)’ Hitt. Sarrd- ‘portion, part’

The status of the pair in Tab. 7 (a) is somewhat uncertain, since the root *o-grade
in the base adjective is not assured and since the Luwian reflexes of its derivative
may or may not continue an *-eh,-stem. The pair in Tab. 7 (b), however, exhibits
neither of these ambiguities and requires only minimal semantic changes—notably,
the development from agentive adjective to instrument noun, which is paralleled
within Anatolian and elsewhere in the IE family (cf. §2.4 above).

While the limited nature of the Anatolian data calls for caution, the facts are
highly suggestive. Given that the total number of Tour-type nouns identified thus
far is between eight and fifteen and of toudc-type adjectives five or fewer (§2.5), it
seems non-trivial that one or two of the former are attested beside cognate forma-
tions of the latter type, a situation otherwise preserved only in Greek. To at least
some extent, then, the Anatolian evidence bolsters the Greek, corroborating the
long-standing view that in PIE toun-type nouns were derived from topdg-type ad-
jectives. I turn now to the formal aspects of this relationship in §4.3.
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4.3 Event/result noun-forming *-eh,- and the
morphophonology of PIE

It was proposed in §4.1 above that the PIE tour}- and @uyn-types are derived with
the same *-eh;,- suffix but from different types of bases: the toun-type from touog-
type adjectives (cf. §4.2 above); and the guyq-type from verbal roots. I defend this
proposal here, advancing two claims: (i) that this analysis provides a principled
morphophonological explanation for their contrast in root vocalism, i.e., root zero-
grade in the @uyn-type vs. *o-grade in the Topn-type; and (ii) that this dual usage of
*-eh,-—viz., as a primary deverbal and non-primary denominal suffix—is morpho-
logically plausible.

The first of these claims builds on recent work on PIE morphophonology. De-
veloping an observation made by Schindler (1975b: 260); Yates (2019: 213—-4; 2021:
257-61; 2022: 269-75) has argued that PIE primary and non-primary derivatives sys-
tematically exhibited different prosodic behavior. One aspect of his hypothesis is
uncontroversial: PIE morphemes regularly appeared in their zero-grade forms in
immediately pretonic syllables. This phonologically conditioned distribution can be
observed within and across primary nominal and verbal paradigms: note, e.g., the
intraparadigmatic alternations exhibited by the PIE agent noun suffix *-ter- in (29a);
in the root *h;es- ‘be’ in (29b); and in both the root *pent- ‘find’ and the suffix *-oh,-
in (29¢). It can also be seen within roots across derivational contexts. For instance,
the PIE roots *g"eu- ‘pour’ in (29d) and *pleth;- ‘broad’ in (29e) appear in their zero-
grade forms when the following adjectival suffixes, *-to- and *-u/ew- attract stress,
but surface with full-grade when stressed, as is the case when they combine with
the neuter noun-forming suffixes *-men- and *-es-.”

(29) Zero-grade in PIE morphemes in pretonic position

a. PIE *-tr-": DAT.SG *dhs-tr-éi » Ved. datré ‘for the giver’
cf. *-tér-: NoM.SG *dhs-tér > Gk. §otnp ‘giver’

b. PIE *h;s-": 3PL.PRS *h;s-énti > Ved. sdnti, Osc. sent, Goth. sind ‘are’
cf. *h;és-: 35G.PRS *h;és-ti > Ved. dsti, Hitt. eszi, Osc. est, Goth. ist ‘is’

c. PIE *pnt-h,-": GEN.SG *pnt-h,-é/0s > Ved. pathds, YAv. pafo ‘of the path’
cf. *pént-oh,-: ACC.SG *pént-oh,-m > Ved. pdntham, YAv. pantqgm ‘path’

d. PIE *ghy-": NOM.SG *g'u-t6-s > Ved. hutds; Gk. yutdc‘poured’
cf. *g"éu- NOM.SG *g"éu-mn > Ved. hdma ‘libation’; Gk. xedpa ‘outpouring’

76 All of the PIE forms are standardly reconstructed as such; see, e.g., Beekes 2010: 1628-9; Fortson
2010: 66, 124, 234, 342; NIL: 61, 364-5 (cf. Yates 2022a: 270-1).
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e. PIE*plthy-: GEN.SG *plth,-éw-s >(>) Ved. prthds; GK. mAatéog ‘broad:GEN.SG’
cf. *pléths- NOM.SG *pléth,-0s > Ved. prdthas; OlIr. leth ‘page; side’

It is rather with respect to the prosody of non-primary derivatives that Yates (2022a:
271-5) advances a novel claim—namely, that they regularly preserve the root vo-
calism of their base even in pretonic position. More precisely, he argues that the
phonological process responsible for zero-grade formation underapplied in PIE
non-primary derivatives because the root vowels of derived stems were transferred
cyclically to their derivatives.”” This synchronic transfer process would account for
pretonic root *e- and *o-grades in PIE non-primary derivatives like those in Tab. 8.7

Table 8: Cyclic transfer of root vocalism in PIE non-primary derivatives

Primary base Non-primary derivative
UL LI e e rooon ~
a. PIE  *wét-es ‘year’ = *wet-s-6- ‘having a year’
> Gk. étog ‘year’ Ved. vatsd- ‘calf’ (< *yearling’)
R SRR AL PR .
b. PIE  *témh;-o- ‘slice’ = *tomh;-6- ‘cutting’
> Gk. topog ‘slice’ Gk. Top6g ‘cutting’
R RRRT IR -
c. PIE *héug-men- ‘strength® = *heug-mén- ‘strengthening’
> Lat.augmen  ‘increase’ Ved. ojmdn- ‘strength’
> Lith. augmué ‘sprout’
T ITR .
d. PIE *bréide/o-  ‘persuade’ = *bheid"-oi- ‘persuasion’
> Gk. meibw ‘persuade’ Gk. telbw ‘persuasion’
Lat. fido ‘trust’

If this claim is correct, then the difference in root vocalism between PIE toun- and
@uyn-type formations finds a principled morphophonological explanation. Taken
together with morphological analyses of these types proposed above, the cyclic-
ity hypothesis predicts this prosodic contrast. uyrn-type formations are primary

77 For theoretical and typological discussion of cyclicity see Bermudez-Otero 2011 and Kiparsky
2015, i.a.

78 There is broad agreement that derivations in Tab. 8 (a—c) should be reconstructed for PIE: on
Tab. 8 (a) see, e.g., Stiiber 2002: 31, 187-8; Schaffner 2004: 292-3; Meissner 2005: 153 n. 82, 165; on Tab.
8 (b) see, e.g., Schaffner 2001: 98; Widmer 2004: 32; Fortson 2010: 122; Nusshaum 2014b: 243-51; 2017:
237-9; Jasanoff 2017: 21-2; Lundquist & Yates 2018: 2108-9; Weiss 2020: 287; on Tab. 8 (c) see, e.g.,
Schindler 1975a: 63-4; Widmer 2004: 69; Rau 2009: 134; Fortson 2010: 122-3; Nussbaum 2014b: 244,
248; Weiss 2020: 281-2, and for the prosodic reconstruction of the derived *-mon-stem Yates 2022a.
For the derivation in Tab. 8 (d) see Yates 2019: 207, 216.
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derivatives: the suffix *-eh,- attaches directly to the root and attracts stress, and
as phonologically expected in pretonic position, the root surfaces in its zero-grade
form. Topr-type formations, on the other hand, are non-primary derivatives: the
suffix *-eh,- attaches to a derived stem, a Topdg-type adjective, and receives stress;
the verbal root is thus pretonic but surfaces in *o-grade, since the root vocalism
of the Toudc-type adjective is transferred from base to non-primary derivative.”
These differing derivations—viz., primary, non-cyclic vs. non-primary, cyclic—are
laid out in Tab. 9. Notably, the cyclic derivation in Tah. 9 (b) explicitly captures the
(perhaps widely held) intuition expressed by Penney (1978: 311) that in the Topnj-type
“the o-grade is merely taken over from the adjectival base-form” (cf. §4.1 above).

Table 9: Derivation of PIE topn}- and @uyn-types

Base toun- and Quyn-types

a. PIE  *breug- ‘flee’ = *bhug-éh,- ‘flight’
> Gk. puyn flight’

> Lat. fuga flight’

£
b. PIE *tomh;-6- ‘cutting = *tomh;-éh,-  ‘cutting; slice’
> Gk.topdg  ‘cutting’ Gk. Topn ‘cutting; stump’

The morphology of the PIE toun- and guyn-types calls for further comment, how-
ever. It was proposed above that the suffix *-eh,- could be used to derive event/result
from verbal roots in PIE. This idea is not novel; it appears to be shared, for instance,
by Sasseville (2020b: 284-5), who takes this primary usage of the suffix as “original”
and sees its use in non-primary deverbal derivation, though “safely reconstructed
for the proto-language” (cf. §3.4 above), as “an extension of the derivational pro-
cess of *-eh,- suffixation from verbal roots.”® It is also recommended by the similar
selectional behavior of other PIE deverbal suffixes, which attach to both roots and
derived stems. One example of a deverbal suffix for which both usages are probably
reconstructible is PIE *-mon-. It was used to form nouns or adjectives from derived
verbal stems (especially “simple” thematic presents) in at least three IE branches,
e.g., Gk. nyepwv ‘leader’; OIr. fethem ‘watching over; guard’; TB aisamo ‘wise’; it was
also used with verbal roots, as assured by one securely reconstructible lexeme: PIE

79 The pretonic root *o-grade of Toudg-type adjectives is owed in turn to their tépog-type bases, as
shown in Tab. 8 (b) above.

80 Perhaps also by Rix (1979: 736), who treats *-eh,- together with a group of PIE primary suffixes
(e.g., animate *-ti/tey-).
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*shyei- bind’ = *shpi-mén- > Hitt. ishiman- ‘bond’; Ved. simdn- ‘hairline; boundary’;
OIr. sim ‘chain’; OSax. stimo, OE sima, ON simi ‘rope’ (see Yates 2021: 252—4 and ref-
erences therein). Another likely example is the PIE animate noun-forming suffix
*-01-. Both Greek and Hittite testify to its use with derived verbal stems, e.g., Gk.
neldw in Tab. 8 (d), Gk. peAw ‘hesitation’, Hitt. iStarni(n)kai- ‘illness’; Hittite also
reflects its use in primary derivation, e.g., PIE *h;wert- ‘swear’ = *h,wrt-0i- > Hitt.
hurdai- ‘curse’; PIE *seh,g- ‘track’ = *sh,g-6i- > Hitt. Sagdi- ‘sign; omen’ (see Yates
2019: 206-14; Frantikova 2023: 37-8).

A further question is whether the same PIE morpheme could function in both
primary deverbal and non-primary denominal derivation, as hypothesized for
*-ehy- above. This selectional behavior is likewise paralleled by other PIE suffixes.
One possibility is the PIE adjective-forming suffix *-to- (cf. Weiss 2020: 312). It is
best established in primary derivation, e.g., *g“en- ‘slay’ = *gwin-td- > Ved. hatd-,
Gk. @atog ‘slain’; but it is also attested as a non-primary denominal suffix—e.g., in
derivation from neuter *-es-stems, a usage directly reflected in Latin (e.g., *wénh,-
o/es- ‘desire’ = *wenh,-0s-to- > Lat. venustus ‘desirable’), and indirectly in Slavic and
Hittite (*-os-to- = *-o0s-t-i- > OCS -osti-, Hitt. -asti-; see Schindler 1980: 390; Melchert
1999: 365-6).81 It may also be reconstructible for the two suffixes discussed just
above, PIE *-mon- and *-oi-. The former is attested in non-primary denominal
derivation in Italic and Celtic (e.g., *seg"-6- = *seg-e-mdn- >> Osc. Seemun-, Gaul.
*Segomon- ‘(a martial deity)’; Weiss 2017), as well as in Greek (*ha(e)k-r6- = *ha(e)kr-
e-mon- > Gk. dxpepwv ‘branch’; see Yates 2021: 253). Similarly, PIE *-oi- is used to
form animate nouns from derived nominals in Greek and Hittite (e.g., Gk. kautvw
‘furnace-woman’; Hitt. hullanzdi- ‘defeat’), and a trace of this usage is found in Indo-
Iranian, where Ved. sdkhdy- “friend’ and YAv. haxaii- id.’ continue *sok*-h;-6i-, i.e.,
an *-oi-stem derived from an *-eh,-stem base (Schindler 1969: 164 n. 65; Yates 2019:
203-4). The further derivatives of *sok"-h,-6i- attested across the IE family—e.g.,
Lat. socius, ON seggr ‘comrade’; Gk. doooéw ‘help’—guarantee that this lexeme is
reconstructible for PIE, and so too the non-primary denominal use of *-oi-.

Relatedly, some PIE verb-forming affixes exhibit the same “double” function-
ality. For instance, the PIE nasal-infix *-ne- is mostly attested in primary deverbal
derivation, e.g., *yeug- ‘yoke’ = *yu-né-g-ti > Ved. yundkti ‘yokes’); yet at least one
deadjectival verb formed with this suffix is standardly reconstructed for PIE: *d"eb"
u/ew- ‘small’ = *dhebh-né-u- > Hitt. tepnuzi ‘belittles’; Ved. dabhndti ‘deceives’ (see,
e.g., Lundquist & Yates 2018: 2161-2). Likewise, it seems probable that the stress-

81 One complication, however, is the possibility of homophony: it is conceivable, e.g., that these
two uses of *-to- correspond to separate, segmentally identical suffixes (cf. n. 82 below). Further
arguments may be necessary to establish that the same suffix is used in both cases.
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attracting suffix *-ye/o- used to form primary zero-grade present stems (e.g., *mr-yé-
tor > Ved. mriydte, Lat. moritur ‘dies’) is the same *-ye/o- used to form denominative
verbs across the IE languages (cf. Lundquist & Yates 2018: 2164).

In view of these morphological parallels, it seems unproblematic to assume that
the event/result noun-forming suffix *-eh,- could attach to both verbal roots and
to derived nominal stems in PIE.#? It may therefore underlie both the Tourj- and
@uyh-types, the former as non-primary denominal formations, the latter as primary
deverbal formations.

4.4 The morphology of the PIE topn}- and @uyn-types
reassessed

In §4.2 and §4.3 I advanced a morphological analysis of PIE toun- and @uyn-type
formations whereby both are formed with the same suffix *-eh,- but from different
types of bases: the topij-type is derived from Topdg-type adjectives, while the @uyn-
type is derived from verbal roots. Two main arguments were adduced in support
of this analysis. The first was empirical: new evidence was identified in Anatolian
for cognate nominal pairs that could continue a toudc-type adjective and toui-type
noun. Just as in Greek, the existence of such pairs finds an economical explanation
under the traditional view that these nominals historically stood in a derivational
relationship (cf. §4.1 above). The second argument was theoretical and grounded
in recent work on PIE morphophonology: the contrast between the root zero-grade
characteristic of the puyi-type and the *o-grade of the topog-type falls out directly
from this morphological analysis. The former exhibit the root zero-grade that was
phonologically regular in pretonic position in PIE, while the latter cyclically pre-
serve the root vocalism of their Topog-type adjectival bases.

I also addressed the plausibility of this analysis on purely morphological
grounds. In §4.3 several PIE affixes were examined that exhibit the same selec-
tional properties as proposed for *-eh,-, attaching to both verbal roots and derived
nominal stems. From the perspective of PIE morphology, then, the behavior of
*-ehs- is not at all anomalous; nevertheless, one may wonder whether it reflects the
original state-of-affairs. I offer one speculative possibility here—namely, that *-eh,-
was once used exclusively in primary deverbal derivation. A potentially attractive
feature of this scenario is that it would capture the correlation observed by Pen-
ney (1978: 310-20) between root shape and root vocalism in the IE reflexes of this

82 Ileave aside here whether this *-eh,- is the same *-eh,- used to form endocentric animate nouns
referring to persons, as argued by Melchert (2014c: 260-5), who implicates this usage in the post-
Anatolian development of the feminine gender.
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category (cf. §4.1): *TeRT roots tend to attest zero-graded (i.e., @uyn-type) reflexes,
whereas *TeR roots tend to attest *o-graded (i.e., Topn-type) reflexes. In this con-
ception, root zero-grade was originally the rule in *-ehp-formations. *TeRT roots
would continue this situation, making guynf-type event/result nouns in PIE; in con-
trast, the derivatives of *TeR roots would have undergone a pre-PIE sound change
that introduced *o-grade in roots of this shape, thereby developing into Topi-type
formations. This analysis would straightforwardly account for the reconstructible
deverbal usage of *-ehz- (unlike Penney’s deadjectival hypothesis), but would re-
quire the derivational relationship between topdgc-type adjectives and topn-type
nouns to be innovative, the result of a diachronic reanalysis (perhaps facilitated by
their formal affinities to one another). I leave it to future research to evaluate the
likelihood of this deeper, pre-PIE reconstruction of PIE tour- and guyi-type nouns.

5 Conclusions and discussion

This paper was concerned with the development of PIE tour}-, uyn-, Topoc-, and
TouOG-type nominals in the Anatolian languages. It was demonstrated in §2 that
Toun- and @uyn-type nouns are robustly represented, and that Topdg-type adjec-
tives are continued as well (§2). These findings have broader historical implications.
First, they offer insight into the diachrony of the productive Hittite derivational suf-
fix -atar/n-, which historically incorporates an element *-eh,-. I argued in §3 that
this *-eh;- element has two distinct historical sources: (i) the inherited factitive suffix
*-eh,-; and (ii) the animate event/result noun-forming suffix *-eh;- seen in toun- and
@uyn-type nouns. That the latter played a significant role has long been suspected,
but the identification of additional Anatolian reflexes of these inherited types—
including some attested side-by-side with -atar/n-formations—provides a context in
which it can be understood as a natural development. In this way, it would also in-
form a further historical question: did event/result noun-forming *-eh,- also factor
into the creation of other *-eh,-based suffixes in the Anatolian languages? One pos-
sible candidate is the Hittite denominative verb-forming suffix -a(i)- and its Luwic
cognates (described in Hoffner & Melchert 2008: 176-7 and Sasseville 2020a: 78-106
respectively), the origin of which remains controversial.33 This interesting question
merits further inquiry in view of the results of this study.

83 A derivation from *-éh,-ye/o- was first proposed by Watkins (1975: 371-2) and supported by
Melchert (1984: 38-9;1997: 133-4), who identified *-eh.- with the factitive suffix. See Sasseville 2020a:
113-25 for a recent defense of this derivation against the alternative *-0-ye/o- proposed by Oettinger
(1979: 357-8) and endorsed by Kloekhorst (2008: 132—3; 2014: 280-2).
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Although top6¢-type adjectives were not the focus of this study, the identifica-
tion of several of their likely reflexes in fact provides important evidence that this
morphological class was inherited into Anatolian (regarded as uncertain, e.g., by
Kimball 2015: 69; Oettinger 2017: 261). This finding may also have theoretical im-
plications for PIE morphology and its interface with phonology, as discussed in §4.
The fact that one or perhaps even two of the reflexes of Toudg-type adjectives are
attested beside reflexes of cognate toun-type nouns appears to corroborate the tra-
ditional view that these two PIE classes stood in a derivational relationship. The
Anatolian evidence thus reinforces the new morphological analysis proposed here,
which relies crucially on the assumption that tour-type nouns are derived from
TopOG-type adjectives, whereas @uyrj-type nouns are primary derivatives of verbal
roots. A virtue of this analysis is that it brings these classes into line with a phonolog-
ical pattern observed by Yates (2022a: 271-5) in PIE primary vs. non-primary deriva-
tives of other kinds: in the former the root surfaces in zero-grade in pretonic posi-
tion, while in the latter the root vocalism of the base is preserved in its derivative
even in pretonic position. The prosodic split between PIE tou- and @uyi-type nouns
would thus be added to a growing body of evidence that these phonological gener-
alizations obtained regularly in PIE, and might therefore be applied in the future as
one diagnostic of morphological structure.

Finally, it should be recalled that many of the Anatolian forms identified in this
study as tour-, uyI}-, or Topdc-type nominals examples were treated in previous
scholarship as reflexes of Topog-type formations, giving rise to the impression that
this type was relatively productive in Anatolian. My reanalysis of the data leaves
justa single direct reflex of the Topog-type, though I regard this example, Hitt. hassa-
‘progeny’, as relatively secure (cf. §2.5 above). For the present, then, I maintain that
the Topog-type was inherited into Anatolian, and indeed, on my analysis the root vo-
calism of the PIE toun-type ultimately depends on their existence: the stressed root
*0-grade of topoc-type formations was synchronically transferred to their topdc-
type adjectival derivatives, where it is pretonic (see Tab. 8 (b) above); and then
from these adjectives further transferred to their toun-type derivatives (see Tab.
9 (b) above). With respect to tépoc-type in particulay, then, I conclude with a more
pressing call for renewed investigation: is the evidence for this type in Anatolian
really as scarce as it now seems? And if so, why is that the case?
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