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Hittite “Heteroclite” s-Stems
It is a great pleasure to take part in this tribute to Alan Nussbaum, whom I have
known for more than forty years, since the days of “Room B” in Harvard’s Widener
Library, and from whom I have learned much about Indo-European. The following
essay, offered as a modest token of friendship and esteem, not only builds on work of
Alan, but also benefited greatly from his generous and helpful criticism, which in this
instance he furnished without knowing where the article would appear. Needless to
say, the usual disclaimers apply with particular force in this case.

I argued in Melchert :– that beside the highly productive heteroclite type
of neuter verbal action/result nouns in -eššar, -eššn-, Hittite also attests a more limited
number of neuter s-stems in -e/iš, -e/iššn-, i.e. with zero in the nominative-accusative
vs. -n- in the weak cases: e.g. tunnakkiš, tunnakkišn- ‘inner chamber’. Rieken (:
– with references) upheld this basic claim, offering a more complete review of
the material (including some doubtful cases not discussed here).

As indicated by Rieken (:), the zero/-n- class is internally diverse. There
are at least two deverbative stems in -eš-: takšeš- ‘assemblage’ < takš- ‘put together’
and h

˘
addareš- (or h

˘
attarieš) ‘(road) fork’ or ‘intersection’ < h

˘
attariye- ‘to prick’ (with

a h
˘

attar-implement). There are likewise at least two denominative stems in -iš- from
i-stems: dandukiš-* ‘mortality’ < danduki- ‘mortal’ and h

˘
ah
˘

riš- ‘lung’ (beside h
˘

ah
˘

ri-).
Hitt. kuppiš(n)- ‘stool’ must also reflect a stem in *-is- in view of CLuv. kuppiš-. Hitt.
ateš- ‘axe, hatchet’ continues a hysterokinetic s-stem *adh-és- *‘that which cuts’ (thus
with Rieken :–, modifying Čop, contra Melchert :). Membership in
the -e/iš(n)- class is proven by the secondary animate a-stem nominative ateššanaš (like
GIŠh

˘
atalkišnaš to GIŠh

˘
atalkiš(n)- ‘hawthorn’). A weak stem *ateššn- (with gemination

of the *s before a consonant) is also the only way to account for the geminate in the
secondary animate stem atešša- (of the type of nepiša- next to nepiš- ‘heaven’).

GIŠh
˘

at(t)alkiš(n)- ‘hawthorn’ is a compound of *h
˘

ad- (cognate with OIr. ad* ‘haw-
thorn’ < PIE *h2ed(h)-) and an s-stem *alkiš- seen also in Hitt. alkištā- ‘branch’: see

For the root specifically as *adh- see Pinault :–, comparing Skt. svádhiti- ‘axe, hatchet’.
There is no gemination of *s after a short accented vowel, contra Rieken :: see the counterex-

amples given in Melchert :. Nor is ateššanaš “völlig korrupt.” It is merely another example of the
well-attested use of the nominative in a list, despite its syntactic role as a direct object.


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H. Craig Melchert

Watkins :–. One may also with Hoffner (:–) compare for the ba-
sic structure the other plant name tapalkuštan(a)-SAR. The coexistence of *alkiš- and
*alkuš-, the suffixation by *-to-, and a secondary stem in -tan- (undoubtedly reflect-
ing the Anatolian reflex of the PIE “individuating” *-e/on-) is characteristic for Luvo-
Hittite: compare Z

”
Denn in dem zerstreuten Chaos von Wörtern und Regeln, welches wir wohl

eine Sprache zu nennen pflegen, ist nur das durch jenes Sprechen hervorgebrachte
Einzelne vorhanden und dies niemals vollständig [. . . ]. Gerade das Höchste und
Feinste lässt sich an jenen getrennten Elementen nicht erkennen und kann nur [. . . ] in
der verbundenen Rede wahrgenommen oder geahndet werden. Nur sie muß man sich
überhaupt in allen Untersuchungen, welche in die lebendige Wesenheit der Sprache
eindringen sollen, immer als das Wahre und Erste denken. Das Zerschlagen in Wörter
und Regeln ist nur ein totes Machwerk wissenschaftlicher Zergliederung.“
([Humboldt 2002 (1836)], 418f.)

[Givón 1995], 78, nach [Kintsch 1995]: mut. mutandis pre-grammatical (ah, gering
literarisch): lexikonbasiert, pragmatisch, conjoined, ect. vs grammatical (jh, litera-
rischer)
Zu Kohäsion und Kohärenz s. [Rickheit & Schade 2000]
Carol [Justus-]Raman bei [Lehmann 1974], 119:

”
same noun as topic“ (mit ah

Beispiel); Partikel typisch für VSO-Sprachen: Einfluss aus dem Semitischen (!?) (S.
120)
[Schrijver 1994], 178: a soll auf *sosin zurückgehen (akymr. hai < *hohin < *so-

sin)
Zu Konnexion: [Fabricius-Hansen 2000]
Kim McCone gegen Schrijver: [McCone 2006] zu heth *-ya S. 250; wichtig 251:

fasst anatolisch in Betracht
[Haiman 1978] 564-589 Conditionals are Topics; Ch. Lehmann 1984: 351; Kondi-

tionalsätze haben eine sehr enge Beziehung zur Exposition!!! vgl.Takku-Sätze
Additives ‘und’: [Beaman 1984], 47, 60f.; [Schiffrin 1987], 128ff., [Chafe 1988], 10ff.

1 TERMINOLOGIE

Topik wird im folgenden nach Gundels Definition ([Gundel 1988], 210) verwendet:
An entity, E, is the topic of a sentence, S, iff in using S the speaker intends to

increase the addressee’s knowledge about, request information about, or otherwise
get the addressee to act with respect to E. A predication, P, is the comment of a
sentence S, iff in using S the speaker intends P to be assessed relative to the topic
of S.

Die Notion des Topik greift dabei über die Satz- und Klausengrenze hinaus. Ein
Topik und Topikalisierung, d. h. Operationen, die eine syntaktische Einheit in die Po-
sition versetzen, als Topik zu fungieren, können auch auf höherer Komplexitätsebene
als Mittel der textuellen Strukturierung von Information eingesetzt werden. Es eta-
bliert den Bezugsrahmen eines Sachverhalts, wie Chafe (1979, 50) formuliert:
What the topics appear to do is limit the applicability of the main predication

ta a certain restricted domain. . . . The topic sets a spatial, temporal, or individual
framework within which the main predication holds.”

In diesem Sinn übernehmen auch Linksausklammerungen Topikfunktionen:
. . . . . .

1

kuništayalli- beside kunuštallant- and dKunuštalla- (with Tischler
: and –), further h

˘
urpašta-/h

˘
urpaštan- beside Z

”
Denn in dem zerstreuten Chaos von Wörtern und Regeln, welches wir wohl

eine Sprache zu nennen pflegen, ist nur das durch jenes Sprechen hervorgebrachte
Einzelne vorhanden und dies niemals vollständig [. . . ]. Gerade das Höchste und
Feinste lässt sich an jenen getrennten Elementen nicht erkennen und kann nur [. . . ] in
der verbundenen Rede wahrgenommen oder geahndet werden. Nur sie muß man sich
überhaupt in allen Untersuchungen, welche in die lebendige Wesenheit der Sprache
eindringen sollen, immer als das Wahre und Erste denken. Das Zerschlagen in Wörter
und Regeln ist nur ein totes Machwerk wissenschaftlicher Zergliederung.“
([Humboldt 2002 (1836)], 418f.)

[Givón 1995], 78, nach [Kintsch 1995]: mut. mutandis pre-grammatical (ah, gering
literarisch): lexikonbasiert, pragmatisch, conjoined, ect. vs grammatical (jh, litera-
rischer)
Zu Kohäsion und Kohärenz s. [Rickheit & Schade 2000]
Carol [Justus-]Raman bei [Lehmann 1974], 119:

”
same noun as topic“ (mit ah

Beispiel); Partikel typisch für VSO-Sprachen: Einfluss aus dem Semitischen (!?) (S.
120)
[Schrijver 1994], 178: a soll auf *sosin zurückgehen (akymr. hai < *hohin < *so-

sin)
Zu Konnexion: [Fabricius-Hansen 2000]
Kim McCone gegen Schrijver: [McCone 2006] zu heth *-ya S. 250; wichtig 251:

fasst anatolisch in Betracht
[Haiman 1978] 564-589 Conditionals are Topics; Ch. Lehmann 1984: 351; Kondi-

tionalsätze haben eine sehr enge Beziehung zur Exposition!!! vgl.Takku-Sätze
Additives ‘und’: [Beaman 1984], 47, 60f.; [Schiffrin 1987], 128ff., [Chafe 1988], 10ff.

1 TERMINOLOGIE

Topik wird im folgenden nach Gundels Definition ([Gundel 1988], 210) verwendet:
An entity, E, is the topic of a sentence, S, iff in using S the speaker intends to

increase the addressee’s knowledge about, request information about, or otherwise
get the addressee to act with respect to E. A predication, P, is the comment of a
sentence S, iff in using S the speaker intends P to be assessed relative to the topic
of S.

Die Notion des Topik greift dabei über die Satz- und Klausengrenze hinaus. Ein
Topik und Topikalisierung, d. h. Operationen, die eine syntaktische Einheit in die Po-
sition versetzen, als Topik zu fungieren, können auch auf höherer Komplexitätsebene
als Mittel der textuellen Strukturierung von Information eingesetzt werden. Es eta-
bliert den Bezugsrahmen eines Sachverhalts, wie Chafe (1979, 50) formuliert:
What the topics appear to do is limit the applicability of the main predication

ta a certain restricted domain. . . . The topic sets a spatial, temporal, or individual
framework within which the main predication holds.”

In diesem Sinn übernehmen auch Linksausklammerungen Topikfunktionen:
. . . . . .

1

h
˘

urpušta- ‘leaf, peel’ (Puhvel
: with references), and gulluš- beside GIŠgulluštānna/i- (Starke :).

The comparison of h
˘

urpašta- with Lat. uerbēna ‘twig, leafy branch’ and -uerbustus
‘beaten with twigs’ suggests that Anatolian inherited an s-stem *h2/3werbh-e/os- ‘bundle
of boughs’ (i.e. a small bush or individual boughs tied together, used for flogging).
As Alan Nussbaum reminds me, however, Lat. uerbēna and -uerbustus show possessive
semantics, while the Luvo-Hittite stems in -ta- mean ‘belonging to, of’: *alkiš- ‘bush’
> alkiš-ta- ‘branch’; *h

˘
urpa/uš- likewise *‘bush, leafy plant’ > h

˘
urpa/ušta- ‘leaf’. The

Anatolian extensions by *-to- are thus an independent innovation, and we may assume
on structural grounds that alkiš(n)-* belongs to our class of heteroclite s-stems, as
confirmed by the nom.-acc. sg. GIŠh

˘
atalkiš ‘hawthorn’ in KUB . iii .

I am deeply indebted to Alexis Manaster Ramer for having discovered and shared
with me his illuminating etymology for Hitt. alkiš(n)- (see for a summary of the previ-
ous unsatisfactory suggestions Puhvel :). Manaster Ramer adduces Skt. algá-,
attested in the dual alg´̄au ‘groin’ (see Mayrhofer –:. with references). It
is clear from the dual that the groin is being viewed as the place where the two legs
fork (compare the use of Eng. ‘crotch’ for both humans and trees). We may therefore
with Manaster Ramer assume a PIE root *h1elg- ‘to fork, branch’, from which was
formed a neuter s-stem ‘branching’, concretized in my view to ‘branching plant, bush,
small tree’.

Oettinger (:– n. ) already cautiously compared the Hittite type with that
of Skt. ´̄as*, ās-n-´̄a, ās-n-é, ās-n-ás ‘mouth’ (beside pure s-stem ablative āsás [āsá ´̄a] and
instrumental ās´̄a and also loc. sg. āsán and āsáni). Rieken (:– and ) renews
the comparison, although she then confuses matters by citing also Sanskrit and Greek

Old Script acc. sg. alkištān argues that the stem alkištā- is older than alkištan-.
The hapax acc. sg. ta-pal-ku-uš-ta-na-anSAR in KUB . i  could reflect an animate n-stem tapalkuštan-

or secondary a-stem tapalkuštana-.
The secondary use in the sense ‘belonging to’ of a suffix with originally possessive semantics is well

attested in Anatolian. The suffix *-wén- becomes the productive means of forming ethnic adjectives in Luvian
and Lycian (URUNinuwa-wann(i)- ‘of Niniveh’, Trele-wñn(i)- ‘of Tralles’). Similarly, *-to- in Lyd. tésaś-ta-
means ‘of the right-hand side’, not ‘having right-sidedness’.

I must add that Manaster Ramer himself holds different views from me regarding the morphology and
semantics of the Hittite words containing *alkiš-.

This derivation seems to me both formally and semantically superior to that from a root *(H)elk- puta-
tively attested in Skt. *alka- ‘root tendril’, as contained in the plant name vyàlkaśā-, for which see Mayrhofer
–:.. I personally would keep separate Grk. λαγÒνες ‘loins, flanks’ and retain its connection with
words for ‘soft, slack’. See Chantraine –: and Frisk –:.. The specific meaning ‘crotch’
argues strongly against the proposal of Burrow (:) to connect alg´̄au with various Dravidian words
meaning ‘loins, groin’ and similar.





i
i

“MelchertMNG” — // — : — page  — # i
i

i
i

i
i

Hittite “Heteroclite” s-Stems

infinitives reflecting *-sen(i). Whatever the status of the latter (see further below), it is
clear that the morpheme boundary in the ‘mouth’ type and in the Hittite heteroclite
s-stems is between the -s- and the -n-, so these can have nothing to do with a putative
suffix *-ser/-sen- (for separation of the two see already Nussbaum : n. ).

Rieken’s attempt (:) to derive the attested group of Hittite stems in -e/iš(n)-
from ordinary proterokinetic s-stems is also unsatisfactory, because it cannot explain
the variation in the vocalism. If one begins with the directly reconstructable inflection
R(é)-S(os), R(é)-S(es)- and assumes leveling of the weak suffixal form *-es- to the
strong stem, then Hittite would show only -iš from post-tonic *-es, as in nēpiš- ‘sky,
heaven’ (Melchert :). If one starts from an internally reconstructed R(é)-S(s),
R(®)-S(és)- following Schindler (a:–) and likewise leveling of the weak suf-
fixal form *-és- to the strong stem, one would predict only -eš (compare Zucha :

n. ).
It is true, of course, that the only examples with -iš of clear derivation are secondary

to i-stems (*dandukiš-, h
˘

ah
˘

riš-), but these would never have been attracted to the hete-
roclite type unless some of the latter had the shape -iš. Rieken herself has provided the
basis for an explanation in her analysis of GIŠkarzan- ‘swift, niddy-noddy’. Eichner
(: n. ) had derived the word from a virtual holokinetic *kért-sōr, k(e)rt-sn-́ to
the root *kert- ‘to turn, spin’. Rieken’s phonological objections to this derivation are
not compelling, because final *-r is regularly lost in Anatolian after unaccented vowel
(Melchert : after Eichner and Yoshida), and *kért-sōr would regularly yield at-
tested nom.-acc. karza. Since the word was plurale tantum, there would have been no
source within the paradigm from which to restore the final *-r, and the regular result
karza would have remained.

The problem with the proposed derivation from a * -́sōr, *-sn-́ is not the pre-
sumed historical phonology, but rather the very dubious status of a PIE unitary het-
eroclite suffix *-ser/*-sen- (see Rieken : with references). Nor do Indic and
Greek infinitives reflecting a formant *-sen(i) assure the existence of a true suffix *-sen
that could be the basis for a paradigm in * -́sō(n), *-sn-́ . We may therefore follow

I would opt rather for the alternative analysis of Nussbaum, loc. cit., namely that *-sen(i) originated
as a locative in *-en to s-stems as did both the Sanskrit and Hittite types being discussed, except that no
full zero/-n- “heteroclite” paradigm was ever created (much less one in -r/-n-). See further below in the
conclusion.

Meaning thus against Melchert ! The word refers to a wooden frame that may come in a wide
variety of shapes that assists a single person in winding a skein of yarn (in lieu of the well-known technique
of using the upraised arms of another person) and on which the skein can then be conveniently moved
around (see the passages I cited). The Hittite plurale tantum reflects that the typical karzan- consisted of
several assembled pieces. Whether the hieroglyphic sign * (phonetic value likely ká) with its three loops
may also be interpreted as a kind of swift may be left open.

I am not persuaded by the claim of Jasanoff (/:–) that the Greek infinitive (#)¢γÁναι ‘to break’
proves the existence of a heteroclite paradigm with a nom.-acc. *wa

˘

g´̄e-s ˚r (i.e. *wa

˘

géh1-s ˚r). The existence of
Hitt. NINDAwageššar ‘bite-sized bread’ (or similar) is pure coincidence. The meaning argues that it is merely
one of the many Hittite deverbative derivatives in -eššar (< wag- ‘to bite’).


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Rieken (:–) in deriving GIŠkarzan- from a heteroclite s-stem: virtual *kért-s,
*k(e)rt-s-n-́ . Rieken takes nom.-acc. plural karz-a as containing the productive ending
-a < *-eh2. I do not exclude this possibility, but tend to prefer an alternative sug-
gestion from Alan Nussbaum: the Sanskrit r/n-heteroclite áhar, áhn- ‘day’ shows a
nom.-acc. plural áhā(ni) with the stem of the weak singular. One may thus assume in
parallel fashion for our heteroclitic *kért-s, *kérts-n- a holokinetic n-stem plural *kért-
sō, which would lead regularly to attested karza (compare Old Hittite nom.-acc. plural
NINDAšarāma to šarāman- ‘bread ration’ < * -́mō, as seen by Gertz :–). Syn-
chronically in fact GIŠkarzan- with a nom.-acc. karza can only be analyzed as an n-stem
plurale tantum.

As described below, strictly speaking a preform *k(e)rt-s-n-́ would have led to a Hit-
tite form with anaptyxis and shift of accent: †karzēn-. However, the real pre-Hittite
paradigm may well have already had a leveled accent and vocalism: *kért-s-n- would
have led to the attested karzan- (see below on parš(a)na- ‘leopard’). Alternatively, the
aberrant plurale tantum paradigm karza, *karzēn- may have been altered analogically
after real n-stems.

Taking this reconstruction as a working hypothesis, we may then ask what would
have been the outcome in Hittite of such a paradigm to a root ending in a sequence
*-RT where *T was not a coronal stop, that is, for a putative s-stem *h1élg-s, *h1(e)lg-s-n-́
‘branching plant, bush’. The answer for the nominative-accusative is fairly certain:
*alkiš, with the well established anaptyxis in a final cluster *-K-s# seen in preterite
third singulars such as akkiš ‘died’ < *ak-s, h

˘
uwappiš ‘hurled’ etc. (see Oettinger :

and Melchert :). The fate of the weak stem is a far more complicated matter.
A complete discussion of consonant clusters and the conditioning for anaptyxis in
Hittite is not possible here, but significant improvements can be made to the quite
inadequate treatment in Melchert (:–).

There is evidence to support the conclusion that a prehistoric anaptyctic vowel to
the left of the original accent regularly drew the accent and was thereby lengthened in
an open syllable, while a post-tonic anaptyctic vowel remained unaccented: contrast
pūnušš- ‘to interrogate’ < *pn(e)uH-s- (thus with LIV  after Harðarson; similarly
Oettinger a:, Eichner :, Kimball :) versus tuh

˘
-h
˘

u-uš-zi beside
tu-uh

˘
-ša ‘cuts off, separates’ < *dúh2s- (Oettinger b:– and Kimball :).

Likewise we find teri- ‘three’ < *trí- (accent *téri- assured by CLuv. tarriyanalli- ‘third
in command’) and teripp- ‘to plow’ < *trép- versus takkišzi ‘puts together’ < *téks-ti,
where the post-tonic *e in a closed syllable regularly becomes i (compare Oettinger
:). One may therefore also derive Hittite parš˘̄ena- ‘hip; cheek’ < *persnó/éh2
(Oettinger : n. ).

As Oettinger indicates, subsequent syncope of the anaptyctic vowel in the derived verb paršnā(i)- ‘to
squat’ is unremarkable. Likewise (pace Melchert :) Oettinger’s derivation (:) of parš(a)na-
‘leopard’ < *p´˚rs-no- ‘speckled’ (with retraction of the accent in a substantive) does not contradict the pretonic
anaptyctic rule just given. On the other hand, his derivation of the stem pišēn(a)- ‘man, male’ from *pes-nó-


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Hittite “Heteroclite” s-Stems

There is a similar prehistoric pretonic anaptyxis in imperfective stems in *-s

˘

ké/ó-
formed from stems in a final consonant, but unsurprisingly the regular retraction of
the accent is blocked in this productive formation under pressure of stems without
anaptyxis (such as da-škēmi < dā- ‘to take’, memi-škēmi < memi- ‘to speak’, akku-škēši
< e/aku- ‘to drink’, ari-škēnun < ariya- ‘to make an oracular inquiry’). The anaptyc-
tic *e thus appears regularly as i in pretonic position (Melchert :). Contra
Melchert (:) and Kassian and Yakubovich (:–) there are examples
to show that prehistorically there was anaptyxis in all sequences of *-VC-s

˘

ké/ó-except
those in *-Vs-s

˘

ké/ó- (the alleged stem h
˘

éšike- to h
˘

ašš-/h
˘

eš- ‘to open’ does not exist, as
shown by Kloekhorst :). Since Hittite speakers could at any time newly de-
rive the fully productive imperfective stem from the synchronic base, the forms with
anaptyxis are subject to replacement at varying stages of the language (see the sum-
maries in Oettinger :– and Kimball :–):

() Stems in coronal sonorant: h
˘

aššikke- < h
˘

ann(a)- ‘to litigate; judge’ (renewed by
h
˘

anniške- and h
˘

annaške-); āršike- < ārr(a)- ‘to wash’ (renewed by ārriške- and ārraške-);
taršikke- < tar- ‘to say’ (renewed by tar(a)ške-); taršikke- < tarna- ‘to release’ (renewed
by tarniške- and tarnaške-).

() Stems in coronal sonorant plus *s: ānšike- < ānš- ‘to wipe’ (renewed by a-an-aš-
ke- /a:nske-/ and ānšiške-); karšike- < karš- ‘to cut’ (renewed by kar(a)ške-).

() Stems in coronal sonorant plus stop: reduplicated mammalzikanta < mald-
‘vow’, cited by Oettinger : (always renewed in the base verb as malz(a)ke-;
likewise only attested is h

˘
u(wa)rz(a)ke- < h

˘
u(wa)rt- ‘curse’).

() Stems in coronal stop: azzikke- < e/ad- ‘to eat’ and h
˘

azzikke- < h
˘

att- ‘strike’.

with similar anaptyxis is made problematic by the single -š- (see Melchert :–) and the Old Script
gen. sg. [p]išnāš. One should therefore follow the attractive analysis by Zucha (:–) and Carruba ()
and assume an original hysterokinetic n-stem: *pes-én-, *p(e)s-n-́ , from which all forms of the attested Hittite
paradigm may be derived.

There is no trace of anaptyxis in *-s

˘

ké/ó- stems built to roots of the shape *Kw(e)R-: we find only k(u)waške-
< ku(e)n- ‘to strike, slay’ and kuwar(a)ške- < ku(e)r- ‘to cut’ (later renewed as kur(a)ške- and kuriške-). We
may thus infer that at the time of the prehistoric anaptyxis rule the zero-grade of these stems was still *Kw ˚R-
and thus no anaptyxis occurred. Later, as established by Kloekhorst (:), the sequences *Kw ˚R-s

˘

ké-
developed regularly to attested k(u)waške- (via *k(u)wanške-) and k(u)warške-.

A failure to adequately distinguish older and newer forms to the same base fatally undermines the con-
clusions of the otherwise very useful treatment by Kavitskaya .

For MS taršiket[teni] and taršikkemi belonging to tarna- see Kimball : and Kloekhorst :.
I assume with Kimball *t ˚r(K)nh2s

˘

ké/ó- > *t ˚rns

˘

ké/ó- and anaptyxis either before or after loss of the -n-, contra
Kloekhorst. In the case of (u)wanšike- < wen- ‘futuere’ the expected *waššikke- has had the -n- restored from
the base verb. For the development of *w ˚n-s

˘

ké- > *waššikke- see Kloekhorst : and also , as
referenced in note  above.

Oettinger’s statement (:) that the anaptyctic vowel never splits the *s of the -s

˘

ké- obviously is a
lapsus, since it does in taršikke-, mammalzikanta, and both azzikke- and h

˘
azzikke-.

Since the archaic *dhh1-s

˘

ké- ‘to put’ did not have a preceding syllable and since /tsC-/ is an acceptable
onset in Hittite (cf. zašh

˘
i/ai- ‘dream’ [tsxi/ay-]), the regular outcome here was OH/OS zaške- [tské-] (thus

correctly Kloekhorst :). The standard form zikke- is analogical to azzikke- etc.


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() Stems in labial or dorsal stop: appiške- < e/app- ‘to take’; terippiške- < teripp- ‘to
plow’; akkiške- < akk- ‘to die’; h

˘
ukkiške- < h

˘
uek- ‘to exorcize’.

() Stems in sonorant plus dorsal stop: linkiške- < link- ‘to swear’, h
˘

arninkiške- <
h
˘

arnink- ‘to destroy’, markiške- < mark- ‘to divide’.

() Stems in -h
˘

h
˘

- and sonorant + -h
˘

- : maniyah
˘

h
˘

iške- < maniyah
˘

h
˘

- ‘hand over’;
šanh

˘
iške- < šanh

˘
- ‘search, seek’. The i-vocalism of the anaptyctic vowel here is clearly

analogical to the regular outcome of pretonic *e in the other forms as i. Compare
likewise pret. rd sg. maniyah

˘
h
˘

iš after akkiš etc.

It is entirely unclear to me why the position of the anaptyctic vowel is different
after stems in coronals than after those in non-coronals. Any account of this requires
a thorough analysis of the general rules of Hittite (and pre-Hittite!) syllabification
that cannot be undertaken here. The relevant finding for our immediate problem is
clear enough: we predict that in a sequence *h1(e)lK-s-n-́ the anaptyxis would have
been between the non-coronal stop and the *s. Whether the normal retraction of the
accent in pretonic anaptyxis would have operated undisturbed is less certain.

Mobile accent between root and ending in nominal paradigms is generally reces-
sive in Hittite. However, aside from the isolated archaic neuter noun aiš, išš- ‘mouth’,
where OS spellings such as išš̄ı, iššā, and iššāz assure us of a mobile accent, and animate
keššar(™šiš) vs. kišrā, kišrı̄ ‘hand’, virtually all other evidence for accent shift between
root and ending in nouns comes precisely from those with oblique stems in -n-: ar-
chaic ablauting tēkan, taknı̄, taknāš, tagnāz ‘earth, ground’ and ēšh

˘
ar, išh

˘
anāš, išh

˘
anı̄

‘blood’; pišēn-, pišnāš ‘man’ (see note  above); lammar, lamnı̄ ‘moment, instant’; ša-
gan, šaknāš ‘oil, fat’. On the other hand, one may also note that in all of the examples
cited the suffix is simple *-(V)n-. I know of no evidence for preserved mobile accent
between root and ending in nouns with complex suffixes in -n-: that is, the types of
mēh

˘
ur, mēh

˘
un- ‘time’; verbal nouns in -war with gen. sg. -waš (and related infinitive

in -wanzi and “supine” in -wan); ašāwar, ašaun- ‘sheepfold’; abstracts in -ātar, -ann-.
I leave aside the type of verbal abstracts in -ēššar, -ēššn- because by one derivation of
these the argument would be circular (see appendix).

We may therefore reasonably entertain the possibility that the regular accent re-
traction applied in the pretonic anaptyxis of *h1(e)lK-s-n-́ , leading to oblique *alkésn-
beside nom.-acc. *álkis. We would not expect either this new mobile accent or the
vocalic alternation to survive long in such a paradigm, and I suggest that our attested
class showing either -eš, -eššn- or -iš, -iššn- results from competing levelings of the ir-
regular paradigm produced by the two different anaptyxis rules, each of which I stress
is independently motivated for pre-Hittite. As indicated earlier, the two leveled types
then attracted a few stems with original *-is- and *-és- to the inflectional type with
weak stem in -ššn-.

I am not aware of any examples with root-final *-m- or *-mP-. One would predict anaptyxis between
these and the following *s of the suffix.


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The PIE status of heteroclite stems in zero/-n- remains doubtful. Wackernagel-
Debrunner (:) regards the Sanskrit type as an innovation. Nussbaum (:
–) cites examples beyond Sanskrit, but concludes that the class was modeled after
-r/-n- and -l/-n- heteroclites, probably in the history of the individual languages. There
are in fact no compelling word equations, and the formal and semantic features of
the Sanskrit group (mostly but not entirely s-stems, mainly but not exclusively body
parts) only very partially overlap with those of the Hittite examples. This mismatch
supports the assumption of parallel but independent creations.

Nussbaum (:ff.) argued that Sanskrit s-stems in zero/-n- were modeled on
the -r/-n- heteroclite type, starting from locatives in *-en. That the locative singular
would be the pivotal form in a set of nouns for body parts is plausible, and the pat-
tern of āsán(i) beside āsn´̄a, āsné, āsnás in ‘mouth’ does bear a striking resemblance to
udán(i) beside udn´̄a, udnás in ‘water’ or (aside from the accent) áhan(i) beside áhnā,
áhne, áhnas in ‘day’.

We know that Hittite did inherit some neuter s-stems with zero grade of the suf-
fix: beside karz(an)- ‘swift’ cited above there is also kar-aš (whose “broken spelling”
shows that it was a monosyllabic /kars/), a neuter noun for a type of wheat, reflect-
ing *

˘

kérh1/3-s ‘grain, fodder’, base of derived hysterokinetic Lat. Cerēs, the goddess of
grain (Schindler b:). Since Hittite clearly maintained and even extended hete-
roclisy of the -r/-n- type, it is unsurprising that it too created on this model a zero/-n-
inflection of some s-stems. While later accretion has left the Hittite class semantically
diverse, a pivotal role for the locative is likewise plausible for the two likely oldest
examples *alkiš- ‘bush’ and karzan- ‘swift’, as well as several of the others: h

˘
attari/eš-

‘road-fork’, kuppiš- ‘stool’, takšeš- ‘assemblage’, tunnakkiš- ‘inner chamber’.
The differences between the Sanskrit and Hittite types are to be expected. In Hit-

tite the word for ‘water’ maintained a very complex ablauting paradigm: nom.-acc.
sg. wātar, loc. sg. witeni (and analogically gen. sg. witenaš and inst. witenit), archaic
inst. wedand(a), nom.-acc. pl. widār. This made it (and similar nouns) unsuitable as a
model for the s-stem class, and hence there is no trace of the -en of witeni (from old
*ud-én(i)) in the s-stem heteroclites, where the dative-locative singular is -e/iš-n-i with
-n- as in all the other oblique cases. This pattern follows that of the productive r/n-
stems in Hittite, which likewise show only -n-: -ātar, -ann- < *-at-n-; -eššar, -eššn-; -ur,
-un-; -āwar, -āun-. In cases where the -s was preceded by a non-coronal obstruent,

Windisch (:–) cites beside Skt. dós/do.s-.n-ás ‘forearm’ OIr. gen. pl. doat to doë ‘arm’ <

*de/ous(V)nt-, reminiscent of Gk. Ûδα-τος or ÑνÒµα-τος. However, the chronology of do.s-.n- in Sanskrit is unfa-
vorable to an archaism, and the Old Irish word may just as well contain a genuine suffix *-Vnt-.

This analysis of the Hittite is due to Schindler, class instruction ca. . The existence of Cerēs makes
it superior to the popular alternative of an otherwise wholly unattested root noun to*

˘

gh(e)rs- *‘spiky plant’
(Rieken :, after Hutter; in modified form also Kloekhorst :–). Since the word is not attested
outside the nominative-accusative, we do not know whether it had an added -n- in the oblique cases or not.

Stems in *-w ˚r, *-wen did maintain oblique cases reflecting e-grade (“supines” in -wan, infinitives in
-wanzi), but in this class the development of the gen. sg. *-wen-s to -waš beside nom.-acc. -war would have
prevented them from serving as models for the s-stems.



melchert
Highlight



i
i

“MelchertMNG” — // — : — page  — # i
i

i
i

i
i

H. Craig Melchert

the anaptyxis rules described above led to the mildly productive Hittite type in -e/iš,
-e/iššn-.

Appendix
See Rieken (:) for a summary of previous proposed accounts of the Hittite ab-
stract/action nouns in -ēššar, -ēššn-. She herself (:) argues that these are formed
from an *-és, *-és-n- type by addition of *- ˚r to the nominative-accusative in pre-Hittite,
surely after the class in -ātar, -ann- (< *-atn-) with which they are closely associated.

That the entire type in -ēššar, -ēššn- is a specifically pre-Hittite innovation is shown
by the fact that there is no corresponding type in Luvian. One of the great merits of
Starke  is to have shown just how robust heteroclite r/n-inflection is in Luvian
(see there –), but there is no trace whatsoever of a heteroclite type in -Vššar,
-Vššn-. This absence also furnishes another reason to doubt the existence—at least in
Anatolian—of a complex suffix *-s(e)r, *-s(e)n-.

There remains the question of why the productive type in -ēššar, -ēššn- shows the ac-
cented e-grade variant of our originally alternating type in *-is, *-ésn-. Here other fac-
tors may have played a determining role. Oettinger (:) already pointed out the
coexistence of dannattešš- ‘become empty’ beside dannatteššar ‘emptiness’, parkuešš-
‘become pure’ beside parkueššar ‘purity’, etc. and suggested a denominative origin for
the entire class, with the more widespread deverbative type being secondary. This
seems unlikely for the origin of the type for reasons given above, but the pattern Oet-
tinger identified may have been decisive in promoting the accented *-és- variant.

Beside the denominative type of fientive verb in -ešš- there were also some de-
verbatives, e.g. h

˘
atešš- ‘become dry’ beside h

˘
at- ‘dry (up)’ (intr.). More importantly,

some examples would have been ambiguous as to whether they were deverbative or
denominative (see the just remark of Jasanoff /: that at some level the dis-
tinction is artificial or at least epiphenomenal). To the root *bher

˘

gh- ‘high’ Hittite
attests a u-stem adjective parku- ‘high’, an abstract pargeššar* (inst. pargešnit) beside
better attested pargatar and pargašti- ‘height’ and verbal stems park(iya)- ‘rise; raise’,
parknu- ‘raise’, parkiyanu- ‘raise’ and pargešš- ‘become high’. A similar constellation
surrounds palh

˘
i- ‘broad’. Thus an original *bhér

˘

gh-s, *bh ˚r

˘

gh-s-n-́ would have led as
per above to pre-Hittite *bárgis, *bargésn-. The coexistence of *bargēss- < *bh ˚r

˘

gh-
éh1-s- would have favored generalization in the noun to *bargés, *bargésn-. Then as per
Rieken the nominative-accusative was extended in pre-Hittite by *- ˚r after the type in
-ātar, *-ātn-. Furthermore, both parkeššar and pargešš- may have been reanalyzed as
derived from parku-, not from the verbal base. This would have led to the formation
of unambiguously denominative examples like dannatteššar and dannattešš-.

This systematic pre-Hittite addition of *- ˚r in the nominative-accusative must be kept quite separate from
the very sporadic post-Old Hittite alteration of the zero/-n- type: e.g. tunnakkeššar remade from OHitt./OS
tunnakkiš.


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Hittite “Heteroclite” s-Stems

Abbreviation
LIV = Rix, Helmut, ed. . Lexikon der indogermanischen Verben. nd ed. Wies-

baden: Reichert.
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