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• Hittite had 3 phonemically distinct back vowel qualities (/u/, /o/, /a/)

• Begs the question: what is the history of Hittite /o/?

What is its relation to PIE *o? When and how did it come about?

Goals

1. Give an overview of Hittite /o/ (history, previous research, etc.)

2. Discuss its implications for relative chronology in Anatolian phonology

3. Motivate reconstruction of +1 Proto-Anatolian back vowel phoneme



Scholarly chronicle

12



Scholarly chronicle

13

• Linguistic motivation underlying <u> or <ú> proposed already in 1917 by Ernst Weidner

- High word-by-word consistency

- Similar use in Hurrian



Scholarly chronicle

14

• Linguistic motivation underlying <u> or <ú> proposed already in 1917 by Ernst Weidner

- High word-by-word consistency

- Similar use in Hurrian

• Rejected by Hrozný (1917)



Scholarly chronicle

15

• Linguistic motivation underlying <u> or <ú> proposed already in 1917 by Ernst Weidner

- High word-by-word consistency

- Similar use in Hurrian

• Rejected by Hrozný (1917)

• Sturtevant (1942) separates /e/ and /i/, but not /u/ and /o/
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• Brought up again by Held & Schmalstieg (1969)

- “It should always be kept in mind that the Hittite phonemic system existed first and that the scribes made do with a 

writing system originally designed for another language." (p. 94).

• Optimism expressed by Eichner (1980) 

“to see” “to give”

1sg: <u-uh-hi> /oHi/ <pe-e-eh-hi> /pēHi/

2sg: <a-ut-ti> /auti/ <pa-it-ti> /paiti/

3pl: <ú-wa-an-zi> /uanzi/ <pí-ya-an-zi> /pianzi/

• “Der Hauptfehler der bisherigen Betrachtungsweise liegt darin, da man über dem Sammeln der Schreibvarianten 

die Aussagekraft der Invarianten nicht zur Kenntnis nimmt” (pp. 138-139)
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• Eichner’s optimism resounded by Hart (1983)

- Sees cases where a phonetic distinction is likely (i.e. intervocalically)

- Difficulty finding clear etymological input for <u>

 <ú>  < PIE *u <a>  < PIE *o <u>  < PIE *u-diphthongs?

- Important observation!

 Hitt. <a-as-su-u> ‘goods’ = ɴᴏᴍ/ᴀᴄᴄ.ᴘʟ.ɴ = reflects PIE *-uh2?

 

• Optimism not shared by Melchert (1992) & Kimball (1999)

- Adduce cases of variance

- Not all diphthongs yield <u>

 Hitt. <wa-ah-nu-ú-mi> ‘I turn’ /uahnūmi/ < PIE suffix *-néu-
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• First systematic account: Rieken (2005) “Zur Wiedergabe von hethitisch /o/”

- As Eichner advised: only invariant forms

- Pattern: adjacent phoneme(s) decides choice of <u> or <ú>

<u> is used:

next to /h/ <an-tu-u-uh-ša-> /antohsa-/ ‘human’

before /r/ <tu-u-ri-> /tori-/ ‘spear’

before /l/ + V[BACK] <pár-šu-u-la-a-an-> /parsolán/ ‘crumbled’ 

before /n(C,#)/ <mu-u-un-na-> /mon:a-/ ‘to hide’

before /m/ <nu-u-ma-an> /noman/ ɴᴇɢ-ᴘᴀʀᴛ

before /p/ <u-up-> /op-/ ‘to rise’
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• First systematic account: Rieken (2005) “Zur Wiedergabe von hethitisch /o/”

Distribution = contrastive

Cf. e.g.: <a-as-su> /(Ɂ)aSu/ ɴᴏᴍ/ᴀᴄᴄ.sɢ.ɴ ‘good(ness)’

<a-as-su-u> /(Ɂ)aSo/ ɴᴏᴍ/ᴀᴄᴄ.ᴘʟ.ɴ ‘goods’

⇒ Hitt. /o/ is a (marginal) phoneme separate from Hitt. /u/

Phonemisation recent, split from Pre-Hitt. *u

Secondary phoneme (not PIE *o) brought about chiefly by the loss of PIE *h2
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• Kloekhorst (2008) takes next step, analyses all data and establishes etymological input

Essentially: Hitt. /o/ is mainly the reflex of:

PIE *ou-diphtongs followed by non-alveolar consonants Hitt /oC/ < PIE *ouC[-ALVEOLAR]

Hitt. /mokae-/ <mu-u-ga-e> ‘to invoke’ < PIE *moug-o-ié/ó-

 PIE *u adjacent to /h/ and prehistorical *h2 Hitt. /ho/, /oh/ (**/uh/, /hu/)

Hitt. /(Ɂ)aSo/  <a-aš-šu-u> ‘goods’ < PIE *h1oh1su-h2

PIE monosyllabic accented *ó before *m Hitt. /Cón/ < PIE *#Cóm#

Hitt. /kon/ <ku-u-un> ‘this’ (ᴀᴄᴄ.sɢ.ᴄ) < PIE *ḱom (already Hrozny 1917)
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2) Monophthongisation

Phase III
Loss of final *-h, 
consequent phonemisation of /o/

Phase IV (Old Hittite)
Conditioned lowering 
*u > Hitt. /o/

*hu (< *h2u) *hu *ho ho

*uh# (< *uh2) *uh *o# (e.g. /aSo/ ‘goods’) o# 

*CouC[-ALVEOLAR] *CuC[-ALVEOLAR] *CuC[-ALVEOLAR] CoC[-ALVEOLAR]

*CouC[+ALVEOLAR] *CauC[+ALVEOLAR] *CauC[+ALVEOLAR] CauC[+ALVEOLAR]

*CeuK *CuK (e.g. C[-ALVEOLAR]) *CuK **CoK
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Different outcomes for *eu and *ou-diphthongs 
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Per Kloekhorst (2008): PIE *o is retained in sequence *#Cóm(s)# (e.g. /kon/ < *ḱom)

Different outcomes for *eu and *ou-diphthongs 

 Phase I

*uh# (< *uh2)

*CouC[-ALVEOLAR]

*CouC[+ALVEOLAR]

*#Cóm# / *#Cóms#

*CeuK
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Per Kloekhorst (2008): PIE *o is retained in sequence *#Cóm(s)# (e.g. /kon/ < *ḱom)

Different outcomes for *eu and *ou-diphthongs 

 Phase I Phase II
*o > *a everywhere except in 
sequence *#Cóm(s)#

*uh# (< *uh2) *uh# 

*CouC[-ALVEOLAR] *CauC[-ALVEOLAR]

*CouC[+ALVEOLAR] *CauC[+ALVEOLAR]

*#Cóm# / *#Cóms# *#Cóm# / *#Cóms#

*CeuK *CeuK 
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Per Kloekhorst (2008): PIE *o is retained in sequence *#Cóm(s)# (e.g. /kon/ < *ḱom)

Different outcomes for *eu and *ou-diphthongs 

 Phase I Phase II
*o > *a everywhere except in 
sequence *#Cóm(s)#

Phase III (Old Hittite)
1) Conditioned monophthongisation/lowering to /o/
2) Conditioned monophthongisation to /u/ (or any phase) 
3) Loss of final *h

*uh# (< *uh2) *uh# o# 

*CouC[-ALVEOLAR] *CauC[-ALVEOLAR] CoC[-ALVEOLAR]

*CouC[+ALVEOLAR] *CauC[+ALVEOLAR] CauC[+ALVEOLAR]

*#Cóm# / *#Cóms# *#Cóm# / *#Cóms# #Cóm# / #Cós#

*CeuK *CeuK CuK 
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Per Kloekhorst (2008): PIE *o is retained in sequence *#Cóm(s)# (e.g. /kon/ < *ḱom)

Different outcomes for *eu and *ou-diphthongs 

 Phase I Phase II
*o > *a everywhere except in 
sequence *#Cóm(s)#

Phase III (Old Hittite)
1) Conditioned monophthongisation/lowering to /o/
2) Conditioned monophthongisation to /u/ (or any phase) 
3) Loss of final *h

*uh# (< *uh2) *uh# o# 

*CouC[-ALVEOLAR] *CauC[-ALVEOLAR] CoC[-ALVEOLAR]

*CouC[+ALVEOLAR] *CauC[+ALVEOLAR] CauC[+ALVEOLAR]

*#Cóm# / *#Cóms# *#Cóm# / *#Cóms# #Cóm# / #Cós#

*CeuK *CeuK CuK 
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Per Kloekhorst (2008): PIE *o is retained in sequence *#Cóm(s)# (e.g. /kon/ < *ḱom)

Different outcomes for *eu and *ou-diphthongs 

 Phase I Phase II
*o > *a everywhere except in 
sequence *#Cóm(s)#

Phase III (Old Hittite)
1) Conditioned monophthongisation/lowering to /o/
2) Conditioned monophthongisation to /u/ (or any phase) 
3) Loss of final *h

*uh# (< *uh2) *uh# o# 

*CouC[-ALVEOLAR] *CauC[-ALVEOLAR] CoC[-ALVEOLAR]

*CouC[+ALVEOLAR] *CauC[+ALVEOLAR] CauC[+ALVEOLAR]

*#Cóm# / *#Cóms# *#Cóm# / *#Cóms# #Cóm# / #Cós#

*CeuK *CeuK CuK 
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Problems:

• Extremely limited retention (only one hyperspecific sequence, *#Cóm(s)#)

• Differing outcome of *-o# ( > Hitt /a/) and *-uh2 (> Hitt. /o/)

- Necessitates that *o > *a precedes loss of final laryngeals (more on this later)

Possible solution?

> Postulation of hypothetical intermediate phoneme *o2

• Avoids change to *a

• More symmetrical system at every phase
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Phase I (PIE)

*uh2# 

*CouC[-ALVEOLAR]

*CouC[+ALVEOLAR]

*#Cóm# / *#Cóms#

*CeuK 

*CoC
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Phase I (PIE) Phase II
1) Loss of final *h2
2) Conditioned monophthongisation/lowering 

to *o2 
3) Conditioned monophthongisation to /u/

*uh2# *o2#

*CouC[-ALVEOLAR] *Co2C
[-ALVEOLAR]

*CouC[+ALVEOLAR] *CouC[+ALVEOLAR]

*#Cóm# / *#Cóms# *#Co2m# / *#Co2ms#

*CeuK *CuK

*CoC *CoC
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Phase I (PIE) Phase II
1) Loss of final *h2
2) Conditioned monophthongisation/lowering 

to *o2 
3) Conditioned monophthongisation to /u/

*uh2# *o2#

*CouC[-ALVEOLAR] *Co2C
[-ALVEOLAR]

*CouC[+ALVEOLAR] *CouC[+ALVEOLAR]

*#Cóm# / *#Cóms# *#Co2m# / *#Co2ms#

*CeuK *CuK

*CoC *CoC
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Phase I (PIE) Phase II
1) Loss of final *h2
2) Conditioned monophthongisation/lowering 

to *o2 
3) Conditioned monophthongisation to /u/

*uh2# *o2#

*CouC[-ALVEOLAR] *Co2C
[-ALVEOLAR]

*CouC[+ALVEOLAR] *CouC[+ALVEOLAR]

*#Cóm# / *#Cóms# *#Co2m# / *#Co2ms#

*CeuK *CuK

*CoC *CoC
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Phase I (PIE) Phase II
1) Loss of final *h2
2) Conditioned monophthongisation/lowering 

to *o2 
3) Conditioned monophthongisation to /u/

Phase III (Old Hittite)
1) *o > /a/
2) *o2 > /o/

*uh2# *o2# o# 

*CouC[-ALVEOLAR] *Co2C
[-ALVEOLAR] CoC[-ALVEOLAR]

*CouC[+ALVEOLAR] *CouC[+ALVEOLAR] CauC[+ALVEOLAR]

*#Cóm# / *#Cóms# *#Co2m# / *#Co2ms# #Com# / #Cos#

*CeuK *CuK CuK

*CoC *CoC CaC
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Phase I (PIE) Phase II
1) Loss of final *h2
2) Conditioned monophthongisation/lowering 

to *o2 
3) Conditioned monophthongisation to /u/

Phase III (Old Hittite)
1) *o > /a/
2) *o2 > /o/

*uh2# *o2# o# 

*CouC[-ALVEOLAR] *Co2C
[-ALVEOLAR] CoC[-ALVEOLAR]

*CouC[+ALVEOLAR] *CouC[+ALVEOLAR] CauC[+ALVEOLAR]

*#Cóm# / *#Cóms# *#Co2m# / *#Co2ms# #Com# / #Cos#

*CeuK *CuK CuK

*CoC *CoC CaC
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Phase I (PIE) Phase II
1) Loss of final *h2
2) Conditioned monophthongisation/lowering 

to *o2 
3) Conditioned monophthongisation to /u/

Phase III (Old Hittite)
1) *o > /a/
2) *o2 > /o/

*uh2# *o2# o# 

*CouC[-ALVEOLAR] *Co2C
[-ALVEOLAR] CoC[-ALVEOLAR]

*CouC[+ALVEOLAR] *CouC[+ALVEOLAR] CauC[+ALVEOLAR]

*#Cóm# / *#Cóms# *#Co2m# / *#Co2ms# #Com# / #Cos#

*CeuK *CuK CuK

*CoC *CoC CaC
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Can we justify this methodological cost? (+1 element introduced)

Main argument: the loss of final laryngeals 

Well known: PIE *-ih2 > Hitt. /e/ (ē)  (*h2-lowering)

Hitt. ɴᴏᴍ/ᴀᴄᴄ.ᴘʟ.ɴ <ku-e> /kwe/ ‘which’ < PIE *kwí-h2
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Parallel: Hitt. ɴᴏᴍ/ᴀᴄᴄ.ᴘʟ.ɴ /as:o/ ‘goods’ < PIE *h1o-h1su-h2
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Can we justify this methodological cost? (+1 element introduced)

Main argument: the loss of final laryngeals 

Well known: PIE *-ih2 > Hitt. /e/ (ē)  (*h2-lowering)

Hitt. ɴᴏᴍ/ᴀᴄᴄ.ᴘʟ.ɴ <ku-e> /kwe/ ‘which’ < PIE *kwí-h2

Hitt. ɴᴏᴍ/ᴀᴄᴄ.ᴘʟ.ɴ <3-e> /(tr)e/ ‘three’ < PIE *trí-h2 (Gk. τρία)

Parallel: Hitt. ɴᴏᴍ/ᴀᴄᴄ.ᴘʟ.ɴ /as:o/ ‘goods’ < PIE *h1o-h1su-h2

But! Can’t *h2-lowering be after PIE *o > Hitt. /a/? (eliminating need for intermediate phoneme)
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There is no direct reason to assume retention of *-h# (< *-h2#) in Proto-Anatolian

• Luwian and Lycian have no final -h#/-x# at all

Luw. ɴᴏᴍ/ᴀᴄᴄ.ᴘʟ.ɴ ending -a 

E.g. CLuw. par-na : HLuw. DOMUS-na ‘houses’

Lyc. ɴᴏᴍ/ᴀᴄᴄ.ᴘʟ.ɴ ending -a

E.g. Lyc. tawa ‘eyes’

PL *-a#
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There is no direct reason to assume retention of *-h# (< *-h2#) in Proto-Anatolian

• Luwian and Lycian have no final -h#/-x# at all

Luw. ɴᴏᴍ/ᴀᴄᴄ.ᴘʟ.ɴ ending -a 

E.g. CLuw. par-na : HLuw. DOMUS-na ‘houses’

Lyc. ɴᴏᴍ/ᴀᴄᴄ.ᴘʟ.ɴ ending -a

E.g. Lyc. tawa ‘eyes’

PL *-a#< PA *-a#
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There is no direct reason to assume retention of *-h# (< *-h2#) in Proto-Anatolian

• Luwian and Lycian have no final -h#/-x# at all

Luw. ɴᴏᴍ/ᴀᴄᴄ.ᴘʟ.ɴ ending -a 

E.g. CLuw. par-na : HLuw. DOMUS-na ‘houses’

Lyc. ɴᴏᴍ/ᴀᴄᴄ.ᴘʟ.ɴ ending -a

E.g. Lyc. tawa ‘eyes’

• Kloekhorst (2019): *h2-lowering also valid for Luwic

E.g. Lyc. ɴᴏᴍ/ᴀᴄᴄ.ᴘʟ.ɴ tija ‘these’ <<  PL *kwa < PA *kwæ (*kwē) < PIE 

*kwi-h2

PL *-a#< PA *-a#
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Thus: *h2-lowering = Proto-Anatolian sound law

⇒ Lowering of *-uh2# is Proto-Anatolian

⇒ *-uh2# cannot become PA *o (< PIE *o), crucially not Hitt. **/as:a/

PA *o > Hitt. /a/ after PA times 

(separate outcome in Luwic, *o > Lyc. /e/)

⇒ Forces reconstruction of +1 PA back vowel phoneme */o2/ (< PIE *-uh2#, etc.)

Or rather: */ọ/ cf. */ẹ/ < PIE *ei (Melchert, 1994, p. 51)
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Phase I (PIE)

*uh2# 

*CouC[-ALVEOLAR]

*CouC[+ALVEOLAR]

*#Cóm# / *#Cóms#

*CeuK 

*CoC
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Phase I (PIE) Phase II (PA)
1) Loss of final *h2
2) Conditioned monophthongisation/lowering 

to *ọ
3) Conditioned monophthongisation to /u/

*uh2# *ọ

*CouC[-ALVEOLAR] *CọC[-ALVEOLAR]
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*CeuK *CuK
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• Hittite had a phoneme /o/, written with <u>

• Hittite /o/ is mainly the result of:

- Monophthongised PIE u-diphthongs

- Laryngeal lowering of PIE *u

- Accented monosyllables with *-ó- and a nasal coda

• The vowel /o/ cannot be a Hittite innovation  - direct retention of PIE *o is dubious

• An intermediate vowel would make Hittite prehistory unproblematic

• Because PIE final *h2 is lost in PA, a secondary back phoneme */ọ/ is necessary

⇒ */ọ/ is a consequence of the admission of Hitt. /o/
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