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present that it may fau'ly be termed the “standard” theory. Its most 1mporta.nt
recent exponent is H. Elch.ner, Flexior und Wortbildung 71ff.3, who assumes that
in early Anatolian, as, e. g., in Ifalic and Germanic, the perfecl: acquired the value
of a resultative preterite: forms such as 1 sg. *akha thus came to mean ‘I have died’
from earlier ‘I am dead, =ébvpa’. Preterites of this fype, charzcterized by the
endings *-fa, *-ta, *-¢ in the singular and *-&r in the 3 pl., merged semantically,
in Eichner's view, with the inherited preterite class in *-m, *-s5, *¢ (3 pl. *-(e)nt).
The two formations were then free to compete, and the type in *-ja was extended
to roots whick had never formed perfects in Indo-European. Eventually, preterites
in -ha came to be provided with snalogical presents in *-fiad, *-fad, *-ei; a model
* for this development was furpished by the preterites in 1 sg. *.m, which corresponded
to presents in *.mi, *-si, *-fi. There thus arose a second complete conjugational
class. The present eundings *-hai, *-fai, *-ei developed regularly to -fi (-he), -#, -,
while the preterite endings *-fz and *-e were ultimately replaced by -Aun and -§.
In the plural, where the distinction between the two types was lost, -anzi (< *-(efo)nti)
and -er became the general endings of the 3 pl. present and preterite, respectively.
Eichner’s reconstruction of the pi-conjugation endings as *-hai, *-tas, *.et is
certainly correctd, and, if accepted, his theory would adequately account for the
non-stative value of most fi-verbs. Yet it is difficult to believe that the Anatolian
perfect could ever have been as productive as Eichner supposes. Unlike other IE
languages in which the perfect has spread as a preterite, Hittite lacks unambiguous
relic forms like *wethi ‘T know’ (cf. Go. wait) or *{me)manhi ‘1 remember’ (¢f. Go.
man); strictly speaking, there is no unassailable evidence for the perfeet in Anatolian
at all>. Moreover, since Eichner’s theory explains the vast majority of hi-presents
as back-formations from secondarily created ha-preterites, it should be possible,

if his explanafion is correct, to identify individual instances in which en TE athematic

active (mi-)present has been transferred, via its preterite, to the Ai-comjugation.
Such cases do not exist: it is significant that the Hittite correspondents of Ved.

doti Cis’, diti ‘emts’, € ‘goes’, wdsti ‘wants’, sdsti ‘sleeps’ and hdnii ‘slays’ are efzi,’

ezzqzzs, (pdlizzi, wekzi, Selzi and kuenzi, rather than *adi, *ati, *(pad)i, *wakks, *Safi
andfor *kugni®. And it is doubtful, even granting Eichner's initial assumptions,
whether the hypothetical preterite type in *-ha could have led to the creation of a
present class in *-figi. In no other IE la.ngua,ge has the contrast between primary
and secondary endings been productively extended as the sole devioe for distin guishing
presents from preterite forms; Slavie, for example, has not created presents in 3 sg.

* Almost identical views are offered by E. Risch in the same volume, pp. 247—258;
see also J. Kurylowiez, Proc. VIII Int. Cong. Ling. 2391

4 Beo especially W. Cowgill, Proc. XI Int. Cong. Ling. 565f. That the -¢ of the hi-
endings continues a diphthong was shown by B. Rosenkranz, Jahrbuch ftir Kleinasiati-
sche Forschung 2, 339—49 (1953).

5 Buch evidence is certa.mly not provided by the Luvian 1 sg. pret. in -ha: since the
corresponding 3 sg. ending is -t (< *.f0; ¢f. OIr. impf. 3 sg. -bered < *bhereto) it is ot
least possible that the Luvian preterite is based on an old middle paradigm.

¢ Similarly, the Hittite nasal-infix verbs (type harmikzi ‘destroys’) and nu- verbs
(type arnuz(z)i ‘brings’), which indubitably continue IE athematic presents in *-mi,
*.gi, *-14, belong exclusively to the mi.conjugation. The prehistory of the ki-conjugation
type in -anna-f-anni(ya)- (cf. tyannai ‘proceeds’, 3 pl. iyanniyanzi) is obscure; & direct
comparison, with the Sanskrit ninth class (cf. krindté ‘buys’ < *-néhs-ti) is phonologically
impossible.
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*_gti to sigmatic aorists in *-sf, nor has Germanic back-formed presents in 3 sg. *-ei
to strong preterites in *.¢”.

Tn short, the theory that the hi-conjugation continues the TE perfect cen only
be described as inadequate. Its relatively wide acceptance is due less to any striking
merits of its own than to the apparent absence of serious alternatives. -

§ 3 Proponents of the view that the basic affinities of the fi-conjugation are with
the middle rather than the perfect have been hard-pressed to explain the fact, al-
ready noted, that the endings -4i, -#i, -i are synchronically active and eontrast with
middle forms in -Fa(ri), -fa{ts), -(t)a(rf). Rosenkranz’ theory (JKF 2, 3394, (1953))
that 0ppos:t1onal and non-oppositional (deponent) middles were formally distin-
guished in Indo-European and that the ji-conjugation ongma.lly consisted of middles
of the latter type, is not unreasonable from an a priori point of view; it is flatly
contradicted, however, by the fact that some of the best established IE deponents,
such as *%éi(t)o Ties’ (cf. Ved. Sdye, Gk. xcivar), *(R1)ds(t)o ‘sits’ (cf. Ved. dste, Gk.
Fota) and *yés(t)o ‘wears’ (cf. Ved. vdste) correspond not to fi-verbs, bub to de-
ponents in Hittite (cf. kitta(ri), eflari, welta). E. Neu's derivation (Studies Pelmer
939£.) of both the ki-conjugation and the middle from an IE category which he
calls the “medio-perfect” iz likewise unable to account for such agreements, and
involves questionable assumptions about the antiguity of the middle as well.

Even less credence can be placed in the view, first put forth by ¥. Hrozny in 1917
{Die Sprache der Hethiter, 101; see also W. Couvreur, Annuaire de I'Institut de
Philologie et d’Histoire Orientales et Slaves 4, 5511, {1936)), that the endings of the
hi-conjugation ultimately derive from those of IE thematic presents like *bhérefo-
‘carry’ and *yégkefo- ‘convey’. To be sure, & significant number of hi-verbs, such as
Sarra- “transgress’ and arra- “wash’ are to all appearances thematic. -Of these, however
only one (neya- ‘lead’; ef. Ved. ndye- ‘id.’} can plausibly be regarded as the reflex -
of an inherited form?®; it would clearly be artificial to suppose that the numerous
and well-entrenched athematic verbs of the hi-conjugation have simply taken their
endings from the thematic type. The evident connection between Hitt. -4i and the
thematic 1 sg. in *-§ < *-okz must be explained, but not in the manner envisaged
by Hrozny.

§ 4 The diffieulty of deriving the hi-conjugation from any traditionally recognized
category of Indo-European has been seen by W. Cowgill, who in 2 paper presented
at the 1974 Winter Meeting of the Linguistic Society of America aftempted to

7 I choose these examples because both Slavie and Germanic appear prehistorically
to have merged the IE perfect, imperfect and aorist into a single “preterite’ category.
Note that in Indo-Iranian and Greek, where the contrast between the primary and sec-
ondary endings is of considerable descriptive importance, the augment is employed
in the secondary tenses as a redundant mark of their preterital value.

This argument is not seriously vitiated by the fact that a small number of IE root
aorists, such as *dhéh;-t ‘put’, appear to have been provided with primary endings in
Hittite (ef. fezzi ‘says’). Once the imperfect and aorst had merged in Anatolian, the
ereation of occasional aorist-presents would have been all but inevitable.

& Even here there are phonological problems. IE *(h;jej-efo- ‘go, proceed’ is the source

- of ‘Hitt. syz- ‘march’; consequently, in order to derive neya- from *neihy-efo- it would

be necessary to assume that IE *ei became *¢ in Anatolian before the loss of postvocalic
*hy andfor *hg, and that in secondary hiatus this vowel subsequently merged with Hitt,
e rather than with 4. Neither assumption, so far as I am aware, can be independently
motivated.
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. explain the ki-conjugation “within the framework of the. Indo-Hittite hypothesis,
In Cowgill’s scheme, both the fi-conjugation and the IE perfeet represent different
developments of a single Indo-Hittite denominative type, which became associated
with “telic” roots in Hittite, but was specialized as a stative present in Indo-European
proper. This is not the place to criticize Cowgill’s views, which have yet to be set
forth in extenso; for the moment, # should suffice to note that no “Indo-Hittite™
theory of the ji-conjugation can be seriously entertained until every possible ex-
planation along more traditional lines has been considered and rejected. And as
we shall now see, there is one alternative theory which, thongh almost embarras-.
singly simple, has never been accorded the attention it deserves.

§ 5 Virtually all previous attempts to interpret the Hittite verbal system have
assumed that the ki-conjugation is an innovation — a development of the perfect,
or of a variety of the middle, or of the thematic conjugation, or of a hypothetical
Indo-Hittite formation such as that envisaged by Cowgill. Given the classical
reconstruction of Inde-European, it is easy to see why this asshmption has imposed
itself: until recently, there has been no reason to doubt the traditional view that
the endings of the IE perfect (and g fortéor: those of the middle) were excluded from
the active of the present-aorist system in the parent language. In the past decade,
however, the legitimacy of this position has come into question. The work of C. Wat-
kins has shown (Idg. Gr. IIL. 1, passim) that the thematic 1 sg. in *-oks did not arise
in late Indo-European as an isolated aberration for “ ar” *.omi, but rather
belonged to an ancient inflectional type in which the 2 sg. and 3 sg. ended in *-efhze
and *-¢, respectively. Thus, the basic affinities of the classical thematic active appear
to bave been with the perfect and the middle rather than with the athematic present
type in *-mi{ — a seeming paradox with imporfant consequences for the recon-
struetion of the IE verbal system as a- whole¥. The thematic aorist may . originally
have constifuted 4 similar category: under Watking' analysis (op. cit., ch. 7}, the
ending of forms like *yidét ‘found, saw’ was originally produced by suffixing *-f to
an earlier 3 sg. in *.¢,

Once the possibility is admitted that Indo-European had active presents and
aorists with endings that belonged to the ‘‘hp-series” rather than the *“m-series”,
a new and straightforward approach to the problem of the ki-conjugation suggests
itself. The IE present active, in my view, contained paradigms of two kinds — those
characterized in the singular by the endings *-mi, *-si, *-# (3 pl. *-(é)nis), and those
characterized by the endings *-hoe, *-thee, *-e (3 pl. *-()r), traditionally regarded
as proper only to the perfect. Presents of the latter type included full-grade thematic
stems (*dhérefo-, *yéghefo-, ete.) as a special case; here the 1 sg. ending apparently
underwent shorfening from *-ohge to *-oky within the common period®. More

® It is important to stress that Watkins’ reconstruction of the thewmatic paradigm
does not depend on his hypothesis that the thematic vowel originally spread from 3 sg.
forms like *dhére, where it was etymologically a desinence. The theory advanced below
would tend weakly to argue against this view.

1¢ The thematic conjugation is marked by other pectliarities as well, e. g., the 3 pl.
in *-on#i, which seems to have replaced a form with an s-ending within the common
period (cf. § 12). In the 3 sg., the appearance of *.e for expected *-e-¢ (> *-€} is prob-
lematie: it is possible that forms like *bhére were athematic at an early period (cf. the
preceding note), but equally thinkable that they were originelly nominal forms which
came to be integrated into the present system without an overt desinence. I think it
much less likely that & pre-IE *bhére-e could have been rednced to *bhére by an inherited
apophonic process. ‘
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fmportantly for our present purposes, however, the type in *-hze also included athe-
mafic presents of several distinguishable varieties (see §§ 7—11 below); these, with
the addition of the *-i of the hic ef nune, directly yielded the basic subelasses of the
hi-conjugation.

Put very simply, I propose to see in the Ji-conjugation the direct formal and
functional continuant of an IE category — one which, for want of a better term,
I shell refer to below as the “*Age-conjugation™t,

§ 6 There are, of course, 2 number of apparent difficulties with this hypothesis,
most notably the fact that outside the thematic conjugation the putative type in
*.Jipe is nowhere preserved in the non-Anatolian languages. But this, in the last
analysis, is not very surprising. Athematic presents, as a synchronic type, are com-
mon only in Hittite and Indo-Iranian, and to a lesser degree in Greek, Balto-Slavie
and Tocharian. Everywhere outside Anatolian the number of such presents has been
restricted, in most cases very severely; statistically, inherited athematic stems are
most frequently represented in the IE daughter languages by thematic presents
in *-¢fo and *-z¢fo-. Clearly, the same forces which operated to eliminate the mi-class
in the post-IE period would have worked to restrict the putative athernatic type in
*.}hoe as well. In the latter forms, however, there was an additional factor which
contributed to the instability of the inherited situation, namely, the coincidence of
the athematic 3 sg. in *-e with the thematic ending of forms like *bkére. Thus, there
would have been mtense pressure for any athematic ke-presents which survived be-
yond the early dislectal period to join the regular thematic type; as we shall see below,
it is chiefly in a thematic guise that the non-Anatolian reflexes of the kae-conjugation
are attested. - i )

Less serious, it seems to me, is the potential objection that Indo-European, i it
already had an active type in *-mi, would have had no need for & second, and iso-
funetional type in *-Ahge. This argument is no more cogent for Indo-European than
it is for Hittite, where the mi- and /i conjugation endings exist side by side with
no discernible difference in meaning. It iz obviously tempting to speculate that the
hoe-presents of the parent language originally differed in some semantic particular
from their counterparts of the mi-conjugation (see § 12), buf it is not necessary to
conelude from this that such a contrast was still operative at the end of the common
period. :

§7 The above theory would be completely ad hoc if the only motivation for
assuming presents in *-ks¢ in Indo-European were the existence of fi-verbs in Hittite.
But in fact there are several groups of presents in the non-Anatolian daughter
languages which have never been adequately explained, and which readily lend
themselves to analysis within the new framework. .

We may begin by considering the present of the root *melhy- ‘grind’ outside
Anatolian. Thematic forms with o-grade are attested in Germanic (Go. malan,
Ger. mahlen) and Baltic (Lith, mals, inf. mdlti), while e-grade js found in Old Trish
(melid) and, with the suffix *-jefo-, Slavic (OCS meljp, inf. migi). It is impossible
to determine whether the -o- of Lat. mol is original or continues eatlier *-e-. Zero-

11 A gomewhat similar position was taken forty years ago by H. Pedersen, Hitt.
80— 86, who posited a single TE formation as the source of the thematic conjugation, the
perfect and the pi-conjugation. Pedersen's view of the hpe-endings as basically intransi-
tive, however, is clearly untenable; as it stands, his analysis cannot be serfousty main.
tained.
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grade vocalism iz found in Unbr. kumaliy ‘commolito’, MW malu and Arm. malem, ‘

which reflect a stem *mjhxefo-. To account for these forms, which evidently stand
apart from Ved. 3 sg. impv. mamariu and 2 sg. impv. mruiki, A. Meillet, in 2 Jittle.
noticed 1916 article (MSL 19, 181—90) proposed to derive them from an IE athe-
matie root present ¥molky-(*mola-)*melhx-[*mihy-. This analysis is clearly still
the best available, and will be assumed in the discussion that follows!2. Given our
current knowledge of the IE apophonic system, it may be surmised that *molhy.
and *melhy- were respectively the strong and weak allomorphs of the inherited
present stem, while *m/h,. dialectally replaced *melhz- in much the same way that,
e. 2+ 3 pl. myjdnti ‘wipe’ and stuvdnti “praise’ replaced *mgrjati and *stdvati (cf.
3 sg. mdrsti, siduti) in Vedic Sanskrit (ef. J. Narten, Pratidgnam, 1068, 12f.)12,

The present of *melhy- is by no means isolated. Several other twentieth-century
scholars have addressed the question of whether Indo-European had a primary
present type in *-o-, the most important being R. Hiersche, IF 68, 149f. (1963)
and P. Gartchen, Die priméren Prasentien mit o-Stafe in den idg. Sprachen (Diss.
Breslan, 1905). The list of verbs that follows, comprising only a fraction of the valid
cases, is largely taken from these sources; note the seemingly promiscuous inter-
change of *.o- and *-e- in the zoot, and of *-efo-, *-jefo- and occasionally zero in
stem-final position. .

*bherhy-: of. OI berjask “fight’, Lith. dard ‘I seold’ (OLith. athem. barmi), OCS
borjp I fight’ with o-grade; Lat. ferid, -fre ‘strike’ with e-grade.

*bhedh(hx)-*: of. OCS bodp °I stab’, Lat. fodia, -ere ‘dig’ (Ennius nom. pl. ptep.
Jodenizs) with *-o0-; Lith. beds ‘T dig® with *-e-.

*ghengh-: cf. Go. gaggan, O1 ganga ‘g0’ with *.o-; Lith. Sengii ‘I step’ with *.e-.
Watkins (personal commuuieation) compares also Olr. cingid ‘steps’, from a root.
variant *%engh-. ' g :

*gheu-: of. Gk. ybo ‘pile up’ with *.0-; yéw ‘pour’ with *-e-. Note further the athe-
matic subjunctive (< present} of ku- “pour’ in Tocharisn B, where o-grade in the
active singular (e. g. 1 sg. kewn) contrasts with zero-grade, probably replacing earlier
*.e- (ef. fn. 12), in the middle (3 sg. kutdr).

*ghrebh- : cf. Go., OHG graban ‘dig’ with *.0-; O0S po-grebp ‘T dig’ with *.e-.

*gthedh-: cf. OIr. guidid, -guid ‘prays’ with *.o-; Lith. gedw, -d5is ‘I long for’,
OP jadiyamsy ‘I ask for’ with *-e.. Note also perhaps Olr. lase ara-n-neget (3 sg.), gl.
orando (M1.61P 1), with *ged- for *god- (cf. Watkins, IE Origins of the Celtic Verb 120).

*guher.: cf. Lith. gariv, 3 p. géri ‘burn’, OCS gorip, 3 sg. gority id.” with *-0-; Gk.
Bcpopan ‘T grow warm’ with *.e-. As argued in my Stative and Middle in IE, § 90,
the stem-vowel *-I- of the Balto-Slavic forms probably indicates an athematic 3 pl.
in *-indi < *-pfi. '

12 Alternatively, of course, one might attempt to derive the o- and e-grade present
forms of *melhy- from two distinet formations in the parent language. But while such an
interpretation would be possible if *melhy- weore an isolated lexical item, it will not
account for the systernatic tendency of alf o-grade presentsto appear with e-grade by-forms
(see the following list). Other proposed explanations of the *molhx-[*melh -type, none
very persuasive, are summarized in the works cited below.

** The replacement of ““weak” full-grade forms by forms with zero-grade is & common-
place of IE lingnistic history; it can be exemplified in every branch of the family. For the
?;’;‘;;)t) *molhy-[*melly- compare TE *pod-f*ped- ‘foot’ (of. J. Schindler, BSL 7, S1f.

14 For the reconstruction with a laryngeal see § 9.
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*(hy)eigh-: cf. the Hesychian gloss efyerar -ofystar ‘departs’. The root *(k1)eigh-
is ap enlarged form of *(%;)ei- ‘go’. :

*houegs-: of. OHG wehsan, OI vara, vere (< *wahsjan) ‘grow’ with *-o0-; Gk.
&(F)EEoper ‘I grow’ with *-¢-. The root is an s-enlarged form of *Ageug- ‘increase’.

*kjew-: of. Arm. &'ogay ‘I went’, 3 pl. &ogan (< *kidupto)'s, perhaps also Gk.
cobpee ‘I rush’, with *-o0-; Gk. gebopen (3 sg. also cetimen) ‘I hurry’, Ved. cydvate
‘goes off’ with *.e-. T

*feenk-: of. Go hahip, OHG hahit (< *hanhip) ‘hangs (tr.), OHG hangél (< *han-
gat}) ‘hangs (intr.)’, Lat. cunclor, -@ri ‘delay’ (presupposing an underlying *concor,
-f) with *-6-. No e-grade forms are directly attested, but an earlier athematic paradigm
is suggested by the unpalatalized velar of Skt. aiikate ‘hesitates’ (for *Sankie or
*$anke). :

*nes-: of. Toch. B nesdm (athem.) ‘is’ with *-0-; Gk. vlopar ‘I return home’, Go.
ganisan ‘be saved’ with *-e-. For the semantics of the Tocharian form compare
Gk. méreran i5” < ‘goes’ (: Ved. odrati).

*erp-: of. Go ga- parban sik (3 sg. -ai}) ‘abstein from’, Toch. A fsarwatar ‘is con-
fident’ with *-0-; Gk. tépmopar ‘I rejoice’ with *.e-. On the Germanic and FTocharian
forms, which point to a 3 sg. *torpo(r), see SMIE § 70.

*yelhyg-: of. OE wealcan ‘roll, turn over’, Toch. B woloktdr (athem.) ‘stops’ {cf.
NE ‘turns i’} with *-0-. Further evidence for an athematic present is provided by
the unpalztelized velar of Ved. vdlgati ‘jumps’ although, as in the case of *kenk-
(see above), no forms with e-grade are directly attested. The root-form *yelhyg- is
presumably an enlargement of *yel(hz)- ‘turn’.

§8 For Meillet in 1916 the assumption of an ablauting paradigm in *-o-f*-¢-
for the verbs above implied the original existence of active singular forms in *-m4,
*5i, *.ti. Note, however, that a paradigm in *-hse, *-thee, *-¢ would be equslly .
compatible with the view of the IE verbal system presented in §§ 5—6. Moreover,
such a reconstruetion would explain the failure of the *molh x-/*melh «- class to show
overt mi-forms in Indo-Iranian and Greek: in place of direct reflexes of *ghduti,
*(h1)oighti, *houdgsti, *kiduli, *Eonkti, *ndsti, *térpti and *udlhygti these languages
attest only forms which are thematic or middle, or bothls.

It is Hattite, however, that supplies the decisive evidence for the reconstruction
of a paradigm in *-hee. As is well-known, Hittite has athematic verbs in which a
strong stem in -g- alternates with a weak stem in -¢-, and these belong exclusively
to the hi-comjugation. There are five examples: ar-, er- ‘come, arrive’'; afad-, afes-
‘settle (tr.)'; had-, hed- ‘open’; kla)rap-, ka)rip- ‘eat, fressen’; Sak(k)-, Sek(k)-, ‘know’,
(A sixth case, ak{k)- ‘die’, shows ablaut only in the late pret. 3 pl. eksr and probably
did not originally belong here.) These verbs have always presented difficulties.
Under the theory that the ji-conjugation continues the perfect it is easy to account.
for the apparent o-grade of the strong forms, but not for the -e- of the weak forms;
Eichrer's suggestion {op. cit., 87) that -¢- was diffused from a reduplicated stem
*hie-hir- > er- (ef. Lat. &mi < *hie-him-) is unlikely in view of the absence of re-

1% G. Klingenschmitt, in & personal eommunication, has suggested that the -a- of the
Armenian passive aorist originated in the 3 pl., where *-nfo regularly gave -an.

1% The athematic presents of OLith. barti and Toch. B nes- constitute only apparent
exceptions; see note 32. Among other o-grade presents, Lat. fond, -ere (beside fondre)
‘thunder’ has an apparent cognate in Ved. 2 sg. impv. stanihi, but the vocalisrn of tons
has probably been influenced by that of sons, -ere (beside sondre) ‘sound’ << *suenfz-.
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duplication in the corresponding strong stem ar-17. Other things being equal, it
would clearly be preferable to take the forms in question at face value, i. e., as in-
herited presents with *-o-/*-¢- apophony and hge-inflection. The roots ar-, had-18
and kargp- easily lend themselves to comparison. with the *molfx-/*melhy- type: ar-,
like Go. gangan, Gk. olystar, Arm. &ogay and Ved. vilgati, is a verb of motion;
kargp- is conceivably cognate with Go. graban and OCS po-grebp (the original sense
would then have been ‘Tummage’; compare NE (slang) grub “food’ from the same
root). Although stative in meaning, Jak(%)- can be analyzed in the same wayl?,
Only adaf., with its exceptional intensive reduplication, clearly represents a different
formation; I have already suggested (SMIE § 62) that it is to be compared formally
with Ved. leldya (MS) ‘wavers’ and Go. reiraip ‘trembles’, which appear to reflect
a type of intensive which inflected as a perfect in the parent language.

§ 9 The ablauting verbs of the ki-conjugation are fow in number and réstricted
to stems ending in a single consonant. Tt is probable, however, that such verbs were
once more cormmon, Roots' of the structure TERT-, for exaxple, do not form apo-
phonic presents in Hittite, but there is every reason to believe that they were origi-
nally as capable of showing ablaut as roots of the form T'E7-: the absence of para-
digms of the type 3 sg. *TaRT-i : 3 pl. *TeRT-anzi (*T'BT-gnzi) reflects nothing
maore than the fact that before sequences of liquid or nasal + consonant IE *¢, %o
and zero merged as Hitt. *a20. In effect, therefore, we should expect to find the
*molhx-{*melliy-type largely represented in Hittite by non-apophonie ji-verbs
with @-vocalism. At least three such examples present themselves.

The family of Lat. mol and Go. malan is represented in Hittite by malla- ‘grind’,
& thematic verb of the fi-conjugation. The root-vocalism of this form is ambiguous,
although the treatment of IE *.lhx- as Hitt. -li- makes it likely that *molhx- or
*melhx-, tather than *mfhs-, was the ablaut-grade of the preform. The thematic
inflection of malla-, like that of its Italic, Celtic, Germanic and Baltic cognates, is
clearly secondary. It is not impossible that, as elsewhere in Indo-European, the
coincidence of 3 sg. *molh-e with thematic forms like *bhére led to the establishment
of & pre-Hittite thematic stem *mdlhx-¢fo-; the rarity of inherited thematic presents
in Hitfite, however, makes such an explanation less attractive for Anatolian than,
e.g., for Italic. But whatever the mechanism by which malla- was thematized, it
is almost unthinkable that s athematic stem ™mall- could have survived: it is a
little-discussed, thongh easily verified fact that virtually all Hittite fi-verbs with
roots in -ll-, -rr- and -nn- are at least partly thematic, as are the majority of #i-
verbs with root-final clusters of any kind?.. In effect, the creation of mallofhi,
mallatti, mallas, etc.?® from inherited *mdlh z-hoe(i), *molhx-thoe(s), *molh -e(i) would

17 Nor would it matter significantly if a derivation of ar- from *hye-hior- were phono-
logically possible: reduplication of the “perfeet” type plays only a miner role in the
ki-conjugation, and there is no reason to believe it was inherited here, .

18 Note that the weak stam kes- must be analogical ; *hoes- and *haes- would both have
yielded Hitt. *has-. '

18 Tt is also possible, of course, that contrary to the usual pattern, fak{k). continues
an old perfect. ‘ : . ) :

20 T use R to stand for any sonorant, and T to represent any sonorant, obstruent or
laryngeal. ) . :

*1 In such cases it is not impossible that the thematic vowel was originally epenthetic.

22 The 3 sg. in -0 is clearly analogical, reflecting the addition of the productive ending
-t to stem-final -a-. The thematic 3 sg. in *-ei would regulerly have yielded -¢, which is
in fact abundantly attested.
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have been s completely straightforward development — far more easily intelligible,
in particular, then a derivation of the same forms from an earlier mi-conjugation
paradigm. :

A similar case is presented by gangahhi ‘I hang (tr.)’, which invites identification
with the Germanic strong verb *hankan ‘id.”. We have already seen indications that
the thematic forms of *kenk- in Germanic and Vedic are late; traces of an originally
athematic paradigm in Hittite can be detected in the verbal noun gankuwar ‘weight’
and in the Old Hittite spellings 3 sg. ka-a-an-ki, 3 pl. ka-an-ka-an-zi, which suggest
a difference of stress between singular and plural forms?2, The Hittite and IE facts can
easily be accounted for by assuming an IE singular paredigm *kdnk-hae, *-thoe, *-2.

The third Hittite Ai-verb which corresponds to an *.¢./*-e-present elsewhere is
padda- {or pedda-*%} ‘dig’, the counterpart of Lat. fodig, OCS bodp and Lith. bedd.
Note that the graphic -dd- of this word represents not [t], but’an authentic geminate
[dd], which probably arose from an earlier sequence of stop -+ laryngeal (cf. mekki-
‘much’ < *meg-he-i-). Given the regularity with which “heavy” [i-conjugation roots -
are thematized in Hittite, it would be attractively simple to derive padde- from an
1E type *bhédhhc-hoe, *-thee, *-o25, :

§ 10 malle-, ganga-, padda-, and perhaps karap-, are the only ji-verbs which
are directly equatable with o-grade presents elsewhere, but a number of further
examples can be similarly interpretéd. The ji-verbs idgar- ‘stick, stab’ and ifkalla-
‘cut up’ lie in the same semantic sphere (“violent action™; of. Hiersche, op. cit.
155—6) as ‘grind’ (*molky-{*melhx-), ‘dig’ (*bhodh{hz)-{*bhedh(hx)-, *ghrobh-[*ghrebh-)
and ‘strike’ {(*bhorhy-[*bherhy-); the corresponding extra-Hittite forms (cf. Gk. xefpw,
Arm. Eerem ‘cut’; Lith. skelid, skélti ‘split’) were probably originelly athematic, -
and can reasonably be suppésed to have belonged to the *-o-f*-e-type. Note also
hatta- ‘chop’ and jarra. ‘smash’, which lack convincing etymologies®®, Though less -
well-marked semantically, the correspondences &ip(pland(a)- ‘libate’: Gk. enévda
4d.’, ifpar(ra)- ‘lay out’: Gk. onelpw ‘seatiber’ and ward- ‘wipe off’: Lat. uerro “sweep’
may in principle reflect IE presents “spond-{*spend-, *sporhi-{*sperhi- and *yors-|
*yers-, respectively. ‘

Thus, when dre allowance is made for the incomplete state of preservation of the
*molhy-[*melhx-type outside Anatolian, the degree of correlation which can be
established between the probable continuants of this type in Greek, Germa.m-.::,
Balto-Slavie, ete. and root and thematic fi-verbs in Hittite is by no means insigni-
ficant. No regular relationship, on the other hand, can be observed between *molhy-
presents and verbs of the mi-conjugation; as we have already seen, forms of the type
*mélhy-mi are attested neither in Anatolian mor elsewhere in Indo-European. The
naturel inference, in my view, is that the fi-conjugation inflection of Hitt. malle-
and, its congeners is an inherited archaism. -

23 Compare the originally oxytonme sccentuation of Gme. *hangeip Thangs (intr.),
reflecting l;n earlier mi?d.ﬁ ’?:Eonkéi; both Hittite and Germanic have evidently extended
the accentual mobility of other athematic presents to the *molhx-_l*mel]fx-typ?.

24 The first'syllable of this verb is always written with the sign pdt = pit; the true
reading is not known. : . L

25 The possibility remains open, of eourse, that the laryngeal of this root was criginally
an enlargement perallel to the *-s- of OHG wohsan and Gk. &ffope. .

% Similarly, arra- ‘wash’ corresponds semantically o an ¢-grade present in Greek
(Ao < *louhgefo-); the root recurs in Toch. A ydr- ‘hathe’ (< *{hijerhy-).
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. § 11 Tiis not my intention, of course, to claim that all Hittite fi-verbs contiﬁue :

I1E presents of the *molhy- fmelky-type. Such & claim, obviously false in any event,
would serve no useful purpose: one of the most attractive features of the present
theory is that, unlike other current views, it permits us to envisage more than one
IE stem-type as a potential source of hi-verbs in Hittite. At least two additional
classes of fize-presents can in fact be identified in the parent language; we can do no
more than give a brief account of them here.

Hitt. lzhu- ‘pour’, an athematic verb of the hi-conjugation, is one of the clearest
examples in Hittite of a “u-present”: the unextended root laj- is directly attested in
forms such as 2 sg. impv. 135, 1 sg. pret. IZhun and verbal noun lihuwar (= lah- +
-war; lafu- + -war would have yielded *lafrum{m)ar). Presents containing an enlarge-
ment *.u- are known from other IE languages as well; in general, they are well-
attested as athematic middles (cf. Ved. tarufe ‘overcomes’, Gk. Zpupar ‘T save’), but

ardinarily form themaiic actives (¢f, from the same roots, Ved. tifrvafi ‘overcomes’, -

Av. haurvaiti ‘protects’). Thus, the thematic type in *-yefo- appears at least in part
to oceupy the structural position of an athematic active.. Significantly, it is marked
by hesitation between full- and zero-grade root-forres; the clearest example is the
IE word for ‘live’, which appears as *gtihy-uefo- in Indo-Iranian (Ved. Jivats), Ttalic
(Lat. %tug) and Balto-Slavie (OPr. 2 sg. giwasse, OCS Fivp), but as *g¥iéhs-uefo- in
G?eek {Léw) and Tocharien (B 3 sg. faim < *$dw'd-). An earlier athematic formation
with apophony is probably indicated, and in view of the almost universal establish-
ment of thematic inflection in the daughter languages, it is attractive to assume that
the endings of the original paradigm were those of the hge-series (3 sg. *g2idha-y-e,
3 pl. *g¥ihs-y-ér (or *gvikgy-énti; see below)). Under such an analysis Hitt. 3 sg.
lohui would directly continue an inherited *1eho-u-e(1)37,

Indo-European appears also to have had a present. type-in *.i-, which plays a

much more conspicucus role in Hittite. As is well-known, a number of IE roots in

*-f,.k:;- form Hittite presents in 8 sg. -@, 3 pl. -fyanzi; a representative example is
dai puts’ (1sg. OH tehhe < *daihpe, 2 sg. daitts), 3 pl. tiyanzi (1 pl. tiyaweni, 2 pl
daitteni) < *dhehy-. The apophony which these verbs show cannot be explained as
an inner-Hittite development?®; it is probably an inherited feature, and can be
given s natural interpretation under the Ase-conjugation theory. In the parent
language, in my view, certain roots of the structure TEH- formed presents of the
typ'e 8 sg. T¢H-j-e, 3 pl. TH4-ér {-énki). In Hittite, where this class wes extended
to include the mejority of TEH-toots, preforms of the type *dhéh-4-¢i developed
(via the intermediate stage *dzii) to d4i; forms such as 1 sg. *dhéhi-i-heet and 2 sp.
@héhy-i-thaei, which would regularly have given *iphe and *titti, were analogically
provided with the vocalism of the 3sg.25, Occasionally, as in the case of ##hdi,

¥ An obvious difficulty is presented by Hith. tarhuzzi ‘is able’, which belongs unambig-
nously o the mi-conjugation. It is not impossible, however, that this form reflegts the
influence of the corresponding unextended 3 sg. farhzi; note also that the causatives
in -nu., whm}l eonstitute the overwhelming majority of Hittite verbal stems in BT
inflect according to the mi-conjugation. Greel sppears to lack active forms of the type
;Ef:;u.; Armenian verbs like gelum “T twrn’ quite possibly continue mmiddles like Ved.

28 Middle Hittite fol_'m.s like 1 pl. piweni, halziwent establish -i{y)-anzi 8s the histori-
cfilly eorrect segmentation of the 3 pl. in -Syanzi. It is thus not possible to regard tiyawend,
hyanzt, ete. as transfer forms from an originally autonomons *jefo-paradigm,

% Alternatively, one could speculate that dgs was reanalyzed as root d@i- + ending -5
and that the new stem was then extended to the other strong forms. '
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-yanzi ‘bind’, a Hittite present of the dai-type corresponds to a “long-diphthongal®
root outside Anatolian {(ef. Ved. perf. 3 sg. sisdya < s4- ‘bind’, Lat. saela ‘bristle’,
ete.). It is tempting to suppose that the *-i- which optionally characterizes such
roots originated in inherited presents like *skhoehx-i-/*shohy-i-, Which were reanalyzed
as root formations at an early period. Outside Hit#ite the athematic inflection of the
type int *-i- was ultimately lost, the 3 sg. in *j-¢ serving as the starting point for the
creation of a complete thematic paradigm in *-jefo.%0.

§ 12 T4 has been stressed throughout the preceding discussion that the khse-verbs
of Late Common Indo-European were synchronically active presents, distinguishable
formally, but not functionally, from the traditicnally recognized active types in
*_mi. Despite its seeming novelty, the resulting picture of the IE verbal system is
typologically quite unremarkable, and accounts in a relatively simple way for a
variety of independently troublesome facts. .

It is clear, however, that the identity of the Age-conjugation endings with those .
of the perfect, and the resemblance of the perfect endings, in turn, {o those of the
middle, raise important questions about the relationship of the hze-conjugation to
these two categories, Unfortunately, the only technique by which the prehistory
of the IE verbal system can be recovered is internal reconstruction, and the line
which separates this method from mere guesswork must in the present case be a thin
one. The remarks that follow, therefore, are intended less as firm conclusions than
as tentative hypotheses, to be revised or replaced as needed.

A reasonable inference from our results thus far is that the classical IE perfect
originally constituted yet another type of hze-conjugation present, formally similar
to the *molky-[*melhx-class but differing from it in showing reduplication®l. By the
close of the common period, however, the special semantic status of the perfect must
have set it sufficiently far apart from the other hoe-présent types to guarantee it a
distinetive development in the daughter languages: while reflexes of the IE perfect
retain features of their inherited inflection almost everywhere, presents like *molhy-/
*melky-, a5 we have seen, are characteristically thematized or replaced by forms in
*-je/o-*2. It is not unlikely that the beginnings of this formal divergence date from

20 The zero-grade stem-alternant is perhaps to be identified in the Vedic present stem
s(i)ye- ‘bind’, which, however, is restricted to injunctive and modal functions. The
clearest case of an ¢.present outside Hittite is *dhehy-1-/*dhh;-¢- ‘suck’; of. from the strong
stem Latv. déju ‘I suck’, Arm. diem *id.’, OHG {en ‘suckle’, and, from the weak stem,
OI dia ‘suck’. Note also Ved. dhdyati ‘sucks’; here the metathesized zero-grade *dhihy-,
which regularly replaced *dhhyi- before consonants (of. Winter, Evidence for Laryngeals®
1921.), appears to have led to the introduction of a new 3 ag. *dkéihi-¢ in place of in-
herited *dhéhy-j-e.

Other Hittite verbal types which seem originally to have contained an athematic
i-eloment may be illustrated by walkannas plays {a musical instrument)’, 3 pl. wolhan-
niyanzi (*-nehg-i-/*-nhg-i-); memdi ‘speaks’, 3 pl. memiyanzi (with intensive reduplication;
ef. perhaps Ved. intens. ptep. mémiat ‘bleating’) piddd: ‘runs’, 3 pl. piddiyanz: (*ptehg-i-f
*piho-i-}. : .

31 Tt would then be attractive {o regard the zero-grade of the weak forms of the perfect:
&s having supplanted an esrlier e-grade; the presence of a reduplieating syllable would
have been conducive to such a replacement. If, as often assumed, reduplication in. the
perfect was at first merely facultative, there would originally have been no formal differ-
ence between simple durative presents like *gW¥hor-/*gther- ‘burn’ and perfects of the
classically reconstructed type.

3 In Tocharian, howeover, the hge.conjugation endings of the 2 sg. (*-thge > A -#3(r),
B -ta{r)} and 3 sg. (*-e > A -d(g), B -d(m), with analogical absence of palatalization) were
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the Jate common period; in particular, the appearance of Hitt. -anzi for expected
*-eri in the 3 pl. pres. of the fi-conjugation suggests the possibility of an IE replace-
ment *-(€)r - *-(¢é)ni I the hoe-present types, parallel to the introduetion of
*.onti for original *-or in the 3 pl. of the themastic conjugation (see Die Sprache 23,
167£. (1977)) and to the partial substitution of *.nto for *-ro in the 3 pl. middle3s.

It is less easy to interpret the relationship of the hac-conjugation, including the
perfect as a subtype, to the present middle. Although no proof is strictly possible,
I find it convenient to suppose that the hge-comjugation and middle endings were
once identical, and that, as suggested in SMIE §47, the contrast between the 3 sg.
endings *-e (hse-conjugation) and *-o (middle) was originally conditioned by the
position of the IE accent, *-¢ being properly the post-tonic variant of *-0%. What,
if any, was the basic function of this pre-IE “hge.series™ of endings is difficult to
determine®®. It would follow, hawever, that well within the common period, *-o
alone came to be associated with the values traditionally termed “middie” in
the historical lJanguages, and that in these values it was extended to environments
where only *.¢ was phonologically regular®®, The result would have been a
morphological split into two categories: the middle proper (3 sg. *-0, later
also *-tp), characterized by fixed accentustion, invariant root-vocalism and “mar-
ked"” diathesis’?; and the hae-conjugation (3 sg. *-¢), characterized by root-accented
singular forms, paradigmatic ablaut and unmarked, or ‘“‘active” voice. Under such
an interpretation the kse-conjugation would not at first have had active value; it
cowld properly be deseribed as a “middle déslussé”,

seetningly retained and extended to all athematic presents; athematic verbs like A
nas-, B nes- ‘be’ thus do not constitute evidence for 2 mi-present in Inde-Eurcpean.
Similarly, the I sg. athematic ending in Baltic (*-mat) appesrs to rest on & contamination
of *-ai (< *-hgei) and *.mi; it is probable that here too certain athematic hoe-presents,
such a8 *bhorhy-[*bherhyg: (Lith. bard, OLith. 3 p. bars), merged with -the mé-type into
a single formal category.

3% But, *-{é)r was retained in the perfect and, at least in Anatolian, in the preterite
(= imperfect) of the hge-conjugation. The extent to which Indo-European may have
contrasted other primary and secondary hze-endings is unclear.

¥ Tt is not known whether parallel variants *.hoo and *-thgo once existed beside
*-hae and *-thpe in the first and second persons, respectively. The 3 pl. in *.ro, basically
medial in function, seems to have arisen analogically; ef. Die Sprache 23, 167 (1977).

** One possibility which suggests itself is that the preIE endings ancestral to those
of the middle and the hse-conjugation were originally used to characterize durative, ag
well as stative and properly middle presents; & form like *mdlhz-e ‘goes on grinding,
is in the process of grinding' might thus once have been opposed to an unmarked active
*ml-n-éhg-ti ‘grinds’. While of course conjectural, such an interpretation would accord
well with the semantics of the majority of identifiable kge-presents.

¢ In this way, it will be noted, kge-conjugation verbs would have acquired a potential
contrast between active and middle forms.

3" Bines the ending *.0, under this analysis, originated in oxytone paradigms with no
internal ablaut, it is not surprising that accentual immobility and apophonic invariance
have everywhere become hallmarks of the middle proper. Note the contrast with the
hge-vonjugation, whers the accent was typically on the root in the singular, and inherited
alternations were retained into the dialectal period.

FOLKE JOSEPHSON
Assibilation in Anatolian

Hittite s not only represents IE s but may reflect an assibilated palatalized dl.
Hittite z may alternate with s in the same word?, but is also known to represent
an assibilated palatalized ¢. Some words have initial s- that seems to correspond_ to
initial laryngeal, notably suwais [swais] “bird” and sankui- “nail”4. Other Hitt.
words with initial s- have been considered to show assibilation of initial palatal
- in front of » and have been discussed in connection with the general problem of
satem traits in Anstolian languages and HL afuwa- “horse”, surna- "h01.'11"- a_.nd
fuwana- “dog”. A. Goetze suggested® that assibilated &' may be found in Hlt.'t. :
suppi- “elean, pure, holy” (+ *%'eubh-} and that suppuls- “cattle” would contain
*pWe'u-. suwe- “swell, flI” would go back to *¥eu-. A. Kammenhuber® follo'wed
F. Sommer in not accepting ¥’z — su for any An. language except HIL. She derived
suwa- from *sew- and excluded E'uw — su for suppi- and suppala- because palatal
k' was not assibilated in tekkusanu- (supposedly = Skt. difdt)?, even though she
acknowledged that « is secondary in this word, and also because sup- is « *swepas
and suel-, summanza- belong together with Lat. suere. These arguments are not
strong, and it would have been better te cite an example such as kunna- “right hand
side”, i it belongs together with Skt. Sundm. In & contemporary article? the oll)pomte
road is taken by H. G. Giiterbock and E.P. Hamp, who accept A. Goetze's ety-
mologies for suppi- and suppale- and propose that Hitt. suwaya- “to look™ is related

" to Kelt, ¥k wey-s- (with Olr. cfall and W pwyll ~ *tweisld). surwant- “full” is compa-

red with Skt. fafvant. Hitt. parkus, pankus are thought of as showing a blocking
of the expected assibilation by the aspiration (or laryngeal) of ¢'4.

G. R. Solta? cbserved that Anatolian is not the only branch of IE that x-sh(?ws
assibilation of palata! (and palatalized) &’ and cited the studies of N. JokI*® for a similar
development in Albanian (affecting &'u-, ¥'w- and kyu-) and the Gk. deve'lopment
ki - ti*! (ks — su is not corresponded, in Alb,, by a similar development g% — 3.).
The u vowel was supposed to be a condition for the palatalization in Albanian and
Greek. _

The mechanism of assibilation has recently been described in an important chapter
of J. Foley, Foundations of Theoretical Phonology?? (ch. 6). He tries, on the basis

1 Cf. *dyeus — siug.
* sakkarfzakkar.
3 Vocebulary 902/z I 15: fu-ua-if = MUSEN-ef in HT 42 obv 2, 4. Cf. StBoT 7, 40.
¢ For both words, cf. J. Schindler, Die Sprache 15, 159—160. :
§ Language 30, 403—5.
¢ RHA 58, 13sq. .
7 Cf. the etymology of J. Puhvel,/dek ¥sai-/ = Av. dazi-, based on A. Goetze, Language
27, 471 (JAOS 94, 292). ‘ )
8 RHA 58, 22—25. _
¥ Palatalisierung und Lebialisierung, I¥ 70, 276— 315,
19 Mélanges H. Pedersen (1937), 127—161. .
11 Cf. W. S. Allen, Lingua 7, 116: k befors front vowel — labiopalatal velar — labial
prepalatal affricate [#f ],
12 Cambridge Linguistic Studies 20, 1977.



