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Stative-Intransitive Aorists in Hittite
    .        

Kazu Yoshida was my first student at Cornell, and it is a pleasure to be able to offer
him this small token of my continuing pride in his achievements. My topic is one
that has been central to his interests since the beginning of his career—the prehistory
of the Hittite middle.

As in all IE languages, the middle in Hittite descends from the pre-PIE protomid-
dle, the middle-like category presumed to underlie both the PIE middle proper and
the h2e-conjugation. In many cases, especially in the present system, the development
from protomiddle to middle was linear and uncomplicated. Thus, e.g., the inferrable
protomiddle *

˘

kéi-h2e ‘I lie’ ( sg. *-th2e,  sg. *-e, etc.) was straightforwardly renewed
as *

˘
kéi-h2er, *-th2er, *-or, etc., with partly modernized endings and (in hic et nunc

contexts) the particle *-r (cf. Hitt.  sg. kitta(ri), Luv. ziyar; with substitution of *-i
for *-r Ved. śáye, Gk. kẽıtai). In another common pattern, however, the protomid-
dle had two reflexes, a transitive h2e-conjugation active and an intransitive middle.
A well-known example is pre-PIE *

˘

kónk-h2e ‘I hang (tr. and intr.)’, which gave rise
both to the transitive h

˘
i-verb Hitt.  sg. kānki (= PGmc. *hanhiþ) ‘hangs (tr.)’ and

the intransitive middle Hitt. kangattari (= PGmc. *hangaiþ) ‘hangs (intr.)’, pointing
to a  sg. act. *

˘

kónk-e and  sg. mid. *

˘

k(o)nk-ór.
Paradigm splits of the kānki : kangattari type are particularly well documented in

the forms traditionally seen as the locus of the sigmatic aorist. As I argued in HIEV
ch.  and Jasanoff forthcoming, the classically reconstructed “s-aorist” was an innova-
tion of Inner IE, the major clade that remained after the departure of Anatolian and
Tocharian from the rest of the family. Hittite and Tocharian point to an older situa-
tion. Here the active of what would become the sigmatic aorist, typically transitive,
was an s-less h2e-conjugation aorist ( sg. *-h2e,  sg. *-th2e, etc.) with an apophon-

General familiarity is assumed with my Hittite and the Indo-European Verb (), hereinafter HIEV. On
the meaning of the protomiddle, see further Jasanoff :– and the discussion below.

The PIE hic et nunc particle in the middle was *-r. In Hittite, as classically demonstrated by Yoshida (),
*-r was lost by sound change after unaccented endings, but retained and subsequently extended to -ri when
immediately preceded by the accent. The composite sequence -ri was then analogically extended to forms
where *-r had been lost, producing the well-known Hittite alternation of -ri with ®.
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ically aberrant, originally suppletive sigmatic form in the  sg., while the correspond-
ing middle, which was intransitive, had no s-forms at all. This state of affairs, ablaut
aside, is still well preserved in Hittite, where the active preterite of nai- ‘turn (tr. and
intr.)’ is

. pret. sg.  neh
˘

h
˘

un (whence back-formed pres. neh
˘

h
˘

i)
 naitta ( " " " " naitti)
 naiš ( " " " " nāi)

pl.  neyawen ( " " " " ne(y)aweni)
 naišten ( " " " " naišteni)

 naier ( " " " " ne(y)anzi)

and the preterite middle is

. pret. sg.  neyah
˘

h
˘

at (whence back-formed pres. neyah
˘

h
˘

a(ri))
 *neyattat ( " " " " neyattati, naištari)

 ne(y)at(i) ( " " " " ne(y)a(ri))
pl.  *neyawaštat ( " " " " *ne(y)awašta)

 *naišdumat ( " " " " *naišduma)

 ne(y)antat(i) ( " " " " ne(y)anta(ri))

A more evolved “cognate” of these forms is the fully sigmatized Vedic s-aorist anais.am
‘I led’ (mid. anes.i). The common starting point was a late PIE “presigmatic” aorist:

. sg.  *nóiH-h2e pl. *nóiH-me-
 *nóiH-th2e *nóiH-(t)e
 *n´̄eiH-s-t *néiH- ˚rs

. sg.  *néiH-h2e pl. *néiH-medhh2

 *néiH-th2e *néiH-dhu(u˘)e
 *nóiH-e *néiH-ro

The intertwined active and middle paradigms, with their synchronically anomalous
 sg. forms, were the secondarily differentiated continuants of a unitary pre-PIE pro-
tomiddle:

Here and below, displays are schematic; no attempt is made to capture the orthographic variety of the
Hittite forms.

As argued in HIEV – and , the “intrusive” -š- in the second-person forms was originally proper
to the imperative, where its source was the lost si-imperative *nēši (= Ved. nés.i) and its middle counterpart
nešh

˘
ut. Pace Kloekhorst a, the -š- was not an inherent part of the inherited  pl. ending; cf. Jasanoff

forthcoming:′–′.
For the ending *-e (rather than *-o) in the  sg. middle, see Jasanoff forthcoming:′–′, improving on the

account given in HIEV ch. .
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sg.  *nóiH-h2e pl. *nóiH-me-
 *nóiH-th2e *nóiH-(t)e
 *nóiH-e *néiH- ˚rs

Thus, though the new active and the new middle were set apart by very different
formal means, late PIE  sg. *n´̄eiH-s-t ‘turned (tr.), led’ and  sg. *nóiH-e ‘turned
(intr.)’ could both be said to represent the pre-PIE protomiddle  sg. *nóiH-e, just as
late PIE  sg. *

˘

kónk-e ‘hangs (tr.)’ and  sg. mid. *

˘

k(o)nk-ór ‘hangs (intr.)’ represented
the earlier protomiddle *

˘

kónk-e.
The treatment of the presigmatic aorist in Hittite naturally invites us to con-

sider the fate of the other major class of protomiddle/h2e-conjugation aorists—the
aorists of the “stative-intransitive” type. Stative-intransitive aorists, as described in
HIEV ch. , were a h2e-conjugation class, likewise with *o : *e/zero ablaut (e.g.
*bhóudh-/*bh(é)udh- ‘wake up’, *u˘óh2 g-/*u˘(é)h2 g- ‘break (intr.)’, *pód-/*péd- ‘fall’, etc.),
that denoted entry into a state. Forms of this type are typically associated with
resultative-stative perfects ( sg. *bhebhóudh-e, *u˘eu˘óh2 g-e, *pepód-e), root stative-
intransitive presents (e.g.  sg. *bhudh-ór [> Lith. bùdi ‘is/are wakeful/watchful’, OCS
b¢dit¢ ‘is awake’, Toch. B pautotär ‘flatters’ ], *u˘

e h2 g-ór [> Toch. B wokotär ‘bursts
open’]), and sometimes intransitive i˘e/o-presents (e.g. *bhudh-i˘é/ó- [> Ved. búdhya-
‘wake up’], *pe d-i˘é/ó- [> Ved. pádya- ‘fall’]). The resulting derivational complexes
are known as “stative-intransitive systems” (HIEV ). Outside Hittite, stative-
intransitive aorists are most clearly reflected in the “passive” aorists of Indo-Iranian
(cf. Ved.  sg. ábodhi ‘awoke’, pl. ábudhran; p´̄adi ‘fell’, pl. apadran) and the class
V subjunctives of Tocharian (cf. Toch. A  sg. wākas., B wākam. ‘will burst open’ <
*u˘óh2 g-; Toch. B subj. pauta-).

In Hittite two treatments are associated with these forms. Five primary verbs rest
on aorists of this type:

lāk-/lak- ‘bend, incline’ (: PIE *legh- ‘lie down’): cf. stat.-intr. aor. Gk. élekto, OCS
-leže ‘lay down’; perf. Gk. lelokhuı̃a ‘woman in childbed’; root stat.-intr. pres.
OCS ležit¢ ‘lies’

lukk- ‘light up, dawn’ (: PIE *leuk- ‘become bright’): cf. stat.-intr. aor. Ved. aroci ‘lit
up’; perf. Ved. ruróca; root stat.-intr. pres. Toch. B lyuketär ‘becomes bright’

On the reflexes of stative-intransitive presents in the daughter languages, see Jasanoff – [].
For expected *putetär, with o-grade generalized from the originally ablauting subjunctive and preterite;

see below.
A possible sixth would be išh

˘
ai-/išh

˘
i- ‘bind’ (: PIE *sh2ei- ‘become entangled’(?)), which appears to pattern

like l˘̄ak- and w˘̄ak(k)-; see below. The semantics and morphological behavior of this verb, which was wrongly
reconstructed in HIEV ( and passim), are discussed in Jasanoff :–.

With leveling of e-grade and, in Greek, substitution of the “normal” middle ending -to for *-e.
Pace Adams , who argues for taking lyuketär as a subjunctive.
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park(iye/a)- ‘raise, rise’ (: PIE *bher

˘

gh- ‘rise’): cf. stat.-intr. aor. Arm. barjaw ‘arose’,

Toch. B subj.  pl. pärkam. - ‘will go up’; perf. Ved. ?bab ˚rhān. á- ‘firm, strong’
(Kümmel :–); root stat.-intr. pres. Toch. A pärkatär ‘goes up’

šupp- ‘sleep’ (: PIE *su˘ep- ‘fall asleep’): cf. stat.-intr. aor. OCS -s¢pe ‘fell asleep’; perf.
Ved. sus.upān. á- ‘asleep’; root stat.-intr. pres. OCS s¢pit¢ ‘is asleep’

wāk-/wakk- ‘bite’ (: PIE *u˘eh2 g- ‘break’): cf. stat.-intr. aor. Toch. B wākam. ; perf. Gk.
(w)é(w)āge ‘is broken’; root stat.-intr. pres. Toch. B wokotär.

In two cases (l˘̄ak-, w˘̄ak(k)-) the Hittite reflex of the stative-intransitive aorist is a tran-
sitive h

˘
i-verb (cf.  sg. lāki ‘knocks out (teeth), trains (a vine)’; wāki ‘bites’). In the

other three cases (lukk-, park-, šupp-) the Hittite form is an intransitive middle (cf.
 sg. lukkatta, lukta ‘grows light’;  sg. impv. parktaru ‘let him arise’; šuppari, šuptari,
šuppatta ‘sleeps’). Understanding the principles behind the transitive and intransitive
outcomes will be our goal in what follows.

The transitivity of l˘̄ak- and w˘̄ak(k)- was discussed in HIEV . The account given
there was that  sg. act. lāki was transitive by opposition to the intransitive mid-
dle lagāri ‘falls’, and that a parallel *wak(k)āri could be assumed for the purpose of
explaining the transitivity of  sg. wāki. Taken by itself this was not an unreason-
able argument, since the polarizing intransitive form lagāri is an inherited stative-
intransitive present (< PIE *le gh-ór; cf. OCS ležit¢), and a pre-Hittite *u˘

e h2 g-ór can
safely be inferred from Toch. B wokotär. In the decade and a half since HIEV, how-
ever, it has become clear that the tendency of protomiddle-based formations to de-
velop specifically transitive readings or to split into parallel transitive and intransitive
paradigms is too widespread a phenomenon to be explainable on a word-by-word
basis. A more systematic explanation of the transitivity of lāki and wāki becomes
available if we assume, as I now believe, that protomiddle stems were capable of
transitive and intransitive readings from the outset. In a recent publication (Jasanoff

:–) I suggested that the dual valency of the protomiddle might have been a
leftover feature from an earlier (pre-PIE) voice alignment system in which the an-
cestor of the protomiddle was inherently patient-oriented and intransitive, and sen-
tences of the attested type

X[nom.] breaks[protomid.] Y[acc.]

were reanalyzed from earlier intransitive structures of the type

by-X[agentive] breaks[pre-protomid.] Y[nom.]


Rebuilt on the basis of a virtual  pl. *bh ˚r

˘

gh- ˚nto.
Containing the weak stem of a subjunctive pārk(a)-/pärk(a)- < *bhor

˘

gh-/*bh ˚r

˘

gh-.
Note especially the factitives in -ah

˘
(h
˘

)- ( sg. newah
˘

h
˘

i ‘renews’ [: Lat. renouāre], etc.), which can hardly
have been transitivized by polarization with the weakly attested middle.

The claim, in other words, would be that the transitive use of the protomiddle (and later h2e-conjugation)
rests on an ergative-like construction in which the underlying agent was reinterpreted as a nominative and
the underlying patient was reinterpreted as an accusative. No assumptions can be made about the actual case
endings at so remote a period.
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Whether or not this conjecture is correct, there can be little doubt that, despite the
name “stative-intransitive,” aorists of this type functioned in both a transitive and
an intransitive capacity in the prehistory of Hittite. The actives lāki and wāki illus-
trate the transitive behavior; the middle forms of lukk-, park-, and šupp- exemplify the
intransitive treatment.

The best attested middle form of lukk- is the  sg. lukkatta ‘(it) grows light’ (pret.
-attati), also attested as lukta (pret. -tat). Since the form lukkatta is frequently writ-
ten with the sign<kat>, the possibility has been raised, despite unambiguous spellings
of the type lu-ug-ga-at-ta (OS), that the medial -a- may have been purely
graphic. In point of fact, however, the genuineness of the trisyllabic spelling is
unassailable. The proof, if any were needed, comes from the parallel forms of šupp-,
where the  sg. appears as šuppari, šuppatta (-up-pa-at-), šuptari, and šuptāri (all NS).

Putting aside the last of these as an error, we can assume an inherited *šuppa(ri)
(< *súp-or), with the replacement of dentalless *-o by *-to and *-oto so often discussed
by our honorand (see e.g. Yoshida :–). By the same token, the common
ancestor of lukkatta and lukta can only have been *lukka(ri) (< *lúk-or). The iso-
lated parktaru, presupposing a  sg. *parka(ri) (< *bh ˚ŕ

˘

gh-or), fits easily into the same
picture.

We can say, then, that PIE stative-intransitive aorists took either a transitive or
an intransitive “turn” in Hittite. The transitive turn consisted in modernizing the
h2e-conjugation endings, updating the inherited ablaut pattern, and back-forming a
present to generate a transitive active h

˘
i-verb:

. .
sg.  *u˘óh2 g-h2e ⇒ wākh

˘
i* wākh

˘
un*

 *u˘óh2 g-th2e ⇒ wākti* wākta*
 *u˘óh2 g-e ⇒ wāki wāk(k)iš (-aš)

pl.  *u˘éh2 g- ˚rs ⇒ wăkkanzi w˘̄ak(k)ir*

The intransitive turn consisted in replacing the h2e-conjugation endings with the re-
newed middle endings and generalizing the weak stem, retaining the accent on the
root:

Kloekhorst (b:s.v.) gives an overview of the Hittite forms. The active inflection ( sg. lukzi, pret.
lukta) is purely Neo-Hittite.

See e.g. the discussions by Kloekhorst (ibid.) and Puhvel (:s.v.).
There is also a secondary active paradigm (šupzi, etc.).
On all these forms cf. also Oettinger, this volume.
On the famously problematic -k- : -kk- alternation, see Melchert , especially –.
Thus producing, at least in our three-verb sample set, an accented zero grade (*lúk-, *súp-, *bh ˚ŕ

˘

gh-).
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. .
sg.  *lóuk-h2e ⇒ lukh

˘
a(ri)* lukh

˘
at(i)*

 *lóuk-th2e ⇒ lukta(ti)* luktat(i)*
 *lóuk-e ⇒ lukka(ri)* lukkat(i)*

(→ luk(kat)ta) (→ lukkattati)
pl.  *l(é)uk- ˚rs (-´̄er?) ⇒ lukkanta(ri)* lukkantat(i)*

The question now arises: how much of this dual treatment was peculiar to Hittite,
and how much was already a fait accompli in the parent language? To find the answer
we will have to examine the evidence of the other branches of the family, beginning,
as so often where h2e-conjugation aorists are concerned, with Tocharian.

A salient fact about the treatment of stative-intransitive aorists in Tocharian is
that the intransitive reading of these forms did not entail a switch to middle mor-
phology. Stative-intransitive systems in Tocharian are reflected in unaccusative verbs
like wik- ‘disappear’ (PIE *u˘eig- or *u˘ei

˘

k-), sruk- ‘die’, and, with cognates in Hittite,
luk- ‘shine forth’ and wāk- ‘burst open, bloom’. These have intransitive class III or IV
presents (type B  sg. wiketär [III], wokotär [IV] < pre-Toch. *-otor← *-or), contin-
uing stative-intransitive presents in *-or, and—of specific interest here—intransitive
class V subjunctives, continuing stative-intransitive aorists. These subjunctives, rep-
resenting the intransitive reflex of the stative-intransitive aorist, are properly morpho-
logically active, with the active endings and retained *o : *e/zero ablaut: cf. A subj. V
 sg. act. wekas. ‘will disappear’ (< *u˘oiK-); B subj. V  sg. act. sraukam. ‘will die’
(< *srouK-; pres. III sruketär); B subj. V inf. lukatsi ‘to shine’ (pres. III lyuketär); B
subj. V  sg. act. wākam. , A wākas. ‘will burst open’ (< *u˘oh2 g-; B pres. IV wokotär).
Cases where the class V subjunctive has been medialized to agree with the present,
as in B  sg. mid. wikātär (for expected act. *waikam. = A wekas.; pres. B wiketär), or
B  sg. mid. lipātär (for expected act. *laipam. ), are common as well, but obviously
secondary. Here, then, we have a major respect in which Tocharian is more archaic
than Hittite: at least in conservative cases, stative-intransitive aorists retain their basic
intransitive meaning without being converted into actual middles. It is as if Hittite,
instead of converting the intransitive readings of the aorists *lóuk-/*l(é)uk-, *su˘óp-/
*su˘(é)p-, and *bhór

˘

gh-/*bh(é)r

˘

gh- into middles (luk(kat)ta(ri), šup(pat)ta(ri), parkta(ri)),
had kept them as active intransitive h

˘
i-verbs ( sg. *lūk(k)i, *šuwāp(p)i, *pārki).

Another important difference between Tocharian and Hittite is the following. In

Classes III and IV are in complementary distribution and etymologically identical. Class IV is defined by
the *a . . . o > *å . . . å umlaut rule, which took sequences of the type *wakotor to PToch. *wåkåt er (> B wokotär),
thus blocking the expected class III *wakæt er (> Toch. B *wāketär).

Class V subjunctives, characterized by stem-final *-a- and, in older cases, *o : *e/zero ablaut, are systemati-
cally discussed by Malzahn :–. Etymologically, the class consists partly of stative-intransitive aorists,
which supplied the ablaut pattern, and partly of ordinary root aorists to laryngeal-final roots, which supplied
the stem-final *-a-. The two have blended into a single type. See Jasanoff  and forthcoming:′–′, updat-
ing the account in HIEV –.

Cited to document the class V subjunctive, but of no value for telling whether the finite forms were active.
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Hittite the choice of the transitive or intransitive “turn” was an either-or proposition:
*lógh-/*l(é)gh- and *u˘óh2 g-/*u˘(é)h2 g- became transitive active h

˘
i-verbs (cf. lāki, wāki),

while *lóuk-/*l(é)uk-, *su˘óp-/*su˘(é)p-, and *bhór

˘

gh-/*bh(é)r

˘

gh- remained intransitive and
were converted into middles. In Tocharian a given root typically had both the tran-
sitive and intransitive treatments. The intransitive outcome, as we have just seen,
was an active class V subjunctive—the lineal descendant, with assorted non-organic
inner-Tocharian changes (cf. n. ), of the original stative-intransitive paradigm. The
transitive outcome is seen in the preterite of the corresponding “antigrundverb”—the
transitive Doppelgänger, traditionally referred to as a species of causative, of the unac-
cusative base verb. Thus, e.g., the antigrundverb of the root wāk- consists of a class
VIII (s-) present, a class VII (ñ-) subjunctive, and a class III (presigmatic) preterite,
all (at least in the active) meaning ‘split (tr.), take apart’. The class III preterite is
poorly attested in this particular word, being limited to a single form in Toch. A
( pl. wākär). But the full paradigm, which is not in doubt, would have been the
Tocharian avatar of the presigmatic aorist:

sg.  wākwā* (representing pre-Toch. *u˘óh2 g-h2e)
 wākäs.t* ( " " " *u˘óh2 g-th2e)
 wākäs* ( " " " *u˘´̄eh2 g-s-t)

pl.  wākmäs* ( " " " *u˘óh2 g-me-)
 wākäs* ( " " " *u˘óh2 g-(t)e)
 wākär ( " " " *u˘éh2 g- ˚rs)

The crucial  sg. forms are attested from the parallel root luk-: A lyokäs, B lyauksa
(lyeuksa) ‘illuminated’ (+ B  pl. lyaukar).

The importance of all this for Hittite and the rest of the family can be appreciated
by viewing the pre-Tocharian transitive and intransitive paradigms side by side:

PIE .-. . -T.  -T. 

sg.  *u˘óh2 g-h2e (*lóuk-h2e) *u˘óh2 g-h2e (*lóuk-h2e) = *u˘óh2 g-h2e (*lóuk-h2e)
 *u˘óh2 g-th2e (*lóuk-th2e) *u˘óh2 g-th2e (*lóuk-th2e) = *u˘óh2 g-th2e (*lóuk-th2e)
 *u˘óh2 g-e (*lóuk-e) *u˘óh2 g-e (*lóuk-e) 6= *u˘´̄eh2 g-s-t (*l´̄euk-s-t)

pl.  *u˘éh2 g- ˚rs (*l(é)uk- ˚rs) *u˘éh2 g- ˚rs (*l(é)uk- ˚rs) = *u˘éh2 g- ˚rs (*l(é)uk- ˚rs)

Outside the  sg., where the etymologically correct protomiddle/h2e-conjugation end-
ing *-e is exclusively intransitive, the two paradigms are absolutely identical. It is easy
to overlook this identity in attested Tocharian, where the intransitive and transitive
forms are customarily assigned to two different verbs (grundverb and antigrund-
verb, respectively), and the intransitive paradigm has been secondarily invested with

For the term, cf. Malzahn :–.
An idealized Toch. A display is shown. See Malzahn : for the actually occurring forms.
Ablaut has been eliminated from the root wāk-, but ē-grade is still on display in the parallel lyokäs, lyauksa.

See below.
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“ā-character.” But none of this was early enough to have any bearing on the larger
historical picture. Descriptively, the descendant of the stative-intransitive aorist in the
earliest Tocharian was a h2e-conjugation aorist in which every form outside the  sg. was
capable of functioning in a transitive or intransitive role. Pre-Toch.  sg. *lóuk-h2e would
have meant both ‘I illuminated’ and ‘I became bright’ at this stage, and  pl. *u˘éh2 g- ˚rs
would have meant ‘(they) broke’ both with and without a direct object. Only in the
 sg. was there an overt distinction between the two readings. Here the suppletive
sigmatic form represented the transitive meaning, while the h2e-conjugation *-e was
confined to the intransitive.

There is every reason to suppose that, at least for the roots *u˘éh2 g- and *leuk-,
the pre-Tocharian situation just described was also a stage in the development of
the other non-Anatolian branches of the family. In Greek, the only language outside
Anatolian and Tocharian where *u˘eh2 g- is preserved as a primary verb, the position
of the stative-intransitive aorist is occupied by the ē-aorist  sg. e(w)ágē, no doubt
the replacement of PIE intransitive *u˘óh2 g-e via a middle root aorist *é(w)akto (cf.
élekto). The transitive sense is represented by the s-aorist é(w)axa, the fully sigma-
tized cognate of pre-Tocharian *u˘óh2 g-h2e, *u˘óh2 g-th2e, *u˘´̄eh2 g-s-t, etc. Similarly,
in the verb *leuk-, the intransitive  sg. *lóuk-e and transitive  sg. *l´̄euk-s-t are re-
flected in Ved. pass. aor. aroci and OLat. lūxit ‘illuminated’, respectively. It is un-
clear whether the pattern exhibited by these roots—intransitive *R(o)-e vs. transitive
*R(ē)-s-t—was common to all stative-intransitive roots at the post-Anatolian stage of
PIE, or whether it was restricted to *u˘eh2 g-, *leuk-, and other specific lexical items.
In the absence of strong evidence to the contrary, the latter is the safer assumption.

Let us now return to Hittite. We have found that Tocharian and (prior to the
emergence of the fully sigmatic s-aorist) the other post-Anatolian languages made a
partial distinction between the transitive and intransitive aorist paradigms of *u˘éh2 g-,
*leuk-, and possibly other roots:

. .
sg.  *u˘óh2 g-h2e / *lóuk-h2e ! !

 *u˘óh2 g-th2e / *lóuk-th2e ! !

 a) *u˘óh2 g-e / *lóuk-e !

b) *u˘´̄eh2 g-s-t / *l´̄euk-s-t !

pl.  *u˘éh2 g- ˚rs / *léuk- ˚rs ! !

Cf. n. . A fuller account of the behavior of these roots in Tocharian, not possible here, would also take
note of how the stative-intransitive aorist was transformed to yield their respective intransitive preterites. Two
quite different groups of intransitive preterites are found, seemingly with no difference in meaning:  sg. A
wāka- and B lyukā- (preterite class I), with the same (analogical) stem-final -a- as in the class V subjunctive;
and  sg. mid. A wākät, lyokät (< *-to; preterite class ), as if built to the class III (antigrundverb) preterites
wākäs* and lyokäs. The class I and class  treatments are etymologically identical; both go back to the same
intransitive *u˘óh2 g-h2e (*lóuk-h2e), *-th2e, *-e, etc.

Otherwise LIV, where é(w)axa is said to be an inner-Greek creation on the basis of the present (w)ágnumi.
In view of the common profile of *u˘eh2 g- in Hittite and Tocharian and the parallelism with *leuk-, I find this
unlikely.
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I would now venture to suggest that this was the situation in PIE itself. In Hittite,
every verb had to make a “choice” between transitivity and intransitivity. The root
*leuk- took the intransitive path and was converted to a normal middle based on the
zero-grade root form *luk-. Thus arose  sg. mid. *lúk-o (> Hitt. *lukka), whence
attested luk(kat)ta. *u˘eh2 g-, by contrast, opted for transitivity. Apophonic leveling
aside, the transitive paradigm survives essentially unchanged in the h

˘
i-conjugation

preterite wākh
˘

un*, wākta*, wāk(k)iš. Hitt. wāk(k)iš thus makes a word equation with
Gk.  sg. é(w)axe and Toch. A  sg. pret. wākäs*. It is notable that this is only the
second “s-aorist” equation we have, the first being the well-established match of Hitt.
naiš with Ved. anais.am, ánaih. .

It may be useful to consider these results in the larger context of the development
of the sigmatic aorist. The transitivizing  sg. in *-s-t did not originally figure in the
inflection of stative-intransitive aorists. The original home of the  sg. in *-s-t was
in the PIE presigmatic aorist proper, a formation associated with a class of bivalent
(transitive-intransitive) roots that lacked perfects, stative-intransitive presents in  sg.
*-or, and other standard trappings of stative-intransitive systems. Well-known “pre-
sigmatic” roots were *dhegwh- ‘burn (tr. and intr.)’, *pekw- ‘cook/grow soft’, *u˘e

˘

gh-
‘convey/travel in a vehicle’, *neiH- ‘lead/turn (intr.)’, and others. As described in
Jasanoff forthcoming:′–′, ′–′, the full-blown presigmatic aorist not only
made a distinction between transitive  sg. *dh́̄egwh-s-t, *n´̄eiH-s-t, etc. and intransitive
 sg. *dhógwh-e, *nóiH-e, etc., but also implemented a transitive active : intransitive
middle opposition in every other paradigmatic position (thus, e.g., trans. act.  pl.
*dhégwh- ˚rs, *néiH- ˚rs vs. intrans. mid. *dhégwh-ro, *néiH-ro; see the complete display of
the forms of *neiH- above). Stative-intransitive aorists of the *u˘óh2 g-/*u˘(é)h2 g- and
*lóuk-/*l(é)uk- type were less systematic, marking the difference between transitive
 sg. *u˘´̄eh2 g-s-t (*l´̄euk-s-t) and intransitive  sg. *u˘óh2 g-e (*lóuk-e) with sigmatic mor-
phology, but otherwise using one and the same form with both values. To the extent
a  sg. in *-s-t figured in the PIE inflection of the stative-intransitive aorist, it was a
secondary feature, imported from the true presigmatic aorist to mark the transitive :
intransitive distinction in the paradigmatic position where it was most useful.

Abbreviations
HIEV = Jasanoff, Jay H. . Hittite and the Indo-European Verb. Oxford: Oxford

University Press.
LIV = Kümmel, Martin, and Helmut Rix (eds.). . Lexikon der indogermani-

The traditional view that the h
˘

i-conjugation  sg. pret. in -š (< *-s-t) originated in the  sg. of the
(pre)sigmatic aorist has been challenged (e.g. by Kim :) on the grounds that nai-, the only Hittite
verb that demonstrably inherited such an aorist, would have been too narrow a basis for the later productiv-
ity of the ending. While I do not accept this argument (cf. Jasanoff forthcoming:′–′), another inherited
example of -š is obviously welcome.

Slightly revising the account in HIEV ch. .
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schen Verben: Die Wurzeln und ihre Primärstammbildungen. nd ed. Wiesbaden:
Reichert.
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