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PREFACE

The Genesis of the Corpus

The present Corpus has been many years in the mak-
ing, The idea of its desirability goes back to my first
visits to Turkey and its museums from 1965 onwards.
Inspection of the wealth of Hieroglyphic monuments
on display showed me how inadequate their state of
publication frequently was, and how the provision of
morte reliable texts was an urgent desideratum. By the
beginning of the 1970%, I had begun collecting pho-
tographs and making drawings (‘“copies”) of these
inscriptions. Pari passy with this “fieldwork” on the
texts, I began research on the language in which they
were composed, namely “Hieroglyphic” Luwian. This
work produced a series of textual and philological arti-
cles published from the 1970 onwards, and in this I
enjoyed the pleasure and privilege of an extended col-
laboration with Anna Morpurgo Davies.

The idea that it might be possible to produce a com-
plete corpus of these inscriptions gradually came to ap-
pear realistic. This required work primarily in Turkey
where the great majority of the inscriptions are physi-
cally located, but also in Syria (Aleppo), and major
European and American museums. My assessment of
the possibility of access to the original inscriptions was
to prove considerably over-optimistic. It was not until
the year 1987, in which the XXXIV Rencontre Assyrio-
logique Internationale was held in Istanbul, that I was
able to bring work in Turkish museums near to a satis-
factory conclusion, and even since then further study
trips for work on specific groups of material have
been necessary.

The Corpus existed already in draft form by 1985,
the year in which I was finally able to visit Berlin to
study the small but significant group of Hieroglyphic
inscriptions held by the Vorderasiatische Abteilung of
the Staatliche Museen. At the same time, while staying
in the then West Berlin, I was able to visit the firm of
Walter de Gruyter and to submit the draft Corpus to
them for consideration, which was rewarded by their
provisional acceptance.

My available research time in 1988 —90 was occupied
in writing and revising the Corpus into its final form
and having it typed. I was able to deliver the completed
manuscript to de Gruyter in September 1990, and the
illustrations (photographs and drawings) in July 1991.
A work of this size and complexity demanded lengthy
preliminary work from de Gruyter, and it was four
years before I received the first set of proofs, which
reached me in sections in the course of 1994, though I

was not able to proceed seriously with proof correction
until the long vacation the following year. The vatious
stages of proof, paged proof and plates corrections
have been my primary preoccupation for the long
vacations 1995—98.

The idea of publishing Halet Cambel’s Karasgpe-
Aslantag in a companion volume to the present Corpus,
actually designated volume II, goes back to a discussion
between Hans Giiterbock, Halet Cambel and myself at
the time of the XXXIV Rencontre Assyriologique In-
ternationale in Istanbul. This had the happy result that
Halet Cambel contacted Walter de Gruyter, completed
her preparation of the material and submitted it to the
publishers in 1994. Its final appearance was greeted at
the beginning of this year, anticipating the appearance
of my part of the Corpus, volume I, parts 1—3, which
at the time of writing still looks likely to bear the same
year date, 1999.

The long gestation petiod of nine years, from the
submission of my manuscript in 1990 to the final ap-
pearance of the Corpus, volume I, cannot but have af-
fected the character of the work. The academic field
does not stand still: new inscriptions appear, and fellow
researchers publish their contributions advancing our
knowledge and refining our perceptions. A considerable
problem for me has been to what extent new advances
since 1990, and more especially since the first proofs in
1994, could be incorporated into the text. In general, I
have restricted the addition of new material to items of
the most immediate concern. A rather extreme example
is the appearance in July 1994 of the important inscrip-
ton TELL AHMARYS5, communicated to me very
rapidly by the kindness of its excavator Guy Bunnens.
Since this appeared before the proofs had been paged,
it did prove possible to include it, as its importance
warrants. Smaller observations of most immediate rele-
vance have been added where possible without disturb-
ing the typeset text. These additions have been enclosed
in square brackets, [...], to signal their nature as ad-
denda and to warn that they may contradict, or at least
not harmonize with their immediate contexts. But it
must be admitted that many contributions to Hiero-
glyphic studies and its background from the last decade
have not been noticed in this work. Doubtless review-
ers will make good these deficiencies.

One development in the field which could not be
integrated with the present Corpus was the colloquium
held in Procida, Italy, in June 1995 to discuss and stand-
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ardize the transcription of Hieroglyphic. This was be-
cause the Corpus was already in proof by the time of
the colloquium. The modifications of transctription
agreed there are not very extensive in relation to the
system used here. They include principally greater re-
finements of detail (e.g the distinction by means of
diacritical numbers between Hieroglyphs showing
merely the head or the whole animal, and the additions
of further transcriptions into Latin particulatly of signs
restricted to the Empire period inscriptions and seals,

which of course do not appear in the present volume.
The Procida colloquium will shortly appear in print,
probably before the present Corpus, under the title //
Geroglifico Anatolico. Sviluppi della ricerca a venti anni dalla
sua “redecifrazione”, edited by M. Marazzi in collabora-
ton with Natalia Bolatti-Guzzo and Paola Dardano.
The system introduced by this volume is represented in
this Corpus in the Indices at the end of Vol. 1, part 2,
under the headings List of Signs, and List of Logograms
transcribed into Latin.
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KARKAMIS A26f I1.37. 169 56
KARKAMIS A27 11.69. 207 82-83
KARKAMIS A27¢ 11.39 171 57
KARKAMIS A27¢ frags. 1, 2 I1.35. 165 53
KARKAMIS A27x 11.34. 165 52
KARKAMIS A28 11.70 215 8485
KARKAMIS A29 IL.71. 217 86-87
KARKAMIS A30 11.72. 221 88—89
KARKAMIS A304 11.42. 177 61
KARKAMIS A31 (= A32) 11.26. 140 40-41
KARKAMIS B33 11.59. 196 77
KARKAMIS B394 11.66. 200 79
KARKAMIS sherd 11.73 223 90
KARKAMIS stone bowl I1.25a. 139 47
KARKAMIS frags. a/b IL74. 590
KAYSERI X.15. 472 262-263
KELEKLI 11.8. 92 9
KESLIK YAYLA X.51. 531 305
KHORSABAD bullae XIIL.13. 583 332
KIRCOGLU VILS. 383 203-204
KIZILDAG 1 X.1. 433 236
KIZILDAG 2 X.2. 433 237
KIZILDAG 3 X.3. 433 237
KIZILDAG 4 X.5. 435 238-239
KIZILDAG 5 X.4. 435 239
KORKUN 11.40. 171 58—59
KOTUKALE V3. 299 139-141
KULULU 1 X.9. 442 244245
KULULU 2 X.21. 487 272
KULULU 3 X.22. 490 273
KULULU 4 X.10. 445 246247
KULULU 5 X.20. 485 270-271
KULULU 6 X.33. 500 283
KULULU 7 X.35. 502 285
KULULU 8 X.34, 501 284
KULULU lead strip 1 X.36. 503 286
KULULU lead strip 2 X.37. 503 287
KULULU lead strip 3 + frag 2 X.40. 503 289
KULULU lead frag 1 X.38. 503 288
(KULULU lead frag. 2 (joined to lead strip 3) X.40. 503 289)
KULULU lead frag. 3 X.39. 503 288
KURTUL V9. 271 122-123
KURUBEL X.32. 500 282
(“LENINGRAD”: see MARAS 6)
LIDAR bullae XIIL1. 574 328
MALATYA 1 V.16. 318 155
MALATYA 2 V21, 327 163
MALATYA 3 V18. 321 156
MALATYA 4 Vi17. 320 155
MALATYA 5 V6. 306 147-148
MALATYA 6 A2 307 147-148



Xvi Inscriptions listed alphabetically

Inscription Corpus no. Page nos. Plate nos.
MALATYA 7 V8. 308 147-148
MALATYA 8 Vo. 309 149
MALATYA 9 V.10. 310 150
MALATYA 10 Vi1 311 150
MALATYA 11 Vi12. 312 151
MALATYA 12 V13. 313 151
MALATYA 13 V.22, 328 164
MALATYA 14 V.14, 313 152
MALATYA bulla (MALATYA 15) XIIL.2. 575 329
MALPINAR VL3. 340 166—-168
MARAS 1 V4. 261 112-113
MARAS 2 IV.10. 273 124
MARAS 3 Iv.e. 267 116-117
MARAS 4 V.2 255 108-109
MARAS 5 V.7 269 118-119
MARAS 6 (LENINGRAD) IV.16. 278 129
MARAS 7 V17, 279 130
MARAS 8 V1. 252 106-107
MARAS 9 V1. 274 125
MARAS 10 IV.18. 280 131
MARAS 11 V8. 270 120-121
MARAS 12 INAVA 275 126
MARAS 13 V.14, 276 128
MARAS 14 IVS. 265 114-115
MARAS 15 IV.19. 281 132
MARAS 16 IV.20. 281

MEHARDE I1X.13. 415 225-1226
NIGDE 1 XAl 513 290
NIGDE 2 X.47. 526 301
(“NIMRUD”: see HAMA 9)

NIMRUD XIIL15. 570 327
NINEVEH 1 XII.10. 566 324
NINEVEH 2 XII.11. 567 325
NINEVEH seal XIIL.7. 578 331
NINEVEH bullae 1-7 XIII.12. 581 332
PALANGA V.20. 325 161-162
PERSEPOLIS XII.16. 570 327
PORADA seal XIIIL.4. 576 330
PORSUK X.48. 527 302
QAL‘AT EL MUDIQ IX 4. 408 218
RESTAN IX.3. 407 217
SAMSAT 1 VI.12. 352 179
SAMSAT 2 VI.13. 353 180
SAMSAT 3 VIL.14. 353 180
SAMSAT frags. 1-10 VI.15. 354 181—-184
SHEIZAR 1X.14. 416 227-228
SIRZI V.19. 322 157-159
SULTANHAN X.14. 463 258—-261
SUVASA X.13. 462 254257
TEKIRDERBENT 1 X.30. 498 280
TEKIRDERBENT 2 X.31. 498 281
TELL AHMAR 1 IIL.6. 239 99-100
TELL AHMAR 2 IIL.1. 227 91-92
TELL AHMAR 3 (Louvre) II1.7. 243 94

TELL AHMAR 4 111.4. 234 94



Inscriptions listed alphabetically Xvii
Inscription Corpus no. Page nos. Plate nos.
TELL AHMAR 5 II1.3. 231 95-96
TELL AHMAR frags. 1-9 IIL.8. 244 101-102
TELL AHMAR frag. 10 IIL.9. 245 94
TELL TAYINAT 1 VIL1. 365 189-~192
TELL TAYINAT 2 VIL2. 367 193
TELL TAYINAT 3 VIL3. 375 194
TELL TAYINAT fragments VIIL4. 375 195-198
TILSEVET (alias EKINVEREN) 11.43. 178 62
TOPADA X.12. 451 250-253
TRAGANA (Loctis) XIIL.14. 569 327
TULEIL 1 VIIL6. 381 200
TULEIL 2 VIL7. 382 201-202
TUNP 1 11.29. 154 45
TUNP 2 XIL9. 565 323
VELIISA X.49. 529 303
VOLLENWEIDER seal XII1.20. 586 333
YALE seal XII1.21 587 333
ZINCIRLI signet XIIL3. 576 329



Abb.
abbr.
abl.
abstr.
acc.
ad loc.
adj.
adw.
Akk.
anc.
Anm.
Bo.

caus.
cf.

ch.

cit.
conj.
Cun.
dat.
dem.
denom.
det.

dit. ob;j.
disj.
DN(N)
EA
ead.

ed.

eg
esp.

et al,
etc.

eth.

euphem.

c€xcav.

f./ff.
fact.
fig(s).
frag(s).
gen.
GN(N)

ht.
Hier.
Hitt.
ibid.
id.

ie.

ABBREVIATIONS I: GENERAL

Abbildung
abbreviation
ablative
abstract
accusative
ad locum
adjective
adverb
Akkadian
ancient
Anmerkung

Inventory number of Bogazkody tablets,

excavations 1906 ff.
circa
causative
confer
chapter
citation
conjunction
Cuneiform
dative
demonstrative
denominative
determinative
direct object
disjunctive
divine name(s)
El Amarna
eadem
editor/edited
exempli gratia
especially
et alii
et cetera
ethnicon
euphemism
excavation
following
factitive
figure(s)
fragment(s)
genitive

-geographical name(s)

Greek
height
Hieroglyphic
Hittite
ibidem

idem

id est

imp.
inf.
instt.
intrans.
iter.
Kap.
L/1L.
lev.

lg.

lit.

loc. cit.
log,
Luw.
Lyc.
Lyd.
LW

m.
max.
med.
med.-pass.
MF

mod.

n./nn.
(n)
no(s).
nom.
num.
ob;j.
obv.
Oct.
op. cit.
p-/pp-
part.
Phoen.
pl(s).
plur.
PN(N)
postpos.
prec.
pres.
pret.
prev.
prohib.
q.v
rev.

sc.
Sept.
sing.

imperative
infinitive
instrumental
intransitive
iterative
Kapitel
line(s)

levha

length
literally

loco citato
logogram/logographic
Luwian
Lycian
Lydian
loanword
metre
maximum
medium
medio-passive
masculine-feminine
modern
Neuter
note(s)
noun
numbet(s)
nominative
numeral
object
obverse
October
opere citato
page(s)
participle
Phoenician
plate(s)
plural
personal name(s)
postposition
preceding
present
preterite
preverb
prohibitive
quo vide
reverse
scilicet
September
singular



Sum.

S. V.
Taf.
Tav.

trans.

(%)
var.
VS.

Sumerian
sub voce
Tafel
Tavolo
thickness
transitive
verb
variant
versus
width
writing /written

Abbreviations I: General

X, x

Symbols in the Transliterations and Translations

section, clause

uncertain reading

Xix

broken or undeciphered sign (logogram,
syllabogram)

word-divider

line-end

personal determinative

partly broken signs

(in transliteration) broken/missing and
restored signs

(around passages of English) late addi-
tions to text

omitted by scribal error

erroneous inclusion

(before word) word not attested, recon-
structed

(before numeral) number of Hier. sign
in Laroche’s HH.



AAAS
ABL

Acme

Acta Jutlandica

ADD

AHw
AK

AfO
AJA
AJSL

AKA
Akkadica

Akurgal, AH
Akurgal, BGA
Akurgal, SBK
An. Bib.

Anadolu

Anadolu
Arastirmalar

Apnatolia

Apnatolian Studies
Griterbock

Abnatolica

Andrae, AiSV

ABBREVIATIONS II: BIBLIOGRAPHICAL

Abnnales archéologiques arabes syriennes.

R. E Harper, Assyrian and Babylonian Letters
Belonging to the Konyunjik Collection of the British
Musenms 1-XIV (London and Chicago,
1892-1914).

Acme. Annali della Facolta di Filosofia e Let-
tere dell’'Universita statale di Milano.

Mélanges linguistiques offerts & M. Holger Pedersen
a loccasion de son soixantedixiéme anniversaire, 7
avril 1937 (Adta Jutlandica 9/1 ; Aarhus, 1937).

C. H. W Johns, Assyrian Deeds and Documents
I-1V (Cambridge, 1898 —1923).

see von Soden, AHw

Archiv fiir Keilschrififorschung (continued as
following).

Archiv fiir Orientforschang.
American Journal of Archaeology.

American Journal of Semitic Languages and Litera-
tures.

see King, AKA.

Akkadica. Périodique bimestriel de la Fonda-
tion Assyriologique Georges Dossin.

E. Akurgal, The Art of the Hittites (London,
1962).

E. Akurgal, The Birth of Greek Art: the Mediter-
ranean and the Near East (London, 1968).

E. Akurgal, Spéthethitische Bildkunst (Ankara,
1949).

Analecta Biblica.

Anadoln. des
d’archéologie et d’histoire en Turquie (con-
tinued as Anatolia).

Revue annuelle études

Anadolu Arastirmalan. Jahrbuch fiir kleinasia-
tische Forschungen.

Apnatolia. Revue annuelle d’archéologie. Jour-
nal of the Institute for Research in Near

, Eastern Civilizations and Languages.

Anatolian Studies Presented to Hans Gustay
Giiterbock on the Occasion of his 65th Birthday,
ed. K. Bittel ¢ o/ (Istanbul, 1974).

Abnatolica. Annuaire international pour les
civilisations de ’Asie antérieure.

W. Andrae, Ausgrabungen in Sendschirli V. Die
Kleinfunde aus Sendschirli (Berlin, 1943).

ANEP
ANET
Annali Pisa

An. St

Abntike Welt

ACAT
AQCATS
AoF
AOS
APES
ARAB
Arch. Ang,
ARET
ARI
Ar. Or.
ARRIM

ARU

AS

Assur

Astout,
Hellenosemitica

Athenaeum

Aynard, Le
prisme du

Lonyre
BANEA
BAR.
BASOR

Belck,
Forschungsreise

see Pritchard, ANEPR
see Pritchard, ANET?.

Annali della scuola normale superiore di Pisa,
classe di lettere e filosofia, serie III, vol.
VIII/3 (Pisa, 1978).

Apnatolian Studies. Journal of the British Insti-
tute of Archaeology at Ankara.

Abntike Welt. Zeitschrift fiir Archiologie und
Kunstgeschichte.

Alter Orient und altes Testament.
AOQAT, Sonderteihe.
Altorientalische Forschungen.
American Oriental Series.

see Ward, APES.

see Luckenbill, ARA4B.
Archéiologischer Angeiger.

Archivi reali di Ebla, Test.

see Grayson, AR/

Archiv Orientilni.

Annual Review of the Royal Inscriptions of Mesopo-
tamia Project.

J. Kohler and A. Ungnad, Assyrische Rechts-
urkunden (Leipzig, 1913).

Assyriological Studes.

Assur. Monographic Journals of the Near
East.

M. Astour, Hellenosemitica. An Ethnic and
Cultural Study in West Semitic Impact on
Mycenaean Greece (Leiden, 1965).

Athenaenm. Studi periodici de letteratura e
stotia dell’antichita.

J. J. Aynard, Le prisme de Louvre AO 19.939
(Paris, 1957).

British Association for Near Eastern Archaeology.
British Archaeological Reports.
Bulletin of the American School of Oriental Re-

search.

W. Belck, Forschungsreise in Klein-Asien
(Verbandlungen der Berliner Gesellschaft  fiir
Anthropologie, Ethnologie and Urgeschichte, Jaht-
gang 1901, pp. 452~522).



Belleten

Beran, Herh.
Ghptik 1

Bildbeschr.

Bing, Cilicia

Bi. Or.

Bittel,
Die Hethiter

Bittel —
Giterbock,
Bogagkiy 1

BKO
BMR

Borker-Klihn,
Bagh. Forsch. 4

Bog, T

Borger,
Asarbaddon

Bossert,
Altanatolien

Bossert, Asia

Bossert, HKS
Bossert, SuK

Braidwood,
OIP 48

Bron, Recherches

BSL

Buchanan and
Moorey,
Catalogne 111

Bull. Mus.
Beyronth

Abbreviations II: Bibliographical

Turk Tarih Kurumu, Belleten.

T. Beran, Die hethitische Ghyptik von Bogagkdy 1
(WVDOG 76; Berlin, 1967).

C.-G. von Brandenstein, Hethitische Gotter
nach  Bildbeschreibungen  in  Ketlschrifttescten
(MVAeG 46/2; Leipzig, 1943).

J. D. Bing, A History of Cilicia during the Assyr-
ian  Period (University Microfilms; Ann
Arbor, 1973).

Bibliotheca Orientalis.

K. Bittel, Die Hethiter. Die Kunst Anatoliens
vom Ende des 3. bis zum Anfang des 1.
Jahrtausends vor Christus (Munich, 1976).

K. Bittel and H. G. Giiterbock, Bogagkdy.
Neue Untersuchungen in der hethitischen
Hauptstadt (Berlin, 1935).

Beitrage zur Kenntnis des Orients.
Bulletin des Musées royauxc d'art et d'bistoire.

). Borker-Kldhn, .Alworderasiatische Bildstelen
und vergleichbare Felsreliefs (Baghdader For-
schungen 4; Mainz, 1982).

K. Bittel et al, Bogagksy II1. Funde aus den
Grabungen 1952—1955 (Berlin, 1957).

R. Borger, Die Inschriften Asarbaddons Kinigs
von Assyrien (AfO Beiheft 9; Graz, 1956).

H. Th. Bossert. Altanatolien. Kunst und Hand-
werk in Kleinasien von den Anfingen bis
zum volligen Aufgehen in der griechischen
Kultur (Betlin, 1942).

H. Th. Bossert, Asia (Istanbul, 1946).

H. Th. Bossert, Ein bhethitisches Konigssiegel
(Betlin, 1944).

H. Th. Bossert, Santai and Knpapa (MAOG
V1/3; Leipzig, 1932).

R. ]. Braidwood, Mounds in the Plain of Antioch
(OIP 48 ; Chicago, 1937).

F. Bron, Recherches sur les inscriptions phéniciennes
de Karatpe (Ecole Pratique des Hautes
Etudes ; Geneva, Paris 1979).

Bulletin de la Société de Linguistique de Paris.

B. Buchanan and P.R. S. Moorey, Catalogne
of Ancient Near Eastern Seals in the Ashmolean
Museum 111. The Iron Age Stamp Seals (Ox-
ford, 1988).

Bulletin du Musée de Beyrouth.

Burton and
Drake, Un-
explored Syria

CAD

CAH

Cambel, Kara-
tepe-Aslantas

Carchemish 1
Carchemish 11
Carchemish 111

Carter,
Cult Inventories

Cavaignac, PH
Ceram, NPBM

Charles, HI

CHD

CIH
CIL

Contenau,

MAO
CRAIBL

CRRAI

cT

CTH

De Clerq,
Catalogne

Delaporte,
Catalogne

Delaporte,
Malatya

Diakonoft,
PAP

xxi

R. E Burton and C. E T. Drake, Unexplored
Syria. Visit to the Libanus, the Tuldl et Safa, the
Anti-Libanus, the Northern Libanus and the
‘Alab, 1-11 (London, 1872).

The Assyrian Dictionary of the Oriental Institute
of the University of Chicago (Chicago, 1956 ).

The Cambridge Ancient History.

H. Cambel, Karatepe-Asiantas. The Inscriptions:
Facsimile Edition (Corpus of Hieroghphic Luwian
Inscriptions 11: Betlin, New York, 1999).

see Hogarth, Carchemish 1.
see Woolley, Carchemish 1.
see Woolley, Carchenish 111.

C. W. Carter, Hittite Cult Inventories (Ph.D.,
University of Chicago, 1962).

E. Cavaignac, Le probléme hittite (Paris, 1936).

C. W. Ceram, Narrow Pass, Black Mountain
(London, 1956).

B. B. Charles, Hittite Inscriptions (Cornell Ex-
pedition to Asia Minor; Ithaca, New York,
1911).

The Hittite Dictionary of the Oriental Institute of
the University of Chicago (Chicago, 1980—).

see Messerschmidt, CIH.
Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum.

G. Contenau, Manuel darchéologie orientale
(Paris, 1931).

Comptes rendus des séances de ['Academie des
Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres (Paris).

Compte rendu de la ..
Internationale.

. Rencontre Assyriologiqne

Cuneiform Texts from Babylonian Tablets in the
British Museam.

see Laroche, CTH.

L. de Clerq and J. Ménant, Collection de Clerg,
Catalogue 1-1II (Paris, 1885, 1888, 1890,
1903).

L. Delaporte, Catalogne des cylindres orientanx
des cachets et pierres gravées de style orientale de la
Bibliothéque Nationale (Paris, 1910).

L. Delapotte, Malatya-Arslantepe 1. La porte
des lions (Paris, 1940).

I. M. Diakonoff, The Prebistory of the Armenian
People (New York, 1984).



xxil

Donner and

Réllig, KA
DTCFD
EA

EH (EHz)
Eranos

Essays Mellink

Felsefe Arkivi

Forlanini,
Atlante Storico

Fotrer, HBS

Forret, Proving-
einteilung

Frankfurt,
AAAO

Friedrich, HW%

Friedrich, HW,
Erg.
1,23

Friedrich, ST~

Friedrich —
Kammen-

huber, HWF
Fs
Fs Ap

Fs Bittel

Fs Eissfeldt

Fs Friedrich

Abbreviations II: Bibliographical

H. Donner and W. Rollig, Kanaandische und
aramdische Inschriften (second edition, Wiesba-
den, 1962—64).

Ankara  Universitesi  Dil  ve
Fukiiltesi Dergisi (Ankara).

Tarip-Cografya

J. A. Knudtzon, Die El-Amarna-Tafeln (Vot-
derasiatische Bibliothek 2; Leipzig 1915).

see Wright, EH.
Efranos. Acta Philologica Suedana.

Abncient Anatolia. Aspects of Change and Cul-
tural Development. Essays in Honor of
Machteld J. Mellink, ed. J. V. Canby e 4/
(Wisconsin, 1986).

Felsefe Arkivi. Tstanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat
Fakiiltesi, Felsefe Bolimi.

M. Fotlanini and M. Marazzi, Anatolia:
L'Impero Hittita (Atlante Storico del Vicino
Oriente Fascicolo 4.3., ed. M. Liverani, L.
Milano and A. Palmieri; Rome, 1986).

E. Forrer, Die hethitische Bilderschrift (Chicago,
1932).

E. Forrer, Die Provingeinteilung des assyrischen
Reiches (Leipzig, 1921).

H. Frankfort, The Art and Architecture of the
Apncient Orient (Harmondsworth, 1954).

J. Friedrich, Hethitisches Worterbuch (Heidel-
berg, 1952—1954).

J. Friedrich, Hezhitisches Wirterbuch, 1-3
Erginzungshefte (Heidelberg 1957, 1961,
1966).

). Friedrich, Staatsvertrige des Hatti-Reiches in
bethitischer Sprache, 1 11 (M124¢G 31/1 and
34/1; Leipzig, 1926, 1930).

J. Friedrich and A. Kammenhuber, FHezhi-
tisches  Worterbuch (2nd  ed.; Heidelberg,
1975-).

Festschrift.

Hittite and Other Anatolian and Near Eastern
Studies in Honour of Sedat Alp, ed. H. Otten e
al. (Ankara, 1992).

Beitrige ur Altertumskunde Kleinasiens.  Fest-
schrift fiir Kurt Bittel, ed. R. M. Boehmer and
H. Hauptmann (Mainz am Rhein, 1983).

Festschrift Otto Eissfelds, ed. ]. Fick (Halle,
1947).

Festschrift Johannes Friedrich zum 65. Geburistag
am 27. August 1958 gewidmet, ed. R. von
Kienle ef 4/ (Heidelberg, 1959).

Fs Houwink
ten Cate

Fs Matous

Fs Moortgat

Fs Neumann

Fs Otten (1)

Fs Otten (2)

Fs Risch

Fs Rollig

Fs Szemerényi

Fugmann,
Hama 11/1

Gartsang, HE

Garstang, LH

Garstang
and Gurney,
Geagraphy

Gelb, HH

Gelb, HHM

Genge, NSR

Studio Historiae Ardens. Ancient Near Eastern
Studies Presented to Philo H. J. Houwink ten Cate
on the Occasion of bis 65th Birthday, ed. T. ]. van
den Hout and J. de Roos (Uitgaven van het
Nedetlands historisch-arkeologisch Instituut
de Istanbul 74; Istanbul, 1995).

Festschrift Lubor Matous, ed. B. Hruska and
G. Komordezy (Assyriologia IV ; Budapest,
1980).

Vorderasiatische Archéologie. Studien und Aunfsitge
Anton Moorigat qum 65. Geburtstag gewidmet von
Kollegen, Freunden und Schiilern, ed. K. Bittel ez
al. (Betlin, 1964).

Serta Indegermanica. Festschrift Giinter Neumann
zum 60. Geburtstag, ed. ]. Tischler (Innsbruck,
1972).

Festschrift Heinrich Otten, ed. E. Neu und
C. Riister (Wiesbaden, 1968).

Documentum Asiae Minoris Antiguae. Festschrift
Sir Heinrich Otten gum 75. Geburtstag, ed. E.
Neu and C. Rister (Wiesbaden, 1988).

0-0-pe-ro-si. Festschrift fiir Ernst Risch gum 75.
Geburtstag, ed. A. Etter (Berlin, New York,
1986).

Abna Sadi Labnani li allik. Beitrige gu altorienta-
lischen and mittelmeerischen Kulturen. FS fir Wolf-
gang Rollig, ed. B. Pongraz-Leisten, H. Kithne
and P. Xella (AOQAT 247; Neukirchen-
Vluyn, 1997).

Festschrift fiir Oswald Sgemerényi, ed. B. Brogan-
yi (Amsterdam, 1979).

E. Fugmann, Hama. Fouilles et recherches
1932— 1938, 11. Les premiers habitants et la ville
prébellénistigne de Hamath 1. L' Architecture des
périodes pré-bellénistigues (Copenhagen, 1958).

J. Garstang, The Hittite Empire (London,
1929 ; revised edition of Garstang, LH).

). Garstang, Land of the Hittites (London,
1910).

J. Garstang and O. R. Gurney, The Geography
of the Hittite Empire (London, 1959).

L. J. Gelb, Hirtite Hieroghyphs 1—1I1 (Chicago,
1931, 1935, 1942).

1. J. Gelb, Hittite Hieroglyphic Monuments (OIP
45; Chicago, 1939).

H. Genge, Nordsyrisch-siidanatolische Reliefs.
Eine archiologisch-historische Untersuchung, Da-
tierung und Bestimmung (Copenhagen, 1979).



Gibson, 7557

Glotta

Goetze, AM

Goetze,
Kleinasien

Goetze, Tunn.

Goetze, NeweBr

Grayson, ABC

Grayson, AR/

Grayson,
RIMA 1

Grayson,

RIMA 2

Grayson,
RIMA 3

Grager Beitrige
Grothe, Vorder-

asienexpedition
Gs

Gy Bossert

Gs Kretschmer

Gs Kronasser

Giiterbock,
Bogazkiy IV

Giiterbock,
KaniSinwar

Abbreviations II: Bibliographical

J. Gibson, Textbook of Syrian Semitic Inscriptions,
2. Aramaic Inscriptions, 3. Phoenician Inscriptions
(Oxford, 1975, 1982).

Glotta. Zeitschrift fiir griechische und latei-
nische Sprache.

A. Goetze, Die Annalen des Mursilis (MVAeG
38; Leipzig, 1933).

A. Goetze, Knlturgeschichte Kleinasiens, 2nd edi-
tion (Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft
I1,2.; Munich, 1957).

A. Goetze, The Hittite Ritual of Tunnawi (A0S
14; New Haven, 1938).

A. Goetze, Neue Bruchsticke um grofen Text
des Hattusilis und den Paralleltexcten (MVAeG
34/2; Leipzig, 1930).

A. K. Grayson, Assyrian and Babylonian Chron-
zcles (Locust Valley, New York, 1975).

A. K. Grayson, Assyrian Royal Inscriptions
I-1I (Wiesbaden, 1972, 1976).

A. K. Grayson, Assyrian Rulers of the Third and
Second Millennia BC' (The Royal Inscriptions of
Mesopotamia, Assyrian Periods 1; Toronto,
1987).

A. K. Grayson, Assyrian Rulers of the Early
First Millenniwm BC I (1114—-859 BC) (The
Royal  Inscriptions  of Mesopotamia, Assyrian
Periods 2, Toronto, 1991).

A. K. Grayson, Assyrian Ralers of the Early
First Millenninm BC II (858—745 BC) (The
Royal  Inscriptions  of Mesopotamia, Assyrian
Periods 3 ; Toronto, 1996).

Grager Beitrage. Zeitschrift fiir die klassische
Altertumswissenschaft.
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A. General

1. Background and Terminology

The inscriptions which are the subject of this book
are written in a script termed Hieroghphic. This designa-
tion, taken from that of the Hieroglyphic script
proper — Egyptian — is a convenient way of character-
izing other such scripts which are pictorial (picto-
graphic) in appearance. Eatly on in its rediscovery, the
script was correctly linked with the Hittites,? and the
designation “Hittite Hieroglyphs” (or “Hieroglyphic™)
remains a perfectly valid term of reference.

The Hittites took their name from the Central Ana-
tolian land of Hat#,? which they dominated for most
of the IInd millennium B. C. Their history as known to
us falls into two main periods: first, that of the Old
Kingdom and Empire, « 1650-1200 B.C., during
which they ruled Hatti from their capital Hattusa (mod-

ern Bogazkdy), and then conqueted and ruled Syria
from the city Karkami$§ on the Euphrates;® and second,
a subsequent petiod, after the destruction of Hattusa
and the dissolution of the Empire, when a number of
independent “Neo-Hittite” states lacking the control of
a paramount capital are found stretching from the
south-east Anatolian plateau and northern Syria as far
as the west bank of the Euphrates.*

1 By Sayce in 1876: see below p. 6 and n. 42.

2 See Giterbock, R/A IV /45 (1975), s.v. Hethiter, Hethitisch.

3 See Cambridge Ancient History, vol. 11, parts 1-2 (3td ed., 1973,
1975): Gurney, Anatolia «. 1750—1600 (ch. VI); id., Anatolia «
1600—-1380 (ch. XV (a)); Goetze, The Struggle for the domi-
nation of Syria (1400—1300 B.C.) (ch. XVII); id.,, Anatolia
from Shuppiluliumash to the Egyptian War of Muwatallish
(ch. XXI(a)); id., The Hittites and Syria (1300—1200 B.C.
(ch. XXIV); Drower, Ugarit (ch. XXI(b)).

4 Cambridge Ancient History, vol. I11/1 (2nd edition, 1982): Haw-
kins, The Neo-Hittite States in Syria and Anatolia (ch. 9).
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During the period of the primacy of Hattusa, the
Hittites are best known from their royal library and
archives excavated at that site, written in the Cuneiform
script on clay tablets,® a script and medium borrowed
from Mesopotamia.® These archives, comprising many
thousands of tablets, contain every kind of royal chan-
cellery document: annals; edicts, treaties and laws; vet-
dicts, protocols and administrative texts; letters; and a
large number of religious texts, rituals and festivals. The
Cuneiform script was used throughout its history to
write a number of different languages, and the Hattusa
archives are composed for the most part in their writ-
ers” own language, generally termed by us “Hittite”, but
by them “Nesite”,” i. e. the language of Nesa or Kanes
(modern Kiiltepe), which had presumably been an
earlier Hittite centre, before Hattusa in Hatti. This Hit-
tite language on its decipherment in the years 1915—
178 unexpectedly turned out to belong to the Indo-
European language group, of which it is the oldest
known representative.” The Hittites also used the lan-
guage Akkadian (“Babylonian” to them) as the interna-
tional language of communication.!® Besides Hittite
and Akkadian, smaller groups of texts in other lan-
guages are found in the archives, mostly of ritual and
mythological content. These include Hattian, the pre-
Hittite language of Hatti,'! and Hutrian, the language
of the Hittites” eastern neighbours;!? also Luwian!? and
Palaic,# languages closely related to Hittite, spoken by
their kinsmen dwelling respectively to the south and
south-west, and to the north-west of Hatti, and consti-
tuting with Hittite the IInd millennium B. C. section of
the Anatolian group of Indo-European.!>

Unlike the Mesopotamians, the Hittites did not use
their borrowed Cuneiform script for writing monumen-
tal inscriptions on stone. For this purpose instead they
used Hieroglyphic. The two scripts, Cuneiform and
Hieroglyphic, only appear together on one type of doc-
ument, the royal seals, where the King’s name is written
in the centre in Hieroglyphic and in a circular ring
around it in Cuneiform.!9

Most of the Hieroglyphic inscriptions of the Hittite
Empire period on seals (from ¢« 1500 B.C. onwards)
and stone monuments (from « 1350 B. C onwards) are
simply names of persons or gods, and thus are not
composed in any specific language. The surprise is
however that the few historical and dedicatory insctip-
tions on stone of Hittite kings of this period are written
not in the language Hittite but in Luwian, a curious fact
for which various explanations have been offered.!”

The Hittite Empire collapsed ¢« 1200 B.C. and the
capital Hattusa was destroyed. The Hittite tradition of
writing in the Cuneiform script on clay tablets ended
with this collapse, but there are other indications of
cultural continuity rather than an absolute hiatus. The
Neo-Hittite states, from Tabal and Tuwana on the Ana-
tolian plateau to Malatya and Karkami$ on the Euphra-
tes, preserved many of the characteristic features of

Hittite civilization, notably its architecture!® and its
sculpture.!® They also continued the practice of writing
monumental stone inscriptions in the Hieroglyphic
script; indeed they considerably expanded it, since for
the post-Empire period, ¢. 1200—700 B. C. very many
more Hieroglyphic inscriptions ate found than for the
Hittite Empire period. Each state seems to have devel-
oped its own tradition of monumental inscriptions. The
evidence of a handful of letters and economic docu-
ments written on strips of lead suggests that by this
period the Hieroglyphic sctipt had been developed for
writing such every-day administrative documents which

5 See E. Laroche, Catalogne des Textes Hittites (Patis, 1971); with
supplement, RHA XXX (1972), pp. 94—133.

6 T. V. Gamkrelidze, The Akkado-Hittite syllabary and the prob-
lem of the origin of the Hittite script (Ar. Or 29 (1961),
pp- 406—418).

7 See most recently Chicago Hittite Dictionary vol. 3/4 (1989), s.v.
nisih.

8 See ]. Friedrich et al., Hb. Or. (1969), part III: A. Kammenhuber,
Hethitisch, Palaisch, Luwisch, und Hieroglyphenluwisch, 1.
Forschungslage.

9 ead, ibid, 3. Das indogermanische Erbe im Hethitisch-
Luwischen; see also the symposium Hezhitisch und Indogermanisch,
E. Neu and W. Meid ed. (Innsbrucker Beitrige zur Sprachwis-
senschaft 25; Innsbruck, 1979).

10 R. Labat, L'Akkadien de Boghay-Kéi (Bordeaux, 1932).

11 Kammenhuber, R4 IV/2-3 (1973), s.v. Hattier, Hattisch;
Laroche, Catalogne, ch. XI, A. Hatti.

12 Edzard and Kammenhuber, R4 IV/6-7 (1975), s.v. Hurriter,
Hurritisch. Note the series Corpus der hurritischen Sprachdenkmaler
1. Die Texte aus Bogazkéy (Istituto per gli Studi Micenei ed
Egeo — Anatolici ); also Hurritologische Studien (AOATS 3, A0AT
31, 36 etc.); and for recent discoveries, E. Neu, Das Hurritische:
eine altorientalische Sprache in newem Licht (Akademie der Wissen-
schaften und der Literatur, Mainz, 1988/3); id., Neue Wege im
Hurritischen (XXIIT Deutscher Orientalistentag; Steiner, 1989).

13 E. Laroche, Dictionnaire de la langue lowvite (Patis, 1959); F. Starke,
Die keilschrift-luwischen Texcte in Umschrift (StBoT 30, Wiesbaden,
1985); id., Untersuchungen sur Stammbildung des keilschrift-luwischen
Nomens (5tBoT 31; Wiesbaden, 1990).

14 O. Carruba, Das Palaische: Texte, Grammatik, Lexikon (StBoT 10;
Wiesbaden, 1970); Laroche, Catalogue, ch. X1, B. Pala.

15 Kammenhuber, loc. cit. (nn.8-9), 2. Die Verwandtschaft
zwischen dem Hethitischen, Palaischen und Luwischen; B. Ro-
senkranz, Vergleichende Untersuchungen der altanatolischen Sprachen
(Mouton, 1978).

16 H. G. Guterbock, Siege!/ ans Bogagksy 1—11 (AfO Beiheft 5, 7;
Berlin, 1940, 1942); T. Beran, Die hethitische Ghyptik von Bogagkiy
(WVDOG 76; Betlin, 1967); R. M. Boehmer and H. G. Giiter-
bock, Ghyptik ans dem Stadtgebiet von Bogazkéy (Betlin, 1987). Also
C. Schaeffer, E. Laroche, H. G. Giiterbock, Ugaritica TII (Paris,
1956), ch. 1.

17 E.g that Luwian was the vernacular language (Umgangssprache)
of the bulk of the population, while Hittite was only the chancel-
lery language (Amtsprache). The theory was stated by Rosen-
kranz in its most extreme form, JF 56 (1938), pp. 265—284.
Alternatively, it is possible that the script was invented by Luwi-
ans for their own language and borrowed as such by the Hittites
without ever being adapted to write Hittite. Cf. Hawkins, Writing
in Anatolia ( Warld Archaeology 17 (1986), pp. 363—376).

18 R. Naumann, Architektur Kieinasiens (2nd ed.; Tubingen, 1971).

19 W. Orthmann, Unfersachungen zar spathethitischen Kunst (Bonn,
1971), explores the derivation of Neo-Hittite art from that of
the Empire Period.




A. General 3

would normally have been written on a perishable ma-
terial, wood, leather or papyrus, and thus that the Neo-
Hittite states practised a high degree of literacy, most
of which has been lost for ever. They probably wrote
in this way all the types of text that the Hittite Empire
wrote in Cuneiform on clay, and we should remember
that references in the Cuneiform clay documents of
Hattusa to wooden documents and “scribes on wood”
suggest the existence of a parallel lost corpus of literacy
during the Empire period.?°

With the destruction of the Hittite Empire, the land
of Hatti ceased to exist in central Anatolia, but the term
“Hatti” continued to be applied to the former prov-
inces of the Empire in south-east Anatolia and north
Syria where the cultural descendants of the Hittites sur-
vived, hence our term “Neo-Hittite”.2! But the obset-
vation made for the Hittite Empite is even more clear
for the succeeding period, namely that the language of
the Hieroglyphic inscriptions is not Hittite but Luwian.
The evidence of the letters and economic documents
on lead as well as the personal names from these and
from other sources combine to suggest that the bulk
of the population, not only the ruling dynasties of the
Neo-Hittite states, was Luwian-speaking. We may how-
ever note that no self-designation of the land, the peo-
ple, or the language (whether as “Hatti” or “Luwiya” ot
anything else) is found in the Hieroglyphic inscriptions.

Our terminology “Hieroglyphic Luwian” as applied
to these inscriptions should now be clear, designating
first the script and second the language; similarly the
use of “Hittite” as a general cultural term for the whole
civilization rather than narrowly for the specific lan-
guage Hittite (i.e. “Nesite”). Finally we may state that
there is almost no indication that the Hittite Hiero-
glyphic script was ever used to write any language other
than Luwian.??

The bulk of the Hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions of
the Late Period may be dated to the 9th and 8th cent-
uries B. C. It has been supposed that the 12th and 11th
centuries, following the fall of the Hittite Empire, were
a complete dark age with no surviving monuments or
written sources, and that these begin again during the
10th century. Recent evidence however is now tending
to suggest that more of the monuments and inscrip-
tions are to be dated to the period 1200—-900 B. C., and
that these point to greater continuity and less of a cul-
tural break. This is one of the historical problems ad-
dressed in the relevant parts of the present book.

2. Date of the origin of the script

Historically the Hieroglyphic script’s first common
appearance is on royal seals of the 14th century B.C,,
specifically all seals of the kings of Hattusa from Arnu-
wandas I onwards, when the characteristic “digraphic”
royal seals come into use, on which the name is written
in Hieroglyphs in the centre surrounded by one or

more rings of Cuneiform rendering the same name.?
The earliest datable example of such a seal is an isolated
find excavated at Tarsus, an impression of the seal of
Isputahsus, king of Kizzuwatna, a contemporary of Tel-
ipinus, thus dating < 1500 B. C.2* Eatlier seals and also
graffiti on objects may show the odd sign later incorpo-
rated into the Hieroglyphic script system, especially the
TRIANGLE and ANKH signs representing “good”
and “life”. There is however no indication that these
formed part of a regular writing system already in exis-
tence before 1500 B. C.25

The appearance of the Hieroglyphs in monumental
inscriptions as epigraphs to sculpture, though by no
means precisely datable, would seem to be an extension
from their use on seals. Substantial monumental
inscriptions of the Empire Period on stone cluster
round two of the latest kings of the Hittite Empire,
Tudhaliyas IV and his son Suppiluliumas II. The earliest
approximately datable example is ALEPPO 1,26 the
work of Talmi-Sarruma king of Aleppo, grandson of
Suppiluliumas I, thus ¢ 1300 B.C., the generation of
Muwattallis II and Hattusilis III.

To what extent Hieroglyphic was used for writing
non-monumental documents remains, in the absence of
any such discoveries, uncertain. Hier. graffiti on the
paving stones and orthostats of the Great Temple, and
on a boulder in the Lower City Gate, which give per-
sonal names and the sign for “scribe”,?” suggest the
existence of a group of public scribes. References in
Cuneiform texts to “scribes on wood” and wooden
documents and writing boards, as mentioned above, at-
test to a literate tradition parallel to that of the clay
tablets. While some at least of these documents were
written in Cuneiform,?8 it may well be that others were
written in Hieroglyphic.

20 D. Symington, An. St 41 (1991), pp. 111-123, examines this
question in the context of the publication of an article on the
writing-board recovered from the Ulu Burun (Kas) shipwreck
off the southern coast of Turkey.

21 Hawkins, R/IA IV/2-3 (1973), s.v. Hatti: the 1st millennium
B.C.

22 This statement is not invalidated by the use of Hieroglyphic to
write Hittite, Hurrian and Semitic #ames on the seals from Bo-
gazkoy, Ras Shamra and Meskene. Note also that the Hier. epi-
graphs of the gods at Yazihkaya include phonetically written
Hurrian divine names and even two Hurtian words as a tite.

23 See the publications of the seals cited above, n. 16.

24 See Klengel, R/4A V/3—~4 (1977), s.v. Isputahsu. The reading
of the Hieroglyphic on the seal remains problematic.

25 See Laroche, R/A IV/4-5 (1975), s.v. Hieroglyphen, hethi-
tische, §5.2 (De ldge des hieroglyphes, with Bibliography); also
S. Alp, Zylinder- und Stempelsiegel aus Karahgyiik bei Konya (Ankara,
1968), ch. X, Der Beitrag der Funde von Karahéyitk zur Gesch-
ichte der Schrift; and most recently, C. Mora, Sull’ origine della
scrittura geroglifica anatolica (Kadmos 30 (1991), pp. 1-28).

26 See below, p. 19.

27 See most recently Poetto, OA4 26 (1987), pp. 187~ 189, quoting
Bittel’s publication and his inferences from the graffiti. The writ-
ing pa-#i-si-na represents the Hurrian name Bentesina.

28 See I. Singer, StBoT 27 (1983), pp. 33, 40—43. The Hittite word
appears to be gulzattar (loan from Luwian): see Starke, Stammbil-
dang §§ 271-272.
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3. Character and techniques of the
inscriptions

The Hieroglyphic Luwian insctiptions survive mainly
as monumental insctiptions on rock faces or dressed
stone, often accompanying sculpture. The dressed
stone elements may be orthostat slabs or blocks serving
as wall-facings and door-jambs; free-standing stelae in
various shapes; and statues ranging from colossal to
small; bases for these monuments and other podia;
tomb-stones and personal memorials of various types;
objects of dedication, particularly stone bowls; and
scarcely shaped boulders. As representatives of other
types of written document the inscribed strips of lead
have already been mentioned, as has also the use of
Hieroglyphs on seals, though not many of these can be
specifically characterized as Luwian.

The Hieroglyphs themselves are rendered in two
main ways: either in relief, with the background cut
away; ot in linear forms incised into a smoothed sut-
face. Generally the relief forms are rendered in a more
elaborate and pictorial style which may be termed
“monumental”, and the incised forms in reduced, non-
pictorial shapes to be characterized as “cursive”. The
boundaries between the categorties are not however
sharp: many relief inscriptions include cursive forms, as
many incised ones include monumental forms. Nor is
the distinction entirely a question of date. Though on
the whole, Empire Period inscriptions are in relief,
there are already examples of incised ones. In the Late
Period, relief and incised inscriptions coexist from earli-
est to latest, though it does appear that the trend was
towards ever-increasing use of incised forms. This phe-
nomenon is probably to be explained by the supposi-
tion that incised stone insctiptions, like the “cursive”
sign forms, do reflect a parallel tradition of hand-
written documents using linear forms, though no exam-
ples of such are preserved until the above-mentioned
lead documents, which belong to the latest stage of
the script.

The signs comprising the inscriptions are normally
arranged in horizontal lines separated by hotizontal rul-
ings (“line-dividers™), relief or incised accotding to the
character of the inscription. These lines run alternately
leftwards (“sinistroverse”) and rightwards (“dextro-
verse” ), so that the inscription follows a snaking course
known as boustrophedon (“as an ox turns (in ploughing
a field)”). In each line the non-symmetrical signs turn
to face the beginning of the line (i. e. against the direc-
tion of reading the inscription), which is specially no-
ticeable in the case of the human and animal heads.
Inscriptions more commonly start in the upper right
corner and run sinistroverse, although there are plenty
of examples of the opposite. The most regular insctip-
tions are those placed on a single flat surface, but it is
common for inscriptions to run around corners and

often, in the case of free-standing elements, to encitcle
them completely around all four sides. Indeed inscrip-
tions are sometimes placed across very irregular sut-
faces, especially in the case of inscribed statues. For the
purpose of publishing in drawing form on a sheet of
flat paper, these inscriptions can be opened up and flat-
tened out, and in cases which entirely surround an ob-
ject, the left and right edges of the flattened inscription
will of course represent different sides of the same ver-
tical dividing line.

Within each line, the individual words are written
with their component signs arranged in one or more
vertical columns from top to bottom. Thus a short
word may be rendered by 2—4 signs in one column,
while a longer one will extend into a second column.
But the signs come in a variety of shapes, long and
slender, wide and flat etc., so that the scribe-mason exe-
cuting the inscription had to exercise considerable inge-
nuity in arranging them. A problem for us is that it is
by no means always clear in what order the signs are
to be read. In the Late Period, a special sign was used
as a word-divider (1e) placed normally at the top of
the line at the beginning of a new word and used with
greater or lesser consistency depending on the inscrip-
tion — some inscriptions do not use it at all. When, as
frequently happens in some inscriptions, words are be-
gun not at the top of the line, the word-divider seems
to be more often used, as one may understand to have
been necessary.

4. Nature, formation, and usage of the
script?

The script resembles most of the other deciphered
scripts of the Ancient Near East in its component parts.
The signs may be divided into two main categories, the
word-signs ot Jogegrams, and the sound-signs or syllabo-
grams. A special group of logograms constitute a sub-
category, that of determinatives, which serve as aids to
reading by allocating the words to which they ate at-
tached to classes: “god”, “person”, “city”, “country”,
etc. As a convention in this work, determinatives are
enclosed in parentheses.

Logograms may be pictograms, i.e. stand very obvi-
ously for what they represent either in whole or in part:
e.g. HORSE-HEAD = “horse”; FOOT = “foot” —
although often these are so schematized that they may

29 This topic is examined in detail by Ginter Neumann in his study
“System und Aufbau der hethitischen Hieroglyphenschrift”
(Nachrichten der Akademic der Wissenschaften in Géttingen, 1 Phil.-
Hist. Klasse, Jahrgang 1992 Nr. 4, pp. 25~48). Evidence for
most of the points made in this section will be found in Neu-
mann’s treatment.
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or may not be recognizable to us. Logograms may also
be ideograms, 1. e. suggest a word or idea without actually
representing it: e.g. POINTED HAT = “king”; sche-
matic PAIR OF EYES = “god” (concept of “all-see-
ing”); FOOT = “go, walk, run, etc.”. Thus ideograms
are particularly used to write vetbs, which of coutse
cannot be actually drawn. Often the connection be-
tween the sign and its significance is by no means obvi-
ous to us or at best is an object of speculadon. Why
should the LITUUS be used, as it apparently is, to de-
termine verbs of perception, why a POT, as it may be,
to determine parts of the body?

The probability is that Hieroglyphic, like other neigh-
bouring ancient scripts, such as Cuneiform and Egyp-
tian Hieroglyphic, originated as a purely logographic
script, although this stage of its development is lost
to us. It is certainly the case that the Empire Period
inscriptions remain preponderantly logographic, al-
though as far as we can judge, a fairly complete sylla-
bary had been evolved by that date. This process, again
to judge from neighbouring parallels, was probably
achieved by using logograms to represent single sylla-
bles which coincided with the stem of the word de-
noted, often reduced to the necessary minimum. Thus
e.g. GIVING HAND = “give”, Luw. piya-, syllabic pi,
OX = “ox”, Luw. wwa(wi)-, syllabic »; TONGUE =
“tongue”, Luw. /a/z-, syllabic /. The comparatively
small number of syllabograms in the regular syllabary,
the origin of which can be identified in this way, does
however suggest that other formative devices may also
have been at work. In particular it is uncertain to what
extent acrophonic formation was used, i. e. the isolation
of the first syllable of a polysyllabic wotd to form a
syllabogram. The few cleatly established examples per-
mit the speculative identification of many others.3¢

The regular syllabary, as tabulated on p. 29, com-
prises besides the three vowel signs 4, 4, # (with a sec-
ond « (4), used only initially) syllabograms of the type
consonant+vowel (C+V) only, in a three-vowel series
Ca, Ci, Cu. The script, like Cuneiform in Hittite usage,
does not distinguish voiced and unvoiced consonants.
Consonants registered are p, &, £, 5, 4, , #, r (not initial),
b (of uncertain quality), ¢ (= #?), #_y (partially). Some
syllables are written by common alternative signs, a
practice for which we can discern no special reason:
e.g, #i and #Z, ha and hd, nu and 74.>' Only in the s
and # series are there more than two common alterna-
tives, thus sa, 5d, sa, sas, sas; ta, 14, 14, ta,, tas. This accum-
ulation of apparent homophones is presumably to be
explained in terms of original distinctions either lost or
not yet established by us: e. g, it may be suspected that
tay and Zas actually represent da or 47 [see now Hawkins,
StBoT Bh. 3, Appendix 5].

It will be clear that the syllabary cannot easily render
consonant clusters or final consonants. Where neces-
sary, the vowel of a CV syllable is disregarded, and in

this case it is normally the z-series which is used: e. g
-s and -7 (nom. and acc. sing. MF endings) are written
-sa, -na. Where a closed syllable ends in -#, this is omit-
ted: e.g. -(a)nti and -(a)nta (3 plur. pres. and pret.) are
written -Ca-# and -Ca-2a, though these are indistinguish-
able from -(#)# and -()#a (3 sing. pres. and pret. ). Such
a script leaves many ambiguities and problems of inter-
pretation.

Besides the “regular” syllabary, a number of inscrip-
tions employ a greater or lesser number of alternative
signs for common values, tabulated below, p. 32. The
inscriptions which do this are mostly a relatively re-
stricted group of Tabalian (south-east Anatolian pla-
teau) inscriptions, all late in the petiod, and significantly
the important bilingual of KARATEPE shows similar
tendencies in a more marked degtee.

In addition to the regular syllabary of syllables of the
type CV, occasional syllabograms are used of the type
CVCV: e.g tara/i, ara/i, hara/i, TANA, TALA, and
others. For further consideration of these, see below,
p. 31.

The way in which logograms and syllabograms are
combined in the practice of writing is comparable to
that of other contemporary scripts. The earliest stage
shows a predominantly logographic script with a spat-
ing use of syllabograms, principally to write occasional
noun and verb endings and words which cannot easily
be rendered logographically, above all clause connec-
tives and their attached particle chains, also pronouns,
demonstrative and relative. The next stage is to add to
the logographically written nouns and verbs not only
their grammatical ending but also a phonetic comple-
ment indicating the end of the stem: e.g DEUS-#i g7
(= *masani-(i)ng7), “gods” (nom./acc. plur. MF); RE-
GIO-#ni-ia, (= *utniya), “countries” (nom./acc. plur.
N). This trend can lead to the full phonetic writing of
a word, in which cases the original logograms may ot
may not also be wtitten: e. g la-la-ha, “I took”; d-3i/ a-t4,
“he loved”; (*273 )mu-wa/i-ha, “I conquered”.

All such writings are found together already on
Empire Period inscriptions, and continue throughout
the Late Period. The Late Period added the device of
“logogram-markers”, special small signs which iden-
tified logograms as such, and like the word-dividers are
used more or less consistently according to the in-
scription. It is noteworthy that full phonetic writings,
without but also with the logogram, are particularly
characteristic of the latest group of Tabal inscriptions.
Curiously, the latest Karkami§ inscriptions show a
marked archaizing style, in which the earliest largely
logographic practice is consciously affected. Two points

30 See Neumann, op. cit.

31 It will be observed that homophonic signs are distinguished by
diacritical marks following the practice of Cuneiform: ~ for the
second homophone of a series, * for the third, and thereafter
small inferior numerals; thus sa, 54, 54, sa4, sas etc.



6 Introduction

here should be noted: first, that once a writing system
had evolved an adequately working syllabary, logograms
could be entirely eliminated, though ancient scripts, in-
cluding Hieroglyphic, hardly ever took this logical step;

second, writings of the type logogram + full phonetic
writing, though common in Hieroglyphic, are rare in
Cuneiform both in the Mesopotamian and Hittite
usage.

B. Inscriptions and script

1. Discovery and Publication

Earliest stage

Discovery and publication of the Hieroglyphic
inscriptions have since the 1870’s gone more or less
hand-in-hand. Thus European and American travellers
who first observed these inscriptions usually had the
interest to publish them in their home journals and so
to make them available to western scholarship without
any great lapse of time.>?

Formally priority of discovery?3 goes to the “Hama-
thite stones” (HAMA 1-4), observed by Burckhardt
as early as 1812, though not reported by him until 1822,
and not published until 1872 by Burton and Drake.34
In the meantime, the recognition of this genre of
insctiption was heralded during the middle years of the
19th century by the observation and reporting of rock
reliefs with associated Hieroglyphic inscriptions on the
Anatolian plateau. We may cite here the earliest appear-
ances: YAZILIKAYA, published in 1839, 1842 and
1872, also NISANTAS in the last year;?> KARABEL,
published in 1843;3¢ IVRIZ 1, published in 1858 and
1876;%7 and SIPYLOS, published in 1880 onwards.?®
Also-at the same time these Hieroglyphs began to be
found on seals and seal-impressions: the group of
NINEVEH bullae excavated by Layard in 1851 and
published in 1853;3% and the famous “Tatkondemos”
seal, which became known at the beginning of the
18607s.4° Along with the first publication of the Ha-
mathite stones in 1872 came that of the Aleppo
mosque inscription, ALEPPO 1.4

It was on the basis of this nascent corpus that Sayce,
in a lecture to the Society for Biblical Archaeology de-
livered on 2 May 1876 on the subject of “The Hamath-
ite Inscriptions”,*? felt able to apply the term “Hittite”
to these inscriptions. He took this term from its Old
Testament occurrences (Hebrew /4#ym ), but based his
observations more particularly on the then recently de-
ciphered records of the Egyptian New Kingdom and
the Middle and Neo-Assyrian Cuneiform texts. These
showed the presence of a country Ha#ti (Cuneiform;
Egyptian )¢} , sometimes transctibed Kbetz) in Syria
during the later IInd and eatly Ist millennia B. C., which
could plausibly be identified as the source of Hiero-
glyphic inscriptions.

From this point on, discovery and publication pro-
ceeded at a more rapid pace as scholars followed in
the footsteps of missionaries in south-east Anatolia and
north Syria, and the first archaeological expeditions (or
antiquities hunts) were mounted. Typical of the latter
were the 1878—1881 British Museum operations at
Karkami§ conducted by Henderson, the British Consul
in Aleppo, which acquired an early collection of Kar-
kami$ sculpture and inscriptions for its sponsors.

The expanding corpus can be followed in the publi-
cations. Rylands, the Secretary of the Society for Bibli-
cal Archaeology, in a preliminary study of the insctip-

32 In this section the sign * placed before the name of an inscrip-
tion indicates that the editio princeps of the inscription appears in
the work discussed at that point. By editio princeps I understand
the first full presentation of an inscription by clear pho-
tograph(s) and/ot copy.

33 “Discovery” from the point of view of western (including Tur-
kish) scholars, covers various degrees of cognizance from per-
sonal excavation to being shown a piece long known to local
inhabitants. The point of “discovery” nowadays is most com-
monly when a piece is brought by villagers to a local Turkish
museum, ot even when it simply appeats on the international
antiquities market. Thus information on the provenance of a
piece may not extend very far back towards its actual appearance
in modern times. Examination of the information listed in the
bibliography of each insctiption under the heading “Discovery”
will amplify this point.

34 See HAMA 4, Discovery, and Publication, for details.

35 By Texier, Hamilton and Perrot: see Bittel e# al, Das heth. Felsher-
ligtum Yagilikaya (Betlin, 1975), p. 13 f. with nn. 9, 12, 15. These
wete all engraved drawings. A photograph of NISANTAS was
published by Perrot, pl. XXXV.

36 By Kiepert: see Messerschmidt, CIH, p. 37 (note that the redis-
covery of the monument by Renouard should be dated 1839,
not 1859 as it is there misprinted ).

37 By Ritter and Davis: see IVRIZ 1, Publication.

38 The monument has been desctibed in various publications from
1880 onwards, but the presence of inscriptions was only grad-
ually established: see Messerschmidt, CIH, p. 36.

39 See XIII.12, NINEVEH bullae, Discovety, Publication. A seal
found by Layard was published later: see NINEVEH seal,
here XIIL7.

40 Seal now in the Walters Art Gallery, Baltimore, US.A.: see re-
cently H. G. Giiterbock, Jjournal of the Walters Art Gallery 36
(1977), pp. 7— 16, with historical survey of reading attempts and
new proposals; also H. Nowicki, Fs Neumann (1982), pp. 228~
232; and note also now n. 130.

41 By Burton and Drake: see also below, n. 47.

42 Published in 7584 5 (1877), pp. 22— 32.



B. Inscriptions and script 7

tions published in 1882,%3 presented new and compara-
tively clear drawings from casts of the Hamathite
stones,* and photogtraphs and drawings of the recently
acquired Karkami§ (“Jerabis”) material.#> He also in-
cluded a fanciful sketch by Sayce of the SIPYLOS
inscription, his own drawings of Layard’s NINEVEH
bullae, and a photograph of a cast of the “Tarkon-
demos” seal. Rylands’ work was reproduced in Wright’s
Empire of the Hittites (1884),% and the latter added a
group of fairly unsuccessful attempts to copy ALEPPO
1,47 Davis’ drawing of IVRIZ with collations from
Ramsay, Ramsay’s copy of *BOR (upper half only),
drawings (by Rylands) and photographs of some 18
seal impressions in the possession of Schlumberger,*®
and a photograph of KARABEL with Sayce’s rendering
of the inscription. In the second edition of Empire of
the Hirtites (1886), Wright was able further to add the
remainder of the British Museum KARKAMIS frag-
ments drawn by Rylands in 1885,4 Perrot’s drawings
of YAZILIKAYA,> the Babylon bowl (BABYLON 2)
drawn by Rylands, and engraved photographs of the
Maras lion (*MARAS 1).3! The corpus by this point
comprised some twelve substantial pieces®? and twenty-
one fragments,> besides the epigraphs>* and the
seals.>®

In the ensuing years travelling scholars added many
new inscriptions as well as improved editions of already
known texts: Humann and Puchstein, travelling in
1883, publishing in 1890 *MARAS 3, *MARAS 7,
*MARAS 8, *SAMSAT 1;5¢ Ramsay and Hogarth trav-
elling in 1890, publishing in 1891 and 1893, *ANDA-
VAL, *BULGARMADEN, *GURUN, *FRAKTIN,
*MARAS 6, *IZGIN, *PALANGA;>7 Hogarth, travel-
ling in 1894, publishing in 1895, *MALATYA 1, *MA-
LATYA 2;5® Anderson, travelling in 1900, publishing in
1901, *KARABURUN.>?

Large scale excavations in the area of the Hiero-
glyphic inscriptions were undertaken at Zincirli by von
Luschan between 1888 and 1902, but though he found
much architecture and sculpture executed in the Hittite
style, along with alphabetic Phoenician-Aramaic
inscriptions also clearly modelled on the Hieroglyphic
inscriptions,®® the dynasty of kings who bore both Sem-
itic and Hittite names did not employ the Hieroglyphic
sctipt, except in the case of a single signet ring,6! Con-
versely Koldewey excavating at Babylon found unex-
pectedly in 1899 and published the following year a well
preserved Hieroglyphic stele, *BABYLON 1. Later he
found also a stone bow! with inscription, BABYLON 3.

Meanwhile museum collections of Hieroglyphic
inscriptdons and related sculpture were beginning to
form. Beside the British Museum’ collection of the
Karkami$ material, the Imperial Ottornan Museum in
Istanbul was receiving the pieces collected by scholars,
and stray finds such as ISKENDERUN (sent in 1890).
Peiser usefully listed the Museum’s holdings at the end
of 1897.62 The Vorderasiatische Abteilung of the Betlin
Museum already had MARAS 3, acquired by Puchstein

in 1893, and KIRCOGLU, already in the Museum by
1898. The Metropolitan Museum, New York, had the
stele MARAS 2 and fragment MARAS 7, apparently
donated in 1890 by the widow of Rev. Henry Marden
(alias Matsden ), a missionary working in Marag at the
time of the visit by Humann and Puchstein.

Messerschmidt’s Corpus

Such was the extent of the monuments when Mes-
serschmidt produced his Corpus Inscriptionum Hettiticarum

43 The inscribed stones from Jerabis, Hamath Aleppo, etc. (TSBA 7
(1882), pp. 429 —442). Confusingly, the plates are only partially
numbered, and the Hamathite stones as a separate series from
the Karkami§ material.

44 Numbered H I (HAMA 1), H II (HAMA 2), H III (HAMA 4
side B), HIV (HAMA 3), HV (HAMA 4 side A).

45 Photographs: [plates I and IIJ, *KARKAMIS A23, *KAR-
KAMIS A214; engraved drawings: plate III, *KARKAMIS A31;
plate IV figs. 1 -2, *KARKAMIS A2642; fig. 3, *KARKAMIS
A2845; fig 4, *KARKAMIS A284; plate V, *KARKAMIS
A20411 (along with Sayce’s drawing of the SIPYLOS epigraph,
and Layard’s NINEVEH bullae); plate VI (figs. 1-2, sculpture
fragments); fig 3, *KARKAMIS A2049; fig 4, *KARKAMIS
A2la.

46 Following the technology of the time, these were reengraved
from Rylands’ photographs and engraved drawings.

47 Of Drake, from Burton and Drake, Unexplored $yria 11 (1872),
p- 186; of Clermont-Ganneau, from PEFQ 1873, p. 73; of Bos-
cawen (unpublished); of Crawford, redrawn by Rylands, from
PSBA 6 (1884), p. 132£; of George Smith, from his unpub-
lished notebook.

48 Also (drawing only) of DELAPORTE seal (hete XIIL5).

49 Pls. XIX~XXI, along with some sculpture fragments, the rest
of *KARKAMIS A28 also *A30¢, *A20+12; pl. XXII, *KAR-
KAMIS A26f, *KARKAMIS A22¢.

50 Of the epigraphs only the cartouches of Tudhaliyas are really
visible (pl. XXIV).

51 Reported in Empire of the Hittites (1st edition ), with general pho-
tograph of lion on kalk gate of Maras (pl. [I1I]); see 2nd edition,
pls. XXV -XXVIIL.

52 HAMA 1, HAMA 2, HAMA 3, HAMA 4; ALEPPO 1; KAR-
KAMIS A23, KARKAMIS A21, KARKAMIS A31; IVRiZ,
BOR (upper), BABYLON 2, MARAS 1.

53 KARKAMIS A2059~-12; KARKAMIS A22:; KARKAMIS
A2642; KARKAMIS A26f; KARKAMIS A28s—s KAR-
KAMIS A30c

54 SIPYLOS, KARABEL, YAZILIKAYA.

55 SCHLUMBERGER impressions, DELAPORTE seal (included
in the present corpus, see XIIL5).

56 Reisen in Kleinasien und Nordsyrien (Betlin, 1890).

57 Pre-Hellenic Monuments of Cappadocia (Recwei/ 14 (1891),
pp- 74—94; 15 (1893), pp. 89-97).

58 Note on Pre-hellenic finds (Reeweil 17 (1895), pp. 25-27).

59 A new “Hittite” inscription (JHS 21 (1901), pp. 322—-324).

60 Uniquely among Semitic alphabetic inscriptions the letters are
executed in relief with the background cut away, in the manner
of relief Hieroglyphic inscriptions, instead of the letters being in-
cised.

61 The ZINCIRLI signet of Bar-Rakib, included in this corpus as
XII1.3.

62 OLZ 1 (1898), pp. 6—9. The Hieroglyphic inscriptions were
stored in a small room in the Cinii Kisk along with Aramaic,
Palmyrene, and South Arabian antiquities. The collection com-
prised at this date HAMA 1-4, MARAS 1, MARAS 2, BOR
(upper fragment), MALATYA 1, MALATYA 2, IZGIN,
ISKENDERUN.
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in 1900,%% a work of grandiose name but modest pro-
portions, comprising some twenty-six substantial
inscriptions,®*  twenty-eight fragments,> also epi-
graphs,® and a now growing collection of seals.®” Mes-
serschmidt was dependent almost entirely on previous
publications or on photographs and/or squeezes, from
which he made his own hand copies. These atre fair
when the texts were clear, but not very helpful in the
numerous dubious areas. He included only a single pho-
tograph (MARAS 1 lion). In his two supplements he
was able to offer improved texts. In Erster Nachtrag,%®
following a visit to the British Museum in the summer
1901, he revised the KARKAMIS inscriptions, and
from squeezes IZGIN and MARAS 1, and added the
recently  published KARABURUN. In  Zweiter
Nachtrag,®® following a visit to Tutkey to wotk in the
Ottoman Museum, he revised PALANGA, MARAS 2,
EGREK (with poor photograph ), BOR (with recently
acquired lower part), IVRIZ (which he visited during
the making of the cast), and he added the recently ac-
quited HISARCIK 1, EMIRGAZI block, EMIRGAZI
altar B, *MARA$ 4 (with poor photograph),
*NIGDE 1, also from a squeeze *BOHCA, and from a
squeeze and cast with a poor photograph, the Louvre’s
acquisition, MALATYA 3. The supplements thus added
six substantial inscriptions to the corpus (and one frag-
ment — EMIRGAZI block), bringing the total of sub-
stantial pieces to thirty-two. Messerschmidt’s copies
were not particularly elegant or accurate, and his inabil-
ity to provide photographs a considerable disadvantage.
Yet much of his work has still not been replaced, and
Meriggi took over many of his texts for his Mansuale
often without much substantial correction.

Period 1900-1914

Curiously the travellers of this period, Belck in 1901
and Grothe in 1906—1907, did not produce a single
editio princeps, though they improved some texts. Others
were more fortunate. Rott discovered *SUVASA in
the late autumn 1906 and published in 1908. Gertrude
Bell and Ramsay in the summer 1907 discovered the
*KARADAG and *KIZILDAG inscriptions which they
published in 1909. De Jerphanion travelling the same
summer saw *KURUBEL and *TASCI, which he pub-
lished in 1908. The Cornell Expedition was also travel-
ling later in 1907, and produced in 1911 *NISANTAS,
*TEKIRDERBENT 1 and 2, *ARSLANTAS, *iS-
PEKCUR, *MALATYA 4 and *KELEKLI, as well as
giving new texts of inscriptions alteady known.” Their
photographs were good though pootly reproduced, and
their drawings were fair. Hogarth travelling in 1908
found and published the following year (1909) the stele
*TELL AHMAR 1. Garstang, also travelling in 1908,
published the same year *MALATYA 5, *MALATYA
6 and *GAZIANTEP. In 1909 Ronzevalle published
*RESTAN which had been reported in 1902.

Garstangs book The Land of the Hittites (1910)
formed, like the Cornell Expedition’s Fittite Inscriptions
the following year (1911), something of a corpus in
itself. Garstang gave in Appendix B (pp. 395—401) an
“Index of Hittite Monuments with bibliography”, list-
ing all inscriptions (also sculpture) known up to that
date. He also gave photographs of a number of inscrip-
tions.”!

Meanwhile regular excavations produced an influx of
material. Garstang’s own work at Sakca Gozii uncov-
ered sculpture and architecture of the period, but curi-
ously no inscription, so that it remains unclear to which
ancient state the city belonged.” Winckler’s initial ex-
cavations at Bogazkoy 1906 —1907 immediately located
the two inscribed stele bases which were published
forthwith,”> *BOGAZKOY 1 and *BOGAZKOY 2.
Beyond these two and the long-known rock inscription
of NISANTAS and the epigraphs of YAZILIKAYA, the
continuous series of Bogazkdy excavations in the 1930%
and since 1950 have recovered a number of small Hiero-
glyphic stelae, fragments and epigraphs,” but nothing of
great significance until the BOGAZKOY-SUDBURG
inscription of 1988.75 It is the seals of Bogazkdy that
have been of great significance for Hieroglyphic (see
below, p. 14), and of course the archives of Cuneiform
tablets, the decipherment of which was a necessary pre-
liminary for the decipherment of Hieroglyphic (see also
below, p. 14).

63 MVAG 5 (1900/4), Berlin.

64 In addition to the twelve known in 1886, listed in n. 52 above,
BABYLON 1, KIRCOGLU, ISKENDERUN, *KARKAMIS
Alh, MALATYA 1, GURUN, 1ZGIN, MARAS 2, MARAS 3,
MARAS 8, EGREK, ANDAVAL, BULGARMADEN, KOYLU-
TOLU YAYLA.

65 In addition to the twenty-one listed in n. 53 above, MALATYA
2, SAMSAT 1, PALANGA, MARAS 6, MARAS 7, *KARA-
BURCLU, *BEYKOY.

66 In addition to those listed in n. 54, FRAKTIN, DOGANLI
DERESIL

67 Included in the present corpus, in addition to the NINEVEH
bullae, NINEVEH seal and DELAPORTE seal already noted,
only PORADA seal (see SEALS, XII1.4).

68 MVAGT (1902/3), Betlin.

69 MVAG 11 (1906/5), Berlin.

70 KARADAG 1 and 2, KOYLUTOLU YAYLA, KARABURUN,
HISARCIK 2, BOHCA, IVRiZ, BULGARMADEN, FRAK-
TIN, KURUBEL, GURUN, MALATYA 5 and 6, ALEPPO 1,
SAMSAT 1, MARAS 8. They also reported but could not
reach KOTUKALE.

71 HAMA 1 (squeeze), GAZIANTEP, MARAS 1, MALATYA 5
and 6, PALANGA, EGREK, FRAKTIN, BOHCA, SIPYLOS,
KARABEL, BOR, IVRIZ (Betlin cast), YAZILIKAYA.

72 See Garstang’s reports in L.444 1 (1908), pp. 97-117; 5
(1913), pp. 63-72; 24 (1937), pp. 119-140. Also Land of the
Hitrires (1910), pp. 298-314; The Hittite Empire (1929),
pp. 262—-278.

73 MDOG 35 (1907), p. 57f. figs. 6 and 7.

74 For a complete numbeting to date of the Hier. stone inscriptions
and fragments from BOGAZKOY see Hawkins StBs7 Bh. 3, p.
121 Appendix 7; and here Appendix 1 (below, p. 35).

75 See below, p. 18 and nn. 189~190.
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Karkamis excavation and publication

The Karkami$ excavations under Hogarth, Campbell
Thompson and Woolley, 1911 —-1914, produced all the
in sitw sculpture and insctriptions of the Temple of the
Storm-God7¢ with the Long Wall of Sculpture,”’ the
Processional Entry’® and the Royal Buttress,”® as well
as many pieces found out of context.?0 These were
published in 1914 (Carchemish 1, pls. Al1—Al1, essen-
tally the complete inscriptions ), and, with an interval
occasioned by the First Wotld War, in 1921 (Carchemish
II, pls. A12—A18, essentially the incomplete inscrip-
tions). The much delayed final publication in 1952
(Carchemrish 111, pls. A19—A33) contained principally a
re-publication of the earlier-known inscriptions from
the British Museum 1878—1881 excavations,8! with a
few new pieces®? and the numerous fragments.?3 With
the publication of Carchemish 11 in 1921, the site had
produced some twenty-four major insctiptions, only
three of which had been known to Messerschmidt, thus
a considerable accession of new material over and
above his total of thirty-two substantial pieces. Kar-
kami$ as a site is the most prolific source of Hiero-
glyphic inscriptions, as befits the city which preserved
a continuous tradition from the Empire Period.?* Since
the Karkami$ excavations, some more recently discov-
ered major and minor pieces from other provenances
may on internal reference be grouped with the KKAR-
KAMIS inscriptions: in the major category, CEKKE,
KORKUN, TUNP 1 and TILSEVET.

Period 1920~ 1940

The years between the wars wete preeminently the
time when, in the aftermath of the decipherment of
Cuneiform Hittite (which involved also the recognition
of the language Cuneiform Luwian), Hrozny, Forter,
Bossert, Meriggi and Gelb applied themselves setiously
to the decipherment of Hieroglyphic (see further be-
low). Besides the on-going German excavations at
Bogazkéy under Kurt Bittel, 1931 —1939, which added
a very important new access of Hieroglyphic seals (see
further below, p. 14), several excavations took place at
important Neo-Hittite sites during this period, which
recovered Hieroglyphic inscriptions. The French excav-
ations at Tell Ahmar 1929—-193135 recovered and pub-
lished in 1929 the recently discovered *TELL AHMAR
2 as well as restoring and republishing TELL. AHMAR
1. The American Syrian Hittite Expedition of the Ori-
ental Institute, Chicago, working in the Plain of Antioch
1932—-1938,8¢ excavated the fragmentary inscriptions
*TELL TAYINAT 1, 2, and 3, published by Gelb in
1939. The Expedition also collected and published in
Gelb’s volume fragments of inscriptions *TULEIL 1
and 2 and *JISR EL-HADID frags. 1—3. The Danish
Carlsberg Foundation Excavations at Hama, 1931-—
1938,87 uncovered the Neo-Hittite citadel with substan-
tial architectural and sculptural remains, but unfortun-

ately found only rather scanty and fragmentary in-
scribed material HAMA fragments 1—11 (as numbered
in the present work). French excavations at Malatya-
Arslantepe, 1932—1933,8% uncovered the Lion Gate,
source of most of the sculpture with epigraphs already
found at the site, to which the excavators added *MA-
LATYA 9-12, published in 1940 in the excavation re-
port along with a re-publication of the previously
found inscriptions.

At the same time excavations on Assyrian sites were
finding odd pieces of Hieroglyphic. Campbell Thomp-
son at Nineveh in 1932 found a unique clay tablet with
an unfortunately largely illegible inscription, and a piece
of stone plaque also Hieroglyphic and illegible.®® The
American excavations at Khorsabad found in 1929 and
1932 two clay bullae with impressions of the same seal
as on one of the Nineveh bullae.” But quite the most
peculiar find of this sort was made by Jacobsen and
Lloyd in 1924 at Hines, where they found the fragment
HINES,®! a copy of one of the insctiptions of Urhilina
king of Hamath. Here too is the place to record one of
the most significant of all Hieroglyphic finds, actually
excavated in 1905 but not published until 1924, that of
the ASSUR lead letters at Assur, found by Andrae and
published twenty years later. Their provenance from
Assur is almost as strange as that of the HINES
inscription from Hines.

76 *KARKAMIS A2+3 (door jambs); *KARKAMIS A4b (ar-
chaic stele).

77 *KARKAMIS Alz and Alb (orthostats).

78 *KARKAMIS A8 (Al14) (door jamb) with *KARKAMIS Add
(statue inscription ); *KARKAMIS A8+9 (Allb+:) (pair of
door jambs, reused but restorable to the door remodelled by the
Royal Buttress).

79 *KARKAMIS A6 and 7 (sculptured orthostats ).

80 *KARKAMIS Adg (land deed), *Ad¢, *5a, *54 (tombstones);
*A12 (orthostat), *Al13a—¢ (statue base), *A134 (orthostat),
*Al4a and & (insctibed lions), *Al5z (stele), *A154 (statue
base), *A15¢, 4, ¢ (fragments), *A16a (lion frags.), *A164 (ot-
thostat frag.), *Al6¢ (archaic stele), *A16d, ¢ (frags.), *A16f
(tombstone), *Al7a, b, ¢ d (stelae), *Al18a—g, i—; (frags.),
*A184 (tombstone ).

81 See above, nn. 52—-53.

82 KARKAMIS A204 (orthostat frag.), KARKAMIS A24 (frags.
of orthostat?), A25az (frags. of orthostat), A254 (stele frag.),
A26a (orthostat frag.), *A304 (base).

83 *A19 (incised frags.), A2041—13 (frags. of A21/22), *A26h—¢
(corner relief frags.), *A27 and *29 (relief frags.), A28 (British
Museum frags. ), *A30a— g (miscellaneous frags. ), A33 (miscella-
neous ).

84 See II (KARKAMIS), The Historical Context, p.73f and
nn. 10-13.

85 See III (TELL AHMAR), The Historical Context, p. 225 and
nn. 17-20.

86 See VII (AMUQ), The Historical Context, p.364 and
nn. 42-52.

87 See IX (HAMA), The Historical Context, p. 398f. and nn. 5—
11, p. 402 and nn. 59 —65.

88 See V (MALATYA), The Historical Context, p. 282 and n. 3.

89 See XII (MISCELLANEOUS), 10 and 11.

90 See XIII (SEALS), 13.

91 See IX (HAMA), 5.
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Among the travellers in Anatolia in the inter-war
petiod an indefatigable example was H. H. von der Os-
ten. He travelled far and regularly 1926—1931 and re-
corded his journeys in the seties Explorations in Hittite
Asia Minor.?> He was often the first to see newly discov-
ered insctiptions and the first to publish photographs:
thus “CARCHEMISH” (hete ANKARA), 1927; MA-
LATYA 8, 1928; MARAS 11, 1929; *CALAPVERDI 1
and 2, 1929, 1930; KARAKUYU, BOYBEYPINARI 1
and 2, and DARENDE, 1931.

Other important inscriptions were appearing at this
period. *KAYSERI was seen and published by Lewy
in 1925, and *ANKARA (“CARCHEMISH”) seen by
Cameron in 1926 (publ. 1927). Construction of the
Kayseri-Sivas railway cutting through the mound of
Sultanhan in 1928 found the large stele base, reported
in 1929 and 1930/31, and published as *SULTANHAN
by Delaporte in 1934. The same year, Bossert published
*TOPADA, which had been reported as early as 1908.
Also in the same year, the Turkish teacher of French in
the Kayseti Boys High School, Kara Mehmet Aga Zade
Kemaleddin (alias Kemaleddin Karamete), in a hand-
book on the local history published preliminary pho-
tographs of CIFTLIK and ERKILET 1 and 2, along
with other previously known inscriptions.

All the five scholars concerned with the decipher-
ment at this period, Hrozny, Forrer, Bossert, Meriggi
and Gelb, travelled widely in Anatolia at one time or
another, in search of new inscriptions or better copies
and photographs of known ones. In particular the trav-
els of Hrozny and Gelb in these years led to the publi-
cation of new corpuses. Hrozny in 1934, July—Novem-
bet, worked his way through museums from Istanbul
to Aleppo,®® while Gelb had two long stints in Anatolia,
June—September, 1932 and 1935,°*4 thus straddling
Hroznj’s journey.

During the 1930’s Hrozny edited the then known
Hieroglyphic insctriptions mostly in a series of articles
in Archiv Orientalni, and these were mostly collected and
reprinted in his Les Inscriptions Hittites Hiéroghphiques.
Vol. I (1933) took the inscription KARABURUN as
subject for decipherment, appending a long commen-
tary, a grammatical sketch and signary. Vol. II (1934)
contained a selection of published texts,> and Vol. 111
(1937) the texts on which Hrozny had worked during
his Anatolia peregrination including six editiones prin-
cipes.% He thereby covered all the fairly well preserved
and substantial inscriptions available to him, and he
continued beyond the end of the reprinted volumes
with studies on NIGDE, ANDAVAL, EGREK, HISAR-
CIK 1 and ISKENDERUN. His method was to acquire
good photographs, usually acknowledged to the rele-
vant museum authorities, and to copy the inscriptions
which he had himself seen in a not very elegant but
surprisingly accurate hand.®” He then had each inscrip-
tion type-set in a linear arrangement with facsimile re-
presentations of each sign, an astonishing feat of the

typographer’s art which has never been repeated. Un-
fortunately his decipherment was at a rather rudimen-
tary stage and his transliterations and translations are
somewhat over-ambitious.

Gelb’s book Hittite Hieroghphic Monuments (1939) did
set out to produce a new corpus of inscriptions, though
he imposed certain limitadons on this. Thus under-
standably he did not republish the KARKAMIS mater-
ial from Carchemish 1 and 11, nor did he include any of
the Istanbul Museum material, which Bossert claimed
to be preparing for re-publication.”® He only included
inscriptions from Turkey, on which he had worked him-
self, thus none of the material from the British Mus-
eum, the Louvre, the Berlin Museum or the Metropoli-
tan Museum, New York, nor did he include TELL
AHMAR 1 from Aleppo Museum though he did work
on it.%? Also he tended not to republish inscriptions
already published in Messerschmidt or elsewhere, un-
less he could produce better photographs or a more
reliable copy,'® though, as he noted, his work over-
lapped with that of Hrozny. Gelb drew together a con-
siderable accession of new material since Messersch-
midt (1906) and Carchemish 1 and II (1914 and 1924),
a total of some fifteen substantial inscriptions!®! and
some twenty-five fragments, epigraphs and seals.’°? He
gained comparatively few editiones principes (mainly the
Plain of Antioch material ), since he was generally antic-
ipated by narrow margins by von der Osten, Hrozny,
Delaporte and others. But his work was a fine collec-

92 OILC. 2,06, 8, 14; Chicago, 1927, 1929, 1930, 1933.

93 Ar. Or. 7 (1935), p. 208—-210.

94 HHM, pp. 1-6.

95 ASSUR letters, most of Carchemish 1-11 (KARKAMIS Ala—
A18), KARABURUN (revised), BABYLON 1, BOHCA,
BULGARMADEN, MARAS 1, MARAS 4, SULTANHAN
(base), HAMA 1-4, RESTAN.

96 *ERKILET 1 and 2, *BOYBEYPINARI 1 and 2, *KARKAMIS
A2442+3, ANKARA (“CARCHEMISH”), *KARKAMIS
A20s, TOPADA, SUVASA, KAYSERI, KOYLUTOLU
YAYLA, EMIRGAZ] altars, KARAKUYU, FRAKTIN, KARA-
DAG 1, KIZILDAG 1 and 3, IZGIN, IVRiZ, BOR, TELL
AHMAR 1 and 2, DARENDE, MALATYA 1, 3, 5, 6, 7.

97 We may compare his Cuneiform copies, KBs V and VL.

98 HHM, p. ix. Bossert never produced any systematic re-edition.

99 HHM, p. 6. The “unknown Hittite inscription supposedly from
Carchemish” was not apparently CEKKE, ALEPPO 2 or QA-
L°AT EL MUDIQ, none of which had entered the museum at
this date (1935).

100 E.g ANDAVAL, KOYLUTOLU YAYLA.

101 BOYBEYPINARI t and 2, ANKARA (“CARCHEMISH”),
KARKAMIS A2442+3, *CIFTLIK, DARENDE, ERKILET 1
and 2, ISPEKCUR, KARAKUYU, “KARAPINAR” (TOP-
ADA), KAYSERI, *KOTUKALE, RESTAN, SULTANHAN.

102 *ALACA HOYUK 1, KARKAMIS A2041, KARKAMIS
A2541, KARKAMIS B39s, CALAPVERDI 1 and 2,
EGRIKOY, HINES, IMAMKULU, #ISR EL-HADID 1-3,
KARGA, KURUBEL, *KHORSABAD seals, SIRKELI, SU-
VASA, TASCI, *TELL TAYINAT 1-3 and other frags., *TU-
LEIL 1 and 2, *VELIISA.
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tion compiled with exemplary method, and has served
as a model for the present corpus.1?

Effectively this phase of the investigation of Hiero-
glyphic, characterized as the expansion of the corpus
(together with the initial phase of effective decipher-
ment ), was terminated by the outbreak of the Second
World War, yet several important landmarks properly
belonging with this phase occurred in 1940, and after.
The publication of Delaporte’s Malatya-Arslantepe 1
(1940) constituted a corpus of the MALATYA insctip-
tions by drawing together the previously found pieces
and related material. A major inscription was added to
the KARKAMIS material with the publication by Du-
nand in 1940 of the large and well preserved stele
*CEKKE. A significant rock relief with epigraphs,
*HANYERI was published by A.Riza Yalgin in
1940.1%4 But most important was the publication of the
Bogazkoy seal impressions by Giiterbock as $Bo I and
II (1940 and 1942). This constituted a final publication
of the seal finds from the excavations 1931-—1938,
which had become available in preliminary publications
as they were found. The contribution of this material
to the decipherment is noted in the following section.

Karatepe: discovery and publications

It is appropriate that the next stage should have been
inaugurated in 1946 with the discovery by Bossert and
Halet Cambel of the great bilingual inscription of KA-
RATEPE. Its implications for the decipherment are
also assessed in the following section, but even for the
expansion of the corpus, the discovery of this, the long-
est known Hieroglyphic inscription,!%> marks a very
significant advance. Yet Bossert’s publication of the text
was tardy and still incomplete even in its unsatisfactory
preliminary form at the time of his death in 1960. The
preliminary publication was completed by Akurgal
(1961, photographs), and Steinherr (1974, text), while
the final publication has been teserved for Halet Cam-
bel as 2 companion volume to the present corpus.

In the post-war years, the main scholars active in
Anatolia collecting and publishing Hieroglyphic inscrip-
tions included Bossert, Giiterbock, Meriggi, Laroche,
Sedat Alp and Mustafa Kalag, also R. D. Barnett. Some
important new inscriptions became available at this
time: SULTANHAN stele (discovered 1939, published
1949), KULULU 1, KULULU 2, SIRZI, KARA-
HOYUK, ALEPPO 2, MEHARDE,; also some minor
fragments and epigraphs: BOGAZKOY 6-11, CAG-
DIN, HANYERI, IVRIZ frag. 1, MALKAYA, SAM-
SAT 2, AZAZ.

Bossert continued active up to the time of his death.
In addition to his gradual publication of KARATEPE,
he edited a number of known inscriptions, often im-
proving the texts. He also travelled round recent dis-
coveries, (te)editing these, though he did not score
many editiones principes.'% Giitetbock at the same time
was a frequent visitor to Hieroglyphic inscriptions, also

producing new editions of texts.197 Barnett too conttib-
uted to the field.1%® Meriggi made a major study tour
in 1958,1%? working on the inscriptions in the museums
of Istanbul, Ankara, Kayseti, Sivas and Adana. His sub-
sequent travels 1962—1971110 were on the whole more
concerned with archaeology though he worked on
some further Hieroglyphic inscriptions.!!! Laroche,
working at the time on general Luwian studies as well
as the digraphic seals from Ugarit,'!? offered two illu-
minating text editions.!!3

Both Laroche and Meriggi gave their major contribu-
tions to the study of Hieroglyphic during these years:
Laroche with his book Les Hiéroglyphes Hittites (1960);
and Meriggi with his Hieraghyphisch-hethitisches Glossar
(1962), followed by his Mannale di Eteo Geroglifico 1, 11/1
and II/2-3 (1966, 1967, 1975). Laroche’s book is ac-
tually a detailed signary, and is desctibed as “premiére
partie”, since it was intended to form the introduction
to a volume giving the texts in transliteration, transla-
tion and commentary, together with a grammatical
analysis of the language.l' This, unfortunately, has
never appeared. The work as it stands is evaluated in
the following section, Decipherment and Interpreta-
tion, as is also Meriggi’s Glossar. The latter forms an
index of words to the subsequently published Manuale,
2 wotk similar to that planned but not achieved by La-
roche, a corpus of all inscriptions known, divided into
texts of the Late Period and of the Hittite Empire, each
given in copy, transliteration, translation and commen-
tary. Unfortunately Meriggi’s copies are largely based

103 In one procedure I have not found it necessary to follow him,
namely his somewhat over-elaborate method of producing a
copy (see HHM, p.viif. ), which involved drawing on a given
photograph with indian ink and then bleaching out the pho-
tograph. It is just as satisfactory to trace photographs on the
clear acetate now (but perhaps not then?) available.

104 TTAED 4 (1940), p. 265 f. (photograph, republished by Bos-
sert, Altanatolien (1942), Abb. 564 ).

105 Its 75 clauses may be compared with ASSUR letter f+g, 53
clauses; SULTANHAN, 51 clauses; TOPADA, 39 clauses; KAR-
KAMIS Alg (incomplete, but longest KARKAMIS), 38 clauses.

106 Long-known texts: KOTUKALE, DARENDE, KARA-
BURUN, KIRCOGLU, MARAS 3, SAMSAT 1, KARKAMIS
A2042. Recent discoveries: KULULU 1, *KULULU 2, SUL-
TANHAN, SIRZI, *MALKAYA, *SAMSAT 2, HANYERI.

107 KIZILDAG 4, *CAGDIN, *SIRZI (with Sedat Alp), *IVRIZ
frag. 1, *KARAHOYUK (ELBISTAN) (with T and
N. Ozgiic), *KULULU 1, *SULTANHAN stele (with Kemaled-
din Karamete — for whom see above, p. 10 col. i).

108 Besides his study on KARATEPE (An. St 3 (1953), pp. 53—
95), an edition of CEKKE and *ALEPPO 2.

109 Reported in QdBG 3 (1958), pp. 3— 35. His main work here was
on PALANGA, MARAS 2, MARAS 7, KARKAMIS fragments,
TEKIRDERBENT 1, HISARCIK 2, TOPADA, ISPEKCUR,
EMIRGAZI altars.

110 Reported in 04 1-10 (1962-1971).

111 GURUN, *MALATYA 15 (sealing), SIRZI, KARADAG-
KIZILDAG, ARSLANTAS, TACIN, CALAPVERDI 3. From
Syria he collected *AZAZ and *MEHARDE (upper).

112 See above, n. 16; below, n. 143,

113 KARAHOYUK (ELBISTAN), KARKAMIS Al

114 HH, p. xvi.
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on old publications of the texts and were not adequately
collated and corrected. Furthermore, a considerable
number of new texts has appeared since the completion
of the Manuale.

Indeed Laroche’s and Meriggi’s publications provide
useful points of reference against which the rate of new
Hieroglyphic discoveries may be measured. Laroche in-
cluded in his /7H a brief bibliography of all the inscrip-
tions then known (1960), and it is interesting to note
that since Gelb’s 1939 corpus, some nine major insctip-
tions had been added,!'> and a number of minor pieces
along with insignificant fragments and epigraphs.!16 He
subsequently published an updated list in 1969,'17 by
which time a further four major pieces had been
added,!'® along with other minor pieces.!!® Meriggi’s
publication of Manuale 11/2—3 (1975) added only
eleven minor and insignificant pieces.!20

Recent work

The Turkish scholars most active in Hieroglyphic
studies since the 1960’s have been Mustafa Kala¢ and
Sedat Alp, and especially for seals Ali and Belkis Dingol,
and the archaeologists most concerned Tahsin and Ni-
met Ozgii¢. There has also been Halet Cambel’s mas-
sive wotk of recovery and restoration at Karatepe. To
Kalag have gone most of the new Hieroglyphic insctip-
tions discovered since 1960, and to him we owe the
editiones principes of KORKUN, KULULU 3, KURTUL,
TILSEVET, TUNP 1 and 2, MARAS 12 (MARAS 14,
15, 16 forthcoming), MALPINAR, AKSARAY, KU-
LULU 4, KULULU 5, NIGDE 2 and ASMACIK, a
handsome conttibution. Sedat Alp has made a detailed
study of the KIZILDAG-KARADAG inscriptions
along with the editio princeps of BURUNKAYA (1974).
Subsequently in the years 1979 and after, he conducted
investigations at the Commagenian site of Ancoz dur-
ing the rescue operations for the Atatiirk Barrage Pro-
ject, and recovered a number of characteristic inscribed
blocks similar to fragments found earlier.'?! Tahsin
Ozgiig has collected and published a batch of new KU-
LULU material, including the editio princeps of the im-
portant lead strips, and has made some useful observa-
tions on Sultanhan, Calapverdi, and Egrikoy, sites in the
Kayseri wilayet, sources of the eponymous inscrip-
tions. 122 Later, almost miraculously, Kutlu Emre located
at Sultanhan the missing fragment of the famous stele.
Tahsin Ozgii¢’s most recent contribution has been the
publication of the YALBURT inscription discovered in
1970, the longest known Empire Period text.12* Nimet
Ozgii¢ has been instrumental in making public the new
finds in her own area of investigation, patticulatly
NIGDE 2 and AKSARAY, and has also conducted the
large-scale rescue operations at the site of Samsat, from
which a number of Hieroglyphic fragments have been
recovered. 124

These years have also been the period of my own
involvement with the Hieroglyphic inscriptions. First

visiting Turkey in 1965 and 1966 as a member of the
Kayahdere Urartian excavations, I began examining Hi-
eroglyphic inscriptions in 1967, and then realizing that
a revisions of all published texts would yield substantial
results, I began setious work on them in 1968, which 1
have continued ever since. For the record, I have visited
Turkey, normally during the long vacations, July—Sep-
tember, in the years 1968, 1969, 1971, 1974, 1976, 1978,
1981, 1984, 1986, 1987, 1989, 1990, 1992, 1993, 1995,
1996, and in 1971, 1974, 1976, 1978 I also visited Syria.
In that time I have worked in the museums of Istanbul,
Ankara, Kayseri, Sivas, Nigde, Adana, Marag, Adiya-
man, Gaziantep, Antakya, and Aleppo, and I have vis-
ited, sometimes more than once, all the known rock
reliefs and inscriptions. I have been able to produce the
editiones principes of PORSUK, ANCOZ 1, ADIYAMAN
1, ADIYAMAN 2, SHEIZAR, TELL AHMAR 3,
MEHARDE (lower), MALPINAR (with Mustafa Ka-
lag) and BOGAZKOY-SUDBURG;!25 and to these
may be added, in the present work, HAMA 6, 7, 8, the
BEIRUT bowl, and (by courtesy of Professor Sedat
Alp) the ANCOZ fragments. For the purpose of mak-
ing texts and photographs I have also visited the princi-
pal European and American museums where Hiero-
glyphic inscriptions are to be found: the Louvre (princi-
pally in 1986), the Berlin Museum (1985), the Oriental
Institute, Chicago, and Metropolitan Museum, New
York (1983), the Bibliotheca Bodmeriana, Geneva
(1982), and the Danish National Museum, Copen-
hagen (1979). [Also *TELL AHMAR 5].

Other scholars working in the field of Hieroglyphic
inscriptions at this time have been Massimo Poetto,
Emilia Masson and Itamar Singer. Poetto has produced
a series of studies, including edtiones principes of MARAS
11, MALATYA 13, ALEPPO 3 and BOROWSKI 1—
2. Emilia Masson has concentrated on inscriptions of

115 CEKKE, KARATEPE, SULTANHAN stele, KULULU 1, KU-
LULU 2, SIRZI, KARAHOYUK, ALEPPO 2; also MEH-
ARDE (not listed).

116 MALATYA 9-12, BOGAZKOY 6-8 (numbeting according
to Laroche), CAGDIN, HANYERI, IVRIZ frag 1,
MALKAYA.

117 RHA XXVII/84~85 (1969), pp. 109-131.

118 TUNP 1, TIiLSEVET, KORKUN, PORSUK; also the ALTIN-
TEPE pithos inscriptions, KULULU lead strips (all then still un-
published ).

119 ALACA HOYUK 4, ANCOZ 1 and 2, BOGAZKOY 9-11,
HAMA 5, HEMITE, KIZILDAG 5, KULULU 3, KURTUL,
YEKBAZ, NIMRUD shells, SAMSAT 2, AZAZ.

120 Minor: MALATYA 14, ADIYAMAN 1, ADIYAMAN 2, KU-
LULU 3, KULULU 6; BOGAZKOY 12; insignificant: MARAS
12, KULULU 7, BOGAZKOY 13-14 (for numbering see
above, n. 74).

121 See ANCOZ fragments, bibliography.

122 Kiiltepe and its vicinity in the Iron Age (Ankara, 1971).

123 Inandiktepe (Ankara, 1988), pp. xv—xvii/xxv—xxvii, 172174,
pls. 85-95.

124 See SAMSAT fragments (VI. 15).

125 For the discovery of this inscription, see below, p. 18 and
nn. 189-190.
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the Empire Period. Itamar Singer has joined the field
with the editio princeps of BOROWSKI 3.

In reckoning up the continuing rate of appearance
of new Hieroglyphic inscriptions since Meriggi’s final
total in 1975, we note the discovery of some fifteen
major insctiptions,'?® and over twenty minor ones and
substantial fragments'?7 as well as over ten small frag-
ments or illegible texts.!?® If we look back over the
points in time at which we have conducted counts of

Hieroglyphic inscriptions known, the following
pattern emerges:
Messerschmidt
total: 1900 1906
major 26 6
minot 28 1

Carchemish  Gelb Laroche now
additions: 1914 1921 1939 1960 1969 1991
majot 21 15 9 4 14
minot (many) 25 (many) (some) 30

We thus note a total of some 95 major insctiptions; the
total for minor inscriptions and fragments is less easy
to quantify (and less significant), but certainly there
would be over fifty minor but perceptible pieces.
Furthermore the rate of discovery appears to be accel-
erating. One point stands out: the present corpus will
require addenda and that sooner rather than later.
{1995, new major inscriptions: TELL. AHMAR 5, and
(probably) an unpublished inscription from EREGLI].

2. Decipherment and Interpretation

General Problems

It is not proposed to go into this subject in great
detail since it has been covered before in a number
of adequate studies.!?® Nevertheless a summary of the
stages, methods and results is relevant to the present
work and is given here.

The groups of allied problems which decipherers
have had to confront may be identified as follows.

1. General recognition of the nature of the script as
being mixed logographic-phonetic with reading aids
such as determinatives and other markers. From the
time of the earliest scholarly interest in Hieroglyphic,
the deciphered Egyptian Hieroglyphic and Mesopota-
mian Cuneiform wete available as possible models for
compatisof.

2. Identification of the logograms and their intet-
pretation. Some of these with strongly pictographic
content were comparatively easy to penetrate, as for
example animals’ heads and parts of the body. Others
have been more problematic and some elude under-
standing even today. A crucial problem has been distin-
guishing between logograms and phonetic signs, espe-
cially since some signs have both functions.

3. Identification of phonetic signs and attribution of
values. Crucial here has been the recognition that this
part of the script is a syllabary essentally of the
consonant +vowel type distinguishing 3-vowel series (2
i #). Penetration of this aspect of Hieroglyphic was
largely achieved by correct identification in the inscrip-
tions of known names of persons and places and the
establishment of phonetic values on the basis of these.

4. Interpretation of the language written by the sylla-
bary and the recognition of its relationships. This has
resulted of course in the perception, becoming ever
clearer right up to the present, that the language behind
the Hieroglyphs is a form of Luwian, which is known
otherwise both from a small corpus of Cuneiform texts,
¢ 1500—1200 B.C.,, and a somewhat latger group of
inscriptions in the closely related Lycian language, writ-
ten in the alphabetic script in the period « 500-300
B.C.

First attempts

The earliest would-be decipherers — Sayce, Ménant,
Peiser, Jensen, Hommel, Campbell Thompson, Cowley,
Frank — made little progress beyond the identification
of a few logograms, achieved largely by means of the
“Tartkondemos seal”, one of the eatliest inscriptions
recognized, which is digraphic, and thus a mini-
bilingual, but one which is in fact so treacherous that
only now has a definitive interpretation been
achieved.!® The identifications made did lead to the

126 KULULU lead strips 1 and 2, AKSARAY, SHEIZAR, BOROW-
SKI 1, KULULU 4, KULULU 5, YALBURT, MALPINAR,
BOROWSKI 3, MARAS 14, IVRIZ 2, BOGAZKOY-
SUDBURG, HAMA 6 and 7.

127 KULULU lead strips 3, frags. 1 and 3, ANCOZ 1, BURUN-
KAYA, ANCOZ 3 and 4, NIGDE 2, MARAS 11, ALEPPO 3,
BOROWSKI 2, MALATYA 13, TELL AHMAR 3, TELL
AHMAR 4, BOGAZKOY 18, 19, 20 (for numbering see n. 74
above ), ANCOZ 5-10, ARSLANTAS, MARAS 16, HAMA 8,
BEIRUT bowl.

128 ANCOZ 2, ASMACIK, MARAS 13, MARAS 10, MARAS 15,
SAMSAT frags., IVRIZ frags. 2—3, ANTAKYA, AIN DARA,
BOGAZKOY 15, 16, 17 (for numbering see above, n. 74).

129 Notably by }J. Friedrich, Entzifferungsgeschichte der hethitischen
Hieroglyphenschrift (Die Welt als Geschichte, Beiheft 3; Stuttgart,
1939); id., Entzifferung verschollener Schriften and Sprachen (1954),
I3 (updated to take account of KARATEPE); A. Kammen-
huber, Die Erforschung der hethitischen Hieroglyphenschrift
und des Hieroglyphenluwischen (in Friedrich ef al, Hb Or
(1969), pp. 148—161); also R. D. Barnett, Karatepe, the key to
the Hittite Hieroglyphs (An. 5. 3 (1953), pp. 53—95); Hawkins,
Morpurgo Davies and Neumann, AL, pp. [3]—[10]; cf. also
the chapter by M. Pope, The Story of Decipherment (London, 1975,
pp- 136—145). From the bibliography on each sign in Laroche’s
HH, it can be cleatly seen when and by whom the correct values
were first attributed, as well as the earlier sequence of failed
attempts.

130 See above, n. 40. [The 1990/91 Bogazkdy bullae have now pro-
vided evidence which permits a definitive solution of the prob-
lem of reading: Hawkins, and Morpurgo Davies, Stadies Watkins,
(Innsbruck, 1998), pp. 243—260.].
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recognition that (unsurprisingly ) groups of inscriptions
began with the names of kings and their countries, but
this observation, though in fact it later provided the
point of entry into the phonetic system, did not provide
these scholars with sufficient data for them to achieve
substantially reliable results. They wete of course work-
ing largely in the period before the decipherment of
Cuneiform Hittite, and it may be judged that penetra-
tion of the Hieroglyphs would hardly have been pos-
sible without the great opening up of their whole back-
ground provided by the reading of the Bogazkdy ar-
chives.

Successful entry

Thus the period of the first successful, though grad-
ual, penetration of the script and language was essen-
tially the 1930%s, when the largely independent efforts
of Meriggi,!3! Bossert,’®? Gelb,!*> Forrer!3* and
Hrozny 13> began to bear fruit. Besides identifying many
logograms, they achieved successful entry into the sylla-
bary in spite of adopting a large number of still errone-
ous values due to lack of proper evidence. They reached
a position where they could recognize the outline of
the grammar, but their translations of connected texts,
when attempted, can be seen from the present view-
point to have been generally wide of the mark. Towards
the end of this period the first substantial contribution
to the decipherment by digraphic seals became available
with the publication of the Bogazkdy seals by Giiter-
bock.136 This was later matched by the seals of Ugarit
published by Laroche,!3” and again very recently by the
seals of Meskene-Emar still in the process of publi-
cation. 138

The bilingnal and after

In the meantime of course, the discovery of the
KARATEPE bilingual carried the understanding of the
script to a new level. Now at last a complete and reli-
able translation of a Hieroglyphic text, the longest
known, could be given from the parallel Phoenician
text, a translation moreover which raised surprisingly
few problems.!3® Much of the decipherment of the
1930’s was confirmed, and many new lexical identifica-
tions were provided. In general a new and justified con-
fidence could now be felt by those working in this field.

The principal scholars working with this new mate-
tial were Bossert, Meriggi and Laroche.’* Bossert in
his last years produced a large number of articles,’!
though he never completed even the preliminary publi-
cation of the KARATEPE bilingual. He was prolific of
ideas but undisciplined in supporting atgument. Thus
when right at the end of his life he approached a very
significant step forward, namely the re-evaluation of the
signs T 1, he did not succeed in winning general accep-
tance for this, 142

Laroche, from the background of his studies on
Cuneiform Luwian and Lycian, brought a compatative
approach to bear on Hieroglyphic. He also had at his

disposal, as noted above, the collection of digraphic
seals from Ugarit,'4? which brought both corroboration
of earlier readings and evidence for new. His book HH
(1960) was essentially a detailed signary but included
also transliterated and translated excerpts of the clearest
passages in the inscriptions. Backed up by the Ugarit
evidence, he produced a revised and rationalized system
of transliteration of greatly enhanced accuracy, which
with modifications has provided the basis for that used
in the present corpus. The book, as noted above, was

131 After preliminaty studies, 1930 —1933, for which see the bibliog-
raphy of Meriggis work published in Azbenaeam 47 (1969),
p. xiii, principally Die hethitischen Hieroglypheninschriften: 1.
Die kiirzeten Votiv- und Bauinschriften (WZKM 40 (1933),
pp. 233—-280); II. Die lingeren Votiv- und Bauinschriften
(WZKM 41 (1934), pp. 1 -42); Die lingsten Bauinschriften in
“Hethitischen” Hieroglyphen, nebst Glossar zu simtlichen Tex-
ten (MVAeG 39/1 (1934), pp. 1-177). The Glossar here was
of course the forerunner of Meriggi’s revised Glossar (1962).

132 Principally Sansai and Kupapa (MAOG V1/3; Leipzig, 1932).

133 Hirtite Hieroghyphs 1, 11, 111 (Studies in Ancient Oriental Civiliza-
tion nos. [2], 14, 21, The Oriental Institute of the University of
Chicago; Chicago 1931, 1935, 1942).

134 Die hethitische Bilderschrift (Studies in Ancient Oriental Civilization
no. 3, The Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago; Chi-
cago, 1932). I had in my possession a copy of an unpublished
manusctipt by Forret: Tabalische Grammatik hethitischer Bilderschrift
(1932), sent to me in 1980 by Dr. Galina Kellerman, who appar-
ently had it from one Natalie Frankley. I myself have since
passed it on to Professor Massimo Poetto.

135 The series of text editions published in Archiv Orientalni 1933 —
1937, mostly reprinted in his Les Inscriptions Hittites Hiéroglyphiques
as noted above, p. 10 with nn. 95-96.

136 See above, n. 16, also p. 9.

137 Above, n. 16; below n. 143,

138 See below, p. 16 and n. 158.

139 One significant error howevet was the very understandable fail-
ure to identify the factual negative from the bilingual (actually
Hier. NEG, = Phoen. 4/, KARATEPE, 108, 134), and the
compounded error of identification of FRONS-4- (hantili-) as
nala-, “no”: see Hawkins, An. St 25 (1975), pp. 132 cit. 15-16,
149 f. cit. A and D. Note also the failures to identify the values
z4 and /a from the equivalents Hier. I = Phoen. g (in the name
Agzatiwatas/ ywd) and Hier. J\] = Phoen. y (in the name Azattwa-
taya/ “Wwdy); in each case the digraphic writings of the names
are obscured by other factors, and the bilingual did not offer
any clear and unambiguous evidence elsewhere.

140 Gelb and Giiterbock each gave detailed comments on the impli-
cations of the earliest published sections of the bilingual for the
understanding of Hieroglyphic; Giiterbock, Eranos 47 (1949),
pp. 93—-115; Gelb, Bi. Or. 7 (1950), pp. 129—141. Neither con-
tinued to do detailed work in Hieroglyphic thereafter. Sedat Alp
also used the information from KARATEPE in his work on
Hieroglyphic writings of personal names, Zur Lesung von manchen
Personennamen anf den hieroghphenbethitischen Siegeln und Inschriften
(Ankara, 1950).

141 See the bibliography in his memorial volume, Gy Bossert.

142 Ist die B-L Schrift im wesentlichen entziffert? (Or NS 29
(1960), pp. 423—442); Die Entzifferung der B-L wird fortge-
setzt (Or. NS 30 (1961), pp. 110—118); zur Vokalisation des
Luwischen (Or. NS 30 (1961), pp. 314-322). Although he re-
cognized many of the cogent arguments for the re-evaluation,
he never discarded the old readings, assuming instead the exis-
tence of improbable polyphonic values. These contributions are
also overloaded with much irrelevant and incorrect speculation.

143 As published by him in Ugaritica II1 (Paris, 1956), pp. 97—160.
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intended only as an introduction to a second part,
which has never appeared. It is ironical too that the
accession of evidence from Ugarit failed to provide
compelling evidence on the values of the signs 1 and ().

Meriggi’s Glossar provided an essential tool for work-
ing with the texts, a complete index of all words, which
permitted quick and easy location especially when it
was joined by the complete corpus of texts in his Manu-
ale. It is a measure of its value that still today after
the alteration of crucial sign readings and substantial
modification of others it has not yet been superseded
and can, indeed must, be used.

The books of Laroche and Meriggi have remained
basic to the study of Hieroglyphic since their publica-
tion. Yet using them together is not entirely straightfor-
ward, both because of the discrepant system of the
numbering of the signs which they employ, and the
discrepant systems of transliteration. These difficulties
are diminished by the “conversion tables” which both
books give at their ends, but still the use of both to-
gether demands a considerable degree of mental agility
on the part of the reader.

Indeed these discrepancies highlight a severe prob-
lem facing any contributor to Hieroglyphic studies:
namely how to impose a logical system of reference on
what may seem to be a chaotic writing system. How
too can one best incorporate the valid parts of the work
of one’s predecessors while at the same time introduc-
ing the necessary revisions established on the basis of
new evidence? My own attempts to deal with this prob-
lem are detailed below in the section D, Principles of
Transliteration (p. 23 ff.). Essentially I have attempted
to maintain Laroche’s system with only the unavoid-
able modifications.

That the study of this sctipt does not remain station-
ary was shown, in the period immediately succeeding
publication of Laroche’s and Meriggi’s books, by the
work of H. Mittelberger, who in review articles'** and
a lengthy contribution of his own!*> made many valid
points in correction and revision of sign readings and
grammar. His observations clearly pointed the way
towards the “new readings” of the signs 1 { and ] §,
especially with the proposal of the reading 7 for |,
and the /vocalization of the signs #i/nf, s/ and wi. The
necessary evidence to introduce the complete change
for the four signs was not yet available to him.

It was also in this period that the late Professor L. R.
Palmer convened a group of scholars in Oxford to
study the Hieroglyphic texts.14¢ It was with these meet-
ings that my own introduction to the subject began.

The “new readings” (1 1, (| 0)

The re-reading of 1 { from i/7 to g7/3a was, as noted
above, envisaged by Bossert in the last year of his
life,’*” and that of || from 4 to iz by Mittelberger in
1964,148 by Kalag in 1968,'4° and by Neumann 1973.150

The actual decisive evidence in this shift was available
from 1969 with the publication of the pithoi from
Aluntepe,’>! but the significance of their inscriptions
was not immediately appreciated.’> On these pithoi
were incised measures, in place of the long-known
Urartian Cuneiform a-gar-qi and £/#-ru-si the Hittite
Hieroglyphic equivalents 4-ha+ra/i-ku and tu-ru- | or
tu+ra/i- J. This provided a correspondence, of the type
from which the decipherment of the Hieroglyphic sylla-
bary had been built up, of Cun. s // Hier. {, thus indi-
cating that the latter sign had a value sibilant+ vowel
rather than the simple vowel, as was currently assumed.
Since the pairs 7 ] and [] | were recognized as descended
from undifferentiated Empire Period forms 4 and §, it
was clear that the double-bar across the base of the
second of each pair was a later introduced distinction.
Detailed consideration of usage indicated that { in fact
corresponded to Cun. z7and ] to Cun. 24, also [ to Cun.
7a. From this point it was obvious that Hieroglyphic as
currently read would lack an ivowel sign, but also that
if za is marked off from g/ by the addition of the
double-bars, then 7 must be marked off from 7, thus
indicating this value for [}. Our understanding of this
distinction by means of the double-bars has been clari-
fied by the observation, made originally by Gelb,!3* but
only later seen to be of extreme relevance to the prob-
lem, that the double-bars represent a cursive form of
the sign ¢ (HH, no. 450), thus that the s-vocalization
of za and 7z is indicated by the writing of « in ligature
with g7 and 715* The last value to be established, that
of | = 7, was very fully supported by observations of
plene-writings of the type Ci, parallel to Cs-2 and
Cu-u13

144 Very useful and detailed review articles of both Latoche’s HH
and Meriggi’s Glossar wete published in Sprache 8 (1962),
pp. 276 -286; ibid., 9 (1963), pp. 69—105, 219~224.

145 ibid., 10 (1964), pp. 50—98.

146 The other participants were O.R. Gurney, Anna Morpurgo
Davies, Jill Hart, and myself. Palmer’s interest in Hieroglyphic
produced his edition of BABYLON 1 (7PS 1958, pp. 57—67).

147 See above, n. 142.

148 Spracke 10 (1964), p. 83 § 29.

149 Belleten 32 (1968), pp. 326—330.

150 Fs Otten (1) (1973), pp. 243 -251.

151 Tahsin Ozgiig, Altntepe 11 (Ankara, 1969), pls. LIII-LIV. See
below, Appendix 4, p. 37.

152 E. Laroche, Les hiéroglyphes d’Altntepe (Anadolu 15 (1971
[1973]), pp. 55—61); J. J. Klein, Urartian Hieroglyphic inscrip-
tions from Aluntepe (An. St 24 (1974), pp. 77-94).

153 Gelb, HH 111, p. 2.

154 Hawkins and Motpurgo Davies, JRAS 1975, p. 121 n. 2; Annali
della Scuola Normale Superiore di Pisa, Classe di Lettere e Filosofia,
Serie II, 8/3 (1978), pp. 779—781. Remarkably, an Empire
Period example of this graphic practice has recently appeared
on the BOGAZKOY-SUDBURG inscription, where (§ 18) we
find gi/a+a written for ga: see Hawkins, Archiologischer Angeiger
1990, p. 307 n. 13.

155 See Hawkins, Motpurgo Davies and Neumann, HHL (see
following footnote ), pp. [21] —[25]. Note that these observations
incorporate the proposal of Mittelberger to read the sign »a also
as wi, and the values 74, # and si for formerly a- vocalized forms.
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These ,,new readings” were fully argued by Anna
Motpurgo Davies, Giinter Neumann and myself in
1974,1%6 the published form of papers read at a London
symposium held by the Royal Asiatic Society at the
School of Oriental and African Studies in 1973.157 It
may be claimed that new discoveries since 1974, princi-
pally that of the large number of digraphic seals from
Meskene-Emar,!58 have abundantly confirmed our pro-
posals. There in numerous Empire Period writings of
personal names, Cun. g7 and gz are regulatly repre-
sented by Hier. 4, thus to be transliterated as the undif-
ferentiated 37/4, and Cun. 7 and #z by Hier. §, thus #(«),
and it is also noteworthy that contradictory evidence is
altogether lacking 15°

The only significant “casualty” of the “new readings”
worth recording is the supposed reading of a-/-a/4- for
the verb | 1] / (| 1 {, “make”, identified with Cun.
Luw. a(7a)-, “make”, and considered instrumental in the
decipherment by Gelb.!° It now becomes re-read as
-gi-i/ta-. However a Cun. writing 7g7/a- has now been
identified as the equivalent of the Hier. verb, and fur-
ther, examples of a Hier. verb written d(-#z)- have been
collected which provide the true equivalent of Cun.
Luw. a(ia)-.161

The “new readings”, it may be claimed, have won
general acceptance. Meriggi with characteristic generos-
ity fully adopted the system.162 Acceptance came also
from Gelb,%3 Giiterbock,1%* Laroche, 195 Kalag, 166 Mit-
telberger,'¢” Oettinger,'%® Carruba,'®® and Neu.170
These transliterations are used besides by Anna Mor-
purgo Davies, Neumann and myself, by Starke,!”!
Melchert,'2 and an increasing number of other col-

156 Hittite Hieroglyphs and Luwian: new evidence for the connec-
tion (Nachrichten der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Gittingen, 1.
Phil.-Hist. Klasse, 6 (1973 [1974], pp. 143—-197 — cited as
HHL, with page-numbering [1] - [55]).

157 Hawkins and Morpurgo Davies, Hieroglyphic Hittite: some new
readings and their consequences (JRAS 1975, pp. 121—133, with
additional note by G. Neumann).

158 Also published by Laroche, still (1991) in preliminary articles
only: see Akkadica 22 (1981), pp. 5—14; Meskéné-Emar, dix ans
de travaux (ed. D. Beyer; Paris, 1982), pp. 53—~60; Les Hiérog-
lyphes Hittites de Meskéné-Emar: un emprunt d’écriture
(CRAIBL 1983, pp. 12—23). For a collection of closely compar-
able material from the middle Euphrates, see now H. Gonnet,
apad D. Arnaud, Textes Syriens de ' Age du Bronge Récent (Aula Ori-
entalis Supplementa; Barcelona, 1991).

159 Certainly nothing to contradict Hier. 27/2 = Cun. g7 or ga. With
Hier #(a), Cun. equivalents 7 ¢ and 7« are all well established as
would be expected. Cun. « has expected equivalences with Hier.
a and 4; we would not expect an equivalence with Hier. i(4).
Two such however do appear to exist, where Semitic names
beginning with Cun. PU (i.e. the Storm-God .4dad) are written
Hier. i(a)-t4/ti- (Akkadica 22 (1981), p. 10 nos. 5 and 6). Rather
than assuming that #(z) is used here to write the equivalent of
a, which is opposed by a very adequate collection of evidence
supporting the absolute distinction Cun. « = Hier. 4/4; Cun.
i/e/ia = Hier. i(a), we may suggest instead that Semitic (H)adad
was perceived phonetically as [edad] and written ifa-, much as
later (H)amat is written i-ma-tn and (H )alab i-la-pa- (for which
see KARKAMIS A2442+3, § 6, and Commentary.

160 Gelb, HH 11, p. 14 with n. 3.

leagues. Eatly doubts by Puhvel have I hope been re-
solved.1”? Poetto however, for no very obvious teason,
maintains an occasional value 4 for 7, transcribing a/2.174

Recent progress

This then is the new platform from which Hiero-
glyphic studies have been conducted for the last twenty
years, and progress has been substantial. As an appen-
dix to the “new readings”, utilizing a new piece of evi-
dence I was able in 1975 to establish the sign for the
factual negative #a (NEG;_3) and with Anna Mor-
purgo Davies to sort out the rather confused situation
on negation and disjunction.!” Since then in a series
of independent and joint studies, we have been able
to identify a number of new lexical and grammatical
elements.’’® Onofrio Carruba and Massimo Poetto
have also been active in this field.!”” A prolonged cot-

161 Motpurgo Davies and Hawkins, Heshitica 8 (1987), pp. 276~
279, 295 addenda 2 and 3.

162 Sehizzo (1980), p. 248 ff.

163 Personal letter to Anna Morpurgo Davies and myself, dated 24
May 1976.

164 Personal communications.

165 Personal communication at the XXIII R.A.L, Birmingham 1976,
in the context of his paper, a preliminaty report on the evidence
from the digraphic Meskene seals; cf. also Akkadica 22 (1981),
p. 13 and passim.

166 First used by him in Anadolu Arastirmalarn 4—5 (1976-1977),
pp. 61—66.

167 Review article on HHL, Das neue Bild der Hethitischen Hiero-
glyphen (Grager Beitrige 7 (1978), pp. 1-14).

168 Stammbildnng (Nirnberg, 1979), p. 565 n. 10.

169 Gs Kronasser (Wiesbaden, 1982), pp. 1, 6; SMEA 24 (Rome,
1984), p. 60.

170 Review of HHL, Kratylos 28 (1983 [1984]), pp. 213 -216.

171 See below, nn. 178-179.

172 See below, n. 180.

173 See e.g HED 1 (1984), p. 344 f, where the old reading aia- for
new i%i(ya)- is maintained. Professor Puhvel has since informed
me that he accepts the new readings.

174 See e.g. Studia Meriggi (1979), p. 501 n. 1. He also continues to
read na, nd, sa fot ni, ni, si.

175 An. 8. 25 (1975), pp. 119-156, 157—-168.

176 E.g AM.D.: Fs Sgemerényi (1979), pp. 577—610; KZ 94 (1980),
pp. 86—108; An. Sz. 30 (1980), pp. 123~137; KZ 96 (1982/83),
pp. 245—270; Fs Risch (1986), pp. 129~145; Studies Cowgill
(1987), pp. 205-228.

J.- D H.: KZ92 (1978), pp. 112~116; KZ 94 (1980), pp. 109—
119; Kadmos 19 (1980), pp. 123—142; Essays Mellink (1986),
pp. 93-102.

Joint: Fs Neumann (1982), pp. 91-105; KanisSuwar (1986),
pp. 69—81; Hethitica 8 (1987), pp. 267 —295; Studi Pugliese Carra-
telli (1988), pp. 169—182; Kadmos 32 (1993), pp. 50— 60.

177 E.g O.C.: Fs Neumann (1982), pp. 35—52; G5 Kronasser (1982),

pp. 1-13; SMEA 24 (1984), pp. 57—69; Kanifiuwar (1986),
pp. 49-52.
M.P: 0417 (1978), pp. 279—285; Or. NS 47 (1978), pp. 252
262; RSO 52 (1978), pp. 1~ 5; Staudia Meriggi (1979), pp. 501 — 507;
Fis Szemerényi (1979), pp. 669—677; Or. NS 49 (1980), pp. 252—
267 (with Meriggi); SMEA 22 (1980), pp. 127-132; KZ 95
(1981), pp. 274 —278; Fs Neumann (1982), pp. 275—284; Gis Kro-
nasser (1982), pp. 96—115 (with Meriggi); Kadmos 21 (1982),
pp- 101 —103; Athenaenm 61 (1983), pp. 528f; Viano Oriente 6
(1986), pp.157-162; OA4 26 (1987), pp. 187—189; Vicno
Orients 7 (1988), pp. 171=176; 04 28 (1989), pp. 193—196.



C. The Corpus 17

respondence going back to 1979 between Frank Starke
and myself has served to draw together our respective
studies on Cun. and Hier. Luwian and has been pro-
ductive in elucidating problems of both.178 Starke’s
massive Stammbildung des Luwischen Nomens (StBoT 31;
Wiesbaden, 1990) has utilized fully the Hieroglyphic
evidence alongside the Cuneiform.!”® Recently too
Craig Melchert has contributed some notable articles
elucidating readings, lexicon and morphology.!8° Two

books reached me after the submission of the manu-
scipt of this corpus in October 1990: that of M. Mat-
azzi, Il Geroglifico Anatolico: problemi di analisi ¢ prospettive
di ricerca (Rome, 1990), which constitutes a valuable
work of reference and bibliography for the Hiero-
glyphic corpus; and Rudolf Werner’s Kleine Einfiibrang
ins Hieroglyphen-Luwische (Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis
106; Freiburg (Schweiz) and Goéttingen, 1991), a more
succinct work, which will be of value to students.

C. The Corpus

1. Definition of the Corpus

Empire and Late Periods

It is against this background of discovery, publication
and decipherment that the present Corpus of Hier.
Luwian inscriptions has been planned and written. It
was my original intention not to include the inscriptions
of the Hittite Empire Period, but to restrict the Corpus
to the inscriptions of the Neo-Hittite states of the Iron
Age. This was for several reasons, both practical and
theoretical. The Iron Age inscriptions are much more
numerous, much better preserved, longer and better
understood than those of the Empire Period, which are
few, mostly very short, and pootly preserved. The Iron
Age inscriptions also form a fairly homogeneous group
and were readily accessible, an important consideration.
My ptimary interest has been the Luwian language
rather than the Hieroglyphic script itself. The bulk of
the Empire Period Hier. inscriptions are short epi-
graphs associated with sculpture giving names and titles
(the latter always logographically written). As such,
these inscriptions offer little evidence on language, and
even if they reveal identifiable linguistic features, these
may not be Luwian, as for example, the YAZILIKAYA
group with their Hurrian character.

Among this class of Empire Period inscription we
may class: ALACA HOYUK 1-3, BOGAZKOY 4, 8,
CAGDIN, HANYERI, HEMITE, IMAMKULU,
KARABEL, KARGA, MALKAYA, SIPYLOS, SIR-
KELI, TACIN, TASCI, TELL ACANA, YAZILIKAYA.

To these may be added the figures of Tudhaliyas and
Suppiluliumas recently discovered at Bogazkoy.'8! Also
the royal stelae from that site, BOGAZKOY 3 and 11
(both fragmentary), and a better preserved example re-
cently discovered'8? come into this category, for even
when they preserve a genealogy there is no evidence as
to the language in which it should be read, and the
same applies t0o to the small stele BOGAZKOY 12.

The only Empire Petriod inscriptions which could
propetly find a place in a corpus of Hier. Luwian
inscriptions were, up until 1988: ALEPPO 1, BOG-

AZKOY 1 and 2 stele bases, NISANTAS, EMIRGAZI
altars A~D, EMIRGAZI block, EMIRGAZI fragment,
FRAKTIN, KARAKUYU, KOYLUTOLU YAYLA,
and some BOGAZKOY fragments. Most of these even
when tolerably preserved, are very short and almost
entirely logographically written. Thus their Luwian
content is very small, often amounting to no more than
one or two phonetically written words to show that
they should be read in Luwian. The EMIRGAZI block
and KOYLUTOLU YAYLA are effectively fragments
of once considerable texts, as is also NISANTAS on
account of its erosion into illegibility (except for the
first line). This left the EMIRGAZI altars with their
duplicate and mutually restoring inscriptions as the only
substantial text of the period, though even this is badly
worn and difficult to read. It does however exhibit
marked differences from texts of the Late Period. Since
1970 it has been known that a long Hier. inscription of
the Empire Period had been discovered at Yalburt near
Ilgin (formerly designated ILGIN but now YAL-
BURT), but this remained unpublished. Thus because
this small group was difficult, different, inaccessible and
uninformative, I decided not to include it in the Corpus.

178 For Starke’s work utilizing the new readings and combining the
evidence of Hieroglyphic in philological studies, see e.g. KZ 93
(1979), pp. 247-261; KZ 94 (1980), pp. 74—86; Kadmos 19
(1980), pp. 142—148; KZ 95 (1981), pp. 141 —157; Fs Neamann
(1982), pp. 407 —425; Spracke 31 (1985), pp. 249—255; KZ 100
(1987), pp. 243 -269.

179 Though the printed book reached me only after the submission
of this manuscript, Dt. Starke was kind enough to provide me
with a copy of his manuscript in the course of 1988, so I have
been able to co-ordinate much of his wotk and conclusions with
my own.

180 An. Sr. 38 (1988), pp. 29—42; KZ 101 (1988), pp. 211—-243; KZ
102 (1989), pp. 23~45; KZ 103 (1990), pp. 198 —207.

181 Tudhaliyas IV (BOGAZKOY 19 — for numbering see above,
n. 74): see Arch. Ang. 1986, pp. 394~ 396 with Abb. 29a—b, 30;
Apnatolica 14 (1987), p. 87 Abb. 17. Suppiluliumas 11 (BOG-
AZKOY 20): see Arch. Ang, 1989, pp. 317, 327 Abb. 40 and 58.

182 BOGAZKOY 18 (also Tudhaliyas IV): see Arch Ang, 1984,
p. 336 £. Abb. (9), 10; .Anatolica 14 (1987), p. 84 Abb. 13. [New
fragment BOGAZKOY 24; also new stele from the village
DELIHASANLI].
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The Seals

The same considerations applied to the rather exten-
sive cotpus of Empire Period seals. The seal inscrip-
tions are comparable to the epigraphs on sculpture:
they are short inscriptions giving names and titles. The
former may belong to any language group, not only
Hittite or Luwian but also Hurrian or Semitic, while the
latter are always logographically written, without indica-
tion of the language in which they should be read
(though this would doubtless be that of the seal-
holder). Furthermore, the signary which they employ
differs markedly from that of the contemporary stone
inscriptions, not to mention from those of the Late
Petiod.'® Thus it is entirely approptiate to testrict
them to a corpus of their own, and useful work is being
done towards this end,®* though there are great practi-
cal difficulties in assembling the widely dispersed and
elusive material. In any case these Empire Period seals
never contain phonetically written Luwian words,!8
and are thus irrelevant to a corpus of the Luwian
language.

The digraphic seals of Bogazkoy, Ugarit and partic-
ularly Meskene-Emar are of course specially relevant to
the Hieroglyphic script and its decipherment, since they
establish many of the signs’ values by giving Cuneiform
correspondences. The two earlier groups have been
thoroughly worked over and their information assimi-
lated into the system by their editors Giiterbock and
Laroche.18¢ A full publication of the third group, which
is in fact by far the most numerous and informative, is
still awaited. 87

[Note. At Bogazkdy in 1990 and 1991 over 3000 bul-
lae bearing seal impressions were excavated in the Wesz-
ban on Nigsantepe. The royal seals are being published
by H. Otten, and those of the officials by Suzanne
Herbordt with the present author’s collaboration].

The comparatively small group of seals of the Late
Period does by contrast contain material relevant to the
language, €. g. the word for “seal”, and has thus been
included in the cotpus.

Separation of the Empire Period corpus

In the field of the Empire Period stone inscriptions,
matters have changed rather drastically since I planned
and almost completed this Corpus. The long YALBURT
inscription was unexpectedly published in 1988,188 at
exactly the same time as another long and well pre-
served inscription of the period was excavated on the
Stidburg at Bogazkoy.18® This sudden access of new
material has somewhat transformed our knowledge of
Empire Period Hieroglyphic. My report on the BOG-
AZKOY-SUDBURG inscription has recently appeared,
in which I have included editions of the texts of YAL-
BURT, the EMIRGAZI altars, and the KARADAG-
KIZILDAG group of inscriptions (Appendices 1—
3).190 Later it should prove practicable to supplement

this treatment with a further section of this Corpus
containing the Empire Period inscriptions that properly
belong with it. This should appear as: XIV. Inscriptions
of the Hittite Empire.

1. YALBURT, the longest legible Hier. insctription of
the period, a historical text of Tudhaliyas IV. Unfortun-
ately its 17 blocks were discovered out of their proper
order. A more or less complete reconstruction of the
order to restore the original text may be possible. The
text contains a fair proportion of syllabic writings of
Luwian. [See now M. Poetto’s edition L'iscrigione luvio-
geroglifica di YALBURT (Stud. Med. 8; Pavia, 1993))].

2. BOGAZKOY-SUDBURG, a historical inscription of
Suppiluliumas II, with an appended building inscrip-
don. In contrast with YALBURT, this text is largely
logographic with few syllabic writings; also it does not
write clause connectives and hardly any noun and verb
endings, factors which severely hamper our compre-
hension.

3. NISANTAS, a long, apparently historical inscription
of Suppiluliumas II, of which KBy XII 38, ii 22— 28, iii
1-21, may well represent a fragmentary version in Cun.
Hittite. The eroded state of the inscription appears des-
perate, yet most of the first line has now been read with
a high degree of probability.®! T am currenty (1993)
working on this text and am hopeful of producing a
substantial amount of new reading.1%2

4. EMIRGAZI altars, a dedicatory text of Tudhaliyas
IV for the altars themselves. The preserved part of the
text seems to contain almost entirely the injunctions
concerning the altars and curses and blessings for fu-
ture violators or respecters of these. The main problem
of this text (composite, from the four partially pre-
served exemplars) is the reading, for the signs are worn
and faint, and the recovery of an accurate and reliable
text remains a desideratum.!?® Although there is much
logographic writing, there are also many phonetically
written words.

183 See XIII. SEALS, Introduction, where it is reckoned that some
70 signs in Laroche’s HH occur solely on Empire Petiod seals.

184 See ibid., with n. 2.

185 An exception is the magnificent seal of Kuzi-Tesub, known from
LIDAR bullae (also MESKENE), which for this reason is in-
cluded in the present Corpus (see XIIL1).

186 See above nn. 16, 143.

187 See above, n. 158.

188 See above p. 12 and n. 123.

189 See Neve and Otten, Arch. Ang. 1989, pp.316—332 and
333-337.

190 As Beiheft 3 in the series StBoZ. Fot my preliminary report see
Areh. Ang. 1990, pp. 305-314.

191 See most recently E. Masson, Stadi Pugliese Carratelli (1988),
pp- 150~-152.

192 Season of 1992, most of 1. 2, and parts of 1L. 3, 4, 5 read. Further
readings in 1993.

193 See most recently E. Masson, Journal des Savants 1979, pp. 4—49.
[A spell of work on EMIRGAZI in Istanbul Museum in Septem-
ber 1993 has now furnished me with the material to produce a
text; cf. edition in S£Bo7 Bh. 3, pp. 86—102].
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5. EMIRGAZI block, a fragment of a historical text of
Tudhaliyas 1V, showing connections with the historical
information on YALBURT. Again a reliable text is a
desideratum. %4

6. EMIRGAZI fragment, a small piece but important
for its link with a clause on YALBURT, also on KIZIL-
DAG 4.1

7. FRAKTIN, epigraphs to sculptures of Hattusilis III
and Puduhepa. This text earns its inclusion in a Luwian
corpus by two apparently phonetically written words
among the epithets.!%

8. KARAKUYU, dedicatory inscription for a reservoir
constructed by Tudhaliyas IV.1%7 It is uncertain whether
this contains any phonetically written words other than
mountain names, thus its characterization as Luwian is
uncertain, but it contains writings relevant to the Em-
pite Period corpus.

9. ALEPPO 1, dedicatory insctiption for temple of
Hebat-Sarruma by Talmi-Sarruma king of Aleppo
(grandson of Suppiluliumas I).1%8 This is perhaps the
earliest datable (by generation) Hieroglyphic stone
inscription. Though short, it may contain one ot two
phonetically written Luwian words. :

10. KOYLUTOLU YAYLA block,'%° apparently a frag-
ment truncated by loss of elements with parts of the
inscription on both left and right sides. Content is
obscure, and attribution not preserved, but it contains
several phonetically written Luwian words.

11 and 12. BOGAZKOY 1 and 2 stele bases, bearing
short, dedicatory texts of a man and a woman.?® These
are probably purely logographically written, thus not
actually of assured Luwian character.

[Note. Recent discoveries add the inscriptions of the
KINIK bronze bowl and the ANKARA silver bowl.
The inclusion of the following can now also be justi-
fied: KARABEL with TARKONDEMOS seal; IMAM-
KULU; TASCI; HATIP).

Intermediate inscriptions

Enough has been said to explain the separation of
the Empire Period inscriptions from those of the Iron
Age. There remain some transitional pieces between the
two groups, namely KARAHOYUK (ELBISTAN)
stele, and the KIZILDAG-KARADAG group of rock
inscriptions (with the recently discovered BURUN-
KAYA). Both appear archaic but are apparently post-
Empire on historical grounds, since they both name
“Great Kings”, thus should not be dated to the period
in which the only Great Kings were the known lords
of Hattusa. They thus probably both belong to the im-
mediate post-Empire Period, a supposed dark age of
some 200 years, 1200—1000 B.C. Yet the publication
of YALBURT reveals how closely linked to it is the
KIZILDAG-KARADAG group.?®! Also the appear-
ance of the seal of Kuzi-Te$ub, son of Talmi-Tesub,
who as King of Karkami$ appears to have survived the
collapse of the Hittite Empire, led to his identification

in the genealogies of two kings of Malatya as “grandfa-
ther”, entitled “Great King”. This has the effect of rais-
ing the date of the Iron Age inscriptions and sculpture
of Malatya to the late 12th-early 11th centuries B.C.
which goes some way to filling the gap of the dark age.
Because of their apparent post-Empire date, and their
importance in a consideration of the dating and devel-
opment of the Hieroglyphic script, these transitional
pieces, KARAHOYUK (ELBISTAN) and the KIZIL-
DAG-KARADAG group, are included with the Late
rather than the Empire Period corpus.

2. Arrangement of the inscriptions

Groups

The Late Period inscriptions fall for the most part
into faitly clear-cut groups, according to their prove-
nance from one or other of the Neo-Hittite states. The
principal epigraphic centres known are: Karkamis on the
west bank of the Euphrates, the main survivor from
the period of the Hittite Empire, and the largest source
of Hieroglyphic inscriptions; 7i/ Barsip (Hier. Masuwari,
mod. Tell Ahmar) on the east bank of the Euphrates
below Karkami$, source of an early group of Hiero-
glyphic inscriptions antedating the conquest of the city
by the Arameans; Gurgum (Marqas, mod. Maras) a
centre particularly rich in funerary monuments, with an
epigraphic tradition stretching back from ¢ 800 B.C.
for at least two centuries; Melid (mod. Malatya) on the
west bank of the upper Euphrates, also probably a sur-
vival of the Hittite Empire, where the sculptural and
epigraphic remains seem to be the earliest, showing
closest connections with their Empire Period proto-
types; Kummub (classical Commagene), the west bank
Euphrates state between Melid and Karkamis, at pre-
sent known only for a small group of inscriptions of the
late 9th-early 8th centuries B. C.; Ungi (mod. Amugq) in
the plain of Antioch, also known only from a small
group of very badly destroyed sculpture and inscrip-
tions; Halab (mod. Aleppo), apparently controlled by
the Aramean state of Bit-Agusi/Arpad, where the an-
cient cult-centre of the Storm-God appears to be the
original source of some Hieroglyphic monuments

194 See E. Masson, ibid. I now have the material to produce a text
(see preceding note).

195 Sedat Alp, Fs Otten (1) (1973), pp. 11—13, Abb. 1 a—c¢; E. Mas-
son, Kadmos 19 (1980), p. 121.

196 Giiterbock, Fs Matous (1978), pp. 127 —136.

197 Most recent edition in Meriggi, Mannale 11/3 (1975), nos. 95—
96 p. 315 £; cf. Forlanini, Hethitica VII (1987), pp. 73— 87.

198 Most recent edition in Meriggi, Mannale 11/3 (1975), no. 306
p. 330 £.

199 See most recently E. Masson, Kadmos 19 (1980), pp. 106—118.

200 Most recent edition in Metiggl, Manuale 11/3 (1975), nos. 39, 40
pp. 287-289.

201 [See now Hawkins, Fs Sedat Alp (Ankara, 1992), pp. 259 —275].
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found in Babylonia; Hamath (mod. Hama) on the Or-
ontes river in mid-Syria, where the Hurro-Hittite dyn-
asty of the 9th century B. C., known from a group of
Hieroglyphic insctiptions, was replaced in the 8th cen-
tury by an Aramean dynasty; Tabal, the south-east cot-
ner of the Anatolian plateau, divided into several king-
doms and city-states, each with its own monumental
traditons, largely of the later 8th century B. C,; and QOxe
(classical Cilicia), at present represented only by one
main inscription, the well-known KARATEPE bilin-
gual, which seems to belong late in the Hieroglyphic
tradition. Also there should be mentioned in this
context the small city-state of Sam 4/ (mod. Zincirli)
lying at the eastern exit of the pass from Cilicia across
the Amanus range, the seat of a dynasty bearing mixed
Hittite and Aramean names, which modelled its sculp-
ture and alphabetic inscriptions on those of its Hittite
neighbours. The Aramean state of Bit-Agusi/Arpad al-
ready mentioned, which like Sa7 @/ was deeply embed-
ded in a Neo-Hittite matrix, has also left three eatly
Aramaic inscriptions.

Order

In the present work, the inscriptions have where pos-
sible been grouped according to their epigraphic
centres in ten chapters numbered I-X, with additional
chapters XI (for the self-contained group of the
ASSUR lead letters), XII (a small group, MISCELL-
ANEOUS, of unprovenanced, unattributable inscrip-
tions ) and XIII (a further group, SEALS). The order-
ing of these chapters designated by Roman numerals is
as follows:

I. CILICIA, consisting almost entirely of the great
KARATEPE bilingual, placed first, although probably
the latest inscription in chronological terms, in recogni-
tion of its outstanding importance.

II. KARKAMIS, placed next as being otherwise the
most important group, covering the longest chronologi-
cal span, and certainly the most numerous collection of
Hieroglyphic insctiptions.

III. TELL AHMAR, following KARKAMIS as a
closely related but small appendix.

IV. MARAS, placed next because of its importance in
fixing the earlier chronology of the inscriptions from
established links with Assyrian chronology, also because
of its fairly close links with KARKAMIS.

V. MALATYA, the most northerly and also the earli-
est group of inscriptions approptiately follows MARAS.

VI-IX. COMMAGENE, AMUQ, ALEPPO,
HAMA, all fairly small groups from the central area,
north to south, could appear in any otrder here.

X. TABAL, the second largest group, following
KARKAMIS, lying on the north-west petiphery of the
Neo-Hittite world, placed last to emphasize its relative
distinctness; it divides into an archaic western group
(KIZILDAG-KARADAG ), a cohesive southern group
(Tyana), and a more miscellaneous northern group,

centring on Tabal propet. Apart from the archaic west-
ern group, all the Tabalian inscriptions seem to belong
to the latest period, the later 8th century B. C.

The chronology of each group is determined by
internal and external criteria. Within each group we can
usually detect one or more dynasties, whose relative or-
detr may or may not be apparent. Many of the members
of these dynasties can be identified as rulers named in
the Assyrian historical records and thus anchored to the
Assyrian-based chronology of the 9th and 8th centuries
B. C. Where the dynasties cannot be thus tied to abso-
lute chronology, they must at least be fitted into the
available gaps.

Each chapter is introduced by a section designed to
establish the historical context of the group of inscrip-
tions. Each group is defined by examination of the
identity of the ancient state, its historical background
and extent, and the degree of its archaeological investi-
gation. The Assyrian historical references are reviewed,
and the indigenous Hieroglyphic monuments are
grouped into dynasties where possible, and linked to
the general chronology or fitted into gaps.

The individual inscriptions within each group are
numbered consecutively with Arabic numerals. They
are arranged chronologically as far as possible, begin-
ning with those which can be linked to ordered dynas-
ties, continuing with those which can be arranged by
stylistic criteria, and ending with indeterminate pieces
and fragments.

Summary of results

I. CILICIA. The date of the KARATEPE bilingual and
its associated sculpture is controversial because of the
identification among the latter of both 9th and 8th cen-
tury elements. Historically the insctiption may be dated
by the identification of the author’s patron Awarikus
with a late 8th century ruler, also possibly by the identi-
fication of the author Azatiwatas with an eatly 7th cen-
tury ruler. If this is correct, a date to the reign of Sen-
nacherib of Assytia (704—681 B. C.) offers the best fit.
Epigraphically a very late date seems the most probable.

II. KARKAMIS. This site, the chief heir of the Hittite
Empire, provides as noted the fullest sequence of
sculpture and inscriptions extending over most of the
Late Period. Historically it is attested in Assyrian
sources under two kings only, « 870—848 and 738~
717 B.C. Of the three native dynasties reconstructable
from the indigenous sources, two must belong before
this period, an archaic group of “Great Kings” and the
“House of Suhis”. How far back before ¢« 1000 B.C.
the recovered monuments extend is still uncertain. The
third dynasty, the “House of Astiruwas”, must fall
within the gap of a century between the two periods of
Assyrian attestation, and one of its later members,
known from inscriptions and sculpture, may be iden-
tified with the Assytian-attested last king of Karkamis.
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III. TELL. AHMAR. Sculpture and inscriptions provide
evidence of a 4-generation dynasty including six kings.
These must have preceded the Aramean tenure of the
city, first attested in 858 B.C., which was immediately
followed by the period as an Assyrian province (854 —
¢. 605 B.C.). Stylistically the monuments are closely
linked to the early Karkamis style of perhaps the 10th
century B. C.

IV. MARAS. Datable inscriptions from here are all 9th
century B.C. or earlier, and none can be attributed to
Assyrian-attested rulers of the 8th century. Some of the
non-royal sculpture in the form of uninscribed funerary
monuments may well date to the later period. The chro-
nology is basically established by the Marag Lion
inscription (MARAS 1), among whose recorded seven
generations of rulers three kings, including the insctip-
tion’s author himself, can be identified with Assyrian-
named persons. The establishment of the Lion and its
author at «. 800 B. C. takes the six ascending generations
of ancestors back towards 1000 B.C.

V. MALATYA. Most of the sculpture from this site has
always been recognized as showing close links with the
Hittite Empire style, and thus being either early post-
Empire in date or at least very conservative. The
inscriptions permit the reconstruction of dynasties,
each of several generations. None of the rulers named
can be identified with those attested by Assyrian refer-
ence (¢ 853—835, and 743-712 B.C.), nor could the
generations be accommodated in the gap (except pet-
haps the dynasty named on SIRZI, where the father of
the author may be identified with a king named in Urat-
tian sources, «. 760). Thus the bulk of the inscriptions
with the associated sculpture must be placed before «
850 B. C. In fact the recent recognition that two Malatya
kings claim in their inscriptions to be grandsons of
Kuzi-Tesub, Great King of Karkamis, seems to take all
this linked material back to a late 12th—early 11th cen-
tury B. C. date. One group of Malatya sculptures only and
one pootly preserved statue inscription (PALANGA)
may date to the 8th century B. C. Only the colossal ruler
figure, found interred in the Lion Gate, belongs to the
latest style of all, the later 8th century B. C.

VL. COMMAGENE. All of this small group of insctip-
tions, including some recent finds, seem to belong to
a father-son dynasty, Suppiluliumas and Hattusilis. A
recently published Assyrian stele attests the presence of
a king Uspilulume on the throne of Kummuh, mini-
mally 805-773 B. C. The identification of this ruler as
the Suppiluliumas of the indigenous insctiptions pro-
vides an entirely approptiate date for the group.

VII. AMUQ. This kingdom is known principally from
the excavations of two Iron Age sites, Ain Dara and
Tell Tayinat. From the former much archaic sculpture
but virtually no inscriptions have been recovered. From
the latter, the sculpture and inscriptions are so badly
broken that they can hardly be linked to the Assyrian

historical sources to provide secute evidence for date,
either 9th or 8th centuries B. C.

VIII. ALEPPO. Under this heading a stele and two
stone bowls found in Babylonia are included because
of internal suggestion that they originated as dedica-
tions in the temple of the Storm-God of Aleppo. The
stele appears to be in the 9th century Karkami$ style.
The bowls offer no definite criteria.

IX. HAMA. As in COMMAGENE, most of the
inscriptions (probably also the architecture and sculp-
ture ) from this site are the work of a father-son dynasty,
Urhilina and Uratamis. The identification of the father
with the Irhuleni named by Shalmaneser III (858 -821
B.C.) in the period 853—845 B.C. gives an entirely
probable dating of the monuments to eatly and late
in the reign of Shalmaneser. The pair of inscriptions
MEHARDE and SHEIZAR are in an idiosyncratic
style, probably archaic, and not easily connected with
other monuments.

X. TABAL. Of the three groups into which this group
of inscriptions subdivides, the western group KIZIL-
DAG-KARADAG and BURUNKAYA can now be
seen, since the discovery and publication of two major
Empire Period inscriptions, to be extremely early, prob-
ably shortly post-Empire. The two other groups are
both very late, later 8th century B. C. They comprise the
cohesive southern group, attached to a three-generation
dynasty of Tuwana, the most important middle member
of which, Warpalawas by name, has long been identified
with a ruler attested in Assytian soutces, ¢ 738710
B.C,; and the more heterogeneous northern group at-
tached to the dynasty of Tuwatis and his son Wasusat-
mas, who is attested in Assyrian soutces ¢« 738~729
B. C. The “private” inscriptions found in comparatively
large numbers here do not seem to differ significantly
in date from the dynastic inscriptions of the north and
south groups, not do the KULULU lead strips, which
agree closely in style with some of the stone inscrip-
tions.

XI. ASSUR letters. Though found in a mystetious
context by the Assur excavations, these lead strips re-
semble closely those from KULULU, and thus seem to
belong to a particular late style in Tabal. A single refer-
ence may suggest that one end of the cotrespondence
was Karkamis, but nothing from the latter site is writ-
ten in a style as close to the letters as are many Tabal-
ian documents.

XII. MISCELLANEOUS. This section consists of un-
provenanced inscriptions and fragments which do not
show clear evidence for association with the known
groups. Equally the dates of these pieces within the
9th— 8th centuties are very hard to determine.

XII1. SEALS. The numerous seals of the Empire
Period form, as noted above, essentially a distinct cor-
pus from their contemporary stone inscriptions with
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which they have little in common. For the Late Period
surprisingly few seals are known, yet those that there
are deserve a place in the Corpus alongside the other
inscriptions. Besides names, occasionally those of
known rulers, they often contain interesting words or
phrases of qualification, including the word for “seal”
itself. A special group belonged in some way to the
goddess Kubaba. Thus all seals of this petiod which I
have been able to collect are included in a final chapter.

3. Presentation of the inscriptions

Photographs

The goal of this Corpus is to present each inscription
in photograph(s) with a juxtaposed copy, and in trans-
literation with translation. Obtaining good photographs
of all inscriptions has not been easy. Many factors affect
the quality of a photograph: the shape of the inscrip-
tion, its state of preservation, position, lighting, etc. In
general I have tried to photograph every insctiption
myself, and the deficiencies of my skill as a photogra-
pher have been somewhat counterbalanced by the fact
that I at least knew what effect I hoped to achieve.
I have by no means always been able to take better
photographs than those already published, but some-
times another photograph, even inferior in quality, may
be useful in bringing out new points. In some cases I
have used the photographs of others, in particular those
of the late I. J. Gelb, who with great generosity gave me
full access to his photographic files when I was visiting
Chicago in 1983, and provided me with many prints both
published and unpublished. Whenever I have used an-
other’s photograph, due acknowledgement is given. If
not specified otherwise, the photograph is my own.

Copies

Making a good copy also depends on the circum-
stances of the inscription. For preference my new texts
were made by tracing either from a squeeze or directly
on clear acetate affixed to the stone itself. Both tech-
niques ate obviously easiest when the inscription itself
is on flat surface(s), which is by no means always the
case: a common form is the apsidal stele, and there are
a number of inscriptions actually on sculptured ele-
ments such as the Maras lion. In making squeezes, I
have used both latex and paper. They ate very useful
to take away for detailed study, and on occasion read-
ings can be made more easily on squeezes, which can
be studied at leisure with different lights, than on the
stone itself. In general they give a better impression of
incised inscriptions than relief. On the other hand, it is
often not possible to make a squeeze. Tracing on acet-
ate is less laborious and messy, but does not of course
leave one with a record for later consultation.

If neither a squeeze nor acetate tracing is possible,
tracing from photographs can be quite satisfactory, or

even copying ditectly on to a photograph in Indian ink.
Ideally this is done in front of the inscription itself;
otherwise a later collation of the text is desirable in
varying degrees, depending on the quality of the pho-
tograph.

Karkanis

A special case is constituted by the inscriptions of
Karkamis, the largest single group in the whole Corpus,
and one which, unusually, was the product of regular
excavation. Because of the peculiar circumstances of
discovery, the interruption of the excavation by the out-
break of the First World War, and the passage of hostili-
ties across the site twice, a number of the inscriptions
were destroyed, lost or damaged. (A few other inscrip-
tions are also lost, but the lost ones from Karkamis
are by far the most numerous in this category.) But
fortunately the Karkami$ excavation records are com-
paratively well preserved in the form of photographs
and paper squeezes in the British Museum. This mater-
ial, which is only partially published in the Carchemish
reports, has been freely available to me, and constitutes
an important soutce, not only for lost and damaged
inscriptions, but also for checking surviving pieces. In
many cases my texts are based on Karkami$ squeezes,
though wherever possible these have been checked
against the original inscriptions.

Transliteration and translation

Transliteration of the texts follows the principles set
out in detail in the following sectionD (below,
p. 23 ff.). In translation, where doubt exists, I have tried
to signal different degrees of uncertainty. Italicizing the
English translation indicates that the word or phrase is
approximately understood, but the exact meaning may
be different. One question-mark indicates a guessed
meaning and two an unsupported guess. Where a mean-
ing cannot be guessed I put the Luwian word itself in
capitals. If the reading is too uncertain, I place a blank
but indicate in translation the verbal or nominal endings
where these can be seen. On some occasions where the
syntax of the clause is ambiguous, alternative possible
translations are offered.

Commentary

This follows each transliteration-translaton, and
aims to discuss fully the problems of reading and inter-
pretation and to justify those chosen. Interesting and
problematic words are discussed in detail in the Com-
mentary under the passage most appropriate to eluci-
dating them, and full cross references to the othet
occurrences are given. These detailed discussions of
individual items are listed in an Index of words discussed,
intended to serve as an interim measure until the
projected glossary to the texts is published.
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Bibliography

Each inscription is preceded by 2 collection of infot-
mation relating to it arranged under the following
headings:

Location, whether in museum, in sitx, in private collec-
tion, lost or unknown, together with any identfying
museum or collection number, where known.

Description of the inscribed element (rock-face, stone
stele/orthostat/sculpture/base, other object or unte-
cognizable fragment, or the few metal inscriptions, such
as lead strips and bowls, or the few ostraca), and of the
inscription itself (lines, orientation, order of reading,
continuity, missing parts). Particulars of each inscrip-
tion are briefly noted: condition, dimensions, script (re-
lief or incised), sign-forms (monumental, cursive or
mixed ), peculiarities, and use or not of word dividers.

Publication, to show principally when and in what
form(s) the inscription became available to the acad-
emic world. Importance is attached to priority, but it
is also recorded when new and clearer photograph(s)
and/or copy were published. In the case of well-known
pieces it has also been noted when and where original
photographs have been repeatedly reproduced.

Edition, showing where a full transliteration and trans-
lation usually with some commentary has been given.
Pre-KARATEPE these are usually the work of Meriggi
or Hrozny; post-KARATEPE usually Meriggi, some-
times Bossert, and more recently Kalag, myself, Anna
Morpurgo Davies or Poetto.

Excerpts, intended to show who has contributed to
the elucidation of single clauses, when and up to what
point. These are particularly important as reference to
the contributions of scholars who have not edited com-
plete texts, e. g Laroche, Mittelberger, Carruba, Starke,
Melchert. In selecting what to include I have loosely
adopted the general criterion of a complete translation
of the clause which has been at least approximately
understood by today’s standards.

Note: in my Commentary, an authot’s name followed
by loc. cit. refers exclusively to the citation of the author
under Excerpts.

D. Principles

1. Otder of the Signs

Laroche’s system, as has been noted, is about as logi-
cal as may be devised for an essentially unsystematic
script, and it is this system which I and others have

Content, a brief summary of the text as understood
and preserved.

Date, a brief statement, seldom a lengthy discussion,
but often with reference to discussion in the Historical
Context section.

Text, details as to how this was obtained — traced from
stone, squeeze or photograph (see above, p. 22).

Photograph(s), source given. If my own, when and
where taken; if another’, acknowledgement.

4. Present Corpus and further volumes

This then is the Corpus of Hieraglhyphic Luwian Inscrip-
tions, volume L. Inscriptions of the Iron Age (for volume II,
see below). It divides naturally into text and illustr-
ations, and in the case of the text, practical considera-
tions of size dictate the division into two parts: 1. Intro-
duction, Cilicia, Karkamis, Tell Ahmar, Marag, Malatya,
Commagene; 2. Amuq, Aleppo, Hama, Tabal, Assur let-
ters, Miscellaneous, Seals, Altintepe pithos inscriptions,
Indices. The illustrations are given as a separate tome,
part 3.

Professor Halet Cambel has prepared the publication
of KARATEPE-ASLANTAS as a separate volume, and
it has been agreed that it is appropriate to associate it
with the present Corpus and number it volume II: see
below, p. 46.

Cleatly it is desirable in a Corpus of this type to
accompany it with a comprehensive glossary, together
with a signary and indices of names (divine, personal
and geographical). This could hardly be accommodated
in the format of the Corpus as divided, and requites a
separate volume. It is my intention, following the com-
pletion of this Corpus, to proceed with the preparation
of such a volume. As well as glossary, signary, and in-
dices, it should include a sketch of the grammar of
Hieroglyphic Luwian drawn from the texts of the Cor-
pus. Here too I would hope to add the secton XIV,
Inscriptions of the Hittite Empire, as outlined above,
p. 181

of transliteration

used, with the necessary modifications, over the last
twenty-five years. In order to minimize discontinuity, I
have opted in the present Corpus against an attempt to
devise a new system, and have preferred to adopt and
adapt that of Laroche.
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Thus, first, I maintain Laroche’s sign-order and num-
bering. This is however subject to the following modifi-
cations.

1. In HH, some 28 signs are incorrectly included be-
cause they were unrecognized variants of other signs.
Thus they should be deleted along with their numbers,
and the entries transferred to the well-established head-
ings. The following numbers should thus disappear: 63,
64 (=69); 76 (=221); 113 (=26); 114 (=378+105);
119 (=246); 124 (=115); 136 (=43); 143 (=214);
167 (=107); 168 (=329); 169 (=382); 170 (=73);
183 (=423); 242 (=432); 266 (=93+228); 287, 302
(=399); 310 (=201); 339 (=319); 359(2) (=245);
401 (=477); 444 (=9); 453, 454 (=179); 465, 467
(=191); 487 (=1?). Further such doublets will no
doubt become apparent. Note that 20, 36 and 114
should be abolished as separate entries and listed
under 378.

2. At least 26 pairs of signs should probably be merged,
i.e. the pair requites only one heading not two. These
include (where the second sign should be listed under
the first): 1 (+2); 14 (+13); 39 (+44); 39 (+40); 56
(+57); 59 (+60); 62 (+68); 86 (+87); 88 (+89); 91
(+92+94); 445 (+1806); 212 (+213); 221 (+222);
231 (+232+233); 252 (+253); 255 (+256); 257
(+260); 275 (+276); 312 (+313); 349 (+348); 358
(+359(1)); 419 (+420); 468 (+469); 474 (+473);
477 (+479).

3. Some 70 signs are found only on seals and are often
of dubious form and recognition. These have no place
in the signary of the monumental inscriptions and may
be relegated to glyptic works. These include: 5, 23, 38,
47, 48, 50, 54, 118, 127, 139, 140, 144, 145, 140, 147,
148, 150, 152, 154, 156, 157, 164, 184, 188, 189, 195,
203, 208, 211, 220, 271, 289, 323, 324, 333, 353, 354,
365, 373, 385, 403, 405, 409, 414, 418, 425, 426, 436,
437, 438, 440, 441, 442, 443, 449, 452, 458, 459, 482,
483, 489 —497. Occasionally signs attested hitherto only
on seals appear on new monumental inscriptions, e. g
nos. 177, 416, which can now be seen on YALBURT,
no. 122 on BOGAZKOY-SUDBURG.

4. Some 37 signs are attested in the Empire Period only,
of which 11 may be identified as Empire Period forms
of later signs. The others should be kept separate from
the Late Period signary. These signs include: 3, 4, 11,
13 (=14), 53, 55, 56 (=57), 88 (=89), 116 (=100),
137, 149, 151, 158, 173, 226, 227, 254, 270 (=70), 277
(=371?), 283, 285, 292, 296+297 (=294), 303, 306,
312 (=313), 318, 320 (=165), 352, 361, 367, 369, 372,
416 (=319?), 424, 461 (=462), 463.

5. On the other hand a number of signs unrecognized
by or new since Laroche’s signary are in need of num-
bers. These are virtually all on KARAHOYUK (ELBIS-
TAN) or on the BOGAZKOY-SUDBURG inscription,
thus are essentially Empire Period or archaic signs.
Since Laroche’s last used number is 497, these new
signs are numbered from 501 onwards. In this system
501, exceptionally, is a late sign found on KARATEPE

TABLE 1. New ot previously unrecognized sign

501 ﬁT KARATEPE, 68
SUDBURG, §2
502 EMIGAZI, §33b
KARAHOYUK, §18
503 [Hg SUDBURG, §7
504 G} SUDBURG, §7
505 up SUDBURG, §7
506 an SUDBURG, §7, 13
507 6 SUDBURG, §13
YALBURT, 4 §2, 8, 10 §3
508 ? 11§1,12§4
EMIGAZI, §37
509 © YALBURT, [6 §2], 15 §2
=/
510 YALBURT, 6 §2, 15 §2
511 “{i YALBURT, 7 §2b, 17 §2
512 KARAHOYUK, §5
513 ii KARAHOYUK, §7
514 v KARAHOYUK, §8
515 KARAHOYUK, §11
516 8 KARAHOYUK, §14
517 1l KARAHOYUK, §15
518 @ KARAHOYUK, §15
519 % KARAHOYUK, §15
520 % KARAHOYUK, §15
521 ? KARAHOYUK, §18
522 q:? KARKAMIS stone bowl, § 1
523 % AFRIN, §2

and elsewhere; 502—507 are from the SUDBURG
inscription, 508511 from YALBURT, 512-521 from
KARAHOYUK, and 522-523, new occutrences. See
Table 1.

It will be noted that the removal of the signs (over
150 in number) listed in 1—4 as not belonging in the
Late Period signary considerably simplifies it down to
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a total of some 350 signs. Of these, over 200 may be
reckoned as logograms, of which over 30 serve as de-
terminatives (it is somewhat difficult to distinguish be-
tween 2 logogram with more than one reading and a
determinative ). The regular syllabary consists of almost
60 syllabograms, and there are in addition some 30 rare
alternative syllabograms.

The removal of these signs and the abolition of their
numbers from the Late Period signary leaves large gaps
in the retained numeration of Laroche, but this does
not appear to pose a problem. I have not made any
alterations to the numbers and order of the signs, even
when this might seem required by later recognitions
that some signs have been classified under the wrong
headings. Laroche’s classification system groups the
signs under ten headings: . Corps humain, vétements;
II. Animaux; ITI. Végétaux, etc. This is in fact a very
approximate procedure, since the greater part of the
signs cannot be identified for what they represent with
any certainty. Nevertheless it was and remains useful in
breaking the signs up into groups, which facilitates the
memorization and location of individual items. Exam-
ples of incorrect classification which have been left un-
disturbed include: J (*175), classified under I Zgétanx
as a “sorte de fleur”, can now be seen to represent
“tongue”; *243, seen as a “bitiment”, is in fact a “fore-
arm”, thus CUBITUM - both of these should of
course be reclassified under Corps bumain. Sign *338 is
probably not a pot but a knife, thus CULTER, so
should be under Armes etc.; while *344 represents two
profiles joined by a line, flanking a seal, symbolizing
“agreement”, thus CONTRACTUS, so should be clas-
sified with its opposite, *24, symbolizing “dis-
agreement”, thus LIS, But in spite of these new percep-
tions, it has seemed preferable not to disturb the exist-
ing order.

Note: * before numeral indicates Laroche, HH no.

2. The Logograms

Finding an agreed system of transliteration for logo-
grams is a problem which recurs for scholars dealing
with most ancient writing systems. The question is two-
fold: first, what is the value of the signs and why are
they used as they are ?; secondly, how can scholars of
different nationalities agree on a conventional system
of transcription?

If we begin with the first problem, we find a number
of easy cases: the logogram may stand for what it de-
picts, i.e. is a pictogram, as ¥*90 is a foot and may be
read “foot”; it may also determine words for related
concepts, i.e. serve as an ideogram, as “foot” deter-
mines the verb “come”, and semantically related verbs.
Yet sometimes we can identify the object depicted but
do not know why it is used as it is: why does *341
representing a pot determine all the words which it
does? And finally there are logograms which we quite

simply do not understand, i.e. we can neither identify
what they represent, nor can we understand the way in
which they are used: what is *273 and why does it de-
termine both warpi-, “skill, etc.”, and #ps-, “smite”?

Turning to the problem of transcription, we find that
in the latter case, the logograms which are not under-
stood, there is simply no option: these can only be re-
presented by a conventional number. (Note that the
asterisk preceding such numbers in the transliterations
follows the practice of Linear B in thus distinguishing
conventional sign-numbers from the transliteration of
actual figures in the Hieroglyphic). We could of course
apply this method consistently and indicate all logo-
grams by their sign-numbet, but this has the disadvan-
tage of giving the reader no help with the interpretation,
not even that offered by the obvious pictographic val-
ues of some of the signs. Thus it appears to be more
apptoptiate to use actual words where possible. In the
case of e. g. the sign “foot”, which both indicates a foot
and determines verbs of coming, since one single tran-
scription is required, a word meaning “foot” will be
appropriate for this purpose. For the pot sign *341, a
conventional transcription of a word for “pot” will also
be suitable, even if we do not understand the function
of the logogram.

The problem remains however of what words to
choose. Ideally it might be desirable to use the words
used by the language itself: the Luwian word for “foot”
to represent the sign FOOT etc. But in most cases this
is simply impossible, since we do not know the appro-
priate Luwian words for a large number of the objects
and concepts, and even if we did, it would be extremely
problematic to choose between (quasi-)synonymous
words. Indeed no scholar has attempted this solution
in its entirety, though Meriggi used it partially, combin-
ing it with transctiptions into Sumerian for the com-
mon logograms whete a ready equivalence was avail-
able, and resorting to the number system where neither
would serve. Other scholars have transcribed recogniz-
able logograms with an appropriate word from their
own language, thus FOOT/PIED/FUSS etc. Meriggi’s
mixed system can hardly be followed: the number of
ready Hieroglyphic-Sumerian equivalences is too few,
and in any case sets up a false presumption of connec-
don between Hieroglyphic and Cuneiform, while the
attempt to use Luwian words falls down, as noted, on
the inadequacy of our knowledge. On the other hand,
transcription into the scholat’s own language lacks gen-
erality.

What is required is an international language, widely
known, the use of which can be clearly seen to be con-
ventional. In 1974 Anna Morpurgo Davies, Giinter
Neumann and I decided to adopt Latin for the purpose,
a solution modelled on the practice imposed by Linear
B scholars from the early 1960%s. Of course this system
is not ideal. Sometimes we may not know the relevant
Latin words or these may be too obscure to be readily

(continned p. 28)
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TABLE 2. Logograms Transcribed into Latin

ADORARE & BONUS CUBITUM FINES
6 W) 165 243 216
AEDIFICARE | BONUS, CULTER FLAMMAE(?)
246 370 338 an
AEDIFICIUM o BOS cum FLUMEN =
244 105 58 212 ==
ALA m BRACCHIUM s‘_\}é} CURRUS E] FONS
78 32 288 ®e 215
AMPLECTI 2 P CAELUM 4 DARE FORTIS
9 \\/J 182 66 28
ANIMAL oo CANIS DECEM
e . o 7S - — FRATER see INFANS
ANNUS CAPERE %% DELERE FRONS
336 41 248 2
[AQUA] see FLUMEN CAPERE, DEUS GB FULGUR
3 360 200
CAPERE +
AQUILA SCALPRUM DIES &n FUSUS
133 358 305
330
ARGENTUM =] CAPUT @ DOMINA £ GAZELLA
257 10 15 104
CAPUT +
AgsC;A CBQ SCALPRUM @ DOMINUS M GR\I’IE(I;US
10 +268 390
ASINUS CASTRUM DOMUS HEROS
100 21 247 21
ASINUS, CENTUM DOMUS + R HORDEUM
7 SCALA N
100 399 252 179
AUDIRE o €5\ gQ
CERVUS EDERE INFANS
(AURIS+TU+MI) Q% o PN S 7, A 3
78
AVIS CERVUS, EGO @ INFRA
128 103 12 57
IUDEX
AVIS, CONTRACTUS EQUUS .
132 344 @ 00 1USTITIA a
371
AVIS, CORNU % EUNUCHUS RA LIS
130 % 108 474 [IRAJ see
AVUS CRUS EXERCITUS T @ LAPIS ﬂ
331 82 260 267.8
Y
BESTIA 4‘ CRUS, U::_\;} FEMINA O LECTUS
97 84 79 301
BIBERE & CRUX FILIA Q LEPUS
8 I 309 %Q 115
|

Note the phonetic transcription of the following logograms:

ARHA
216

B 1

HALPA
85

5 |

SARMA
80-81

K
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(TABLE 2. Logograms Transcribed into Latin)

LIBARE MONS POST STATUA €
27 207 /\ 3 34 12 v
g
LIGARE MORI 1[G PRAE STELE
31 386 +381 ﬂ 14 267
LIGNUM NEG, PUGNUS
382 ” 332 i! 39-40 % SUB see INFRA
LINGERE A NEG, PUGNUS + SUPER
112 5 332 PUGNUS see LIGARE 70
LINGUA L]E NEPOS ﬁ) PURUS TERRA
175 300 + 488 @ 322 @I}:E 201 =i
LIS B OCCIDENS [REGINA] see MAGNUS THRONUS see MENSA
24 379 DOMINA
LITUUS OCULUS REGIO THRONUS,
318 f 25 @ 228 298
OMNIS REL TONITRUS
LOCUS TERRA
oc e 366 CEE 329 ﬁ 199 W
LONGUS ORIENS REX UNUS i
62 192 17 380
LOQUI . ovIS SACERDOS URBS
2 3 111 355 225
LUNA é PANIS SCALPRUM URCEUS
193 181 268 345
MAGNUS @D PES Eﬂ] SCRIBA T VACUUS
363 1 326 FF 245 I:E:D
MALLEUS PES A @ SCUTELLA @ VAS @
280 402 341
91/92/94 [0J0) |
MALUS PES, [r_&? SCUTUM ‘ VERSUS M
368 93 272 (Y 44726 ﬁ
MALUS, PISCIS SERVUS e ViA
368 138 387 1'G 221 ?
MANUS @Q PITHOS SIGILLUM VIR
59-60 337 327 313
MATER POCULUM SOL VIR,
79 see FEMINA 346 Q‘B 191 % 386 ﬂ L
MENSA % PODIUM SOL, VITELLUS
294 264 190 109
MILLE PONERE SOLIUM VITIS ]
400 65 299 160
MINUS [] PORTA SPHINX
381 237-238 121

27
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intelligible. Also it is clear that a sign must always be
transcribed with the same form of its chosen word,
which involves ignoring rules of inflection and congru-
ence, producing such grammatical monsters as BOS 9,
“nine oxen” (singular followed by a number higher than
1), and MAGNUS.DOMINA, “(great) queen” (with-
out the standard agreement pattern). It may however
be suggested that these are minor disadvantages in
compatison with the difficulties of having a multitude
of transliterations into any of the major modern lan-
guages. We note that since our proposal and practice of
the system a number of scholars have seen fit to adopt
it. For a complete list of Latin transcriptions for logo-
grams employed in this Corpus, see Table 2 (p. 26 £.).

3. The Syllabograms

Transliteration here too is based on Laroche’s 1960
system with the corrections and modifications which
have been added during the intervening years. The op-
portunity is here taken to introduce a number of further
minor modifications in the interest of greater consis-
tency and simplicity.

The Regular Syllabary (see Table 3)

This is Laroche’s Syllabaire Normale (HH, p. 263 1.),
with the following alterations.

Corrections

These consist of the “new readings” of {] |, 1 { from
a/a, i/ito ifia, gi/7a. As noted, substantial new corrob-
oration has appeared since the original proposals, par-
ticulatly from the digraphic seals of Meskene-Emar.
The Empire Period forerunners of each pair, §, 4,
whete the #-vocalized forms are not distginguished, are
here transliterated #(«) and g7/a. Note that in digraphic
writings, Empire Period Hier. #(a) alternates with Cun.
7, ¢, ia, but not, contrary to assertion, with « (see above,
p. 16 and n. 159). The evidence does not suggest that
Empire #(a), Late 7 ever had a value 4, nor indeed is
this graphically likely.

Modifications

These include changes to Laroche’s 1960 system al-
ready proposed and a number of minor ones intro-
duced here for the first time. They consist mainly of
changes in the vocalization of syllabograms introduced
in connection with the new readings (former Ca to C/),
and simplification of the system of diacritical marks
following the elimination of certain supposed values.

U 4 § 4 (changed from Laroche’s diacriticals 4, 4,
which were retained even after the 1974 new readings).
The value 4 was left vacant by the removal of (] for 7,
and logic and consistency demand that it should be

filled. In Empire Period digraphic writings, Cun. a cor-
responds to both Hier. § and §, the forerunners of the
present Late Period pair, though the latter sign, as in
the Late Period, is used only initially (or internally for
the glottal stop °, as in the rendering of Ba‘al as pa-4-
/). The most logical replacement for « is {|, especially
since it is found in plene writings Ca-a parallel to Ci-
Cu-u.

O ha, W 4. Laroche’s otder reversed to that of Mer-
iggi, because © seems to be the primary 4a, being well
attested in the Empire Petiod. The Empire forerunner
of I, which is {, is not attested with a phonetic value
ha at that date, being solely the logogram for AATTI
and HATTUSA (also in HATTUSILI).

@ la/i/u. The Empire Period forerunner of this sign
always appatently has the value /, thus fills the #-slot
in the /series. But in the Late Period it is definitely
found alternating with /& (in (“CRUX”)wa/i-la/i/4,
KARKAMIS A4d, §2 = (CRUX)wa/i-la, CEKKE,
§ 24; also KULULU 5, § 8), and with # (in mu-wa/ita-
la/ifn-i-si-// mu-wa/i-ta-li-si, MARAS 4, §§ 1//10; also
FRONS-/a/i/#- // FRONS-/i(-i)-, KARATEPE, 136,
279, Hu.//Ho.). Definite evidence for a value /# has
only appeared recently: the writing &a-la/i/#-na- as a
variant of ka-ru-na-, “granary” (see MARAS 8, {7, and
Commentary). To what extent it represents / in other
attestations is uncertain: perhaps we may assume that
/n was always intended except in the few cases where
there is evidence to the contrary.

wi mi. An a-vocalized value w4 may be categorically
rejected for the Late Period (see already Mittelberger,
Sprache 8 (1962), p.2771.), though the possibility of
such in the Empire Period requires investigation. Yet
curious usages do appear in the Late Period: thus
OMNIS-MI-ma- (= tanima-, “all”, see KARATEPE,
281, and ASSUR letter f+g, § 19, and Commentaries );
also AEDIFICARE * M- (= tama-, “build”, see KAR-
KAMIS Alg, § 23, and Commentary); AUDIRE + M7
(-ma-ti)- (= tumanti-, “hear”, see KARKAMIS A6, § 1,
and Commentary); also PURUS-M[-ia (= &umiya ot ku-
maya (?), “pure”, see MALPINAR, § 7, and Commen-
tary). In such cases M/ has to be regarded not as a
syllabogram but as a “phonetic indicator” attached to
the logogram, probably reflecting an Empire Period
graphic practice. Note also (DEUS)SARMA+RA/]
+MILma-, “Sarruma”, and (DEUS)LUNA+M/-ma-,
“Arma”; also PURUS.FONS.MJ, “Suppiluliuma”.

C ni, 5 ni. Changed from 4 to #vocalization sug-
gested by Mittelberger and confirmed by new readings.
Both signs in this commonly alternating pair derive
from well-established Empire Period forerunners.

o nu, it nd. Order of Laroche’s diacriticals reversed
(also Meriggi’s), on the grounds that <} appears to be
the more regularly used form in the normal syllabary.
Both signs of the pair are attested with Empire Period
forerunners.



TABLE 3. The regular syllabary

, 450 + a+ ra/i,
U (450) a ﬂ (209) i \({(105) u U.. 3| e
. (209 + i+rali
g (9 d 383 | rivi
75+ la+ra/i+a
Q @ ha GO w13 hi NP 383 + '
& 450
}H (196) hd - Gso | saran
1]
Cf(434) ka 1;;? (446) ki @ 423) ku ﬁ\ 34| arasi
B are) la % @) | @0 | haras
(‘0) (445) la/ifu %1(315) kar
Q (110) ma i oo mi Ham [ m (3;1;3*) IUDEX + ra/i
\\5 (35) na C @y ni q?o (153) nu @ (14) pari
b
214 ¢ i
%( ) ni o (214) ni
@(334) pa s,, (66) pi 5 (328) pu
\ 383) ra/i @ (412) ru
0D @15) sa v (174) si A (370) su
R 433) sd
{m' (104) sa
@ (402) say
g (327) sas
[
G_’ (100) ta d_l (90) ti w (89) u
v; (29) 1d % (325)
@(41) 12
ﬁ (319) ta,
\y(m) tas
ofo (439) wali
.ﬂ (210) ia
~
i 377 2a 1‘ (376) z W @ | w
~
6E (329) kwi/a
# hwi/a* * Note. In Late Period texts this sign is

transliterated H W7 (see p. 30).
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Y si. Changed from - to /vocalization suggested by
Mittelberger and confirmed by new readings.

[} sd. Transliteration sé vacated by the change of ¥
to s, and thus available for [} in place of the quite unjus-
tified $, which appears to signal a different kind of sib-
ilant.

O su. For alternations s# and s4, see below, Alternative
Syllabograms (p. 32f.), and Appendix 2 (p. 351.).

<) #. An avocalized value % may be categorically
rejected. It was based solely on the writings #-pa-sa
“sky”, compared with Cun. Luw. #gp/#a-ap- in the same
word, but this discrepancy between the two dialects
hardly justifies the abandonment of the well established
#. Cf. already Mittelberger, Sprache 8 (1962), p. 278.

¢ #2. Transliteration fz vacated by the denial of its
applicability to &Y, #, thus available for and appropriate
to ¢f, also coinciding with Meriggi’s usage.

R #as, Ny fas. This pair, which alternate freely with
each other, remain notably distinct from fz, #, fa
Doubts about the vocalization persist: an s-vocalization
seems well established, but some evidence points as
well — or instead — to /-vocalization. See Hawkins and
Motputgo Davies, JRAS 1975, pp. 130—132. The pair
is probably separated off from 7z, #, %3 by the quality
of the dental, whether this is, as seems likely, 4, or
something else. For a new consideration based on Em-
pire Period evidence, see Hawkins, 52Bo7 Bh. 3, Appen-
dix 5.

W z: No further evidence confirming this Late
Period value has emerged, but more digraphic evidence
on Empire Period gw is forthcoming from Meskene-
Emar with the names Zulanna (gu-la-na) and Zu-Astarte
(gu-wa/i-sa-tara/i-ti): see Laroche, Akkadica 22 (1981),
p. 12. -

P REL(#&wi/a). Sign used normally to indicate simply
the relative pronoun, but in 2 number of words also as a
syllabogram. Its Empire Period forerunner 6 doubtless
corresponded to Cun. &#-i- ot ku-wa-, thus £wi or kwa.
In the Late Period it was used either to write these
sounds or the sounds into which these had developed.
It is doubt on this latter point, coupled with confusion
with the following sign which is now partially resolved,
that gave rise to reservation in transliterating it syllabi-
cally. Certainly now &wi/a is the most likely reading, yet
there is still a possibility that a sound shift from Aw
lurks behind the sign. Note that the Hier. combination
ku-i- is never found, and A#-wa/i- seldom, which
strengthens the supposition that such would be written
REL. Words using REL as a syllabogram include: #-
s&-REL+ra/i-, “earth” (compound with cognate of
Hitt. kwera-, “field”?); REL-iz/sd-, “fear”, Cun. Luw.
kuwaya- (see SULTANHAN, § 17, and Commentary);
pa-sa-REL-, “neglect”, Hitt. pafknwai- (see SULTAN-
HAN, § 20, and Commentary); REL-zz-, “incise” (see
KARATEPE 4, §2, and Commentary); REL+ra/7,
“cut”, Hitt. &wer- (see MARAS 4, § 13, and Commen-
tary); REL-##-na, “at the ploughing/reaping(?)” (see
KARATEPE, 269, and Commentary); REL-#-si-

mi/ma-, “?” (see ASSUR letter 4, § 9, and Commen-
tary); also personal names REL-si-si-ti-mi- (ASSUR
letter ¢ §1), REL-ga-ia+ra/i- (CEKKE, §17e),
REL+ra/i-mu-wa/i- (KULULU lead strip 1, 32),
REL +ra/i-na-g- (KULULU lead strips 1, 34; frag. 1, i
3, i 3), REL-s4-+ (KULULU lead strips 1, 4; 2, 13),
REL-z4-FRATER-/z- (KULULU lead strip 1, 17). For
a re-evaluation of the evidence on this and the
following sign, see now Hawkins and Morpurgo Dav-
ies, Running and Relatives in Luwian (Kadmos 32
(1993), pp. 50-60).

% HWI. Formerly confused with REL, but now the
Empire Period forerunner (§) is found often on
YALBURT in the verb “run”, and the form can be seen
to have nothing to do with REL (). At this date it
clearly corresponds to Cun. Luw. bu-7, i. e. hwi, and pre-
sumably does also in the late Period as is supported by
the identification of the personal name Hier. sa- >-
with Cun. Urartian fz-hu- (see KARKAMIS Allb+g
§8;, SIRZI, §1, and Commentaries). Besides being
used to write the verb (hwi)bwi(ya)(sd)-, “run”, it is
used as a Late Period syllabogram in writing hwitara/
bwisara, “wild beasts” (and detrivatives, see MARAS 1,
§ 11, and Commentary); bwapasans-, “harm” (ASSUR
letter f+g, § 13, and Commentary). But the sign does
become used instead of REL in some late insctiptions:
see SULTANHAN, § 4, Commentary. This may well
suggest a late weakening of &wi towards 4wi. While it
would probably be correct to transliterate hwi/a, cau-
tion suggests a less committal HWJ, which indicates
teservation as to the sound expressed at this date.

The sign ra/i(*383). The peculiatity of this sign is that
it is graphically “enclitic”, i. e. cannot stand alone but is
always attached to another sign, a curious phenomenon
presumably arising from the fact that Luwian, like Hit-
tite, does not have an initial » Its well established alter-
native ¢- and 7vocalization prompted the transliteration
ra/i. Laroche’s alternative transliteration #/# has al-
ready been rebutted by Mittelberger (Spracke 8 (1962),
p. 277 £; 10 (1964), p. 71 £.), who demonstrated, surely
correctly, that the sign was not used to write #z/# as
such but only when this had changed to rz/7 by rho-
tacism.

The sign is commonly attached to 2 and 4, thus |, [k.
These provide the normal way of rendering initial ar
and #r-. Thus for ar-, see a+ra/i-, “long” (KARATEPE,
291, and Commentary); a+ra/i-ma-ga, “?” (SULTAN-
HAN, § 46, and Commentary); a+ ra/s-ma-sa-, “month-
ling(?)” (SULTANHAN, §3, and Commentary);
a+ra/i-nd-wa/i-ti-, “Arouwantd-" (IZGIN 1, §12, and
Commentary); (MONS)a+ra/i-pu-ti-, “Mount At-
puta” (KARKAMIS Atlb+q §25); a+ra/i-ta-li-, <2
(KULULU 1, §§5, 10). For i, see i+ra/i-hi//ha-,
“frontier” (KARATEPE, 101, 152); i+ra/i-ia-ga, “?”
(IVRIZ 1, § 3); i+ra/i-nu-, verb caus. (KARKAMIS
Al12, §13).
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When [} is found internally and finally however, we
have argued that it is to be read 7+ i.e. the vowel
sign, besides providing the attachment for the rz/;,
functionally serves to indicate the vowel pronounced
after the r: see HHL, p. [29]f. Melchert has argued
similarly for {f- as ra+a (see An. St. 38 (1988), pp. 29—
32); and this transliteration has been adopted. We
should however note an exception: the personal name
written 7-a+ra/i-ri+i- and its alternative i-ara/i-ri+i-,
“Yariri-> (KARKAMIS A6, § 1 // A155 § 1).

The sign 4% has been understood as a variant of the
simple 48, /a+ ra/i-; and since the double bars in | and ]
are recognized as a form of & written in ligature to
indicate an z-vocalization, the interpretation of 4® as
lat+ra/i+a-, representing lara-, follows (see KARA-
TEPE, 19, and MARAS 1, § 1 4, Commentaries ).

The normal syllabary also commonly uses a number
of signs of the form Cara/i, which show an attached
ra/i though the original sign has no independent pho-
netic value. Transliterations ending in -2/7 are generally
maintained for these too.

Ik tara/s: clearly the numeral 3+72/4, indicating far,
fra or tri, a rebus-writing taken from the word for
“three”.

Xk ara/i: cursive form of “eagle-man” +ra/i, possi-
bly rebus-writing using cognate of Hitt. hara(n)-,
“eagle”.

@ hara/i: seems to be descended from Empire
Period @ hara/i // hala/i, used particularly to write the
element A/ in ebli (see Laroche, Akkadica 22 (1981),
p. 13).

e #ar: probably to be grouped with these other
signs, used only in the names Karkamis and Karhuha-,
whence transliteration £ar rather than aera/i, though
possibly K4 might be more appropriate.

§~ IUDEX+RA/I: alternates with ta+ ra/i, KARA-
TEPE, 277, Ho.//Hu., in the word hatara/i-, “life(?)”;
recurs in the same word in KARKAMIS A5q4 §2;
CIFTLIK, § 16. Origin not understood. [But see now
Hawkins, $tBo7 Bh. 3, pp. 111-113].

The sign ‘@ pari should be grouped with the above
signs though not accompanied by +re/7; cleatly a re-
bus-writing with pari, “before”, and new readings show
that it represents only pari, not para (note alternation
patra/i- // -pari-i-, KARATEPE, 264, Hu.//Ho.). Its
Empire Period origin, writing pr7 in the element 7br7, is
clear: see Laroche, Akkadica 22 (1981), p. 13. Its sylla-
bographic use in Late Period names seems to be a con-
dnuation of the Empire Petiod practice: thus pari-ta-
(HAMA 4/RESTAN/QALAT EL MUDIQ/HAMA
8, § 1); (DEUS.VITIS )#i-pari-ia- (KARKAMIS A2+3,
§7; Alla, §9); Ja-pariVIR’- (BABYLON 1, §1); cf.
PRAE-7i+:-SARMA- (KARKAMIS Adg, § 2).

Alternative Syllabograms (see Table 4)

(For the still problematic syllabogram p4? (f)) see be-
low, Appendix 3, p. 36 f)
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These correspond to Laroche’s “valeurs phonétiques
rares, incertaines, complexes” (HH, pp. 265—268), or
rather to those which are retained. For those discarded,
see the following section.

Besides the regular syllabary with its over 50 simple
syllabograms and its additional complex ones for Cara/;
writings, there are a number of alternative syllabograms
which are occasionally used. These are generally re-
stricted to several inscriptions only: principally the Cili-
cian KARATEPE, and in Tabal to TOPADA and
KAYSERI, spilling over into a few other inscriptions.
Notably such syllabograms are hardly found in any of
the other groups of inscriptions, i.e. not in KAR-
KAMIS, TELL AHMAR, MARAS, MALATYA, COM-
MAGENE, AMUQ, ALEPPO, HAMA or the ASSUR
letters, and not even widely within TABAL itself. One
ot two of these odd values do however appear on occa-
sion at KARKAMIS.

The syllabaries of both KARATEPE and TOPADA
are the subjects of special examinations placed after the
end of their respective Commentaries. In KARATEPE
the values of the alternative syllabograms can generally
be established by their alternation with signs of known
value, but in TOPADA these odd values mostly have
to be deduced from context. Signs reviewed here in-
clude those occurring in KARATEPE and TOPADA
and/or elsewhere. The more recherché TOPADA values
are considered under TOPADA, the Signary (below,
p- 460 £.).

Values and modifications

(| 7 shifted from a- vowel to #vowel with the new
readings, KAYSERI only, and with rz/i ({ r+7),
KAYSERI and KARATEPE.

B ha: TOPADA, § 10, and AKSARAY, § 8, only, see
Commentaries.

9 bd: found only in hu-bii+ra/i-pa-li-, “?” (KAR-
KAMIS Allb+ §10); ba+ra/i-na-lif/la-za, “?” (KU-
LULU lead strips 1, 38; 2, 15); and (DEUS)TONIT-
RUS-44-z2- (AKSARAY, § 8, from which occurrence
Kalag established the value — see KZ 92 (1978),
p- 1231.).

JA U diacritical changed from / because translitera-
tion of ¢ as /a/i/u leaves /K vacant. Evidence for form
and usage of the sign has clarified since 1960 with its
identification on KARATEPE and TOPADA (Bossert,
Or. NS 30 (1961), pp. 199—202; Hawkins, .4n Sz 25
(1975), p. 128).

® /i: single KARATEPE alternation only.

@ md: seems to be adequately established by one
clear and another possible KARATEPE occurrence
(Ho. 127, also Ho. 374?)

4§ ma: sole occurrence on SUVASA inscription B in
the name Wasusarma- in place of the usual ma.

< mit promoted from i because it is relatively well
attested on KARATEPE and TOPADA, also now KU-
LULU 3.
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TABLE 4. Alternative syllabograms

e

@ (314)

ﬂ’ (347)

ha, hi
)?b a5 | &
91) i (K)
@M 6 | mx | O @ mi
Ic
% @od) | ma(s) e @387 | miE?
{[F (332) nd ?j (447) niy
;??(102-3) rii (K?)
ff 223) | sag(TS) gﬁ (447 si(T) % (108) sii
d
8:;(316) sa7(T.S) H (448) sit
[ Gs0) sag
(82) tag ﬁ (488) i FF (326) I
==
%(41.6) ta, (T) @ (228) 11ty (K)
e (166) wali
gﬂg 165) | wah(K)
ﬂ (299) id
U] (379) it (K)
@ (335) 2 C{D (313) o4
@ (336) b @ (336) 4
8
ﬂ a12) 2a, @(128) iy

Note: K KARATEPE
T  TOPADA
S SUVASA
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1€ mi: demoted from m/ because of its poor attesta-
tion, a single KARATEPE alternation with » (§ LI,
293, where see Commentary). Its common appearance
in the writing of the word “servant” cannot certainly
be identified as syllabographic and is now taken as a
logogram SERVUS (-ta4/fas-): see KARATEPE, 6,
Commentary, and note new evidence confirming its
logographic character.

9 nd: syllabographic value taken from factual nega-
tive (NEG, = #a); used occasionally on KARKAMIS
(Al11b+¢ AG), also SHEIZAR, TOPADA, ALEPPO
2 — see Hawkins, An Sr. 25 (1975), pp. 126—128
cit. 1-8.

K #i: appears established by single TOPADA al-
ternation in the word Farzutawani- (§§ 13/26), and may
be used in KARKAMIS (Ninuwi(??)-, KARKAMIS
Allb+q § 2, and Commentary).

§) rii: KARATEPE only, apparently acrophonic from
CERVUS (= Runtiya-/Runga-); value kar to be dis-
carded (see below).

 sag, B, sa;: TOPADA (+SUVASA) only.

| sag: identified originally only on TOPADA, but now
much better established by occurrences on KULULU
4 (where see Commentary, beginning), also PORSUK.

A si*: TOPADA only, inferred from context.

J} tag: this logogram (CRUS) is normally used to
write the verb -, “stand”, but use as an alternative
syllabogram f4, is found on TELL AHMAR 1 — see
there, Peculiarities.

Y 4, § s#: these signs alternate with and are closely
bound up with sx. See below, Appendix 2 (p. 351£.).

B ta,: TOPADA only, variant for #4, which does not
occur in the inscription?

$ 7 promoted by vacation of space by tay, fas (#
and # for Laroche); found frequently on KARATEPE,
also SHEIZAR.

f #: promoted by abolition of former # (= PON-
ERE, see below, Discarded Values); syllabic value
established by KARATEPE alternations and explained
as acrophonic from #pala-, “scribe”; occurs also on
TOPADA and in KARKAMIS in the name Sastura(?)-
(CEKKE, A21).

AA 1iy: established by two KARATEPE alternations
only.

Sé wi/i: promoted from wa/i because comparatively
well attested, besides KARATEPE, TOPADA, and
KAYSERI, also now CEKKE, AKSARAY and
NiGDE 2.

$ wa/i: demoted from wi/7 because of the rareness
of its syllabographic use, only in KARATEPE al-
ternations; otherwise to be regarded always as logogram
BONUS, see KARKAMIS Alg, § 22, and Commentary.
[But note that the 1990/91 Bogazkéy bullae now pro-
vide ample evidence for an Empire usage with the value
wa/i].

{ #4: value switched from 4 along with the new read-
ings; KARATEPE and KAYSERI only.

() za: value based on single KARATEPE alternation,
switched from 4, along with the new readings.

& 34 well attested value switched from 7 with new
readings, alternating with zz in a number of common
writings; besides KARATEPE, respectable appearances
in KARKAMIS Al114, 18, CEKKE, also SULTAN-
HAN and the fragmentary TELL TAYINAT 1, JISR
EL HADID, CALAPVERDI.

§ § <, 2@ values switched with new readings, occur
only on KAYSERI; origin unknown. LITUUS clearly
marks gz-vocalization: cf. ¥336+double bars (f) for za,,
AKSARAY, § 4, and Commentary. Possible syllabic use
in postposition *336-na-na (see KARKAMIS A2+3,
§ 24, and Commentary); also possibly in *336/AN-
NUS(-)na-ha-sa/sas- (TOPADA, §§ 10, 12, and Com-
mentary ).

® 37 switched from 7 with new readings; syllabic use
established by KARATEPE alternations, now found
also on KULULU 4 (see Peculiarities ); cleatly acropho-
nic from giti-, “man”.

A za4: switched from 7, along with new readings;
syllabic use established only by KARATEPE al-
ternations, with one possible KARKAMIS occutrence
(see KARKAMIS A21, § 4, Commentary), but other-
wise to be treated as logographic (see KARKAMIS
Allg, § 11, Commentary).

Q. g74: switched from 75 along with new readings;
syllabic value established only by two KARATEPE al-
ternations; possibly found also in MARAS 4, § 5 (see
Commentary ).

Empire Period syllabic values only

ur é: confined to the writing of Urbi-Tesub on seals
SBo 1, 43, 44.

us O: confined to writing sa+ US-£a for the goddess
Sauska (attested once in the eatly Late Petiod, MAL-
ATYA 6); odd usage (i.e. apparent VC value) not
clearly understood, thus transliterated US.

hi §f: used in the writing of several names, now cor-
roborated by digraphic Meskene writings (unpub-
lished ). [But cf. now Gonnet, apsd Arnaud, Texies syriens
de I'Age du Bronge Récent (Barcelona, 1991), no. 72c,
p. 200].

bur A: confined to writing of name Saburunuwa-, odd
usage (apparently CVC) not understood; recurrence on
TOPADA apparently as an incorrect (meaningless) ar-
chaism — see TOPADA, The Signary, I, note.

ka, g ¥=: as logogram the hand with downward-
pointing thumb expresses ideographically “down, un-
det” (kata, annan), and derives from the former a sylla-
bic value used in writing of names. Only the logo-
graphic use survives in the Late Period.

tal @=: found mainly in the writing of the onomastic
element talmi, but also now on YALBURT in writing
the place-name 7Zalawa (see Poetto, edition of YAL-
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BURT (above, p. 18), p. 70). The usage does not sur-
vive into the Late Period, but the logogram OMNIS
looks similar.

Discarded valnes

Thus many of Laroche’s “valeurs phonétiques rares,
incertaines, complexes” have been classified, sometimes
with modified transliteration, as alternative syllabic val-
ues, and others set aside as being restricted to the Em-
pire Period. The remainder should be discarded alto-
gether.

f (*¥299): in its alleged value s, it is better taken as
a logogram, transcribed SOLIUM(+ M) (see KARA-
TEPE, 128, 194, and Commentary).

oo (*439): value # originated with Bossert, based on
alternations Hier. wa/i+ra/i-pa-la-wa/i- = Cun. Urballa,
Hier. d-wa/i+ra/i-ku- = Cun. Urikki, Hier. wa/i-wa/i-
(i.e. wawi-, “0x”) = Lyc. swa; also syllabic value # de-
rived from logogram BOS. See Laroche, /H no. 439,
bibliography. But these are correspondences rather than
equivalences and do not justify adding the value # to
the established wa/7.

%S (*24): value har was based on a misidentification
of the sign 47 and the attribution of a hypothetical value
on the basis of the compatison of the supposed logo-
gram with a supposed Hittite parallel (see HAMA 2,
§ 4, Commentary). Each stage of the reasoning is to
be discarded.

@ (*342): value A4 attributed in distinctdon from Au
(*307), but in fact probably just a variant form of the
latter (KARATEPE, 284; see KARATEPE, The Sylla-
baty, p. 68, s.v. h#) or its Empire Period form (YAZILI-
KAYA, no. 48). The third example quoted KAR-
KAMIS A2446, 1. 1 is in fact *341 (read (*341)d-ta-na-
sa-").
¢ (REL, *329): value 447 attributed following confu-
sion with sign &. In fact the former is likely to have the
value £&wi/a, the latter hwi: see above, the Regular Syl-
labary.

® (*331): sign occurs solely in writing huba-, “grand-
father”, and should be regarded as a logogram (AVUS).
There is no justification for attributing a syllabic value.

B (*314): value kd/gi incorrectly extrapolated
from [Jg, 4ar, but this is without support. In fact recent
evidence points to a value hd: see above, Alternative
Syllabograms.

$ (*103): sign should always be regarded as logo-
gram, CERVUS,, except in a rare syllabographic use
derived from it, r#4 (see above, Alternative Syllabo-
grams). The writing (DEUS )CERVUS,+RA/I-hu-ha-,
and (DEUS.CERVUS;)kar-hu-ha- for Karbuha- pro-

vided evidence for syncretism between the Stag-God
and Karhuhas, but the writings provide no support for
a syllabic value kar: see KARKAMIS Allé+q, § 18,
and Commentary.

@ (*278): no evidence is offered, or exists, in fa-
vour of adding a value / to the well established Z.

B (*85): value /a) attributed because of the sign’s
occurrence in the writing of the place-name Halpa-,
“Aleppo”, written TONITRUS*85-pa. TONITRUS
must be logographic and cannot be given a syllabo-
graphic value Az (see below ), which rules out the attri-
bution of the value /«). The sign appears to be a
“kneeling leg”, and could conceivably be a rebus-writ-
ing of a syllable ba/ (from Hitt. haliya-, “kneel”): see
KORKUN, § 5, and Commentary.

< (*419): evidence for phonetic value comes solely
from alternation with 7, thus »7 (see Alternative Sylla-
bograms). A value m4 is without support and may be
discarded.

A (¥225): a value m4° was attributed on the basis of
an incorrect interpretation of KIZILDAG 3, 1. 3 (see
Commentary there ), and should be discarded.

& (¥26): the value na, was attributed on the basis of
the incorrect interpretation of FRONS-#- (bantili-,
“front, first”) as a negative (see KARATEPE,
§§ XXVI-XXVII, Commentary). In fact the sign is
always the logogram, FRONS, which it depicts.

E3 (*248): the value par was based on the incorrect
interpretation and identification of the verb written by
this sign as paranu- (= Hitt. parbna-, “pursue”). In fact
it has been shown that the sign is logographic,
DOMUS+MINUS = DELERE: sece KARKAMIS
Ada, § 14, Commentary.

[ (*378), & (*25): the values &?? and s(7) were in-
correctly attributed to these two alternating signs on
the basis of their occurrence in writing the name .4zgas-
wata-. It has now been shown that the second syllable
is written with [ (), giving 4-3e-ti-wa/i-ta- and that
the two signs, LITUUS and OCULUS are logograms
determining verbs of perception: see Hawkins, Kadmos
19 (1980), pp. 123—-142.

~ (*383): values +#/# for the sign ra/7 are to be
discarded: see above, the Regular Syllabary, on the
sign ra/i.

3\ (¥65): a syllabographic value # is incorrectly at-
tributed to the “putting hand”, which in fact is used
only logographically (= PONERE) to write #wwa-,
“put”, never syllabograpically.

W (*199): a syllabographic value 4z was given on
the basis of a confusion with the sign 44 (*196), but
this should certainly be discarded: see Hawkins, in
Meijer, Natural Phenomena, pp. 53—82.
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Appendix 1. BOGAZKOY hieroglyphic inscriptions on stone

(Following the numbering of Laroche, 1969 (BO-
GAZKOY 1-11) and Meriggi, 1975 (BOGAZKOY
1-13)).

BOGAZKOY 1,2 stele bases

Winckler, MDOG 35 (1907),
p. 57f Abb. ¢, 7.

stele (Tudhaliyas IV)

Bittel-Guterbock, Bodagkdy 1

(1935), Taf. 27.

graffito (sphinx)

Bittel, WT"DOG 60 (1937), p. 8
Abb. 1.

NISANTAS (Suppiluliumas II)

Perrot, Exploration (1872),

BOGAZKOY 3

BOGAZKOY 4

BOGAZKOY 5

pl. XXXV.
BOGAZKOY 6  fragment
Otten, MDOG 87 (1955), p. 13
Abb. 1.
BOGAZKOY 7 blocks

Neve, Bogazkoy-Hattusa X11
(1982), p. 81 f. Abb. 322, b.
boulder
Bittel, MDOG 89 (1957),
pp. 18£, 23 Abb. 18.
BOGAZKOY 9-11 fragments
Beran, MDOG 93 (1962),
pp- 48—51 Abb. 41-44.
BOGAZKOY 12 stele
Giterbock, Bodazkdy IV (1969),
pp. 49—52, Taf. 19b
fragment
Giiterbock, Bodagkdy IV (1969),
p. 52 Abb. 14.

BOGAZKOY 8

BOGAZKOY 13

(new numbers)

BOGAZKOY 14

BOGAZKOY 15

BOGAZKOY 16

BOGAZKOY 17

BOGAZKOY 18

BOGAZKOY 19

BOGAZKOY 20

BOGAZKOY 21

BOGAZKOY 22

BOGAZKOY 23

BOGAZKOY 24

BOGAZKOY 25

graffid (pavement, Great Temple)
Giterbock, Begazkdsy IV (1969),
p. 53, Taf. 28
graffiti (2 blocks, Great Temple)
Bittel, MDOG 102 (1970), p. 9
Abb. 4.
graffito (Lion Gate)
Neve, Isz. Mir. 26 (1976),
pp.- 9—-11, Taf. 1-2.
block
Neve, Arch. Ang. 1980, pp. 299
Abb. 17, 304 f., Abb. 23
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and Abb. 8.
fragment
Seeher, Arch. Ang. 1997, p. 326 £,
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Appendix 2. HH no. 448: sz

The correct evaluation of the sign //H no. 448 is of
some considerable significance, as has long been recog-
nized, since it is used to write the crucial syllables in
the Hier. words for “horse”, “dog”, and “horn”. The
Hier. evidence has been considered to point to a value
s4 (distinguished with diacritical as s# (Laroche) or f#
(Meriggi)). Recently Melchert has argued on largely ety-
mological grounds for a value g« (distinguished as #):
see Studies Cowgill (Betlin, New York, 1987), p. 201f.
He supports his theory that PIE *£&» > Luw. g# with
the evidence offered by the appearance of the Hier.

(DEUS )d-la-sa-wa /-, to be identified with Hitt. Pallanzu
(CIFTLIK, § 10; KULULU 5, § 1). He also compares
a Hitt. stem hapangn- with a Hier. form from
KORKUN, § 3, but this involves him in an excision of
a normally written +7z/7; the form actually reads ha-
pa-si+ra/i-wa/i-ti (abl. sing, ), which is less straightfor-
ward to link to the Hitt. stem (see XZ 101 (1988),
p. 236f; and cf. my remarks, KORKUN, § 3, Com-
mentary ).

Arguments against the value 27 in favour of s# are
as follows:
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1. The word “horn(s)” is written (“CORNU” )s#+ ra/7-
n. In the KARATEPE bilingual, a word translated
by Phoen. & “plenty”, is written “YCORNU+
RA/I®)(-)su+ra/i- (KARATEPE, 35, 191 (Hu. only)).
The original logogram CORNU has an occasional pho-
netic value s# (distinguished as s#): on CALAPVERDI
1, 1. 3, the word wa/i-CORNU may be seen to render
the wusual was#, “well”; and more Iimportant,
CORNU+RA/! is regularly used to write the syllables
sura/i in the toponym Assur, thus a-sid+ra/i(REGIO)-
wa/i-ni-, “Assyrian”, and a-sd+ra/i(REGIO )-ia-, “As-
sytia”. The implication of these writings is that
CORNU = s#, thus may be transliterated 5%, and that
it collected its value acrophonically from the word
“hotn”, thus s#r#i. It is very hard to introduce the value
4 into one of these interlocking writings. Laroche’s ex-
cessive caution on the value s# was rebutted already by

Mittelberger (Sprache 8 (1962, p. 278).

2. With this establishment of the homophony of
no. 448 and s#, we may dismiss Melchert’s attempt to
evade the identification of the toponym su+ra/i-ga
(URBS) (KARKAMIS A6, §6) with the ethnicon
sa+ra/i-wa/ini-(URBS) (KARKAMIS A154, §19),
which was noted by Mittelberger. Both inscriptions are
of the same ruler, Yariris of Karkami§. While the
contexts of the two occurrences are, as Melchert urges,
somewhat different (first, a group of peoples who had
heard Yariris’s name; second, a number of scripts
[which Yariris could write?]), the probability is that the
reference is to the same people, the Surz, a term in
which I have suggested that the Urartians, people and
script, should be recognized. (This is further supported
by Gernot Wilhelm’s detailed examination of the Urar-
tian term KUR Sum/ i/u, used of themselves: see KAR-
KAMIS A6, § 6, Commentary).

Other occurrences of the sign are less definite than
nos. 1 and 2, but some add to the presumption in fa-
vour of sa.

3. sa-pu-na (SIRZI, § 4, see Commentary there): this is
interpreted on the basis of the context as “to suck”; it
may be connected with an IE root *sex- or *sewH-, and
if so, would support the reading .

4. The Commagenian toponym s#-ki-#i/ta-(URBS)
(BOYBEYPINARI 1, §2; 2, § 5, MALPINAR, §1)
has been compared w1th Hitt. Sug(ag)zz()/a) (Bossert,
Or. NS 28 (1959), p. 273).

Other occurrences of the sign are neutral: personal
names  s#-wa/i-ri+imi-  (MALATYA 3), su-g-
(CEKKE, § 17 g); unidentified lexical items *466(-)ss-
ni- (verb, KARKAMIS Ala, §§ 19, 20); [x1(-)s#-na-la-
(verb, KARKAMIS A15¢, § 1); sa+ra/i-wa/i-za (noun/
adj., ASSUR letter ¢, §27); *187(-)s#-mi-la- (noun,
ASSUR letters 4, § 11; ¢ § 8).

In conclusion, while the comparison of Hier.
(DEUS )d-la-si-wa/i- and Hittite Pallangu- speaks for a
gw-value of 54, the interchange of this sign with s# and
si speaks for retaining a su-transliteration. A few other
comparisons may support this view, so that it would
seem premature to shift to a gw-reading at this stage.
On the other hand, if we want to accept Melchert’s
conclusion that an IE palatal velar was assibilated (or
affricated) in Common Luwian, a reading s# need not
prevent us from doing so. It is petfectly possible that
[#] was the normal treatment before other vowels but
that before #/w a different sibilant appeared, conceiva-
bly (but not necessarily) as the result of a secondary
innovation in Hier. Luwian itself.

Appendix 3. HH no. 462

The sign HH no. 462 is one of the most recalcitrant
outstanding problems of the Hieroglyphic script. It is
found with and without the addition of the enclitic sign
ra/i (HH no. 383), and while *462+ra/i appears al-
ways to be syllabographic, *462 alone seems normally
to be a logogram. Though the original grounds for the
attribution of a value p#° (nos. (i) and (ii) below) have
been discarded, the transliteration p4” has been main-
tained faute de mieux for conventional purposes. The
main occurrences of the sign are listed below with re-
ference to the place in the Commentary where each is
most fully discussed.

1) (*349) sa-pd”+ ra/i-ka-wa/i-ni- (URBS), ethni-
con, epithet of the Storm-God: KARKAMIS
Alg, § 3.

() [ ... 1pd+rafisa... \x-sapawa/ina (URBS)
[(DEUS)] TONIT[RUS]-zz-5a: TELL AHMAR
frag. 2 — see discussion there.

(iii) (“LOQUI”) pé+rafita, “words (?)”: KAR-
KAMIS A31, § 4; cf. KAYSERI, § 20; also EMIR-
GAZ1 altars, § 10 (Hawkins, StBo7 Bh. 3, p. 94).

(iv)  pd+ra/i-ta-mi-, “pronounced (?)”: KULULU 1,
§12.

(v) (LOQUY) pd'+ra/i-lii-li-i-sa-, “?”: JISR EL
HADID, frag. 2, 1.3.

(vi) (DELERE) p[é¢°]+ra/i-nu-wa/i-, “destroy”:
KARKAMIS A28g; cf. KARKAMIS Adg, § 14.

(vii) (DEUSBONUS) ku-pd’ +ra/i-ma-, the god Ku-
marbi: TELL. AHMAR 1, § 2.

(viii) (DEUS) pd’'+ra/i-wa/i-i-3i-i, the marwaingi-
gods: KULULU 2, § 6.

(ix) (DEUS) pd’+ra/i-tas, one name of the Stag

God: MALATYA 5.
(x)  (“ANNUS”) pé*+ra/i(-i), “?”: KARATEPE, 57.
(xi)  (*¥255) pd'+rafi-iani, “proud ?): KARA-
TEPE, 57.
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(xii) pd'+rafi-wa/i-li-, vegetation: SULTANHAN,
§o.

(xiii) (“CASTRUM”) fara/ipapd’-ga-ha, “?”: CA-
LAPVERDI 1, § 32.

(xiv) (*462) mu-wa/i-i-ta-, “seed (?)”: KARKAMIS
Allb+¢ § 28; also FEMINA. *462, ibid., § 29.

(xv)  (*462) mu-wa/i-si-, >’ KARKAMIS A27; 1.1

(xvi) REX. *462, “potent (?) king”: MALATYA 5.

(xvil) *462 -#i-4, “?”: KULULU 2, § 3.

(xviii) i-pd’-//“PA™-i-, epithet (?)
BULGARMADEN, § 7.

of Stag-God:

The identifications of the city names in (i) and (i)
as Barga and (Ti-)Barsip led to the attribution of the
value p#, but the identifications have been rejected.
The identification of (iii) with Cun. Luw. paratte
seemed to maintain a p# value, but the identification is
very questionable. Note that (xiii) is the only apparent
example of p# alone as a syllabogram. In xiv—xvii, the
sign appears to be logographic. In (xviii) there is now
some reason to doubt that the sign is correctly iden-
tified as *462 — it may be a separate sign.

Melchert has reviewed the evidence (Axn St 38
(1988), pp. 36—38), pressing further the links, which
had already begun to emerge, between *462 and a value
ma. Specifically he makes the following connections:

(1)  city name with Cun. limerikka

(iii) and (iv) with a Lyc. stem mar-, “command”, and
(iii) specifically with Hier. (“LOQUI") ma-ra+ a-
#i- (ASSUR letter 4, § 4).

(vi) verb with Hitt. mernu-/marnu-, “cause to disap-
pear”.

(vii) and (viil), following my suggestions, with Ku-
marbi and the marwaingi-gods.

(x)  with Hitt. we(a)ni-.

(xili) as a stem farpama-, in preference to tarpapa-.

I have myself suggested the possibility of comparing
(xi) with the term mariannu (see Commentary).

While naturally agreeing that a value »a looks a good
deal more plausible than pa, I still do not feel that *462
actually = ma. Specifically I cannot accept the identifi-
cation of (“LOQUI”) pd’+ra/i-ta as simply a plural
form of (“LOQUI”) ma-ra+a-ti-, since the singular
of the former seems adequately represented by
“LOQUI” -#2-za (KAYSERI, § 20). Thus I would em-
phasize that *462 quite cleatly does not alternate with
ma in the manner of many alternative syllabograms, and
I would take this as an indication that it thus represents
something different, but, on the basis of the comparison
made, akin to ma. Could we perhaps envisage that a
value ba as against pz might be independently repre-
sented by the present sign?

Appendix 4. The ALTINTEPE pithos inscriptions (see p. 588 £.).
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I. CILICIA

The Historical Context
Background: the Hittite Empire
The state, name and people in the Iron Age
Archaeological investigation
Cilicia in the Assyrian soutces
Neo-Babylonian and Classical soutces
The Hieroglyphic monuments
The Inscriptions
Karatepe-Aslantag
The Bilingual
1. KARATEPE 1 (duplicate gate inscriptions )

Separate inscriptions

2—4. KARATEPE 2-4 (orthostat, bases)
Fragments

5. KARATEPE fragments

Other

6. DOMUZTEPE 1

7. DOMUZTEPE 2

[8. ADANA]

The Historical Context

Background: the Hittite Empire

The Cilician Plain forms a well defined geographical
entity, marked off by the Amanus Mountains in the
east, the Taurus to the north-west, the difficult country
of Rough Cilicia in the west, and the sea to the south.
Access is limited to comparatively few routes dictated
by the terrain: the mountain passes of the Cilician and
Amanus Gates, and the river valleys of the Seyhan and
Ceyhan and of the Goksu in the west. Yet the plain at
the same time forms the most important link between
the Anatolian plateau and north Syria and the rest of
the Fertile Crescent. It has urban centres of great
antiquity, notably the sites of Adana and Tarsus.!

For a period in the mid-IInd millennium B.C. the
Cilician Plain formed the south end of an independent
kingdom of Kizzuwatna,? which was able to shut off
the Hittites in central Anatolia from access to Sytia.
Hittite records provide much information about this
country, principally in the form of a series of treaties
between the kings of Hatti and Kizzuwatna,? extending
from Isputahsus, contemporary of Telipinus, « 1500
B.C,, to Sunassuras, contemporary of Tudhaliyas 1/11,
¢. 1400 B.C,, as recently demonstrated. The latter treaty
indeed preserves a part of the description of the Hatti-
Kizzuwatna frontier north-west of the Plain.*

The continued independence of this bartier on the
routes to Syria was cleatly intolerable to the resurgent
Hittite power under Suppiluliumas, who was able to
terminate the dynasty and incorporate its territory into
the Hittite kingdom where it remained undl the disin-
tegration of Hatti. Though shorn of its political inde-
pendence, Kizzuwatna retained great cultural and cultic
importance to the Hittites, particulatly its two main
centres, Kummanni, probably identical with Comana
Cappadociae located at or near modern Sat,®> and
La(hu)wazantiya, of uncertain location but probably

north of the Cilician Plain.® Ataniya (Adana) and Tarsa
(Tarsus) are also attested.” The population seems to
have been a mixture of Hurrian and Luwian,® which
would have produced a blend of western and eastern
influences. The strongest Hurrian influence on Hatti
was introduced through the person of Puduhepa,
daughter of the Priest of Lawazantiya, who became the
prominent queen of Hattusilis ITI, and brought with her
extensive Kizzuwatnian cult and ritual.? The heavily
Hurtianized pantheon of Yaziltkaya belonging to the
reign of Tudhaliyas IV was the result.

1 For a general survey of the sources, see: A. Erzen, Kilikien bis
gum Ende der Perserberrschaft (Leipzig, 1940); P. H. J. Houwink ten
Cate, LPG (1961), pp. 17— 44; ]. D. Bing, Cilicia: a history of Cilicia
during the Assyrian period (Indiana University PhD 1969; University
Microfilms, Ann Arbor 1973). [P. Desideri, A. M. Jasink, Cilicia
(Tutin, 1990)).

2 Basic study establishing location and reviewing Hittite sources:
A. Goetze, Kigznwatna and the problem of Hittite Geography (New
Haven, 1940). Much new material has since become available:
for attestations, see del Monte and Tischler, RGTC 6, s.v. Kizu-
watna; and for a recent review of the sources, Kiimmel, R/A V/
7—8 (1980), s.v. Kizzuwatna. At London University, Dr. D. Sym-
ington has completed a doctoral dissertation reevaluating the tex-
tual sources and history (1990).

3 Reviewed by Kiimmel, op. cit., § 3; also by Symington, op. cit.

4 See Garstang and Gurney, Geography, pp. 59— 62. [G. Wilhelm, in
E. Neu, C. Rister (ed.), Fs Otten (2) (Wiesbaden, 1988), pp. 359~
370},

5 See del Monte and Tischler, RGTC 6, s.v. Kumani; Kiimmel, R/A4
VI/5-6 (1983), s.v. Kummanni; also Symington, op. cit.

6 See del Monte and Tischler, RGTC 6, sv. La(hu)wazantija;
Hirsch and Wegner, R/A VI/5-6 (1983), s.v. La(hu)wazantija,
A-B.

7 See del Monte and Tischler, RGTC 6, s.v. Atanija, Tar$a.

8 A. Goetze, Cilicians (JC5 16 (1962), pp. 48 —58); cf. V. Haas and
G. Wilhelm, Hurritische und Luwische Riten aus Kiggmwatna (Hurrito-
logische Studien 1, AOATS 3; Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1974), esp. p. 51.

9 See H. Otten, Pudupepa, eine bethitische Konigin in ihren Textgengnissen
(Mainz, 1975).
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This is also the period when the Hittite Hieroglyphic
script begins to appear on rock inscriptions, though
only in the form of short identifying epigraphs to
sculpture. Muwatallis left a figute of himself identified
by name, titles and genealogy on a cliff jutting into the
River Ceyhan at Sirkeli near Misis,'® and the discovery
of a stele with his name and that of Kurunta, king of
Tarhuntassa, at Meydancik near Giilnar is claimed.!! A
series of inscribed rock reliefs along the line of the up-
per Zamanti Su passing over the Gezbel Pass seems to
mark an ancient route entering Kizzuwatna from Hatti.
Appropriately the most westerly is FRAKTIN, showing
Hattusilis III and Puduhepa, entided “daughter of Ka-
zuwana (Kizzuwatna), beloved by the god(s)”,!? libat-
ing to Tesub and Hebat. TASCI shows a procession of
three figures, of the time of Hattusilis IIL,3 and a little
further on IMAMKULU shows a religious-mythological
scene with the Storm-God in his chariot, and the figure
of a Hittite prince with bow and spear.’* Similatly the
Gezbel pass inscription at HANYERI has a religious
dedication to Sarruma and the figure with bow and
spear, with two princes’ names written one on either
side.’> A further figure with bow and spear, with
prince’s name, appears on a cliff on the lower Ceyhan
where it emerges into the Cilician Plain at Hemite
between Kaditli and Osmaniye. !¢

The state, name and people in the Iron Age

The account by Rameses III of the attack of the Sea-
Peoples in his 8th year, ¢. 1190 B.C, records the col-
lapse of Hatti, “Qode”, Karkami$, Arzawa, and Alas-
iya.!” The second named place, 44y, is usually identified
with Cilicia,'® and indeed the Cilician plain would be
expected to be vulnerable to such sea-borne raids. The
question of the Iron Age population of Cilicia is very
much bound up with this period, and particulatly with
the problem of Danuna, a country named in an Amarna

10 Borker-Klihn, Bagh. Forsch. 4 (Mainz, 1982), no. 317; see Texz,
p. 260 for catalogue entry with bibliography; Kohlmeyer, Acta
Praehistorica et Archaeologica 15 (1983), no. 14, pp. 95-101, pls.
38—39; Rossner, Heth. Felsreliefs, pp. 223 —227. Garstang’s son-
dage at the hoyik of Sirkeli above the cliff with the relief sug-
gested that it was an important Hittite site (see below, n. 35).

11 See Laroche gpud Mellink, Archaeology in Asia Minor (A4 76
(1972), p. 171; 78 (1974), p. 111 and pl. 27 fig. 71; 81 (1977),
p- 296); cf. also Orthmann, AfO 25 (1974/77), p. 278; Laroche,
CRAIBIL 1981, p. 359 with Fig. 4. For the site, see now Davesne,
Lemaire and Lozachmeur, CRA/BL 1987, pp. 359 —383.

12 Botrker-Klihn, op. cit., no. 318; see 7Text, pp. 260—262; Kohl-
meyer, loc. cit., no. 8, pp. 67—74, pls. 23—24; Rossner, op. cit.,
pp- 159—167. For the reading of the epigraph attached to Pudu-
hepa, see Hawkins, KZ 92 (1978), p. 112 £; Giiterbock, Fs Matous
(1980), pp. 127—-136. Giiterbock’s reading DEUS 4-gi/a-mi,
“loved by the god(s)”, receives confirmatory support from the
parallel DEUS-n## unimis, “recognized by the god(s)”, from the
seal of Kuzi-TeSub king of Karkamis; see Karkamis, p. 73 and
n. 5.

letter, and identified with one of the Sea-Peoples of
Egyptian sources.!® The KARATEPE bilingual equates
Hier. Adanawa-(URBS ) with the Phoen. (people) dunym
and (toponym) 'dn. Since the city-name is attested as
early as the Telipinus Edict, « 1550 B.C,, if the dnnym,

13 Borker-Klihn, op. cit., nos. 319-320: see 7ext, p. 262 f.; Kohl-
meyer, loc. cit.,, nos. 910, pp. 7480, pls. 25—28; Rossner, op.
cit., pp. 168—172. It is not entirely clear how the epigraphs are
to be distributed among the figures, since they are not placed in
obvious juxtaposition to them. The names appear to be placed
as follows: 1st figure, name lost?; 2nd figure, x-x-4(-)zi/a (Kohl-
meyer’s identification of initial signs unlikely); 3rd figure, ma-na-
a(-)zi/a FILIA lupa-ki EXERCITUSSCRIBA FILIUS® /4",
“Mana(zi/a) daughter of Lupaki (son of?) the Army-Scribe”;
without figure, VIR(-)é HASTA MAGNUSREX HATTI+/
MAGNUS.REX SERVUS, “Zidas, the spearman, servant of Hat-
tusilis Great King”; separate figure, uncertain reading,

14 Borker-Klihn, op. cit.,, no. 315: see Text, p. 259; Kohlmeyer, loc.
cit,, no. 11, pp. 80—86, pls. 29—30; Rossner, op. cit., pp. 173—
179. The reading of the epigraph of the figure with the bow and
spear as “Kuwalana-muwa the prince” is established: see Haw-
kins, RL4 VI/5-6 (1983), s.v. Kuwatna-muwa.

15 Borker-Klshn, op. cit., no. 314: see Text, p. 258; Kohlmeyer, loc.
cit. no. 12, pp. 86—90, pls. 32—33; Rossner, op. cit., pp. 180—
185. The reading of the epigraphs identifying the religious scene
of bull and mountains and its interpretation is due to Laroche,
Syria 40 (1963), p. 282, reading REXMONS (DEUS)
SARRUMA, “Mountain-King Sarruma” (referring to the bull);
and ... (DEUS)MONS, “... the divine mountain” (naming the
mountain-man; the name appears to be written “hand+sword”,
i.e. the Sword God, for which see now Hawkins, StB07 Bh. 3, p.
34). For the establishment of the name Kuwalana-muwa for the
figure with bow and spear, see Hawkins, preceding note. A fur-
ther epigraph is placed behind the figure: it reads TONIT-
RUSMANUS-» REX.INFANS (written twice antithetically),
“Tarhuntami/Tarhuntapiyami(?) the prince” (value of MANUS
uncertain, #(?)/DARE(?)).

16 Borker-Klihn, op. cit., no. 316: see Texy, p. 259 f.; Kohlmeyer, loc.
cit,, no. 13, pp. 90—95, pls. 35—36; Rossner, op. cit.,, pp. 219—
222. The epigraph identifies the figure as x TONITRUS
REX.INFANS TONITRUSDARE’ REX.INFANS INFANS,
“...-Tathunta the prince, son of Tarhunta-piyami(?) the prince”.
It is conceivable that the latter name may connect with the third
epigraph of HANYERI (see preceding note).

17 Medinet Habu 1, pl. 36, 1. 16 ff., = Egerton and Wilson, Historical
Records of Rameses III (Chicago, 1936), p. 53 — inscription of the
year 8; see also e.g Wilson, in ANET, p. 262. The passage is
constantly quoted and has been much discussed in attempts to
evaluate the historical information contained.

18 Since S. Smith, Kizzuwadna and Kode (JEA 8 (1922), pp. 45—
47). Cf. Helck, Begiehungen, p. 289; M. Weippert, Ein ugaritischer
Beleg fur das Land “Qadi” der aegyptischen Texte? (ZDPl” 85
(1969), pp. 35~50); Helck, Lexikon der Agyptologie 111 (1980),
s.v. Kizzuwadna.

19 The isolated Amarna reference in a letter from Abimilki of Tyre
to Akhenaten (EA 151, 1. 49—55) has caused confusion by ap-
peating to place the land of Danuna (KUR de-n4-na) in Canaan:
see Astour, Hellenosemitica, p. 4 £. I cannot agree that a report from
Canaan that the king of Danuna is dead necessarily establishes
that Danuna was in Canaan. The toponym has been identified
with the dnyn (“Denyen”) attested in the inscriptions of Rameses
III (Medinet Habu, see above n. 17; also Medinet Habu 1, pl. 44
caption to middle row on right, = Egerton and Wilson, loc. cit.,
p. 48; and W. Erichsen, Papyrus Harris I (Brussels, 1933), 76,7 =
p- 921 17 £, = Wilson, ANET, p. 262); they are listed along with
the four other Sea Peoples, Philistines, Tjeker, Sekeles and Weses,
all characterized as “islanders”.
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identified with the Danuna, only arrived in Cilicia after
1200 B.C., the connection between their name and
Adana would be “accidental and secondary”, as has in
fact been maintained.?® It seems more reasonable to
conclude however that Danuna/Dayn, if correctly iden-
tified with the dnaym, are the Phoenician and Egyptian
terms for the inhabitants of Adana and the Cilician
Plain, and an examination of the attested forms estab-
lishes that this could be so.?! This designation for the
city, land and people would thus be continued in the
Iron Age as the indigenous term, also that used by the
country’s nearest neighbour Sam’al (see below). It is
not found in Assyrian sources, which refer to the coun-
try as Qaue, later Que, a term of unknown, possibly
Hurrian, origin.??> The occasional references to a “city
Que” do not specifically establish that there was a city
of that name, until the period of the Sargonid Empire,
when the determinative *™ is found somewhat more
frequently.?®> Very likely the provincial capital was at
Adana. Alongside the land of Que, the land of Hilakku
and its people appear in the records.?* The character-
ization of them as mountain-dwellers and their land as
adjacent to Tabal?> permits their location in the area of
the Toros and Bolkar Daglari, and the rough terrain
stretching south-west. Hilakku clearly gave the Greeks
their name for the whole of Cilicia, the distinction be-
tween Hilakku and Que being continued in Cilicia
Tracheia (“Rough”) and Pedias (“Plain”). In the Neo-
Babylonian period however the name Que is still found
in the form Hume (i.e. *Khuwe), while a kingdom
Pirindu was located in Rough Cilicia and extended as
far as the Lydian border.2¢

A number of Cilician towns are named in the
sources: Lusanda (= Lawazantiya ), Abarnani, Kisuatni
(= Kizzuwatna-Kummanni), Timut, Tanakun, the land
of Lamena, Tarzi (= Tarsus), and Pahri by Shalmane-
ser III;%7 the fortresses Harrua and USnanis by Sar-
gon;?8 Illubru (= Hitt. Ellipra), Ingira and Tarzi by
Sennacherib.?’ Adana, not mentioned as such, was pet-
haps referred to as the “city Que”.

Archaeological investigation

Archaeologically the Cilician Plain is not particularly
well known, and Rough Cilicia even less so. Even the
location of the ancient site of Adana is not certainly
known.3® The main investigated sites ate Tarsus, excav-
ated from 1934—1938 and again 1947-1949,%! and
Mersin-Yimik Tepe, excavated 1936—1939 and again
1946—1947.32 Off the plain to the north-east, on the
middle reaches of the Ceyhan river, the small one-
petiod site of Karatepe, most famous for its Hiero-
glyphic-Phoenician bilingual inscription, has yielded its
small Iron Age hill-top fort with fortification walls, and
two city gates lined with sculptured orthostats, as well
as a significant pottery assemblage.?® The Karatepe
team has also investigated Domuztepe, another impot-

tant hill-top site lying on the east bank of the river
Ceyhan immediately opposite Karatepe.>* These excav-
ations have established Domuztepe as a site of long
occupation and considerable importance. Apart from
these excavations, British surveys of the Cilician plain
were conducted in 1936—37 and 1951.3% These located

20 See Goetze, JCS16 (1962), pp. 50— 54, esp. 52; cf. Astour, Helleno-
semitica, pp. 9—14. The question is further complicated by the
identification of the Danuna/Dnyn with the Greek Danaoi and the
Hebrew tribe Dan: Astout, loc. cit., pp. 45—53.

21 Laroche has shown that the Phoen. dnmym, teflecting the Cun.
Danuna, may be explained as a Luwian ethnicon Adanawani- >
Danuni-, semitized by the further ethnicon -7, Dn“ni, plur.
Dn*nim: see Syria 35 (1958), pp. 263—275.

22 Goetze, JCS5 16 (1962), p. 52.

23 See Parpola, N-AT; s.v. QUWE. Of the pre-Sargonid references
listed, only one (from Shalmaneser III, see below p. 41 and n. 40)
may refer specifically to a city Que. In inscriptions of Sargon an
“rQue occurs once in alternation with a more common KUR
Que (see below, n. 54 — Nimrud cylinder).

24 Parpola, N-AT, s.v. HILAKKU. For a survey of the soutces, see
Hawkins RIA IV/6—7 (1975), s.v. Hilakku, The reference to a
“city Hilakku” (determined by “™) occurs in Sargon’s insctip-
tions only as an alternative for a “land Hilakku” (see below, p. 42
and n. 52). Sennacherib’s narrative of his Cilician campaign thrice
tefers to the “people (bahulate/ UN™) of the city (°™*) Hilakki”
(see below p. 43 and n. 64); it is unclear whether this determina-
tive is significant.

25 sa tehi KUR Tabala: see below, p. 43 and n. 68.

26 Attested mainly in the Neriglissar Chronicle, Grayson, ABC,
Chronicle 6, p. 103 £; see also Zadok, RGTC 8, s.v. Humg, Pir-
indu, with other refetences. See also below, p. 43 and n. 76 for
the claimed conquest of Hume and Piriddu (with Lydia ) by Nebu-
chadrezzar.

27 See below, p. 41 and nn. 40, 43 —45.

28 See below, p. 42 and n. 54.

29 See below, p. 43 and n. 64.

30 A mound in the centre of Adana, Tepebag district, has been
sounded and produced Hellenistic, Roman and Islamic material:
see Seton-Williams, loc. cit. below, n. 35, p. 148. For a possible
location of the ancient site upstream of modern Adana, see Gars-
tang and Gurney, Geography, p. 61, who however record the
doubts of Seton-Williams, based on the fact that the site pro-
posed appears too small.

31 H. Goldmann, Excavations at Gozli Kule, Tarsus vol. 11, From the
Neolithic through the Bronge Age (Princeton, 1956); vol. IIL, The Iron
Age (Princeton, 1963).

32 J. Garstang, Prebistoric Mersin, Yimsik Tepe in Southern Turkey (Ox-
ford, 1953).

33 See Hawkins, R.4 V/5—6 (1980), s.v. Karatepe A. Inschriften,
Geschichte; Orthmann, ibid., s.v. Karatepe B, Archiologisch, with
bibliographies. Pottery now published by M. Darga, Karatepe-
Azatiwattaya kalesinin canak ¢émlek buluntular (Anadoly Arastsr-
malar: 10 (1986), pp. 371—400 with pls. I-XI).

34 See most recently H. Cambel and M. Ozdogan, 1983 Yili Do-
muztepe Calismalar1 (Kagz Sonuglar: Toplantis: 6 (1984), pp. 259~
272); H. Cambel, Karatepe-Aslantas ve Domuztepe, 1984 Yilt
Calimalan (ibid. 7 (1985), pp. 271~-285); H. Cambel, M. A.
Ismn, S, Sadler, Karatepe-Aslantas ve Domuztepe, 1985 Yili Calisma-
lart (ibid. 8 (1986), pp. 320—343).

35 1936—37: ]. Garstang, Explorations in Cilicia (L4414 24 (1937),
pp. 52—68; 25 (1938), pp. 12—23). These paved the way for the
excavation of Mersin: note the sondages at Kazanli Hoéyitk and
especially Sirkeli, 1951; M. V. Seton-Williams, Cilician Survey (A
St. 4 (1954), pp. 121—174). Cf. also Orthmann, igel (RL4 V/
1-2 (1976), s.v.), for overview of archaeological material from
westetn Cilicia.
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a large number of sites, and wete able to idendfy their
periods of settlement from the pottery, and thus to plot
settlement patterns on maps. This pioneeting work has
not so far been followed up by further excavation,
[though recently (1992) German excavations at Sirkeli
have begun].

In the west, in Rough Cilicia, the site of Meydancik
Kalesi has been the subject of little-reported excav-
ations, and British excavations began at Kilise Tepe in
1994.3¢

Cilicia in the Assyrian sources

Cilicia was sufficiently remote from Mesopotamia to
lie beyond the reach of all but the most energetic Assyt-
ian kings, and these when they came concentrated on
the easily accessible Que rather than the recalcitrant
Hilakku. Once Que was conquered however, it seems
to have been successfully incorporated into the As-
syrian imperial system, and to have been held until
the end.

For more than two centuries after the disintegration
of the Hittite Empire, Cilicia remains without historical
reference. The sole exception is a notice in the Old
Testament that Solomon (¢« 965—931 B.C.) traded for
horses with Que (g#h).>” Shalmaneser III was the first
Assyrian king to record contacts with Cilicia. Both Que
and Hilakku, under their kings Kate and Pihirim, took
part in a general north Syrian alliance which opposed
him in 858 B.C.38 Later in his reign, having subdued
the north Syrian states and battled for years against the
south Syrian alliance, Shalmaneser turned his attention
to Cilicia and Anatolia. After reconnaissance expedi-
tions up Mount Amanus in 842 and 840 B.C.,*° he de-
scended in 839 B.C. on Que, still ruled by Kate, cap-
tured the cities Lusanda, Abarnani and Kisuatni, and
set up statues of himself at the nearest and furthest
points of his conquest, the latter being on the sea-
coast.0 The identification of the cities Lawazantiya and
Kizzuwatna-Kummanni points to this campaign being
conducted principally in the mountains north-east of
the Cilician Plain. The possibility remains of identifying
the uninscribed Assyrian royal relief of Ferhatli-Uzun-
oglantepe as one of the monuments.#! Shalmaneser
may have passed through Que on his return from Tabal

36 Meydancik: see above, p. 39 and n. 11. [Kilise Tepe: see An St
45 (1995), p. 139 f£].

37 1 Kings 10:28/11 Chron. 1:16; identified by Winckler (following
Lenormant), Alttestamentliche Untersuchungen (Leipzig, 1892),
p- 173f; cf. Schrader, KAT® (Betlin, 1903), p. 238.

38 Kurkh Monolith, ITT R 7 (= RIMA 3, A.0.102.2), i 53f. This
passage is now fully preserved on the new, nearly duplicate
inscription from the Nabu temple covering campaigns 1 and 2:
see Mahmud and Black, Sumer 44 (1985-86), pp. 135—-155,
text 1, rev. 26—29.

in 836 B.C.,%2 and it could have been on this occasion
that he attacked Kate’s royal city Pahri,*? probably to be
located at Misis (classical Mopsuestia ).** Subsequently
Shalmaneser led expeditions against Que for three con-
secutive years, 833, 832, and 831, capturing first Ti-
mur, another royal city; then Tanakun, the city of an
otherwise unknown ruler Tulli, the land of Lamena in
a mountainous area, and finally Tarzi (Tarsus), where
the local population submitted and accepted the re-
placement of Kate by his brother Kirr. Kate thus
reigned minimally from 858 to 832—31 B.C. These Cili-
cian campaigns of the 830’ are associated with an event
narrated on the stele of Kulamuwa of Sam’al,*¢ son
of Hayanu who had opposed Shalmaneser in 858 B.C.
Kulamuwa tells how when the king of the “Danuna”
(mik dnnym) oppressed him, he “hired” against him the
Assyrian king. The title “king of the Danuna” is shown
by KARATEPE to refer to the king of Que ruling in
Adana, and doubtless Kulamuwa’s oppressor was Kate,
whose power thus extended east of the Amanus into
north Syria.

For neatly a century after Shalmaneser, Cilicia was
left in peace by a weakened Assyria. A king of Que
(qwh) is recorded by Zakur of Hamath as being a mem-
ber of the Arpad-led alliance against him.#” No Cilician
participadon in the fighting against Urartu, Arpad and
Ungi is teported by Tiglath-pileser III for the years
743-738 B.C.,*® but the lists of tributary kings for

39 Safar Annals, Michel, W40 I1/1 (1954), pp. 381, 40f. (= RIMA
3, A.0.102.10), iii 37—41, iv 15—-19; Black Obelisk, Michel, WZO
11/2 (1955), pp. 152£, 154 (= RIMA 3, A.0.102.14). Latter
campaign also on Eponym Chronicle, 840 B.C. (19th pali), Cb4,
RIA 11, s.v. Eponymen, p. 433 obv. 1; also S77 no. 46, obv. 1’
(“[to the mountain] of cedar”).

40 Most detailed account Safar Annals only: Michel WZ0 Ii/1
(1954), p.40f. (= RIMA 3, A.0.102.10), iv 22~39. Summary
account, Black Obelisk, Michel, loc. cit., p. 154f. (= RIMA 3,
A.0.102.14), 1l. 100—102. Eponym Chronicle, loc. cit., 839 B.C.
(20th paléi}, obv. 2. (“[to] the city Que”).

41 Tagyiirek, An St 25 (1975), pp. 169—172; Borker-Klihn, Bagh.
Forsch. 4, no. 235: see Text, p. 220.

42 See Tabal, p. 427 and n. 31.

43 Assur statue, Michel, WZO 1/2 (1947), p.58f (= RIMA 3,
A.0.102.40), iii 5—8. Though the linking of Que with Tabal in
this summary inscription is no certain evidence that the two
places were visited in the same year, the siege of Pahri is not
recorded in the narratives of the other Que campaigns, so may
perhaps belong to the year of the Tabal campaign. But cf.
Schramm, EAK I, p. 83, where it is dated to 833 B.C.

44 So identified by Bossert, /KF 1/3 (1951), pp. 290—294.

45 Eponym Chronicle, C®4, RIA 11, s.v. Eponymen, p. 433 obv. 8—
10 (cf. STT no. 46, obv. 8’ —10'?), years 833, 832 and 831 B.C;
Black Obelisk, Michel, WZ0 I1/3 (1956), pp. 221, 223 (= RIMA
3, A0.102.14) 1. 126—141 (25th and 26th palis). For the
discrepancy in the chronology, see Reade, Z4 68 (1978),
pp- 251 —255: the Black Obelisk seems to have compressed the
campaigns of the latter two years into pald 26 only.

46 Donner and Reéllig, KAI 2, no. 24; Gibson, 7557 111, no. 13.

47 Zakur stele, see Hama, p. 401 and n. 47.

48 See Marag, p. 250 and nn. 19-20; Amugq, p. 363 and n. 34.
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7384 and 732 B.C.*° include a king Urikki of Que, but
significantly no king of Hilakku. The extent of Tiglath-
pileser’s control in Cilicia is not cleat, but in 729 B.C.
he was able to act decisively in replacing the king of
Tabal,®® which implies command of the routes
through Cilicia.

In the reign of Sargon I, both Que and Hilakku are
found to be in Assyrian hands, though when and under
what circumstances they came there is unknown. On
establishing Ambaris as king of Bit-Buruta$, Sargon
gave him his daughter and the land of Hilakku as a
dowry, but when in 713 Ambaris was removed, he ap-
pointed a provincial governor over Bit-Buruta$ and Hi-
lakku.>2 This poses a problem of historical geogtraphy,
for it is hard to see that Hilakku and Bit-Buruta§ would
have been contiguous: the known states of Tuwana,
Sinuhtu, Atuna and Hubi$na would be expected to lie
between them.3 In 715 B.C. Satgon captured two for-
tresses of Que, Harrua and Us$nanis, from Midas of
Phrygia who had seized them long before.>* The status
of Que is not specified, though the event implies that it
was in Assyrian hands.>® Later, in 710—709 B.C., while
Sargon was in Babylonia engaged in the expulsion of
Merodach-baladan, and fighting on the Elamite fron-
tier, he received a messenger from his governor of Que,
attested here for the first time, reporting three success-
ful incursions which he had made into the territory of
Midas of Phrygia.® Shortly thereafter Midas himself
sent a messenger allegedly offering submission and
bringing gifts.>’

These events are clearly reflected in a long letter
from Sargon to As$ur-Sarru-usur, now identified as the
governor of Que in question, which sheds much light
on Cilician and Anatolian affairs.>® From this we learn
that Midas, in a sudden peace gesture, had apprehended
an embassy of fourteen men of Que sent by Urik to
Urartu and handed them over to the Assytians. Sargon
was delighted with this démarche, and instructed his gov-
ernor under all circumstances to maintain the new cor-
diality with Phrygia, since it would enable Assyria to
control “all those kings of Tabal”, among whom only
Utballa (Warpalawas) is named. Clearly the Assytian
governor was in full control of Que. The Urik men-
tioned has been identified, with every plausibility, with
Urikki, known as the tributary king of Que in 738 and
732 B.C.; but since his country was now an Assyrian
province, it would seem that he may have been in ex-
ile.>® Also mentioned is an otherwise unknown Kilar,
who had demanded the cession to him of four distticts
(nagii). He was presumably another local ruler, perhaps
of Hilakku.%0

The reason for Midas’s wolte face has been plausibly
supposed to be the threat of the Cimmerians, who since
their severe defeat of the Urardan king « 714 B.C.
would have already been threatening central Anatolia.
Sargon’s jubilation, clearly perceptible in the letter, was
premature. When he went to Tabal in 705 B.C.,%! per-

haps in response to an appeal from Midas, he was slain
in battle. Midas shared his fate ten years later, if the
date of the classical tradition is correct.%? Such an un-
precedented Assyrian disaster must have had critical re-
percussions in the north-western Assyrian provinces.
Certainly the Assyrian hold on Tabal was lost forever,
and that on Que and Melid shaken to an uncertain
degree.

49 ‘This list of tributaries appears in the Annals at the end of the
comprehensive reorganization following the annexation of Unqi-
Kullani and north Hamath, immediately before the 9th pa/i, i.e.
in the year 738 B.C. Its date is guaranteed by its occurrence with
two significant discrepancies (different ruler of Tyre, omission of
Hamath) on the Iran stele, set up in 737 B.C. See Rost, Tiglas
pileser, p. 14 11. 82—89 and pl. XIII = ARAB]I, § 769; ibid., p. 26
1. 150-154 and pls. XV-XVI, cf pls. IV+V = 4ARAB I,
§ 772; cf. Tadmor, Agriyan, p. 255 £,; Weippert, ZDP1”89 (1973),
pp- 33— 35. Iran Stele, Levine, TNASI, p. 18, col. ii 1. 1-19.

50 This list of tributaries, very similar to the previous but damaged,
is found on the summary inscription, the Nimrud Tablet. It
clearly omits Damascus and Samaria, and perhaps Tyre; has lost
Katkami§, Kaska, Hupi$na; and adds kings of Ttrans-Jordan, Ju-
dah and Philistia. The list is placed after an Arabian campaign of
733-32 B.C,, for which see 1. Eph“al, The Ancient Arabs (Leiden,
1982), pp. 29, 831, ie. purportedly in 732 B.C. Because of the
summary nature of the inscription however, it cannot be taken
as conclusive evidence that all the kings named actually paid trib-
ute at this date: e.g, Panammu of Sam’al, who is listed, died
during the siege of Damascus. See Nimrud Tablet, Rost, Ziglat-
pileser, p. 70 and pl. XXXVII, rev. 7' —13'; cf. Weippert, loc. cit,,
p. 52f

51 See Tabal, p. 427 and n. 37.

52 Ibid, p. 427 f. and nn. 38, 45.

53 Ibid, p. 425f and nn. 7, 12—-14.

54 Annals, Lie, Sargon, pp. 20, 22,11 119€, 125f. = ARABII, § 16;
Nimrud cylinders, Gadd, freq 16 (1954), p. 182 and pl. XLVII, v
37-40, and ibid., p. 199 and pl. LI, 1. 21 (cf. Khorsabad cylinder,
Lyon, Sargon, p. 4,1. 24 = ARABII, § 118; Bull inscription, Lyon,
Sargon, p. 14,1. 24 = ARABITI, § 92). The Annals text ostensibly
adds a third city of doubtful reading (read ““gu-s[m]-a-s[i]? —
the suspicion must remain, comparing this with the other pas-
sages, that it should read some variation of “™“hal-si™, “for-
tresses” ).

55 Cf. the suggestion of Lemaire that it was actually at this point
that Que passed into Assyrian control: NABU 1 (1987), p. 5.

56 Annals, Lie, Sargon, pp. 66—68, 1l. 445-452 = ARAB 11, § 42;
Display insctiption, Winckler, Sargon, p. 126 and pl. 35 no. 75,
1.150-151, = ARABIL §71.

57 Annals, ibid., ll. 452—-454 (broken); Display inscription, ibid.,
1. 152-153.

58 Nimrud letter XXXIX, collated and re-edited by Postgate, Sat-
gon’s letter referring to Midas (Jrag 35 (1973), pp. 21 —34). Post-
gate’s identification of A$gur-§arru-usur as governor of Que is
based on K 1008, now published as CT LIII, 15, which names
him as such (rev. 2'). For his dating to the teign of Sargon, see
Postgate, loc. cit,, pp. 32—-34; and cf. p. 27 n. 12, whete are
mentioned two further documents, now published by Postgate,
TCAE, pp. 309, 376 (ADD 928 and ND 2451). Cf. also Lemaire,
AdSur-farra-usnr gouverneur de Qué (NABU 1 (1987), p. 51£.).

59 Postgate, loc. cit., p. 28, suggests that as king he could have co-
existed with an Assyrian governor, but this is pethaps less likely.

60 Postgate, loc. cit., p. 29.

61 See Tabal, p. 428 and n. 50.

62 Midas’s dates as given by Eusebius, 738—696/5 B.C., fit well with
his minimum dates established by Assyrian attestations, 718 —709
B.C.: see Hawkins, R/4 VIII/3—4 (1994), s.v. Mita.
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Although Sennacherib in the building inscription an-
nexed to the eatliest account of his first campaign, writ-
ten before his second campaign in 702 B.C., claimed
to have deportees from Que and Hilakku working at
Nineveh,3 there is no reason to suppose that his army
went to Cilicia before 696 B.C. At that date he sent an
expedition against Kirua the ruler (EN URU) of Illu-
bru, who led a revolt of the people of Hilakku, secured
the adherence of the cities Ingira and Tatzi and closed
the “Que route” (girr KUR gue), ie. the Amanus
passes.%* The rebellion thus arose in western Cilicia but
engulfed the entire country. It is not certain when the
revolt broke out, but it is possible that this was on the
death of Sargon, and that the rebels were able to main-
tain themselves for nine years before attracting Assytian
intervention. Sennacherib claims to have captured In-
gira, Tarzi and finally Illubru, which he reorganized and
settled with deportees. Kirua he removed to Nineveh
and flayed. Greek soutces remembered that Greeks
were involved on the anti-Assyrian side, and that Sen-
nacherib’s victory was costly to his own army.®> Cuti-
ously this campaign was edited out of the final edition
of Sennacherib’s Annals, perhaps because it was not led
by the king in person. It is likely that the Assytian prov-
ince of Que was reestablished by the action, and a gov-
ernor is probably attested as eponym of 685 B.C,,%¢
which would support this view.

Esarhaddon was sufficiently in control of Que to fight
a battle against the Cimmerians under their leader Teuspa
in 679 B.C. at Hubus$na (= Kybistra) on the Anatolian
plateau.” At the same time he claimed to have subdued
the unruly folk of Hilakku.%® As to Que itself, Sanduarri,
king of Kundi and Sissu, who was captured and be-
headed in 675 B.C.,° is supposed, by the identifications
proposed for Kundi and Sissu,”® to have ruled in the
north-east of the plain in the district of modern Kozan.
Up to his death Sanduarri may thus have coexisted with
an Assytian governor based in Adana or Tarsus, and
afterwards his kingdom may have been incorporated
into the province. Some very fragmentary questions
of Esathaddon to the oracular Sama$ concerning Que
and Hilakku survive.”! They seem to show that an at-
tack by Tabal, [also Hilakku?], on Que was feared.

In the reign of AsSurbanipal, three governors of Que
are attested, one in 655 B.C.,’? and two postcanonical,
Marduk-§arru-usur,”> and Nabu-danninanni.” Thus
control of this province seems to have lasted until the
later days of the Empire. Hilakku, on the other hand,
was no more under control than it had ever been, and
an independent king Sandasarme is attested eatly in the
reign.”> Like the Anatolian princes, Gyges of Lydia and
Mugallu of Tabal, he is said to have sought Assyrian
help, no doubt also against the Cimmerians.

Neo-Babylonian and Classical sources

A pattern emerges for the Sargonid period of a gen-
eral Assyrian control of Que contrasted with repeated

and unsuccessful attempts on Hilakku, always charac-
terized as “insubtmnissive”. After the fall of the Assyrian
Empire, some degree of Babylonian control over Hume
(Que) was exercised by Nebuchadrezzar, who claimed
its conquest, along with less probable claims on Piriddu
and Lydia,”® and certainly was entertaining captives
from Hume and Pirindu.”” Yet a king of Cilicia, Syen-
nesis I, is attested in classical sources in 585 B.C.7® Ner-
iglissar’s Cilician campaign of 557 B.C. reveals that a
king of Pirindu, Appuasu, was able to attack Hume and
Syria (eber nari).”® This Pitindu, lying between Hume
and Lydia, must certainly have corresponded largely to

63 Smith cylinder, Luckenbill, Sennacheri, p. 95, 1.71 = ARAB 1I,
§ 364; repeated in the King cylinder of 694 B.C., CT XXVI,
pl. 19, col. v 53 = 4RABII, § 383 (also its duplicate the Heidel
cylinder, Sumer 9 (1953), p. 154, col. v 82).

64 King cylinder, €7 XXVI, pls. 15f, iv61-91 = ARAB I,
§§ 286—289; also duplicate Heidel cylinder, Sumer 9 (1953),
pp. 146—151, iv 92—v 28.

65 See King, CT XXVI, pp. 11-13. The account seems to have
been derived ultimately from Berossos, by Alexander Polyhistor
and Abydenos, who are quoted by Eusebius. See S. M. Burstein,
The Babyloniaca of Berossus (SANE 1/5; Malibu 1978), p. 24.

66 Assur-danninanni, Eponym Canon C%: Schroeder, KA/ no. 20,
iii + iv 1. 35.

67 See Tabal, p. 428 and n. 52.

68 Thompson cylinder, Borget, Asarbaddon, p. 51 (“Nin. A”), iii 47—
55 = ARABII, § 516.

69 Babylonian Chronicle, Grayson, ABC, p. 83, iv 7f; Thompson
cylinder, Botger, Asarbaddon, p. 49f. (“Nin. A”), ii20-38 =
ARAB 11, § 513; also Nin. B, ibid,, p. 50, 136-54 = ARABII,
§ 528.

70 Identification with classical Kyinda and Sisium (modern Sis, =
Kozan) by Forrer, Provingeinteilung, p. 81. Kyinda is variously loc-
ated, either identified with Anavarza or placed near Anchiale: see
Gough, An. St. 2 (1952), p. 91f£,; Simpson, Historia 6 (1957},
p- 503 £; Bing, Historia 22 (1973), pp. 346—350. A western loca-
tion neatr Anchiale, while favoured fot Kyinda, hatdly seems suit-
able for Kundi.

71 Knudtzon, AGS, no. 60, obv. 7, 11, rev. 13; no. 61, rev. 5; no. 62/
63, obv. 9; Klauber, PR7, no. 43, rev. 3. See now Starr, £44 4
(Helsinki, 1990), nos. 14—17.

72 For attestations of this /immu, and the forms of his name, see
Weidner, AfO 13 (1939~41), p. 206 f. and pl. XIL

73 ARU47,1.26¢

74 ARU 359, 1.28f; 522, 1. 5; probably also 69, 1. 8f (restore
{Nabu)).

75 Prism B, Piepkorn, Ashurbanipal, p. 44 (11 73-79); the appearance
of Sandasarme in this edition of the Annals for the first tme
gives the date of the incident a terminus ante quem of 649 B.C,, the
date of the edition. The incident is repeated in the later editions,
C, F, and especially A (Streck, Assurbanipal, p. 18 (i 75—80) =
ARABII, § 782).

76 Text in CT 46, no. 45, see Lambert, frag 27 (1965}, esp. pp. 2, 7
L. 21. The attribution to Nebuchadrezzar is not absolutely certain.

77 Weidner, Mélanges Dussand 11 (Paris, 1939), pl. II, A rev. 7, 8; (B
rev. ii, 2); cf. p. 935.

78 As arbiter, along with “Labynetos” of Babylon, between the Lydi-
ans and Medes after their battle of 28 May 585 B.C. (Herodotos,
1. 74). The name Syennesis would appear to reflect accurately a
Luw. form suwanasis, “(son) of a dog”! See KARKAMIS Adq,
§ 10, Commentary.

79 Neriglissar Chronicle for year 557 B.C., see Wiseman, CCK,
pp- 74—77 and pls. VI, XVII-XVIII (edition ), 38 —42 and 86—
88, (context and commentary); Grayson, ABC, p. 103f.
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Assyrian Hilakku and the Greek kingdom of Cilicia.®
Probably this kingdom contested the control of Hume
with the Babylonians. Nabonidus campaigned in Hume
in 555 B.C.%1

The Hieroglypic monuments: Karatepe

Thus it may be seen in the case of Cilicia, Plain and
Rough, there is no such clear-cut terminus ante quem for
indigenous Hieroglyphic inscriptions as for most of the
other Neo-Hittite states. The Assyrians record no de-
struction and annexation accompanied by large scale
deportations as they do for Unqi, Hamath, Karkamis,
Gurgum and Kummuh. The only indigenous monu-
ments yet found are KARATEPE and the little known
DOMUZTEPE, and the problem of fitting this into
the historical framework has been much discussed:
where can we place the ruler Azatiwatas, promoted by
Awarikus king of Adana, who then established his lord’s
family on the throne of Adana, and reestablished con-
trol of the Cilician plain by the house of Mopsos?®2
Attempts at dating have been based on various criteria.
The most obvious one is historical: the identification
of Awarikus with Urikki of Que, who was ruling in
738—-732 B.C., and at least still active, if in exile, in
710—09 B.C. This would unequivocally establish the
beginning of Azatiwatas’s tenure in the reign of Urikki
and its extension into the period after Urikki’s lifetime,
thus the end of 8th—beginning of 7th centuries B.C.
While the identity of the names Awarikus/Urikki is not
in doubt, if other criteria pointed to an earlier date, it
may legitimately be argued that Awarikus was a hom-
onymous predecessor of Urikki ruling in the city
Adana/the country Que.®3

Another critetion of date which supports this late
dating is the palacography of the Phoenician script,
which is generally agreed to point to the end of the 8th
century B.C.84

Stylistic analysis of the sculpture however is much
more controversial. Both 9th and 8th century elements
have been identified,® which have led scholars to opt
firmly for one date or the other. Recent research has
suggested a solution in identifying a number of reused
9th century elements in a monument with inscription
created at the end of the 8th century B.C.,% but the
excavator does not consider that the archaeological evi-
dence can support this hypothesis.8” The problem re-
mains for further exploration.

A further argument for the late dating of the inscrip-
tion which may now be advanced is the Hieroglyphic
graphic usage. KARATEPE shows a series of syllabic
values paralleled elsewhere only in the Tabal inscrip-
tions associated with the names of Tuwatis and Wasu-
sarmas, i.e. later 8th century B.C.88 This consideration
should be added to that of the Phoenician palaco-

graphy.

Since graphic critetia, both Phoenician and Hiero-
glyphic, as well as a series of late features in the sculp-
tural iconography, point to a late dating, it is appropri-
ate to review the historical data to see how the external
evidence from Assyrian and other sources may best be
combined with the inscription’s internal evidence. Start-
ing again with the Awarikus-Urikki identification, we
may reaffirm that the bulk of Azatiwatas’s actions as
described in the inscription, his establishment of his
lotd’s family on the throne of Adana (§§ XIV—-XVI)
and his pacification of the Plain of Adana (passim), be-
long after the death of Awarikus, ie. after 710—09
when Urikki was still alive. It is also hard to see that
these actions could have been petformed during Sar-
gon’s reign and specifically while his governor of Que,
AsSur-Sarru-usur, was sitting in Cilicia, perhaps in Tar-
sus or in Adana itself. If this is so, the best petiod to
accommodate Azadwatas’s deeds would seem to be
after the death of Sargon in a pertiod of reduced Assyrian
interference in Cilicia. It has been pointed out that
Azatiwatas must then have been involved in Sen-
nacherib’s Cilician expedition of 696 B.C.8% According
to Sennacherib’s account, the main anti-Assyrian move
came from Hilakku in the west Cilician mountains and
involved places only as far east as Tarsus. Azatiwatas
would actually have been an Assytian client, and his
narrative could combine with that of Sennacherib: thus
his “bad men in the west” (§§ XX —XXXTI) could per-
haps have been the anti-Assyrian revolt. His failure to
mention Assyrian presence may be paralleled by the
comparable omission by Zakur of Hamath. Could his
reign, and the presence of the house of Mopsos in
Adana, have extended beyond 696 B.C., when Sennach-
etib probably restored an Assyrian governor, as may be

80 For this very involved historical problem, see especially Houwink
ten Cate, LPG, pp. 27—30. For the localization of the capitals
Ura and Kitsi at Silifke and Meydancik Kalesi, see Lemaire, loc.
cit. (n. 11 above), pp. 372-377.

81 Babylonian Chronicle, Grayson, .4BC, p. 105, col. i 7; prisoners
from this campaign ate recorded on his Istanbul stele: Langdon,
NBK, no. 8, ix 32 = Oppenheim, ANET?, p. 311.

82 See the bibliography in Hawkins, RZ4 V/5-6 (1980), s.v. Kara-
tepe A., § 2; and add Bron, Recherches (1979), ch. IX; Garelli, R4
75 (1981), pp. 54—60. For Mopsos, see Hawkins, R.4 VIII/
5-6 (1995), s.v. Muksas.

83 For two Phoenician inscriptions on which the name of a king
Urikki (‘wrk) has been identified, see Lemaire, Rivista di Studi
Fenici 9 (1983), pp. 9-19 (HASANBEYLI); Mosca, Epigraphica
Anatolica 9 (1987), pp. 1-28 (CEBELIREIS DAGI).

84 1. D. Peckham, The Development of the Late Phoenician seripts (Cam-
bridge, Mass., 1968), ch.IV esp. pp. 116—119; cf. Bron, Re-
cherches, ch. VIII (pp. 154—158). [Now W. Rollig, apsd Cambel,
Karatepe-Aslantas, Palaeography, pp. 73— 81].

85 See Deshayes, R4 75 (1981), pp. 32—46, with previous biblio-
graphy.

86 Winter, An. 5t 29 (1979), pp. 115-151.

87 See Halet Cambel, Karatepe-Aslantay, pp. 9—11.

88 See Tabal, p. 430 and nn. 64—68.

89 Bing, Cilicia, ch. 4.
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corroborated by the attestation of a governor of Que
as eponym in 685 B.C.?%°

A further proposal to identify Azatiwatas with San-
duarti, king of Kundi and Sissu,®! executed by Esarhad-
don in 676 B.C. may also be considered. There is little
phonetic obstacle to identifying Hier. .Agatiwatas, spe-
cially in its thotacizing form .Agatiwaras, with Cun. San-
dnarri, and the location of Kundi and Sissu at Anavarza
and Kozan respectively,”? would tie in well with the area
of Karatepe.

Such a placing of Azatiwatas and his insctiption
remains somewhat hypothetical, especially in the
question of the coexistence of native dynasts with
Assyrian governoss in this frontier area. It may how-

ever be thought not implausible. It would certainly
make KARATEPE as much as a generation later
than any other Hier. inscription at present known,
with the possible exception of NIGDE 2, written by
the son of Warpalawas. By this date all the other
centres of Hier. inscriptions had disappeared perma-
nently into the Assyrian imperial system except Melid
and Tabal which share with Cilicia 2 somewhat periph-
eral status. It would not perhaps be surprising if Cilicia,
sheltered pethaps from the worst ravages of both the
Assyrians and Cimmerians, $hould have transmitted to
us this latest of the Hier. monuments, the idiosyncratic
character of which may well reflect its comparative
lateness.

The Inscriptions

I.1. KARATEPE 1 (the Bilingual)

Location. Portal orthostats, i situ at Karatepe-
Aslantag, nr. Kaditli, province of Adana, Turkey.

Description. Two city gates in the fortifications sut-
rounding the hill-top of Karatepe-Aslantas, (1) Lower
(North) Gate, (2) Upper (South) Gate, their walls
faced with basalt orthostats bearing sculptures and
inscriptions. Each gate has one Hieroglyphic and one
Phoenician inscription, designated by excavator Hau.,
Phu. (i.e. Hiergghphisch, Phoenikisch, unten: Lower Gate)
and Ho., Pho. (i.e. Hier., Phoen., oben: Upper Gate). Hu.
and Phau. are complete, except for a passage of Hu.; Ho.
and Phoe. are both damaged, but are duplicates of Hu.
and Phu. (Thete is a third, slightly divergent Phoen. text
on the skirt of a colossal divine statue which stood just
inside the Upper Gate to left of way: the Phoen. texts
are designated A (Pha.), B (Pho.), C (statue)). The
texts Hu./Ho. and Phu./Pho. constitute a Hier.-Phoen.
bilingual with word-for-word equivalences and few,
minor divergences.

Phau. was discovered complete and in sitw, written in
3 cols. on 4 adjoining orthostats, continuing on the base
below and terminating on the portal lion (see Cambel,
Karatepe-Aslantas, pp. 16—18). The text sequence de-
pends on this version. It is cited by cols., i—iv, and
line nos.

Hu. is written on 6 orthostats (ovetlapping from 2
on to adjoining sculptured slabs), on long stretches of
the bases, and on two portal beasts, lion and sphinx
(see Cambel, op. cit., pp. 24—30). The Hier. text occu-
pies much more space than the Phoen., and the order
of reading Hu. is established by Phx., for its placing
by no means cortesponds to this order. The text can
be divided into 75 clauses, numbered §§I-LXXYV,

and subdivided into 412 words, numbered 1-412
(§§ XLI-XLIII and XLIV—-XLVII on two largely de-
sttoyed elements, orthostat and base, are hardly 'pre—
served). It is hard to see how the otrder of Hu. could
have been so disturbed without a reconstruction, at
least of the inner gate chamber with §§ I-XLIX, sub-
sequent to the execution of the inscription. But al-
though with a slight rearrangement of the inscribed ele-
ments a somewhat more logical order could be sug-
gested, the excavator strongly advocates the view that
each stone was specially dressed to fit its own position,
and thus that we are not at liberty to propose hypotheti-
cal rearrangements.

Ho. and Pho., both fragmentary and found almost
entirely out of position, depend like . for the reading
order on Phu. The scattered orthostats, bases and portal
figures bearing the inscriptions have been restored by
the excavators to approximate or inferred positions
with the exception of the 2 bases found 7 situ. Of these
one is a separate inscription without apparent Phoen.
correspondence, ending with a “scribal signature” —
see KARATEPE 4 (below, p. 68—70).

With it are to be associated two further inscribed
clements, partially reconstituted from scattered frag-
ments, which also lack Phoen. correspondences; these
are designated KARATEPE 2 and 3 (below, p. 68—70).

For an earlier discussion of the inscribed elements,
their locations and restorations, see Hawkins, R/4 V,
s.v. Karatepe, A, 1, with bibliography. Full evidence is
provided by Halet Cambel, Karatepe-Aslantas.

90 See above, p. 43 and n. 66.
91 Winter, loc. cit. (n. 86), pp. 146—149; cf. Hawkins, ibid., p. 156.
92 See above, p. 43 and n. 70.
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Discovery. Visited four times between 1927 —1944 by
Ekrem Kusgu, primary school teacher in Kadirli. On
28/2/1946, Ekrem escorted Bossett and Halet Cambel
to site. Statue with Phoenician inscription viewed and
squeezes taken, fragments of Hier. and Phoen. inscrip-
tions examined. From 15/3—-15/4/1947 a preliminary
survey season was undertaken by Bossert and Bahadir
Alkim. Work on surface monuments undertaken, text
of Phoen. statue inscription prepared, one portal lion
frag. with Phoen. inscription, one with Hier. inscription
located. For these two preliminary visits see (1) Bossert
and Cambel, Karatepe (Istanbul, 1946; Turkish and Eng-
lish); (2) Bossert and Alkim, Karatepe (Istanbul, 1947;
Turkish and English), esp. pp. 1£./16£, 11-14/25—
28.

Systematic excavation of the two gates was com-
pleted in three campaigns (especially the first), 1/9—
7/12/1947, 8/6—-11/7/1948, 17/9—-15/11/1948, un-
der the direction of Bossert, Bahadir Alkim and Halet
Cambel. These are reported in Karatepe Kagplar:/Die
Ausgrabungen anf dem Karatepe (1st preliminary report,
Turkish and German; Ankara, 1950). The continuous
seties of campaigns since have been occupied by plan-
ning and restoration and have been reported only in
short notices.

Publication. The bilingual was published in a prelimi-
nary form only. The final publication, Phoenician and
Hieroglyphic, is provided by Halet Cambel, in Kara-
tepe-Aslantag.

Bossert’s preliminary publication presented Hu. and
Ho. as parallel texts divided into clauses, numbered I ff.,
and words, accompanied by Phu. and Pho. to demon-
strate the word-for-word correspondence. The Hier.
signs, accurately copied, were arranged in linear, word-
by-word order running right-left: above, (1) Hu., (2)
Pha., actual script and order reproduced, (3) Phu. tran-
sctibed into square script and rearranged in Hier. word
order to show correspondences; below, (1) Ho. (frag-
mentary), (2) Pho. (fragmentary). Useful as a prelimi-
nary presentation demonstrating exactness of the bilin-
gual rendering, this was inadequate because: (1) order
of Hier. readings was not established beyond doubt —
new reference to original text (where available) showed
many cases of transcription in wrong order; (2) even
clause division can be shown to be incorrect; (3) word-
for-word identifications, when originally incorrect,
served to perpetuate error (e.g. the negatives, words
108, 134; the word FRONS-la/i/u-//li-, = hantili-, “for-
met, first”, words 136, 279).

Bossert’s preliminary publication in this form, com-
pleted by Steinherr, appeared in eight sections, as
follows:

(1) Hau §§L1-X,55: Oriens 1 (1948), pp. 171-173
(repeated Belleten 12 (1948), pls. CXI—-CXII); Ho.
§§ I-X, pp. 188—192.

(2) §§ X1,56—-XXIV,128: Oriens 2 (1949), pp. 91-97
(§§ 1 -XXIV,128 repeated Karatepe Kagzlar:
(1950), pls. XXI—-XXVI).

(3) §§ L1 -XXXI,158: Ar. Or. 18/3 (1950), pp. 18—
28.

(4) §§ XXXII,159-X1,,216: JKF 1 (1950/51), pp.
270-272.

(5) §§ XLI,217-XLVIL,260: JKF 2 (1952/53), pp.
178-179.

(6) §§ XLVIIL,261-LI1,302: JKF 2 (1952/53), pp.
306—-308.

(7) §§ LIIL,303—-LVIIL,330: Gs Kretschmer (1956), pp.
42—-44.

(8) §§LIX,331 ~LXXIV,407:
(1974), following p. 125.

In fact, Steinhert’s word and clause divisions are in
places demonstrably incorrect, which necessitates re-
numbering: see below.

The Table opposite lists the individual elements of
Hu. and Ho., the clauses which each contain, and the
published photographs.

This inadequate preliminary publication, on which
scholars have been dependent for some 40 years, is su-
perseded by Halet Cambel’s final publication.

Steinherr, MSS 32

From some of these photographs, Meriggi made pro-
visional drawings (Mannale 11/1):
Hu. 1 (p.70); Hu. 3 (p.71); Hau 10 (p. 86); Ha. 11
(p. 88); Hu. 12 (p. 88); Hau. 4, part (p. 92).

Editions. Phoenician: for a new edition, see now
W. Rollig apud Cambel, Karatepe-Aslantas Appendix I,
pp. 50—81 (hereafter Rollig, Edition).

Hieroglyphic: Bossert (followed by Steinherr) ac-
companied his eight section publication with translation
and commentary (no transliteration):

(1) translation, p. 170 (= Belleten 12, pp. 521 (Tur-
kish), 529f. (German)); commentary, pp. 174—
187

(2) translation, p. 90£; commentary, pp. 91—93, 96—
117; Nachtrag, pp. 117—-119

(3) translation, p. 14 f; commentary, pp. 29—42

(4) translation, p.269; commentary, pp.273—290;
Nachtrige, pp. 290—295

(5) translation, p.169; commentary, pp.181-182;
Nachtrag, pp. 183—188

(6) translation, p. 309; commentary, pp. 309—-339

(7) translation, p. 41; commentary, pp. 41, 45—51

(8) commentary and translations, pp. 105-123

Meriggi’s preliminary editions appeared as the text
became available:

(1) Athenaeum 29 (1951), pp.52—59 (text, §§I-
XXXI, transliteration, translation bilingual), 59—
91 (commentary).

(2) Acme 4 (1951), pp. 185—187 (text, §§ XXXII—
XL, transliteration, translation; Hier. text redrawn,
reoriented left-right), 188—199 (commentary).

(continued, p. 48)
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Abbreviations

Akurgal, E., The Art of the Hirtites (London, 1962).

Bell. — Belleten,

Ceram, C. W., Narrow Pass, Black Mountain (London, 1956; German ed., Enge Schiucht und schwarzer Berg (Hamburg, 1955)).

KK — H. T. Bossett ¢t al., Karatepe Kazzlar: (Ankara, 1950).
Metzger, Anatolia 11 (London, 1969).

Woolley, C. L., History Unearthed (London, 1956).

Hu., element

clauses

Ho., element

clauses

published photographs

(1) orthostat

(2) base

(3) orthostat
(4) base

(5) 2 orthostats

(6) [orthostat
(7a) [base
(7b) base

(8) lion
(9) orthostat(s)

(10) base

(11)) orthostat(s)

(12) sphinx

I-1II

XII-XIX
XX -XXIV 125

XXIV 126-XL

XLI-XLII)
XLIV - XLVII]
XLVIII-XLIX

L-LI 290

LI 291-LIV 309

LIV 310-LXXII

378

LXXII 379-
LXXIIT*

LXXIV-LXXV*

(1) lion

(fragmentary)

(2) orthostat

(3) orthostat

(4) [orthostat
(5) base (in situ)
(6) 2 orthostats

(7 lion

[I1-111, V, VI, VII, VIIL, X]

XIT-XXIX (missing: XIV 71—
XV 76; XIX 96—100; XXIII
124 -XXIV 125; XXX 147 -
148)

XXX 149-XXXII 161

XXXII 162—-XLVII 260a?]
XLVII 260b—XLVIII 272
XLIX 274b—LVIII 328
(missing: XLIX 273 -274a;
LIIT 305-307)

[LIX 331 ...] LXX 369

(fragmentary) LXXV 410

complete: Bell. 18, Abb. 1-3
complete: Or.NS 28, Tab. LV,
Abb. 24

only V 22~VII 40: KK, pl. XVIII
91; cf. ibid., pl. XVII 84
complete: Ceram, pl. XLIV, cf.
XXXIX (= Woolley, p. 148)

complete: Bell. 18, Abb. 4-5

only XX 106-XXI 111 and XXIV
125: Bell. 18, Abb. 6; cf. Bell. 12,
lev. CXXXII res. 26; KK, pl. XVII
86

only XXV 131, XXIX 146, XXXII
160-161, XXXIV 180-182,
XXXVII 196—198: Oriens 1, pl. X;
cf. KK, pl. XVII 84

Oriens 1, pl. VI cf.
Ceram, pl. XLIV (=
Woolley, p. 148);
Bell 12, lev. CXXIII
res. 11 — RHA IX/
50, p. 13, fig. 11

complete:

none
none
none
none

complete: Ceram, pl. XLIVT, (cf.
XXXIX), = Woolley, p. 148

complete: Bell. 18, Abb. 7
complete: Akurgal, pl. 147, cf.
Ceram, pl. XXXVIII

only LIX 331 -LXXII 378:
Akurgal, pls. 146—147; cf. Ceram,
pl. XXXVIII (for LIV 310-LVIII
330, cf. Bell 18, Abb. 7)
complete: Akurgal, pls. 148—149;
cf. Ceram, pl. XXXII

complete: Akurgal, pl. 144; cf.
Ceram, pls. XLII-XLIII (also
Metzger, ill. 20)

complete: Or.NS 28, Tab. LV
Abb. 25

1 complete photograph only in German edition.
* renumbered from Steinherr: see below, p. 48.



48 I. Cilicia

(3) Studi ... Levi della Vida 11 (1956), pp. 136—138
(text, §§ XLVIII-LII, transliteration, translation
bilingually with Phoen., Hier. text redrawn, re-
oriented left-right), also figs. 1, 2, 4 (drawings of
elements Hu. 1, 3, 4 (partial), 11; Ho. sctibal signa-
ture (see KARATEPE 4), after published pho-
tographs of Bossert and Ceram).

(4) Mannale 11/1 (1967), no. 24, pp.72—89 (text,
§§ I-LXXI bilingual transliteration, translation;

§ XXXI:

§ XXXIII (172-176):

§ XXXIV:

§ XXXV:

§ XXXVII:

§ XXXIX:

§ XL (209-213):

§ XLVIII (261-263):
(266—268):

no. 329.1.6.

no. 329.1.1.

nos. 93; 221.1; 329.1.4.
nos. 305; 329.1.6.

no. 165.1.2,

nos. 65.1; 172.4.

nos. 34.I(a); 329.1.6.
no. 82.1.

no. 336.1(a).

Hier. text, §§ I-LVIII redrawn, reoriented left-
right, §§ LIX-LXXI, drawn from Akurgal’s pho-
tographs ), 90—100 (commentary).

Giiterbock, Eranos 47 (1949), pp. 93115 (§§ I-X,

transcription,
mentary ).

transliterations,

translation, com-

Gelb, Bi. Or. 7 (1950), pp. 129—-141 (§§ I-X, trans-
literation, translation, commentary).

Laroche’s treatment of the bilingual appears broken
up into clauses throughout his HH:

§II (7-9): nos. 329.1.1; 363.1(e).
§IV: no. 178.2.

§V (24-29): no. 379.1.1; 447.1(b).
§ VII: no. 255.1.

§ VIII: nos. 70.1; 99.

§ IX: no. 269(b).

§ X: no. 272.

§ XI: nos. 255.2; 329.1.6.

§ XII: nos. 201.1; 329.1.1; 368.5.
§§ XIV-XV: no. 390.1.

§ XVI: no. 294.

§ XVIIT (85—88):
§ XIX (95—97):
§ XX (102-106):

nos. 17(a); 366.1.
nos. 39.1.1; 231.
nos. 329.1.4; 368.1.

|EGO-mi (LITUUS )d-ga-ti-i-wa/i-ti-sé (DEUS)SOL-
(DEUS YTONITRUS-h#-ta-sa

§ XXI: no. 329.1.2.
§ XXII: nos. 57.2; 65.1; 90.1
§ XXIII: no. 329.1.6.
§ XXIV: nos. 165.1.2; 329.15.
§ XXV (129-131):  nos. 39.1.1; 274(a).
§ XXVI: nos. 26.2; 274(a); 329.1.2.
§ XXVII: nos. 14.I(a); 17(2); 329.1.1.
§ XXVIII: no. 329.1.6.
§ XXIX: nos. 57.1; 90.111.
§ XXX: nos. 57.1 + 216.1.1.
Transliteration
(1)
§I, Hu.
1-6 mi-sé CAPUT-ti-t-5d
SERVUS-ta4-54
(1)
Ho. EGO] ...
Phoen. ‘nk stwd b-brke bl “bd bl

§L: nos. 17(a); 70.2.
§ LII: no. 200.1.
§ LVIII (324-328): no. 309.2.

Hawkins and Morpurgo Davies have treated the bi-
lingual in two places: JRAS 1975/2, pp. 124—133 (text
§§ LIX-LXXYV, transliteration, translation, commen-
tary: note new clause division with modified numbet-
ing); An. St. 28 (1978), pp. 103—119 (commentary on
main problems, translation of entire bilingual). These
two are referred to jointly below as Edjtion. The renum-
bering of the final section cortesponds to the editions
of Steinherr and Meriggi as follows:

H & MD S M

§LIX  331-333 LIX 331-332 LIX

§ LX 334-335 LX  333-335

§LXI  336-337 _

§LXII  338-330 | X1 336339

§LXIII  340-345" LXII  340-344 IX

§LXIV ~ 346-350 LXIII 345-349 LXI

§LXV  351-354 LXIV 350-352 LXII

§LXVI  355-359 LXV  353-356 LXIII

§LXVII 360-362 LXVI 357-359 LXIV

g IL“§§H ggg B ;’gg LXVII 360-365 LXV

§LXX  369-372° LXVII 366-369 LXVI

§LXXI 373-376 LXIX 370-373 LXVII
LXX 374-375

SLXXIT  377-384 1%y 37¢_3g1 LXVAI

§ LXXIII 385-400 LXXII 382-395 LXIX

§LXXIV 401-407 LXXIII 396-402 LXX

§LXXV 408-412 LXXIV 403-407 LXXI

Note: No account is taken here of J. Faucounau, La
Lecture du texte hiéroglyphique de Karatepe (Belleten 49
(1985), pp. 233—260), which employs an unacceptable
method of transliteration.

Translation

I (am) Azatiwatas, the
Sun-blessed(?) man,
Tarhunzas’s servant,

I (am) "ZTWD the blessed of
Baal, the servant of Baal,



§ 11,
7-11

§ I11,
12-17

(2)

18—-20

§v,
21-29

§ VI,
30-37

§ VII,

38—-40

§ VIII,
41-44

§ IX,
45-48
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Hu.  dwa/i+ra/i-ku-sa-wa/i | REL-i-na MAGNUS + ra/;-
nu-wa/i-ta d-TANA-wa/i-ni-i-sd(URBS ) REX-ti-5d
Ho.  [é-w)d/i+ra/i-[ku)-sa-wa/i [REL)-7-na [ ...-wla/i-ta
4-TANA-[wa/d)-ni-[...](URBS ) [REX]#-s5a
Phoen. ¥ dr “wrk mik dnnym

Hu.  wa/i-mu-u (DEUS )TONITRUS-b#-g4-5a 4-LANA-
wa/#||ia(URBS ) MATER-na-ti-na ti-ti-ha i-gi-i-ta

Ho. wi/imn | ...]-zasa] ...
Phoen.  p'ln bl Fdnmym b w-l-'m

Hu.  |4RHA-ha-wa/i|la+ ra/i+ a-ni-ha |é-TANA-wa/i-
na(URBS)
Ho. [..
Phoen.  yhw ‘nk yt dnmym

Hu. “MANUS”(-)la-tara/i-ha-ha-wi/{ |6-TANA-wi/. iza
(URBS) |“TERRA+X”(-)wi/i+ra/i-za |gi-na |(“OCCI-
DENS”)ipa-mi |VERSUS-ia-na |zi-pa-wi/i (ORIENS)
ki-sa-ta-mi-i [VERSUS-na

Ho.  “MANUS”(-)la-tara/i-ha-ha-wi/i |6-TANA-wa/i-za
(URBS) TERRA+LA+LA(-)wi/i+ra/i-za 3i-na
(“OCCIDENS”)i-pa-i |[VERSUS}H...

Phoen.  yrbb nk rs ‘mq dn lmms’ Smi w-"d mb’y

Hu.  |émiia-3a-hi-wa/i (“DIESC ba-li-za |6-TANA-
wi/t-ia(URBS) |OMNIS +MI-ma |(“BONUS”)sa-na-
wafi-ia  |(“CORNU+RA/I’ )su+ra/i-sa |LINGERE(-)
ba-sa-sa-ha |d-si-ta

Ho. [ ...]OMNIS-[MI}ma BONUS-na-wi/i[...]
| LINGERE(- ba-s[a-... ... -fla

Phoen.  w-kn bymty kl n'm l-dnnym w-sb" w-mn'm

Hu.

(“MANUSC? Vsu-wi /i-ha-ha-wi /1 \pa-hi+ ra/i-wa/i-ni-gi
(URBS) |(<“?*255” ) ka-ru-na-zi
Ho. [ ... )-hat+ra/i-wa/i-n[i-g}{(URBS) (*255)ka-ru-na-3i
Phoen.  w-ml’ nk ‘qrtpr

Hu. |EQUUS.ANIMAL-si-ha-wa/i-ta (EQUUS.ANI-
MAL)d-sa-wa/i |SUPER + ra/i-ta |i-gi-i-ha

Ho. (EQUUSANIMAL)é-[sa}pa-wi/i-ta (EQUUS.
ANIMAL)d-s#-wi /i SUPER + ra/i-ta i-i-i-ha

Phoen. wpl “nkss I ss

Hu.  EXERCITUS-la/i/u-ga-pa-wa/i-ta  |EXERCITUS-
la/i/u-ni |SUPER + ra/i-ta |i-zi-i-hd

Ho. [ ... - ... ]

Phoen.  w-mgn I mgn

... J(URBS)
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whom Awarikus the Adan-
awean king promoted.

whom “WRK the king of the
DNNYM promoted.

Tarhunzas made me
mother and father to
Adanawa,

Baal made me as father and as
mother to the DNNYM.

and I caused Adanawa
to prospet,

I caused the DNNYM 10 Jive,

and I extended the Adanawa
Plain on the one hand
towards the west and on
the other hand towards
the east,

[ extended the land of the plain
of DN from the rising of
the sun even unto its setting,

and in my days there were
to Adanawa all good
things, plenty and luxury,

and there were in my days
every good to the DNNYM
and plenty and luxury,

and I filled the Paharean
granaries,

and 1 filled the granaries of
P'R,

and I made horse upon
horse,

and I made horse upon horse,

and I made army upon
army,

and shield upon shield,



50

§ X,
49-55

§ XI,
56—59

(3)
§ XI1I,
60— 64

(2)

§ XIII,
65—68

§ X1V,
69-73

§ XV,
74-80

§ XVI,
81— 84

§ XVII

I. Cilicia
Hu.  |(¢SCUTUM?” )hara/i-li-pa-wa/i-ta
hara/i-li |SUPER + ra/i-ta |i-zi-i-hd { ...»

Ho. [ ... -pawi/it[a) |EXERCITUS-la/i/u-ni-i
SUPER +7a/i-ta |i-gi-+-ha OMNIS-MI-ma-z[d] |(DEUS)
TONITRUS-bu-ta-ti DEUS-na-ri+i-ha

Phoen. w-mbnt | mbnt b-"br b’ w-"lm

(“SCUTUM”)

Hu.  REL-pa-wd/i [(*255)pd’ + ra/i-ia-ni-3i |ARHA

|ma-ki-sa-hi |
Ho.  [...] |[(*“255”\pd’ + ra/i-[id)-ni]...

Phoen. w-Sbrt milsm

Hu.  |(“MALUS,”)ha-ni-ia-ta-pa-wa/i-ta-" |REL-ia
|(TERRA )ta-5a-REL+ ra/i |a-ta |d-sd-ta

Ho.

(“MALUS,” Yhd-ni-ia-ta-ia-pa-wa/i-ta REL-ia
(“TERRA + LA+ LAC? Ywa/i+ ra/i-ri+i a-ta |d-sa-ta-’

Hu.  |wi/ita (TERRA )ta-sa-REL+ra/i(-ri+i?) ARHA
[*5011[...]-hd

Ho. |wa/i-ta (““TERRA”)ta-s-REL+ra/i-ri+i |ARHA
*501-ha-hd

Phoen.  w-trg ‘nk kl br" ¥ kn b-'rg

Hu.  |d-ma|3as-hid-wi/i-ta DOMINUS-niga  |[DOMUS-
na-3a |(BONUS )sa-na-wd/i |u-sa-ni-hi

Ho. |é-ma-za-pa-wi/i-ta-" DOMINUS-ni-za | [...
Phoen. wytn’ nk bt “dny bn'm

Hu.  |é-mi-hé-wa/i DOMINUS-nii |(NEPOS )ba-su-"
|OMNIS-MI-ma || (BONUS )sa-na-wa/i-ia  |CUM-na
-gi-i-hé

Ho. [ ...] |OMNIS-Ml-ma-ia
|CUM-#i #-2i-i-hd

(“BONUS” )sa-na-wi/i-ia
Phoen.  wpl ‘nk Firi dny n'm

Hu.  |d-pa-si-hi-wi/i-ta |té-ti-i |(“THRONUS” )i-sa-
tara/i-ti (“SOLIUM[”)z)-s[é-nu-wa/i-ha]

Ho. |é-pa-sa-hi-wa/i-ta-" |ti-ti-i |(“THRONUS” )i-sa-
tara/i-ti-i |(“SOLIUM” )i-sa-nu-wi/i-h-" ||

Phoen.  w-yih nk ks’ by

[Hu] (Ho. lacks this clause).
Phoen. -5t nk sim 't ki milk

and I made shield upon
shield,

... all by Tarhunzas and
the gods.

and army upon army by the
grace(?) of Baal and the
gods.

So 1 broke up the proud,

And I broke the proud,

and the evils which wete
in the land,

I {remov]ed out of the land.

And [ removed(?) all the evil
which was in the land.

And I blessed(?) my lord’s
house well,

and 1 established the house of
my lord in good(ness ),

and I did all good things
for my lord’s family,

and 1 did good to the root of
my lord,

and I caused it/them to
sit upon its/their
father’s throne.

and [ caused 1t to sit on the
throne of its father,

[ .. ]

and [ established peace with
every king,



§ XVIII,
85-94

§ XIX,
95-101

4)
102-107

§ XXI,
108-113

§ XX1I,
114-118

§ XXIII,
119-124

§ XXIV,
125-128

The Inscriptions: 1. KARATEPE 1

Hu [ ... || ... 1 |[-%i)-+[ta] |é-[mi)-sa-ti  |TUSTITIA-na-#i
|d-mi-ia+ra/iha  |(“VAS”)i-ta-na-sa-ma-ti |d-mi-ia+ ra/i-hi
| |(“BONUS” )sa-na-wa/s-sa-tara/i-ti

Ho.  |OMNIS-MLsa-ha-wa/i-mu-ti-i REX-ti-sa |ti-ti-na
|-zt \d-mii-ti \\USTITIA-na-ri+i |é-mi-ia+ ra/i-hd
|“VAS”-ta-na-sa-ma-ri+ i |d-mi+ ra/i-ha |(“BONUS”)
sa-na-wa/i-sa-tara/i-tf

Phoen.  w-p b-"bt pln kil mik b-sdgy w-b-hkmty w-b-n'm lby

Hu.  (“CASTRUM?” )ha+ ra/i-ni-si-pawi/i |PUGNUS(-)
la/i/w-mi-ti-ia [AEDIFICARE}MI-ha | ...

Ho.  ha+ra/ini] | ... 1 |(“FINES” )i+ ra/i-hi-za
Phoen.  w-bn ‘nk bmyt "t b-kI qsyt | gbim

Hu  (MALUS)d-tu-na/iri+i-gi-na/ita |CAPUT-tii
|REL-ta-na |a-ta [d-sa-ta] ([“*2172F" )u-sa-li-{ 2]

Ho. |MALUS—ta4-T'-wd/z’-ta-’ ICAPUT-#4-3 |REL--
(

ta-na a-ta |-sag-ta |(“F20 TV u-si-li-5i

Phoen.  b-mgmm b-5 kn Sm r'm bl ‘gddm

Hu. NEGywi/i REL-37 |SUB-mz-na PUGNUS. PUG-
NUS-tay-ta |mu-ka-sa-sa-na |DOMUS-ni-i

Ho. NEG,-wa/i REL-gi |SUB-na-na |ta-ti-ta mu-ka-si-si-na
| DOMUS-#i

Phoen. T bl 5 “bd kn l-bt mps

Hu.  d-mupawi/ima-ts |(LITUUS )é-ga-ti-wa/i+ ra/i-s
|(“PES” \pa-ti-za |SUB-na-na  |PONERE-hd

Ho. |é-mupawa/ima-ara/i (LITUUS )é-ga-ti-wa/i-ti-si
|(“PES” \pa-ti-ga |SUB-na-na “PONERE”-hi

Phoen. - nk “ytwd itnm tht pmy

Hu.  |REL-pa-wi/i-ta |LOCUS-tas-ta-3a-" |d-pa-ta-3a
|(“CASTRUM” )ba+ ra/i-ni-si |a-ta |AEDIFICARE +
MLba

Ho.  |REL-ipa-wa/ita |“LOCUSC-tayta-za || {d-pa-
ta-zay (CASTRUM )ba+ ra/i-ni-i-sé a-ta TH[ ]

Phoen.  w-bn ‘nk hmyt b-mgmm hmt

Hu.  |¢-TANA-wa/i-sa-wa/i(URBS) || (5) |REL-# |(BONUS)

wa/i+ra/i-iz-ma-la |SOLIUM-MLi

Ho. [ ... ] REL-% |(BONUS)wa/i+ ra/i-ia-md-la
|SOLIUM + MLi

Phoen. Lshtnm dnnym b-nht lonm
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And every king made me
father to himself be-
cause of my justice and
my wisdom and my
goodness.

and also every king made me
as father becanse of my
Justice and my wisdom and
my goodness of heart.

And I built strong
fortresses [ ...
...Jon the frontiers,

And I built strong walls in all
the limits on the frontiers,

wherein were bad men,
robbers,

in places in which there were
bad men, masters of gangs,

who had not served(?)
under Muksas’s house,

none of whom had been servant
to the house of MPS,

and I, Azatiwatas, put
them under my feet.

and [ "ZTWD put them
under my feet,

So I built fortresses in
those places,

and T built walls in those
places,

so that Adanawa might
dwell peacefully.

Jor the DNNYM 1o dwell in
peace of their heart.
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§ XXV,
129-133

§ XXVI,
134-137

§ XXVII,
138141

§ XXVIII,

142-144

§ XXIX,
145-146

§ XXX,
147-152

(3)

§ XXXI,
153-158

§ XXXII,
159170

I. Cilicia

Hu.  |*274-ta-li-ha-hé-wa/i “CASTRUM”-sa PUGNUS(-)
la/i/w-mi-ti-ia-" || (“OCCIDENS”)i-pa-mi “VERSUS”-7a

Ho.  [(*274)hd-ta-li-hi-hi-wi/i (“CASTRUM” Yha+ ra/i-ni-si
[PUGNUS(- )la/i/u-mi-ta-id

Phoen.  w-'n nk rt Y b-mb’ ims

Hu.  |NEG,-wa/i REL-ia (*274)ha-ta-la-i-ta |FRONS-/i-zi
REX-ti-z¢
Ho. |NEG,-wa/i |REL-ia [(*274)hd-ta-|la-i-ta |FRONS-
la/ifn-i REX-gi
Phoen. ¥ bl n Rl h-mikm

Hu.  |d-mu || REL-3i |PRAE-a |é-si-ta

Ho. |d-mu-wa/i |REL-giy |PRAE-na |i-si-ta
Phoen. T kn Lpny
Hu.  |d-mu-pawa/i+ra/i (LYTUUS )é-ga-ti-wa/i+ ra/i-si
(*274)ha-ta-li-i-ha
Ho.  |REL-i-pa-wa/i-ara/i |d-mu (OCULUS )d-za-ti-wa/s-
ta-sd-* (*274 ) ba-ta-li-hi
Phoen.  w-nk Ywd ‘ntnm
Hu.  INFRA-ta-ha-wa/i-ta |

(“PES” Yu-sé-ha

Ho.  INFRA-ta-ha-wa/ita |(“PES” )u-sa-hi-"|
Phoen.  yrdm 'nk
Hu.  INFRA-t-ha-wa/i-t3 |(SOLIUM i-sa-ni-hi  (DEUS)

ORIENS-#i VERSUS-#a d-mi-ia-za-ta (FINES)
i+ra/i-hi-za ||

Ho. [.

|a-mz za-ta

. ] (DEUS)ORIENS-7 VERSUS-7a
(“FINES”)i+ra/i-ha-za

Phoen.  yfbm “nk b-qst gbly b-ms’ Sms

Hu.  REL-pa-wa/i |&-TANA-wa/i-ni-zi( URBS) |zi-ta
|é-pa-ti-i INFRA-t2 |(SOLIUM )i-sé-né-wa/i-ha
Ho.  REL-pa-wa/i |é-TANA-wa/i-ni- -2i(URBS ) pa-wa /i)
|z7-t2 |apa-ri+i (INFRA-ta) (SOLIUM )i-si-nu-hi
Phoen.  w-dnnym yibt sm

Hu.  |ewa/i i-mi-za |(“DIES” ha-li-ia-za || |é-TANA-
wa/i-ni-zi(URBS ) FINES+ bi-zi “MANUS”(-)
la-tara/i-ha |3i-na |“OCCIDENS”-pa-mi [VERSUS-
ia-na |i-pa-wa/i “ORIENS”-ta-mi VERSUS-#a

Ho. |awi/i|d-mi-ia-za |(“DIES”)ba-li-iaza || [...
Phoen.  w-kn b-ymty b-kl gbl ‘mq ‘dn lmms” sm§ w-"d mb’y

(“SOL”)i-pa-mii [VERSUS-na

And I smote strong
fortresses towards the
west,

And I subdued strong lands in
the setting of the sun,

which former kings had
not smitten,

which none of the kings had
subdned,

who were before me.

who were before me.

(So) I, Azatiwatas, smote
them,

And I, "ZTWD, smote them,

and I brought them down,

and I brought them down,

and I settled them down
towards the east on my
frontiers,

1 settled them in the limits of
my frontiers in the rising of
the sun,

and so I settled Adana-
weans down ... there.

and I settled DNNYM there.

In my days I extended the
Adanawean frontiets on
the one hand towards
the west and on the other
hand towards the east,

And they were in my days on
all frontiers of the plain of
"DN from the rising of the
sun even ynlo is setfing,



§ XXXIII,
171-176

§ XXXIV,
177-181

§ XXXV,
182—187

§ XXXVI,
188—195

§ XXXVII,
196—200

§ XXXVIII,
201-204

§ XXXTX,
205208

§ XL,
209216

The Inscriptions: 1. KARATEPE 1

Hu.  |épa-ta-gapal|wa/i-ta |“LOCUS”-tay-ta-3a {-ha-pa-
wa/7y |REL-ia HWl-si-ta ré-wa/i-na |é-sa-ta

Ho. [-]
Phoen.  w-b-mgmm 5 kn Fpnm nit'm

Hu.  CAPUT-#i-sa-wa/i+ra/i REL-i-ta-na HWI.-si-i-ia ||
“VIA”-wa/i-na (“PES,” )i-u-na

Ho [-]
Phoen. Tyst” dm Lkt drk

Hu.  REL-pa-wa/i-* miia-za (“DIES”)hd-li-ia-3a |FEM-
INA-ti-gi-bd “FUSUS”(-)si-tara/i{-?) PES,. PES,(-)t-#i

Ho [-]
Phoen.  w-bymty ‘nk it th(?) lhdy dl pllm b-"br b'l w-"lm

Hu.  awa/i d-mi-ia-za || (DIES )hé-li-ia-za (CORNU+RA/T)
su+ra/i-si |LINGERE(-)bd-sd-sé-ha sa-na-wa/i-za-sa-ha
|SOLIUM-ML-ia-sa |sé-ta

Ho. [}

Phoen.  w-kn b-kl ymty sb° w-mn'm w-ibt n'mt

Hu.  |BONUS+ RA/Lia-ma-la-ha-wa/i SOLIUM-MI.-ta
|4-TANA-wa/i-s4(URBS) || |4-ta-na-wa/i-3a-ha(URBS )
ITERRA + LA+ LA-3a

Ho. [-]

Phoen.  w-nbt lb l-dnnym w-l-kl ‘mq “dn

Hu  |ewa/i za “CASTRUM”-34 AEDIFICARE + MI-ha

Ho. [-]
Phoen.  w-bn ‘nk h-qrt g
Hu.  wa/i-tu-ta (LITUUS )d-ga-ti-wa/i-ta-ia-na(URBS)
|d-tay||ma-za PONERE-ha
Ho. [-]
Phoen.  w-it ‘nk im “wdy

Hu.  REL-pa-wa/imu POST-na |(DEUS)TONITRUS-
bhu-za-sé  (DEUS)CERVUS,-za-sd-hd |sd-ta 3a-ti
“CASTRUM”-5i AEDIFICARE-MI-7a

Ho. [~]

Phoen. &b w-rip sprm Slhn l-bnt
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and even in those places
which were formerly
feared,

and in the places which were
Sformerly feared,

where a man fears them
(for) the road to go (it),

where a man fears to walk the
road,

so in my days even women
walk with spindles.

in my own days a woman
walks(?) alone(?) with
spindles, by the grace of
Baal and the gods.

In my days there was plenty
and Juxury and good
living,

And there was in all my days
plenty and luxury and good
living,

and peacefully dwelt
Adanawa and the
Adanawa plain.

and peace of heart to the
DNNYM and to all the
plain of 'DN.

I built this fortress,

And I built this city,

and to it I put the name
Azatiwataya.

and I established its name

"ZTWDY,

So Tarhunzas and Runzas
were after me for this

fortress to build (it).

since Baal and ReSeph-of-the-
goats sent me to build it.



54 1. Cilicia

§§ XLI-XLVII: missing in Ho., fragmentary in Hu. (word numbering estimated from Phoen.).

(6)
§ XL1 Hu. [...]-#3 [AEDIFCARE-ML-ba [...)-ta]...
Ho. [-]
Phoen.  w-bny nk b-"br bl w-b-"br rip sprm b-ib" w-b-mn'm w-

b-sbt 1 mt w-b-nbt b

§§ XLII-XLIII: no fragments of Hu. or Ho. identified

Phoen.  Fkny mimr I-mq “dn w-l-bt mps
k bymty kn - 'rs ‘mgq dn 5" w-mn'm
(7a)
§ XLIV Hu.  [... X[ ...}igti]...] |é-mi-[ia-za] |(“DIES”)ba-i-[ia]-3[a]
Ho. [—]
Phoen. w-bl kn mim Fdnmym I b-ymty
§ XLV Hu.  |g[apa/bawa/]- <OCASTRUM”-sig[d] |
AEDIFICARE-M([{}-ka
Ho. [-]
Phoen.  wbn “nk hqrt 3
§ XLVI: not in Hu.; Ho missing
Phoen.  § ‘nk im “pwdy
§ XLVII Hu  |wa/it[a...] %[as-...] |(DEUS)TONI[TRUS ...]
a-fa (SOLIUM )i-s[a)-nd-ha
(3)
Ho. [... .. J-sa-ni-ha
Phoen. 3 “nk bn bl krntrys
(7b)
§ XLVIII, Hu.  wa/ina |i-gi-sa-tu-na taia (“FLUMEN")hé-pa+
261-272 ra/i-sé |OMNIS-MLi-si |(ANNUS )u-5i pd’ +ra/i

BOS.ANIMAL-s4 (*486)REL-##-na-ha (OVIS.
ANIMAL)bd-wa/i-sé |“VITIS”(-)bd+ra/i-ha OVIS.
ANIMAL-wa/i-sa

Ho.  wi/ina i-gii-sa-ti-na CRUS-ia |FLUMEN-pari-i-s

|OMNIS-ML7-54 |(“ANNUS” )#-57 |(“ANNUS”)

pé*+rafi-i |(BOS.ANIMAL )wa/i-wa/i-sa (“*486”)

REL-t4-na-ha |(“OVIS.ANIMALS? \bd-wa/i-si

bl +ra/iy-wi/i |(OVIS.ANIMAL )hd-wi/i-i-si
wylk bh | Bl h-mskt b ymm “ip 1

w-b[-t Blri $1 wb-t qer £1

Phoen.

“VITIS”(- )

[and] I built it [by

Tarhun]za[s ...

and I built it by the grace
of Baal and by the grace of
Reseph-of-the-goats, in plenty
and in luxcury and in good
living and in peace of heart,

Jor it to be a protection for the
plain of ‘DN and for the
house of MPS,

since in my days there was
plenty and luxary to the
land of the plain of "DN.

[---] -.- [in] my day][s].

And there was not ever in my
days night(?) for the
DNNYM.

And I built this(?)
fortress,

And I buslt this aity,

1 established its name
*ZTWDY,

and therein I caused to
dwell ... Tarhunzas,

I caused to dwe{// in it Baal
KRNTRYS,

and every river-land will
begin to honour him:
by(?) the year an ox,
and at the cutting(?) a
sheep and at the vintage
a sheep.

and all the MSKT shall
make come a sacrifice to
(bim): an annual sacrifice one
ox, and at the time of the
Plonghing one sheep, and at the
time of the reaping one sheep.



§ XLIX,
273277

(6)

(8)
§L,
278-282

§ LI,
283—296

§ LII,
297 —302

§ LIII,
303—308

§LIV,
309-313

The Inscriptions: 1. KARATEPE 1

Hu.  wa/i-ta u-sa-nd-wa/i-tw-u (LITUUS Yd-ga-ti-wa/i-ti-na
sa-pi-s-tas-ri+ i |ha-ta+ ra/i-ti-i-hd

Ho.  [wa/ita u-sa-nu)-wi/i-th-u (OCULUS )d-gay-ti-wé /i
ti-na |sd-pi-sa-ara/i-ri+i ha-TUDEX + RA/L-ri+ i-hd
Phoen.  w-brk bl krln)trys 'yt “stwd bym w-ilm

Hu.  SUPER+ ra/s-li-hi-wa/i-si |FRONS-la/i/n-si
i-gi-ia+ ra/i-ru |OMNIS-MI-ma-3a REX-ta-3a

Ho.  |SUPER+ra/i-li-ha-wa/i-sé |[FRONS-/i-i-5d i-3i-ta-rs
|OMNIS-MI-ni-i-ma-3a4 |REX-té-za
Phoen.  w-"g dr | kIl mik

Hu.  péia-tu-hi-wa/i-tn-u (DEUS)TONITRUS-bu-3a-5d
ARHA y-sa-nd-wa/i-mi-sé ga-si-hd-wa/i |(“CASTRUM”)
hd{+ra/iy-na-si-si DEUS-ni-gi (LITUUS )d-3a-ti-wa/i-ti-ia
(9) “LONGUS”-ta5-ia (DIES )hd-li-ia mi-ia-ti-zi-ha ||
(ANNUS )u-5i-3i sa-na-wa/i-sé-ha-wa/i | té-mi-bi-sd

Ho. Ipz'-z'a’-tz}-ba’-wa/ -tus-n (DEUS )TONITRUS-b#ty-324-52
|ARHA |(BONUS )u-sa-nsi-wi /i-mi-sé 3a-i'-si-i-hi-wi/i ||
(“CASTRUM” )i+ ra/i-ni-si-si [DEUS-$44-2i
YOCULUS )d-ga-ti-wi/i-ta-ia (“LONGUS” Ya+ ra/i-ia
(“DIES” Vhd-li-id | mi-ta-ti-gig-hi | ANNUS-si-g7
(BONUS )sa-na-wi/i-sa-hd-wi /1 |ti-mi-hi-si

Phoen. Lty bl krntrys w-kl “in grt |- "twd “rk ymm w-rb
nt wr§’t n'mt

Hu.  |pi-ta-tu-hi-wa/i-tn OMNIS-ML-ma-3a || {pibas-sa
tanimanzga) REX-za SUPER +ra/i-ta
Ho.  pi-ia-tu-hd-wi/i-th OMNIS-MI-ma-2a-" “FULGUR”-
hi-sé OMNIS-MI-ga |REX-ta-3a SUPER + r4/i-1a
Phoen.  w-"g dr | ki mik

Hu.  REL-pa-wa/i a (“CASTRUM” )hd+ ra/i-ni-si-||za
i-gi-ta-r4 (DEUS )BONUS-se (DEUS )VITIS-s4-hd

Ho. |REL-ipa-wi/i|za-"[... | ...] (DEUS)VITIS-#i-ti-hi
Phoen.  w-kn b-grt 3 b'lt 5b° w-trf

Hu.  REL-pswa/ita || (10)|REGIO-niia REL-ia a-ta
|SOLIUM + M-sé-i

Ho.  |REL-pa-wi/i-ta REG1O-ié (REL-iz) a-ta
|(SOLIUM )-s3-nsi-wa /i-ti

Phoen.  w-m g ¥ yib bn
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Let him bless Azatiwatas
with health and life,

And may Baal KRNTRYS
bless "ZTWD with life and
health,

and let him be made
highly preeminent over
all kings.

and strength exceeding over
every Ring,

And may Tarhunzas the
highly blessed and this
fortress’s gods give to
him, to Azatiwatas,
long days and many
years and good
abundance,

5o that Baal KRNTRYS
and all the gods of the city
give to "ZTWD length of
days and multitude of years
and good abundance,

and let them give him all
victory over all kings.

and strength exceeding over
every king.

And so let this fortress
become (one) of the
Grain-God and the
Wine-God,

And may this city be mistress
of grain and wine,

and so the nations that
dwell in (it),

and so the nations {that)
he/they shall cause to
dwell in (it),

and this people that dwells in
#,
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336—337
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338—339

1. Cilicia

Hu.  wa/i-ta i-gi-ia-ri OVIS ANIMAL-wa/i-si BOS.
ANIMAL-wa/7-s5i (DEUS )BONUS-s5; (DEUS)VITIS-

ta-5i-hd

Ho.  |wi/ita |i-gi-ta-rd |OVISANIMAL-wa/i-si |BOS.
ANIMAL-s; |(DEUS)BONUS-s« (DEUS)“VITIS”-
la-5i-hd

Phoen.  ykn b"l “lpm w-bl sn w-b'l 5b° w-trf

Hu.  |ma-wa/i-3a |ba-si-tn-’
Ho. |ma-wi/iza |ba-sa-th
Phoen. w-brom yld
Hu.  ma-pawa/i MAGNUS + ra/i-né-wa/i-tu-"

Ho. |ma-pa-wa’ /i MAGNUS + ra/i-nsi-wa/i-tu
Phoen.  w-brbm ydr

Hu.  mapawa/i (CRUX)pa+ra/i-na-wa/i-tw-n (LITUUS)
d-2a-ti-wa/i-ti-ia mu-ka-sa-sé-hd-- DOMUS-si-i (DEUS)
TONITRUS-bu-ta- [t]] DEUS-na-ti-hd

Ho. |ma-pa—wa’ /i (“DOMUS.CRUX” pa+ ra/i-na-wa/i-tuy
(OCULUS))d-ga-ti-wi /i+ ra/i-ia mu-ka-sd-sa-hd
|(DOMUS Ypa+ ra/ini || [...]

Phoen.  w-brbm y“bd |- "gwd w-l-bt mps b-"br bl w-"Im

Hu.  REX-ta-ti-ipa-wa/i REL+ra/i REL-sa-hd |

Ho. [-]
Phoen. w-"m ik b-mllm

Hu.  népa-wa/i-sa 'CAPUT-ti-sd

Ho. [~]
Phoen. w-rgn b-rynm
Hu.  CAPUT-ti-ia-ga-ha-wa/i-tn-ta d-tay-ma-3a

Ho. [-]

Phoen. ‘m dm F dm sm
Hu |z |é-sas-ga-ia
Ho. -]

(Phoen. : nothing corresponding)

let them become (those)
of sheep, oxen, the
Grain-God and the
Wine-God !

shall be masters of oxen and
masters of sheep and masters
of grain and wine.

Much let them beget for us,

And by many they shall beget,

and much let them make
great,

and by many they shall be
mighty,

and much let them be in
service to Azatiwatas
and to Muksas’s house
by Tarhunzas and the
gods !

and by many they shall be
servant to "ZTWD and to
the house of MPS by the
grace of Baal and the gods !

If anyone from (among)
kings,

If (there is) a king among
kings,

or (if) he (is) a man
(prince),

or a prince among princes,

and to him (there is) a
manly (princely) name,

if (there is) a man, who (is) a

man of name,

proclaims this:

(=)
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The Inscriptions: 1. KARATEPE 1

Hu  ARHA-wa/ita “*69”(-)i-tiwa/i | (LITUUS)
d-ga-ti-wa/i-ti-sd d-tas-ma-3a PORTA-la-na-ri+i i-na

Ho. [ 1|4 ta4-ma-za4 “PORTA”-#na gi-na
Phoen. ¥ _}lmb Sm owd b-5r 5

Hu.  wa/imuta || d-ma-za é-tay-ma-3a a-ta tw-pi-wa/i

Ho. [-]
Phoen. -t im
Hu.  nipa-wa/i-sé (VAS)d-la/i/n-na-za-ia “CASTRUMC -
ni-si ga-ti
Ho. [ ]-ga-ia |“CASTRUM-5i [ ...]

Phoen. m p yhmd vt bqrt
Hu.  wa/ita ata AEDIFICARE+MI “PORTA’-la-na
ga-1a
Ho. [-]
Phoen.  wys  hr g
Hu  (LITUUS)d-ga-ti-wa/i-ti-sa REL-ia i-gi-tas

Ho. [—]

Phoen. Tpl wd
Hu.  |awa/i ga-riti |a’-;as-za-z'a
Ho. | T S|

(Phoen. : nothing corresponding)
Hu  wa/i+ra/i-la-ia-wa/i “PORTA’-la-na i-g-i-wa/i

Ho. [...J-da|...)-na [...)-wa/i
Phoen.  wyp 7 L5 gr

Hu. lé—ma—g(a)-/m’-wa/i—mu—ta d-tay-ma-3a-" a-ta tu-
pi-wa/i
Ho. | a-fla [tn]-pi-wa/i
Phoen.  w-itim
Hu.  #niwa/ita (“VAS”)d-la/i/u-na-mati a-ta AEDI-
FICARE-MI-ri+i-i ||

Ho.  [ni-wla/i-ta é-[la/i/u-na}{md-#]] [...)-MI-4i-i
Phoen. m b-hmdt ys°

Hu.  nipa-wa/i MALUS-ta,-sa-tara/i-ri+i||

Ho.  nipa-wa/i|| MALUS-tas-sé-tara/i-ri+ i
Phoen. mb-sn’t

Hu.  #niipawa/i (MALUSZ)ba-m-za—ta-m—tara/ it ata
|AEDIFICARE + M/ ‘-ri+i Iza-z'a “PORTA”-la-na
Ho. [ ...hla[...}s[é-...] 4’-[ts] |AEDIFICARE+MI-
[ri+7] |za -ia |“PORTA’-la-na
Phoen.  w-br’ys  hirg
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“I shall delete Azatiwa-
tas’s name from the
gate(s) here,

who shall delete the name of
"ZTWD on this gate,

and I shall incise my
name”;

and put his name,

or (if) he is covetous to-
wards this fortress,

if also be shall covet this city,

and blocks up(?) these
gates,

and tear out this gate,

which Azatiwatas made,

which “ZTWD made,

and proclaims thus:

(=)
“I shall make the gates my
own,

and shall make (it) into a
gate of a stranger,

and I shall incise my
name for myself”;

and put his name upon i,

or (if) from covetousness
he shall block them

up(?),

if from covetousness he shall
tear (it) out,

or from badness

if from hatred
or from evil he shall

block up(?) these gates,

and from evil be shall tear out
this gate,
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§ LXXIII, Hu.
385-400

|CAPUT-ti-na
Ho.  |wa/i-ta|ARHA

wa/i-ta || ARHA |MANUS(-)i-ti-ts CAELUM
(DEUS)TONITRUS-bu-ga-5é¢ CAELUM(DEUS )SOL-
za-sé (DEUS )i-ia-sé  OMNIS-MI-zi-ha DEUS-ni-3i
i-pa |REX-bi-si |d-pa-hi “REX”-na |d-pa-hi-wa/i

may celestial Tarhunzas,
the celestial Sun, Ea
and all the gods delete
that kingdom and that
king and that man !

“*69”(-)i-ti-tu (DEUS )i-ia-si
|“CAELUM” (DEUS )YTONITRUS-b#-g4-s-*

“CAE-

LUM” (DEUS)SOL-[zal-5¢ |OMNIS-MI-gi-hd-wa/i
DEUS-ni-gi |d-pa-sé REX-ta-hi-sa |d-pa-hi-" |REX-ti-na

|é-pa-hé-wa/i CAPUT-ti-na

then may Baal SMM and
E/ QN "RS and the
eternal Sun and and all the
assembly of the sons of gods
delete that kingdom and that
king and that man who (is)
a man of name !

Hereafter may Azatiwa-
tas’s name continue to
stand for all ages,

But the name of "ZTWD
shall be for eternity,

as the Moon’s and the
Sun’s name stands.

Phoen.  w-mh bl Smm w-"l gn “rs w-sms “lm w-kl dr bn
Im 'yt hrmmlkt b oyt h-mlke b w-yt dm b’ 5 dm $m
(12)
§ LXXIV, Hu  POST-nawa/i ARHA" (“CRUS)tazatu |ara/i-zi
401-407 OMNIS-MI-3i (OCULUS )d-ga-ti-wa/i-ti-sa |i-tas-ma-3a
Ho. POST-na-ha-wa/i ara/il3ili |OMNIS-MLzi
|CRUS[ ...72]-#4 [ ...
Phoen. s im “wd ykn ilm
§ LXXYV, Hu. (DEUS)LUNA+MI-sa-wa/i (DEUS)SOL-4a
408 -412 REL-ri+: d-tag-ma-za “CRUS”-;
Ho. [-]
Phoen. km Sm Sm$ w-yrh

like the name of the Sun and
Moon.

Commentary

§ L, 2. Azatiwatas: Hier. spelling certain since establish-
ment of gz for 7and demonstration of logographic use
of LITUUS (Hawkins, Kadmos 19 (1980), p. 1241.).
Thus Hier. establishes vocalization of Phoen. conson-
antal outline as Agatiwada, and the rhotacizing Hier.
variant Aza#iwaras confirms the voiced character of the
final dental (see A. Morpurgo Davies, KZ 96 (1982/
83), p- 250).

3—4. (DEUS)SOL-mi-sd CAPUT-#-i-sd: epithet now
well attested — KARKAMIS A5q, § 1; A184, §1; A21,
§ 2; BOYBEYPINARI 2, § 5; HISARCIK 1, § 1; KU-
LULU 2, §1; KULULU 4, §§ 1,2; KULULU 5, § 3 (#
wa/i+ra/i-mi, only full phonetic writing). SOL-
wa/i+ra/i-mi-sé also occurs as personal name
(CEKKE, § 17 i). The inexact Phoen. equivalent 4-brk
b/ should now be accepted as “blessed of Baal”, in
spite of early syntactical doubts: see Lemaire, Semsitica 27
(1977), p. 38 f. On question of original form (tiwatami-/
tiwatimi-(?)) see KULULU 2, § 1, Commentary.

6. SERVUS-ta4-5d: clearly identified by Phoen. equi-
valent ‘bd, “servant”, but the reading remains problem-

atic, since it is uncertain whether the first sign is a logo-
gram or syllabogram. Sole evidence for a syllabographic
value for SERVUS (HH no. 387) comes from KARA-
TEPE, 293, Hu. m- = Ho. *387- (thus i), a very
flimsy basis for reading. Another but obscure example
of possibly syllabographic usage appears to be SIRZI,
§ 4 (*356(-)sa(-)*387-wa/i-sd); otherwise the only at-
tested use is in the writing of the present word “ser-
vant”. Bossert adopted the dubious syllabic value »
and identified the word (which is also used as a pet-
sonal name — BABYLON 2, § 1) with the Phrygian
name Midas: see JKF 2 (1953), p. 328. The connections
are tenuous, and it seems more prudent to treat the
sign as logogram (SERVUS) until clearer evidence is
forthcoming, [Note. The new Bogazkoy bulla Bo. 90/
316 confirms that the sign SERVUS is a logogram in
the Empire Period: see Neve, Antike Welt, 1992 Sondet-
nummer, p. 60 Abb. 162, top row, second from left. See
also SUVASA, C, and KULULU 8, and Commentaries
for Late examples. We may well accept Giiterbock’s
proposed explanation of the logogram as “man’s man”
(Journal of the Walters Art Gallery 36 (1977), p. 15 n. 41)].
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The stem of the word also shows peculiarities: it is
always written with -#4,/¢45-, sometimes without further
complement(s) (CEKKE, § 1, and Commentary, with
other examples); sometimes with - (see ALEPPO 2,
§ 1, with other examples ); but more usually with direct
addition of case-endings, as here.

§ 111, 15. MATER-#4-ti-na: meaning of logogram estab-
lished by Phoen. 7, “mother”, as well as context
“mother and father” (cf. KARKAMIS AS54, §5°2).
Same logogram is used for “woman”, thus FEMINA,
so Hier. fails to distinguish in the manner of Cun.
AMA/SAL. The ambiguity is compounded by the
phon. complements, in both cases -(#a)#-, both words
being -#- stems with -(2)#- suffix, representing respec-
tively anatr-“mother”, and wanati-, “woman”: see Haw-
kins, An. Sz 20 (1970), p. 80 f; Starke, KZ 94 (1980),
p. 74ff. For a possible full phonetic writing of
“mother”, d-na-ia (dat. sing; ), see KULULU lead strip
1, § 9 entry 60, element 4, and Commentary.

§ IV, 19. la+ra/i+ a-ni-: for interpretation of first sign
as transliterated, and association of verb with simple
latra/i-//la-ts-, see Hawkins and Morpurgo Davies,
An. St 28 (1978), pp. 104—106, where the stem was
tentatively associated with Hitt. Jaggsya(hh )-, “be (make)
good, prosper” (for which see CHD, s.v.).

§§ III-1V, 14-20. Ho. between words 13 ([Zarhun]zas,
lion rump, 1. 1) and 21 (“MANUS”(-)la-tara/i-bha-ha-
wa/?, lion rump, 1. 2) shows only [...]JURBS, with no
apparent space for intervening words. In fact the
scribe/mason’s eye seems to have jumped from 14
(Atanawaya(URBS)) to 20 (Atanawan(URBS)), omit-
ting wotds 15—19; cf. a similar haplography on Hu.
298 -300.

§V, 21. “MANUS” (- Ya-tara/7-: cf. TERRA(- )la-tara/r-,
probably the same verb, IZGIN 2, § 3.

23. Hu. “TERRA+X” (Ho. TERRA+LA+LA)(-)
wid/i+ra/i-za: associate with Hier. forms (TERRA+
LA+ LAYwa/i-li-li-te- (KARKAMIS Allb+e, §8) //
(TERRA+ LA+ LA)wa/i-li-ri+i-ti- (ANDAVAL, § 3)
(see Edition, p. 106); and with Hitt.-Luw. #/ifi-, “field”
(see Hawkins and Morpurgo Davies, Kaniffuwar,
p. 73£.). Cf. further KARATEPE, 62 (Ho.), 200. The
present form is shorter than the parallels: a restoration
wi/i+ra/i{-ri+i)- (both Hu. and Ho.) would bring it
into line, but alternatively it could be considered a
haplographic writing. The form of the logogram
“TERRA+X?” is to be regarded as an archaism, an at-
tempt to reproduce the Empire Period form of
TERRA/LOCUS as seen on eg EMIRGAZI, YAL-
BURT, BOGAZKOY-SUDBURG, and KARA-
HOYUK (all relief). For probably genuinely archaic in-
cised forms, see KARADAG 1, § 1 (and Commentary ),
with BURUNKAYA, § 1. For another possible example
of the archaizing use of this form, see KARKAMIS
A21, § 8, and Commentary.

22, ¢-TANA-wa/i-3a: ethnic adj., either atanawi+ya
(adj. suffix)+an (nom./accsing. N)+sa (particle), or
atanawi+ za (adj. suffix, cf. Karkamisiza- etc. — but what
would have become of nom./acc. sing. N ending?); see
Hawkins and Morpurgo Davies, Edition, p. 106.

24 ..., 27. zina ... g-pa-wi/i: cleatly paired deictic
elcments L/ I “herc s here ...”; “on the one
hand ..., on the other ...” (no Phocn correspon-

dence); recurs in same context, below, 165 ..., 168; also
KARKAMIS A6, §§ 4—6, and 30; KARKAMIS A154,
§§8-9, and similar context KARKAMIS A24,
frags.19+19 a; it also occurs singly, below, § LXIII, 345;
and ISKENDERUN, § 4; SULTANHAN, § 12; and
perhaps paired with pi[#], IZGIN 2, §§ 4—5. For the
parallel deictic element pin, see KARKAMIS Allg,
§ 11, and Commentary.

Hier. “west-east” = Phoen. “east-west”, so also
§ XXXII below; correct equivalences are given in
§ XXV, “west”, § XXX, “east”. The Hier. words seem
to be participles of verb stems pa- (“west”) and kista-
(“east”), not otherwise identified.

§ VI, 31, 33. (“DIES”)ba-li-qa, OMNIS+MI-ma: for
identification of /# and ma in these words, see Hawkins
and Morpurgo Davies, Edition, pp. 103, 106.

36. LINGEREC(- ) ha-sa-sa, also below, 192, = Phoen.
mn'm, “luxury”: cf. LINGERE((-)ha)-sa-#;, abl. sing,,
KARKAMIS Allg, §11; A23, § 6.

§ VII, 40. (*255) ka-ru-na-gi, = Phoen. ‘qrt: word to
be interpreted less from the problematic Phoen. Aapax
legomenon than from contexts of the several Hier. at-
testations — here, also ISKENDERUN, § 3; HAMA 8,
§ 2; KARKAMIS A304, § 1, MARAS 8, § 7; see Com-
mentaries there. In the last two attestations the word is
object of the vetb suwa-, “fill”. HAMA 8 and MARAS
8 have variant spellings, -&- for -r#-, while KARKA-
MIS A305 is uncertain. [See also now TELL AHMAR
5,§2].

§IX, 45-46. EXERCITUS-/&/i/#-3a EXERCITUS-
la/i/u-ni(-7): identification Hier. EXERCITUS = Cun.
ku-la-na- established by Poetto, Kadmos 21 (1982),
pp. 101 —103, thereby re-establishing Cun. Hitt.-Luw.
KARAS = kuwalana-/ kulana-. Poetto notes Hier. para-
digm as -/a/i/u-3a (nom./acc. sing. N, here), -la/i/n-
na-sag (gen. sing,, PORSUK, § 5), -la/i/u-n{ (dat. sing,
here), -la/i/u-#i (abl. sing,, TOPADA, § 8; KORKUN,
§ 6); since gen. and dat. sing. forms point to -#-stem,
the abl. forms are problematic (see TOPADA, § 8,
Commentary, with reference to Starke, Stammbildung,
§ 148). Noteworthy also is the consistent Hier. writing
with la/i/4.

§§ IX—-X. Equations Hier. EXERCITUS = Phoen.
mbnt, “army”, Hier. SCUTUM = Phoen. mgn, “shield”
(whence Latin transcriptions of logograms ) are consis-
tent with the Hitt. Empire penod equations Hier. EX-
ERCITUS = Cun. kulana- = KARAS = ku(wa)lana-
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and should be accepted, but it is notable that Hu.
reversed the order against the Phoen., where Ho.
followed it. The resulting confusion, leading to reversal
of equations, persisted throughout Meriggi’s treatment
of the passages.

53. OMNIS-MI-ma-z|a]: identified by Hawkins and
Motpurgo Davies, Edition, p. 103, as representing fani-
manza, “all” (nom./acc. sing. N); collation shows -z-
vocalization of g[4] probably to be present.

§ XI, 56. REL-pa-wé/i: the bilingual has a number of
examples of REL(-/)(-p4)-, 2 non-subordinating intro-
ductory patticle, unrepresented by a Phoen. correspon-
dence; see below, 119; 142 (Ho. only); 153; 182; 209;
303; and 309; and discussion under the last. A possible
resumptive force seems likely in 119, 142 (Ho.), 153,
182 and 209: see Commentary there. Here no such
sense is apparent.

57. (*255)pd’+ra/i-ia-ni-zi: neither logogram nor
stem serve to elucidate this word, and the Phoen. #/»
is hardly clearer (see Bron, Recherches, pp. 51—53). In-
terpret largely from context. Neumann’s proposal (Fs
Otten (1), p. 248 1.) to associate with pari(ya), “before”,
is contextually suitable, but the correspondence pé?// 'pa
now looks less likely: see KULULU 2, § 6, Commen-
tary, where a possible value 7q, is suggested. Could a
possible ma,+ra/i-ia-ni- here represent a survival from
the IInd millennium of the term marianna, denoting an
equestrian class (for which see CAD, M/1, s.v; also
now Wilhelm, R/4 VII/5—6, s.v.)? For the reading pd”,
see Introduction, Appendix 3 (p. 36 f.).

§ XII, 60. (“MALUS,”)ba//hd-ni-ia-ta(-ia), also (MA-
LUS, )ha-ni-ia-ta-sa-tara/i-, “badness” (below, 380): cf.
(MALUS,;) ha-ha-ni-wa/i-, TELL. AHMAR 1, § 20, and
Commentary. For a suggested association of the stem,
see now Starke, Stammbildung, § 243 (following Oet-
tinger ).

62. Hu. (TERRA)#z-5a-REL+ra/i // Ho. (“TERRA
+ LA+ LA Ywa/i+ ra/i-ri+i: for readings of Hu. and
Ho,, and identifications as dat. sing., see Hawkins and
Morpurgo Davies, Edition, pp. 103, 106. Also for identi-
fication of (TERRA+LA+LA)warir- with (TERRA
+ LA+ LA) walili(ta)- // waliri(ta)-, see above, 23.

§ XIII, 66. Hu. (TERRA)fs-sa-REL+ra/K-ri+i?)//
Ho. (“TERRA”) t2-5¢-REL+ ra/i-ri+ i: clear abl. sing, in
Ho,, together with demands of context, suggest that an
abl. ending be supplied or restored in Hu.; cf. Hawkins
and Morpurgo Davies, Edition, p. 103.

68. Hu. [*501] [...]-hé//Ho. *501-ha-hi: context
seems similar to JISR EL HADID frag, 3, ll. 2-3;
TELL TAYINAT 2, frag. 6, . 1; verb pethaps the same
in all cases, (PES,)*501(+RA/I)(-ha)-, where *501
represents a previously unidentified logogram (= Mer-
iggi, no. 405c). Phoen. equivalent #rg, obscute hagpax
legomenon, see Bron, Recherches, p. 53 f. for vatious inter-
pretations.

§ X1V, 69: d-ma-ga/3as: for correct identification of
case of this word (and the two following) as acc. sing.
N., see Mittelberger, Sprache 8 (1962), p.286; 9
(1963), p. 99.

70. DOMINUS-#i-z4, = Phoen. ‘dn(y), confirming
long proposed identification of logogram. Usual word
“lord” (except in titularies, see KARKAMIS Allg, § 1,
Commentary) has phonetic complements -(#a)-ni(-i)-,
nom. sing. MF (KARKAMIS A154, §21; TELL
AHMAR 1, §8 KARKAMIS Allb+¢ §9; KAR-
KAMIS Alla § 7; KARKAMIS A23, § 3; KARKAMIS
Al8e, § 6; ALEPPO 2, § 3; BOYBEYPINARI 2, §§ 2,
7); acc. sing. MF (KARKAMIS Atl4+q § 16; TELL
AHMAR 1, § 15, BULGARMADREN, § 8; SIRZL § 2);
dat. sing. (KARKAMIS A254, § 6; IZGIN 2, §§8, 9;
KARKAMIS Adq, §11; ASSUR letters d, §9; ¢
§§ 12(?), 21; BULGARMADEN §2); acc. plur. MF
(KULULU 4, § 10). For gen. sing,, -#as, see KORKUN,
§ 3, and -nis, ALEPPO 3, § 1(?); and dat. plur., -nanza,
KULULU 4, §§ 5, 6, and Commentaties there. An adj
form DOMINUS-(#a)ni(ya)- is attested here: acc. sing.
N (for which see also KARKAMIS A154, § 4; BOY-
BEYPINARI 2, § 172); also dat. sing (following clause;
KARKAMIS A6, § 8; KULULU 4, § 8); and dat. plur.
(KARKAMIS A154, § 17).

73. wu-sa-ni-hi: one verb wusany(wa)-, KARATEPE,
274 below, = Phoen. brk, “bless”; and cf. patticiple
(BONUS) usanuwamis, KARATEPE, 286 below, which
fits with this sense; as do other attestations, KULULU
4, § 10; BULGARMADAEN, §8; SIRZI, § 2 (both last
forms have -sa- suffix). The verb wsanuwa-, “bless”,
seems to be caus. of simple wasa-, “be good, dear”, for
which see BULGARMADEN, § 2, Commentary. Is the
present verb to be identified? The equivalent Phoen.
gtn” (< tn’, “erect”; see Bron, Recherches, p. 541.) sug-
gests another stem, and association with Hitt. wete-,
“build”, has been proposed (van Brock, Glhtta 46
(1968), p. 119£,; cf. Hawkins, Morpurgo Davies and
Neumann, HHL, p. [41], n. 143). However the phrase
here, sanawa usany- is so close to the wasy usanu(wa)- of
KULULU 4 and BULGARMADEN, that it seems best
to include this attestation with wsanu(wa)(sa)-, “bless”
(or the like), and accept a slight divergence from the
Phoen. This #sanu(wa)- as caus. of wasa- would be an
exact morphological parallel to Hitt. afans-, denomina-
tive formation from %, “good” (see Weitenberg,
HUS, § 188); the usage of the two is also very parallel.
For etymology, see now Starke, Stammbildung, § 235; and
for present passage Anm. 1036.

§ XV, 76. (NEPOS )ha-s#-": cleatly dat. sing,, but odd
form; for derivation, see Weitenberg, HUS, §§ 366—67,
374-75.

§ XVI. Hawkins and Morpurgo Davies, Edition, p. 107 £,
point out that Friedrich’s interpretation is undoubtedly
correct and establishes the sense of Phoen.; cf. Bron,
Recherches, p. 58 f. — but contrary to the assertion that
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the Hier. verb lacks expressed direct object, this may
be recognized in the particle chain’s -a, “it/them”.

§XVIII, 92. Hu. (“VAS”)d-te-na-sa-ma- (= Phoen.
hkmt, “wisdom”): this word seems likely to be a derived
form from (“VAS”)atri-/*atni-, “form, figure, image;
soul” (see KULULU 4, § 9, Commentary).

94.  (“BONUS” )sa-na-wa/i-sa-tara/i-ti//t: ending
identified as -ast- < -asr-, the equivalent of the Hitt.
-effar ending; see Hawkins and Morpurgo Davies, Edr-
tion, p. 107, following Neumann, Sprache 11 (1965),
p. 82ff. Cf also MALUS-ta4-sa//sé-tara/?-, “badness”
(below, 378), (MALUS,;)ba-ni-ia-ta-sa-tara/?-, “wicked-
ness” (below, 380); also (“*314”) ha-CRUS-sd-tara/7-,
Cun. Luw. battaitarr-, “frightfulness” (TELL AHMAR
1, § 12); and for a further Cun. Luw. (-Hitt.) parallel,
marsastarri-, “falsehood” (CHD, s.v.); for classification
of these forms, see Starke, Stammbildung, §§ 241 —248.

§ XIX, 96: PUGNUS(-)a/i/w-mi-té-ia (also below,
131): for the adj. and verb PUGNUS(- )/a/i/u-mi- from
this stem, sce KARKAMIS Allg, §4; A155, §§ 2, 3,
and Commentaries. The present form in -#- is iden-
tified as a participle in -(«¢)n# by Mittelberger (Sprache 9
(1963), p. 103), as is also HWI-sé-ta, “feared”, and fur-
ther ha// bé-ni-ia-ta(-ia), “evils” (Neumann, Fs Otten (1),
p. 248). The absence of any corresponding stem Jami-,
lumi- etc. in Hitt. and Cun. Luw. suggests that no
attestations of this word give a full phonetic writing,

§ XX, 102. Hu. (MALUS )é-tu-wa/i-ri+i-gi//Ho. MA-
LUS-ta4-37: problem of reconciling endings noted by
Hawkins and Morputrgo Davies, JRAS 1975/2, p. 131;
and for phonetic rendering of MALUS, see Hawkins,
An. 5t 30 (1980), pp. 150, 156 add. 3. It is clear that
different forms of the basic stem *ady-, “bad”, are
found in Cun. and Hier. Luw see NOw Starke Stammbil-
dung, § 109.

104. REL-i-#a-na (also below, 178); = Phoen. (4)- %,
“where(ver)”: see KARKAMIS Alp, § 2, Commentary.

107. Hu. ([“*¥21721)u-sa-li-zi//Ho. (“*217 Yu-sa-li-2d:
identification of %, therefore also 4, and derivation of
form from usa-, “‘bring, carry”, + -(a)/-suffix, noted by
Hawkins and Morpurgo Davies, Edition, pp. 104, 108.

§ XXI. See Hawkins, An Sz 25 (1975), p. 132 cit. 15,
elucidating the negative (NEG,, Phoen. #/); also dis-
cussing the readings Hu. PUGNUSPUGNUS-t44-%2
//Ho. ti-ta-ta, Phoen. ‘bd kn, “be servant (to)”. Other
attestations of verb PUGNUS.PUGNUS suggest that
the correspondence with the Phoen. may not be exact,
and a sense “live” is considered: see ASSUR letters,
General Commentary (B1). The question is now fur-
ther examined by Hawkins, 57807 Bh.3, Appendix 6, in
the light of new Empite Period evidence.

muksasan parni, “Mopsus’s house” (dat. sing.): for a
study of datives in -(«)san of -(2)s- gen. adjectives, see
Morpurgo Davies, An. St 30 (1980), pp. 123 f£., present
example p. 126 cit. 12

§ XXII, 114. Hu. -ma-ta//Ho. -ma-ara/i, = -mu+ ata,
“them for me”: clear example of rhotacism of pronoun
-ata, see Morpurgo Davies, KZ 96 (1982/83), p. 249
and n. 15.

§ XXIII, 119. REL(-7)-pa: for this introductory particle
see 56 above and 309 below. In the present context
§ XXIII repeats § XIX, and the particle could have a
tesumptive force, as in most of the other cases.

120. Hu. LOCUS-f4,-a-3a: Ho. has the appearance
of reversing #a4 and ta, but LOCUS-ta,/tas- (= *pita-)
elsewhere always indicates its stem with those signs, and
the signs should therefore be read in the same order
as Hu., which is epigraphically acceptable. The Phoen.
equivalent mgmm, “places”, suggests the identification
with Hitt. peda-, “place”, though a Hier. phonetic writ-
ing is not definitely identified (but cf. (LOCUS )pi-a-
ha-li-ie-, KARKAMIS A11b+, § 4, and Commentary).
For the Hier. paradigm of this word, which suggests
the consistent use of an extended form *pita(n)s
(= Lyc. pddat-), as here dat. plur.,, = *pita(n)tanza, see
KARKAMIS Allg, §§ 23—24, and A31, § 7, Commen-
taties.

122. (CASTRUM )ba+ra/i-ni-i-sa: correct order, as
against Bossert-Meriggi -sa-7.

§ XXIV, 126. REL-# + pres. tense, = Phoen. / + verbal
noun: clear example of relative as conjunction expressing
purpose; but cf. HISARCIK 1, § 3, and Commentary.

128. SOLIUM+ M/-i: for examination of this verb,
see Hawkins and Morpurgo Davies, Edition, pp. 108~
111, where M/ is argued not to be phonetic and it is
proposed that the logogram represents *zsa-, “sit, dwell”
(or perhaps asa-, see KARKAMIS Atl4+q § 10, and
Commentary ). SOLIUM £ M/- is further used to write
the simple verb “sit” in Hu. 197, 313; CIFTLIK, §§ 8-
10; KARKAMIS A2+3, § 17¢. For evidence that -M/
cannot form part of the phonetic writing of the stem,
see particularly KARKAMIS Alg, § 16; KORKUN, § 5,
with Commentary.

127. (BONUS)wa/i+ra/i-ia-ma-la: for suggested
analysis see Neumann, Fr Otten (1), p.247; Starke,
Stammbildung, § 192.

§§ XXVI-XXVII. See Hawkins, Ax St 25 (1975),
p. 132, cit. 16, elucidating negative (NEG,, Phoen. 4/);
also FRONS-%//la/i/u-, = *hantili-, “former, first”, for
which see also 279 below, and TOPADA, § 3; CEKKE,
§ 6; KARKAMIS Alls, §17, HAMA 4, §2; PA-
LANGA, §2; MALPINAR, §4. Noteworthy is the
usual writing with Jz/7/x.

135. ha//hi-ta-la-i-ta: for alternation ha-ta-li(-i)-ha, 1
sing. pret., with the present form 3 plur. pret., see
KARKAMIS Atg, § 4, with Commentary, giving other
examples.

137. REX-#- (= Phoen. mik, “king”): the Phoen.
equivalent confirmed Sayce’s original interpretation
made in 1881. For the reading of the wotrd, new evi-
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dence is available from Lycian, where the Letoon trilin-
gual has established Lyc. x#tawati = Greek Paocihes,
“king”: see Laroche, FdX VI, pp. 64, 104 ff. Laroche
had already noted the equivalence of Lyc. x#tawata with
Cun. Luw bandawata- (BSL 53 (1958), p. 182 and
n. 3 — mote cotrectly now Lyc. x#tawati = Luw. handa-
wate-). This Luw. word is pootly attested: handawates
(nom. sing. MF), handawaten (acc. sing. MF), and handa-
watahifa (abstract in -abi(sa), nom./acc. sing N) —
KUB XXXV, 123 iv 1, 7, 12, see Starke, StBoT 30,
p. 251. Laroche, FdX VI, p. 106, plausibly lined up Hier.
REX-#- with the Luw. and Lyc. stem to suggest that
the same word lies behind the Hier. writing, as indeed
seems most likely. Starke, however, starting from the
writing LUGAL-#5 (KUB IX, 31 ii 22; Zarpiya Ritual,
see StBoT 30, p. 53), and noting the presence in Hier.
of hasusari-, “queen”, considers that a cognate of Hitt.
hasiu-, “king”, lies behind the Luwian writings, and
reconstructs a form *hasuwati- (with abstract *basuwat-
abi(sa)) for the Hier. reading: see KZ 94 (1980), p. 77
and 0. 15; Stammbildung, p.172. Cf. further below,
§ LXXIII, 396, REX(-f2)-bi-sa, “kingdom”, and Com-
mentaty; also BOR, § 8, and Commentary.

§ XXVIII, 142. (Ho.). REL-#pa- (not in Hu.): for this
introductory patticle see 56 above and 309 below. In
the present context, § XXVIII repeats § XXV indicat-
ing a possible resumptive force for the particle.

144. Hu. ha-ta-li-i-ha: correct order as against Bos-
sert-Meriggi -ha-i.

§ XXX, 151. Hu. d-mi-ia-za-ta//Ho. d-mi-ga-ta: -ta doubt-
less Ortspartikel attached, unusually, to word not fitst in
clause (so Meriggi, Mannale 11/1, p. 93).

§ XXXI, 153. REL-pa: see 56 above and 309 below.
Can we detect here a resumptive force for the particle
as has been noted elsewhere, perhaps arising from the
parallelism of §§ XXX —XXXI?

155. gi-ta: considered by Hawkins and Morpurgo
Davies, Edition, p. 111, without definite conclusion.

§ XXXIII, 172. {-hapa-wa/y: particles cleatly re-
dundant as in 154, Ho. only, {-pa-wa/iy. For other
examples of such, see MARAS 4, § 7; MARAS 1, § 11?
Possibly -ba should remain: “even those places”.

“LOCUS”-tas-ta-3a(-ha) REL-ia, “(even) in the
places which ...”, guaranteed by Phoen. b-mgmm s
That “place”, *pita(n)#-, must be neuter in spite of -(#)#
suffix is clear from acc. sing. and plur. (KARKAMIS
A31, §§6, 7, see Commentary), as well as from the
present example.

174. HW1-sa-ta: the Phoen. equation of this patticiple
in -a(n)t- and its associated vetb HWZséi- (following
clause) with the root §¢', “fear”, established the mean-
ing clearly. The first sign, identified as a form of the
relative, permitted the identification of the word with
Hitt.-Luw. k#waya-, “fear”, and detivatives (Laroche,
DLL, sv; cf. BSL 55 (1960), p. 175 n. 2). The vetb

is further recognized written REL-s4- (SULTANHAN,
§17), and REL-{(4)- (KARAHOYUK, §12). Now
however it is clear that the first sign in the present
writing is in origin nothing to do with the relative
(REL): see KARKAMIS A11b+ § 8, Commentary (I
transliterate now H W7 instead of earlier REL,). It can
however be seen that some late Tabalian inscriptions
do occasionally use HWI mistakenly for REL: see
SULTANHAN, KULULU 2, BULGARMADEN, Pe-
culiarities. It seems certain that KARATEPE does the
same in the case of this verb, so the identification with
Hitt.-Luw. g#waya-, Hier. REL-{(a)- (kwaya-), REL-sa-
(kwa(ya)sa-?) still stands.

§ XXXI1V, 177. -wa/i+ra/i: can only be wa+ara<ata,
“(it), them”, antecedent ptesumably “places”, dir.
object.

179. HWi-si-i-ia (for identification of stem, see pre-
ceding clause): form certainly now to be identified as
3 sing. pres., in spite of rather odd sense; see Morpurgo
Davies, Fs Sgemerényi, pp. 597 —600.

180. “VIA’-wa/i-na: unclear whethet barwa+an, acc.
sing. ME, or harwan+a, dat. sing. Other forms of the
word show -(#)# suffix, see TELL TAYINAT 2, frag. 7
1.2; frag. 6 1. 2, and Commentary. Verb barwani-, “send”,
cleatly denominative, but of what stem? FEither case
could be translated without difficulty: either acc. sing,
MF, “to go the road”, or dat. sing. “for the road to
go”, cf. 214—216 below, “for this fortress (dat. sing.)
to build”.

181. (“PES,” Yi-#-na: the new teading 7 resulted in the
identification of the verb (“PES;”)#, “go”; see fAHL,
p. [47] and n. 163. The following paradigm can now
be assembled:

1 sing. pres., iwa/i (KULULU 1, § 15).

1 sing. pret,, (PES,) /b2 (BOYBEYPINARI 2, § 9).

3 sing. pret,, (“PES,”) i-#a (KAYSER], § 19).
(“PESy”) i+ra/i (CEKKE, §20; TOP-

ADA, §13).
3 sing,/plur. imp., (PES,) is-# (TELL AHMAR frag,
51 4).

inf., (“PES,”) ##-na (present attestation).

§ XXXV, 182. REL-ps-: for particle, see 56 above, 309
below. A resumptive force has been noted in some of
the attestations above. Could this be detected here from
the repetition of “in my days” from § XXXII above?
186. “FUSUS”(-)si-tara/i: now stands alone, since
final -# is to be transferred to next word, following
the natural order of reading. The word is identified as
“spindle” partly by recognition of Phoen. plém, partly
by the pictographic nature of the logogram, and partly
by the recognition of this clause as a common literary
topos of peace and security. The wotd is likely to be
abl,, and the case ending could be expressed by the
final -tara/i (i.e. -a#i > -ari) which would leave the stem
of the word written (-)sif(a)-, not certainly a full phon-
etic writing, Starke (Stammbildung, § 253 ) wishes to iden-
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tify the Hier. word with Hitt.-Luw. §#tar-, “spear-point”
etc. To identify this stem in the present Hier. writing, it
is then necessary either to identify the word as acc. sing.
N or dat. sing,, both of which entail difficulties for the
syntax, or to restore an abl. ending, thus si-fara/i(-#).
187. PES,.PES,(- )t4-#:: so read (-# to be read here,
as is more natural, not at end of preceding word) and
reinterpreted as 3 plur. pres., because the now frequent
attestations of the verb (PES, )PES,(-)#- show that -4-
is (part of) the stem not tense ending (3 plur. pret.):

1 sing. pres. PESy(-)ta-wa/i-i (KARKAMIS
Alg, §5).
3 sing, pres. “PES,.PES,”(-)#-ia (BOR, §4).
“PES,”(-)ta-i (SULTANHAN,
§15).
3 plur. pres. PES,.PES, (-)%-#  (present ex-
ample ).
PES,.PES,(-)#-#i  (ALEPPO 2, § 4).

3 plur. pret. “PES,.PES,”(-)t-ta (BOHCA, § 10).
PES,(-)ta-ta (HAMA 4, § 3).

PES,.PES,-# (KARKAMIS A31, § 8) presumably also
belongs here, though a less full writing. A further frag-
mentary attestation is probable on TELL AHMAR 1,
1.8, end. Melchert now proposes to identify
PES,.(PES, )(-)#- with the verb CRUS/%a-, “stand”, on
the basis of ALEPPO 2, § 4; SULTANHAN, § 15; and
especially BOHCA, § 10 (see Commentary).

Phoen. version problematic: see Bron, Recherches,
pp. 78—85, for various interpretations, also Greenfield,
Eretz-Israel 14 (1978), p. 76 (Hebrew, English sum-
mary ), and cf. Swiggers, Bi. Or. 37 (1980), p. 339 n. 14.
The interpretation of Heltzer is unconvincing (Anuario
de Filologia 8 (1982) [1984], pp. 171-175). With the
certain cortespondence FEMINA-#-2:(-ba) = §, and
the fairly established FUSUS(- )si-tara/i(-2) = dl plkm,
“with spindles”, there remains only the Hier. verb of
motion PES,.PES,(-)#-# to correspond to #/dy. The
identification of /4y, “on her own, alone”, seems plaus-
ible and could perhaps in some measure correspond to
-ha, “even”, thus Hier. “even women”//Phoen. “a
woman on her own”. This would leave # by itself or
with restoration to provide the demanded vetb of mo-
ton. All the more recherché explanations reported by
Bron are rendered less plausible by the comparatively
straightforward Hier. clause.

§ XXXVI, 194, SOLIUM-MI-ig-sa: regarded by
Hawkins and Morpurgo Davies, Edition, p. 108f., as
noun derived from verbal root asa-/ise-, “sit, dwell”.
For evidence that -M/ cannot represent a part of the
phonetic writing of the word, cf. above, 128.

§ XXXVII, 197. SOLIUM-M/-ta: cf. note to preceding
clause.

199—200. |é-ta-na-wa/i-3a-ha(URBS)
LA+ LA-za: cf. above, § V, Commentary.

|TERRA +

§ XXXIX, 207. 4-tay-ma-za: note Hawkins and Mor-
purgo Davies, Edition, p. 104, for absence of final -NJ
given by Bossert.

§ XL, 209. REL-pa-: for particle, see 56 above, 309 be-
low; this is the only occurrence where Phoen. has a
possible correspondence, namely £, “as, since”. The
possible resumptive force noted for the Hier. particle
could depend here on the clause resuming the sense
of § XXXVIIIL.

212. (DEUS)CERVUS,-ze-sd//Phoen. rip sprm: the
Hier. Stag-God Rungas is known as the late form of
Hitt. Empite PKAL (= Kurunta), who was already at
this date identified with ReSeph, especially in the latter’s
Hurrianized form, IrSappa, in the Ugarit god-lists (see
Nougayrol and Laroche, Ugaritica V, pp. 57, 521). One
would suppose that the epithet gpr attached here to
Reseph was intended to define the god more closely to
bring him into line with the established character of the
Stag-God as the god of wild beasts. In this context
“(he- )goats” seems more suitable than “birds”: Weip-
pert, ZDMG Suppl. 1 (1969), p. 210 £; contra, Bron, Re-
cherches, pp. 88, 185.

214-216. zati harnisi *tamuna, “for this fortress to
build (it)”: see Hawkins and Morpurgo Davies, Edition,
p. 112 for construction; cf. also above, § XXXIV, Com-
mentatry; and KARKAMIS Alg, §23, and Com-
mentary.

§§ XLI-XLVII, 217-260. Passage represented in Hu.
by fragment of an orthostat (element 6) and a partially
reconstituted base (element 7a); in Ho. conceivably by
frag. 23 S and by part of the last word at the beginning
of element 5. The numbering of the clauses (Roman)
and the words (Arabic) is taken from the Phoenician
text (word count not accurate). In the discussion be-
low, §§ XLIV—XLVII ate taken in the reverse ordet,
proceeding from the secure to the less secure.

§ XLI, 217. [...]-#4: may represent the end of the par-
ticle chain. If so, -#4 should represent -aza, “it” (the for-
tress, = Phoen. -y), rather than -ta Ortpartikel —
“build” does not usually take Ortspartike/ (§§ XIX,
XXXVIII, XL, but cf. § XXIII, also § LXVI, as against
§§ LXXI, LXXII). The height of the line estimated
from the two other restored words may suggest a re-
stotation such as [amu-hawata.

219. [...]44[.. .]: if the fragment really corresponds to
the Phoen. passage, this should represent [(DEUS)
TONITRUS-44]-ta-[#], “by Tarhunzas [and Runzas]”.
For the height of the line demanded by such a restora-
tion, cf. Hu,, § I, especially 5.

§ XLVIIL Remains of this clause in Hu,, also Ho,, pro-
vide a reasonable correspondence to Phoen.

2la4-...]: Phoen. b/ krntryf elsewhete corresponds to
Tarbunzas arba usanwwamis, but it does not seem possible
to accommodate this epithet, which normally follows
the god’s name, here. It thus seems necessary to identify
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the sign as gay (cf. Hu. 69; Ho. 275, 284 ), and to sup-
pose that it is used to write the demonstrative gw-, thus
2[a4-na) |(DEUS YTONI[TRUS- h#-ga-na), “this Tarhun-
zas (acc. sing,)”.

§ XLVI. This repeated clause (cf. §XXXIX) was
clearly not present in Hu.

§ XLV. This repeated clause (cf. § XXXVIII) finds an
obvious correspondence between the traces in Hu. and
the Phoen., though it is not clear that an exact word-
for-word match can be reconstructed from the Hier.

|2[#-pa/ba-wa/i)-" this would provide the exact
equivalence Hier. z4- (acc. sing. N) = Phoen. g, “this”,
but it is not certain that the 2z does not belong as the
final sign of the last word of the preceding clause. If
so, restore simply |a-[wa/7], and accept that Phoen. g
has no corresponding Hier. word.

§ XLIV. It is vexing that the reconstructed inscription
just fails to reach back far enough to indicate the cor-
rect reading of the crux in the Phoen.

|-mi-[ia-3a] |(“DIES” ba-li-[ia-3a] (ot ha-ii-[ia)-z[a]):
occurs repeatedly as equivalent of Phoen. &-ymyy, as
again here (cf. 30—31, 160161, 183—184, 189—190).

#-zi-i-[...]: apparently, but not certainly, verb i%i(ya)-,
“make”, which usually corresponds to Phoen. p7,
where Phoen. £&# usually corresponds to asa-, “be”.
However &z twice corresponds to igiyaru, “let it be-
come” (306, 315), and a similar correspondence may
be sought here. Required sense is “... was not made
for Adanawa”, 3 sing./plur. pret. med.-pass. Such forms
are very rare but pres. 7z#yar, “is made”, seems to occur
twice (see MARAS 14, § 5, and Commentary). No pret.
med.-pass. examples have however been identified, nor
is it clear what forms these would have taken.

Phu.(A): mtm Fdnmym Il b-ymty: the Statue insctription
(C) vaties the order to mtm Ul b-ymty l-dnnym. The latter
text was published first, which resulted in scholars per-
sisting in attempts to interpret m#»// as one word, and
after the appearance of Phu,, to treat its text as corrupt:
see Bron, Karatepe, pp. 14£,, 20, 91-93. This hardly
seems justified, and it is surely better, with Donner and
Réllig (KAI* 11, p. 42), and Gibson (7551 3, p. 60), to
follow Levi della Vida in identifying / as a sepatate
word, “night”, thus “there was never for the DNNYM
night in my days”. The form of the Hier. clause sug-
gested by what remains is: “[For Adanawa never did
night] occur (“be made”) in my days”. The initial traces
of a sign could belong to the word “night”, and if so it
is most regrettable that the full word was not recovered,
both to establish the teading of the Phoen. and to pro-
vide the Luwian word for “night”.

§ XLVIIIL. The means by which the obscute Phoen.
may be brought into line with the straightforward Hier.
are argued in detail by Morpurgo Davies and Hawkins,
Hethitica 8 (1986), pp. 270—272. The results ate the

identification of the
Hier.//Phoen.:

conjunction: wa- // w-

subject: (“FLUMEN” )baparis OMNIS-mis, “every

tiver-land” // &/ h-mskt.

vetb:  (CRUS)tia (intrans., + infinitive) // yk

(yiphil, trans.)

infinitive //direct object: igistuna // bh

object of inf.//indirect object: -an // /

261—-2063. wa+an iistuna taia, lit. “and there shall
stand to honour him”: for construction and idiom, see
Hawkins and Morpurgo Davies, Edition, p. 112 (ta-,
“stand” + infinitive = “begin to do something”); also
Morpurgo Davies, Fs Sgemerényi, pp. 592, 598 —600.

265. Hu. (“FLUMEN?” )bd-pa+ra/i-sé // Ho. FLU-
MEN-pari-i-sa:  doubtless to be associated with
(FLUMEN.REGIO )bapat(a)i- (HAMA 1-3, § 2, see
Commentary); and FLUMEN-pa-#- (KARKAMIS
A12, §6), Hitt. hapati- (= KUR ID, “river-land”).
There is no reason why the KARATEPE form should
not be simply a rhotacized form of the last. This re-
cognition should provide a secute basis for the inter-
pretation of Phoen. h-mskt.

Phoen. version thus to be interpreted by reference
to the Hier. (see Hawkins and Morpurgo Davies, Hethi-
tica 8, pp. 272, 289 ff. nn. 14—15):

“All the river-lands (k! h-mskt) will make come (ylk)
to him (/) a sacrifice (gbb) ...”

266—267. (“ANNUS” )u-si (“ANNUS” \pd’ +ra/i(-i):
= Phoen. gbh ymm, lit. “sactifice of days”, ie. “annual
sacrifice”, as the corresponding Heb. phrase appears to
mean (Bron, Recherches, p. 99). Hier. usi, “year” (dat.
sing. ) confirms the “annual” sense of the Heb./Phoen.
phrase. pd’+ra/i(-i) is generally unclear, both as to
reading and interpretation. Melchert now, in the context
of re-reading pd° as ma,, compares the present phrase
with the difficult Hitt. expression MU meani(af): see
An. St 38 (1988), p. 38 n. 14. Hitt. meani(as) is now
exhaustively examined in CHD 3/3 (1986), p. 229 {f.
Certainly the present phrase would fit very well with
some of the Hitt. usages. For the reading p4’, see Intro-
duction, Appendix 3 (p. 36 f).

269-272. Scasonal Festivals. Phoen. has “time of
ploughing” (4rf) and “reaping” (4s), ie. autumn
(Oct.—Nov.) and summer (Jul.) (Hoffner, Al Heth.,
pp- 41 ff,, 24 ff.). Corresponding Hier. has (*486) REL-
tu-na and “VITIS”(-)hd+ra/i.

271, “VITIS”(-)hd+ra/i: the logogram elsewhere
determines only words connected with the vine, wiyani-,
“vine”; matu-, “wine”; tuwarsa-, ‘“vineyard”; tipariya-,
“wine-god”; also sarlata-, “libation”; (-)hd+ra/i, other-
wise unattested, perhaps not fully written, presumably
dat. sing, like REL-##-#a. A combination of the context
and the logogram suggests “vintage”, i.e. Sept.—Oct.
(Hoftner, AL Heth., p. 39); Melchert now proposes an
etymology, associating the stem with Hitt. Aalki-,
“grain”, and further with Hier. (*69)ba+ra/i-3a (AS-

following correspondences,
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SUR letter b, §6, and Commentary): see KZ 101
(1988), pp. 220—224 cit. 5.

269. (“*486”) REL-t#-na: Phoen. “ploughing” and
“reaping”, against Hier. “vintage” already suggests a
sufficiently inexact cortespondence to cast doubt on
this word. The ending may be satisfactorily regarded as
dat. sing., verbal noun, parallel to infinitive, i.e. “at the
...ing”". The stem itself has two possible points of en-
try: (1) pictographic content of logogram *486, repre-
senting presumably an agricultural implement, but this
could be e.g. “plough” or “sickle”; (2) etymology of
REL-#, i.e. *&wit- or *kwat-, might possibly give some
indication. If both should point to “cutting”, this would
align REL-#-na with Phoen. gg7, thus offerings at the
harvest; leaving Hier. “vintage” to align with Phoen.
b5, “ploughing”, which, although discrepant, at least
have the advantage of being at approximately the same
time of year.

§ XLIX, 276—277. If Phoen. and Hier. adhered to same
word order, the correspondences would be sa-pi-sa-tas-
(and var.) = hym, “life”; ha-ti+ra/i- (and var.) = S,
“health, peace”. But this is not a reliable basis for equa-
tion: for differing orders, see “mother and father”
(§III); “west and east” (§V, also § XXXII); “cutting
(?) and vintage” (§ XLVIII); “sheep and oxen” (§ LV);
“moon and sun” (§ LXXV).

Bu. biti+ra/i-tii // Ho. halUDEX+RA/I-ri+i:
word recurs in QH:TLIK, § 16; KARKAMIS A5a, § 2.
In general the meaning “life” is approptiate. Could the
root pethaps be associated with Hitt. *baddul-, “health”,
and derivatives?

Hu. sa-pi-si-tas-ri+i // Ho. si-pi-sa-ara/i-ri+i: doubt-
less to be associated with sa-pi-su+ra/i- (ASSUR letters,
d§3,¢§2, /42§ 2) in the context of greeting formula
“sapisura/i (be) unto you”, thus perhaps corresponding
better to s/m, “peace”. The basic stem sapis- would
thus show different suffixes: (1) -ate- (>-ara-); (2) -ur
(<-#(wa)r?).

§ L. See Hawkins, .An St 25 (1975), p. 149, app. 1A,
elucidating SUPER +r2/7-//li FRONS-la/i/u// li--, sarl
hantilz-, “highly pre-eminent”. Note also the informative
writing OMNIS-MInii-ma-3a, = ‘tanimanga, ibid.,
p. 151, n. 18.

§ LI, 284. Ho. (DEUS) TONITRUS-b#,-344-: the sign
hu, (HH no. 342) is probably just a variant of bx (HH
no. 307); cf. Introduction, p. 34, Discarded Values (4%).
287. Hu. za-si//Ho. za-i-si-i: latter one of only two
occasions where stem of demonstrative is written -7
cf. KARKAMIS Alg, § 25, and Commentary. Here the
- could conceivably be attached to the previous word
to give ending -m/7-sd; order would be odd and difficult
but not quite unparallelled. Alternatively it could be an
isolated example of / written instead of # as a space-
filler or word-ender as in the ASSUR letters, also
MARAS 1, ISKENDERUN, KARKAMIS A54 etc.

289. Ho. DEUS.§4,-zi: Mittelberger (Spracke 8
(1982), p. 280) plausibly reads DEUS-SANL, ie. $4,
is a rebus from (84, )sani-, “overturn”.

291-292. Hu. “LONGUS”-tas-ia (DIES)hi-li-ia
//Ho. (“LONGUS”)a+ra/i-ia |(“DIES”)bd-li-id: cf.
la+ra/i-ia |ba-li-i (pure phonetic writing, CIFTLIK,
§ 17, and Commentary; also BOR, § 11). For the cutious
form “LONGUS”-#45-i2, cf. perhaps LONGUS(-)z-
ia(-)sa-ha-na (IVRIZ 1, §2, and Commentary), both
possibly representing an extended form *ara-(#)fe-. Al-
ternatively, the explanation considered by Hawkins and
Morpurgo Davies, Edition, p. 112{., namely a pseudo-
archaic reversal of rhotacism, teplacement of r by 4, is
possibly correct.

293. Hu. mi-/Ho. mi- provides the sole evidence for
a syllabic value for the latter sign, //H no. 387. The sign
occurs commonly in the writing of “servant”, *387-#2,/
tas-, where in fact it may be logographic, and otherwise
only rarely: see above, § I, 6, Commentary.

295—296. sa-na-wa/i-si-ha-wa/i td-mi-hi-si: Hawkins
and Morpurgo Davies have argued (Heshitica 8 (1986),
pp. 272-275) that both wotds in this phrase are to be
identified as acc. sing. N, and that famibisa is an abstract
formation in -bi(¢)-, and the exact correspondence to
Hitt. fam(m)etar, “abundance”. If this is established,
Bron’s interpretation of the Phoen. equivalent 7' as
“old age” must be discarded. For sa-na-wa/i-si as
(nom.) acc. sing. N, see TELL TAYINAT 2, frag. 2,
1.1, §iv, and Commentary; also ASSUR letter ¢, § 21,
Commentary.

Starke now rejects the comparison of famibisa with
Hitt. tam(m )etar, stressing the presence of the -wa con-
nective in this phrase and the difficulty of comparing
tamibisa with the normal abstract forms in -abi(sa)
(pers. comm., 26/2/88, and see now Stammbildung,
Anm. 1397 a). He prefers to interpret: “und gut (wird
sein) zamibis”. But actually -we is used elsewhere to
mark the final element in a coordinated series: see KA-
RATEPE, § LXXIII; KARKAMIS AG, § 20. Also par-
allelism with the Phoen. w- 5 n'mt, “... and good
r£'t”, leads one to expect simply a further pair adj. +
noun. As for the termination -##(sa) instead of the reg-
ular -ahi(sa), this does indeed call for an explanation.
We have pointed out that Hitt. fam(m)etar, which is no
doubt an abstract noun paired with the straightforward
fyatar (itself paralleled by Cun. Luw. s#nabifa), has an -¢-
vowel instead of the expected -#- found in -atar ab-
stracts. Since Hitt. -¢- is regulatly reflected in Luw. -7,
the coincidence between the two similar forms with
equivalent phonetic irregularities, Hitt. zam(m)etar and
Hiet. tamibisa, is so striking that it would seem perverse
to deny the connection.

§ LII, 299. “FULGUR”-Ad-sd: logogram determines pr
ba-mi- (KARKAMIS Al1b+¢, § 14, and Commentary),
stem identified with Hitt. piba-, = logogram HILHI,
“lightning”, an interpretation which agrees well with the
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Hier. pictogram. Present form best identified as pzbas( +
sa), L.e. -s-stem noun, paralleled in Hitt. pibasf{(assi)-, also
PNN Pibasiamuwa-, Pibasdu- (see Starke, Stammbildung,
§58; cf. Cun. Luw. tap-pa-ai-fa, “sky”, = tappas+sa,
nom./acc. sing. N, Hier. (CAELUM) ftipa-sdi
(KORKUN, § 9). The postulated Hier. pikas, lit. “light-
ning”, = Phoen. g, “power, strength”, indicates trans-
ferred sense “brilliance, effulgence” as royal attribute;
“victory” perhaps suitable equivalent in translation. Cf.
also Hawkins, in Meijer, Natural Phenomena, pp. 71—73.

§ LIII. For correct analysis of the structure of this
clause see Mittelberger, Spracke 9 (1963), p. 107.

303. REL(-/)-pa: for recurring introductory particle,
see above, 56. The present example was cited by Haw-
kins and Motpurgo Davies, Edition, p. 113, as the clear
example of this particle being non-subordinating since
followed by verb in imperative. A possible resumptive
force has been noted for most of the attestations above.
Here, where the present and the following clause are
both introduced by it, its use may point to the paral-
lelism between §§ LIII and LV.

307. (DEUS)BONUS-sq, = Phoen. i latter argued
by Ginsberg to mean “grain”, not “plenty” (LANES 5
(1973), p.138), which fits well with Hier. evidence,
since the “good God”, named Kuparmas, is to be iden-
tified with Kumarbi, the earlier Hurr. grain god; see
KARKAMIS Al1s, § 9, Commentary.

308. Hu. (DEUS)VITIS-s4 // Ho. (DEUS)VITIS-
#-t // Phoen. #rf: Hier. logograms indicating “god-
vine” confirm Phoen. identification “wine”. Wine-god’s
name appeats as Tipariyas (see KARKAMIS Allg, § 9,
Commentary); phonetic (-)#-#(-) in Ho. quite unex-
plained.

§ LIV, 313. Hu. SOLIUM+M/-sé-i // Ho. (SOLIUM)
-sa-nt-wa/i-ti: see Hawkins and Morpurgo Davies, Edi-
tion, p. 108 £, for proposal to identify form in Hu. as 3
sing. pres. of the simple verb from caus. #sanu-, i.e. *isa-
(or asa-, Hawkins, An. Sz 31 (1981), p. 151), “sit”, =
Phoen. ys& (piel); for ending in -7, cf. Morpurgo Davies,
Fs Sgemerényi, pp. 584 £., 604. The caus. (trans.) form of
the verb in Ho. could have as understood subject an
indefinite 3 sing., “(the nations (that}) one makes
dwell (in it)”.

§§ LVI-LVIIL, 320, 322, 324. ma-wa/i-3a ... ma-pa-wa/i
.. ma-pa-wa/i: Hawkins and Morpurgo Davies, Edition,
p. 113 £, pointed out that no initial me could possibly
represent the well-known man ... man, “whether ... or”,
since the clauses have verbs in the imperative; and since
the thrice repeated Phoen. &-rbm, “much”, or the like,
had no other possible Hier. correspondence than the
thrice-repeated ma-, the latter should be explained by
reference to the former. It was then shown that man
was indeed the expected form nom./acc. sing N of
mayi- (ma’i-), the established Luw. cognate of Hitt.
mekks-, “much”; cf. also ma(n) ... ma(n), AKSARAY,

§§ 2—3, and Commentary. For an alternative explana-
tion, see now Melchert, Studies Cowgill (1987), p. 184
n. 5.

320. ma-wa/i-ga: -3a most easily explained as repre-
senting enclitic pronoun, 1 plur., -a(#)zga, form largely
confined to ASSUR letters, but also see MARAS 4,
§§ 7(?), 14.

§§ LIX—-LXXV. Treated in detail by Hawkins and
Morpurgo Davies, Edition (first part), pp. 125—130;
this involved some redividing of words and clauses and
consequent renumbering against the editions of Stein-
herr and Meriggi — see above, under Editions (p. 48),
for comparative table of numbering, In view of the
often considerable differences of division and inter-
pretation offered by Hawkins and Morpurgo Davies,
the main equivalences argued in our Edition are re-
peated here.

§LIX, 331. REX-te-ti-i = b-mlkm, “from (among)
kings”.

332. REL+ra/i = “m, “if”.

333. REL-sa-ba // mik, “anyone//king”.

§ LX, 335. 'ICAPUT-#-s¢ = g, “(person), prince”.

§ LXI. Correspondence not exact:
CAPUT-ti-ia-3a d-tay-maza // ‘dm S$m, “manly
(ptincely ) name // man of name”.

§ LXIL. Hier. switches to direct speech, as also in
§ LXVIII below; for identification of 4-sas-ga-, “say,
pronounce”, see Hawkins and Morpurgo Davies, Edi-
tion, pp. 127, 132£; ASSUR letters, General Commen-
tary (A). Phoen. does not switch to direct speech, and
thus lacks any equivalent to these clauses; also verbs
and pronouns of §§ LXIII-LXIV and §§ LXIX~LXX
are 1 sing, (Hier.) // 3 sing, (Phoen.).

§ LXI1I1, 340—341. ARHA “*69”(-)i-ti-wa/i = ymb, “1/
he will delete”.

342-343. (LITUUS )a-ga-ti-wa/i-té-sé d-tas-ma-ga =
im “twd, “Azatiwatas’s name”,

344. PORTA-la-na-ri+i = b-{'r, “from the gate(s)”.
Note that Ho. lacks -7+, which must be restored.

345. 2i-na // 2, “(on the one hand), here // this”.

§ LXIV, 347-348. d-ma-3a d-tag-ma-za = $m, “my //
(his ) name”.

349—-350. a-ta tu-pi-wa/i // §t, “1 shall incise // he
puts”.

§LXV, 352. (VAS)d-la/i/u-na-zaia = ybwd, ‘“he
covets”.

353-354. “CASTRUM >-ni-si qa-ti = h-grt g, “this
fortress/city”.

§LXVI, 356-357. a-ta AEDIFICARE+MI: //ys’,
“blocks up (?) // tears out”.

358—-359. “PORTA’-la-na a-ia = h-i'r g, “these
gates//this gate”.
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For form AEDIFICARE + M/, see Morpurgo Da-
vies, Fs Szemerénys, p. 590.

§ LXVIL, 361. REL-ia = s, “which”.
362. i-gi-tas = p'l, “made”.

§ LXVIII. See above § LXIIL

§ LXIX, 368. i-gr-i-wa/i = ypl, “I//he will make”.

366. wa/i+ra/i-la-ia // g, “own, proper // other,
alien”.

Hawkins and Morpurgo Davies, Edition, p. 129, pro-
posed to combine wa/i+ ra/i-la-ia here with Cun. Luw.
(-Hitt.) waralli- // niwaralli- to support the interpreta-
tion as “own, proper // not-own, alien, hostile” (for
semantic range of the latter, cf. Akk. nakru, “foreign,
alien, strange, hostile” ). This still seems a very satisfac-
tory interpretation, pace the remarks of Meriggi and
Poetto, Gs Kronasser, p. 103 f,; see especially Hawkins,
An. St 31 (1981), p. 174 £; Starke, Stammbildung, p. 452,
and Anm. 1632; and the recurrence of the word warali-
in TOPADA, § 32, and the comparable TELL TAYI-
NAT 2,1. 1, frag. 2, § iv; also BOYBEYPINARI 2, § 13.
Here the Hier. phrase warali- igi-, “make own, i.e. appro-
priate (to oneself)”, is reversed in the differently
phrased Phoen. to p7 g7, “make other, ie. alienate
(from someone )”.

367. “PORTA’-la-na = (/)§r. The Phoen. /- has
caused difficulty (see Bron, Recherches, p. 117), but the
Phoen. may now be interpreted in the light of the clear
Hier. For p/ /-, “make into”, cf. above, § III, “made me
as father ...”; p*/ g1, “gate of a stranger” corresponds
fairly to Hier. “(make) the gate (my) own”.

§ LXX. See above, § LXIV.

§LXXI, 374. (“VAS”)é-la/i/u-namati = b-hmdl,
“from envy”.

375—-376. a-ta AEDIFICARE-MI-ri+ii // ys": see
above, § LXVL

§ LXXII, 378. MALUS-fay-sa-tara/i-ri+i = b-in’t, “from
bad/hatred”. Cf. above, 102, for note on rendering(s)
of MALUS.

380. (MALUS,)ba-ni-ia-ta-sa-tara/i-ti = b-r', “from
evil”. For ending -sa-tara/i-, cf. (“BONUS”)sa-na-wa/?-
sa-tara/i-, above, § XVIII, 94.

§ LXXIII, 386—387. ARHA MANUS/“*69”(- )i-ti-tu
//mb, “delete”; as in § LXIII above. Steinherr’s edition
of Ho. (lion, see photograph, Or. NS 28 (1959), Tab.
LV Abb. 25) gives “PES”(-)i-ti-#4-, but also an unex-
pected MAGNUS over the following (DEUS )i-ia-sd.
Examination of the photograph suggested, and colla-
tion confirms, that Steinherr mistakenly divided the
sign *69 into PES and MAGNUS., Elsewhere the verb
(-)i-ti-, “delete” is determined by *69 (KARATEPE,
341; TELL AHMAR 1, § 27, TELL AHMAR 2, § 23;
also KARKAMIS A5g, § 14?; cf. also TELL AHMAR,

frag. 8), except the present Hu. attestation, where MA-
NUS may be identified as a more pictographic version
of *69.

For the correspondences of the Hier. and Phoen.
gods, see Weippert, ZDMG Suppl. I (1969), esp. pp.
197 ££.; and criticism by Bron, Recherches, pp. 182 —189.

395-396. Hu. d-pa REX-bi-sd//Ho. d-pa-si REX-ta-
hi-sa = h-mmikt h’": Phoen. noun and congruent demon-
strative pronoun clearly sing, (fem. ), so also Hier. form,
abstract in -(a )i +sa), thus acc. sing. N, and its con-
gruent d-pa. Ho’s REX-ta-hi-sa reveals more of the stem
and doubtless corresponds to Cun. Luw. bantawatahisa
{so Laroche, FAX VI, pp. 104 —106; pace Statke, KZ 94
(1980), p. 77 n. 15; cf. also REX-#- = hantawati-, above,
137); Ho’s d-pa-sé more problematic beside the easily
identifiable 4-pa, former identified by Hawkins and
Morpurgo Davies, Edition, p. 129, as gen. sing., “his”,
but perhaps simply an error. For a different grammati-
cal analysis of the phrase, which is central to a different
view of the neuter particle -5z, see Starke, Stammbildung,
§ 19 with Anm. 85.

Phoen. ¥ "dm $m: no Hier. correspondence, and in-
deed inappropriate to context.

§ LXXIV, 401 -402(?). Hu. POST-na-wa/i ARHA™ //
Ho. POST-#a-ha-wa/i: the Ho. reading without ARH.A
should be taken as the correct text (since ARHA has
no apparent function), and Hu. as an error to be
emended accordingly (or perhaps read POST-#a- “ha-
wa/i?). POST-na, “after(wards), in future” should
probably be the Hier. correspondence of the problem-
atic Phoen. s, for which see Bron, Recherches, p. 123.
403. (“CRUSC?)ta-za-tn//ykn, “let it stand//be”.
404 —405. ara/i-zi(-) OMNIS-ML-3i // I-“Im, “for all
ages // to eternity”. The word ara/i-, “age, time” is now
recognized elsewhere: HAMA 4, §§ 10, 12, 13; KAR-
KAMIS A184, § 2, and parallel passages, see Commen-
taries; also identified with Cun. Luw. ars-, see ibid.

§ LXXV, 410. REL-77+7 = km, “as like”.
412, “CRUS”-i: no Phoen. correspondence ex-
pressed, but understand verb “(is)”.

KARATEPE. The Syllabary.

For tables showing the Regular Syllabary and Alter-
native Syllabograms, see Cambel, Karatepe-Aslantas, Ap-
pendix III, p. 90 f.

The seript is incised, and as sign_forms both monumen-
tal and cursive forms are used, the common signs with
two forms appearing frequently in either form: e.g 7a,
ta, sa, na, ma; though mu and # are found only in the
monumental form (except perhaps in 142b). Most no-
table peculiarity is a monumental form of ma which is
easily confused with sa: see words 33, 53, 69 (Hu.) 92,
114, 281 (Ho.). Word-dividers are frequent.

Syllabary is notable for number of rare syllabograms
used, both those found in other inscriptions and those
confined to KARATEPE. Since these normally corre-
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spond to a sign of established value in the other vet-

sion, their reading does not present much problem. The

following may be noted:

B T4NA4 (10, 14, 20, 22, 32, 125, 154, 162, 198) =
~ta-na (199).

BONUS for wa/i (21, 84, 196, 295, 303).*

i (31, 107, 278); also TOPADA, §§ 6, 32.

LINGERE for ga4 (69, 275, 281, 284); also KAR-
KAMIS A21, § 4 (?).

VIR for 7 (102, 107, 136); also KULULU 4, § 3.

sa, = sa (106); also KULULU 3, § 1; KULULU 4,

§§ 1, 8, 10, 11; KULULU 5, §§ 3, 7d, 13; KAYS-

ERI, §§1, 5 7; TOPADA, §§4, 17, 19, 28,

BOHCA, § 1.

4= kQ07).

mé = ma (127, also 374?).

SOLIUM+ 4 for #4 (131, 283, 292, 310); also KAY-
SERI, §§ 5, 18.

©6 Wi

1@6@

SOLIUM+RA/I for ri+i = #-i (156, 277); also
KAYSER], § 7.

OCCIDENS for 72 (297).

mi (132, 151, 286); also KULULU 3, § 2; TOP-
ADA, §§ 6, 10, 17, 31, 33.

AVIS for gy (139, 293).

r4 (175, 280, 315).

PRAE fot pari = pa+ra/i (264); also HAMA 4,
§1, RESTAN/QAL'AT EL MUDIQ, §1;
HAMA 8, § 1; BABYLON 1, § 1.

=

NP O S

# IUDEX+RA/I for tara/i, = ti+ra/i (277); also
KARKAMIS A5g, § 2; CIFTLIK, § 16.

AA REGIO for , (283, 325).

& hu, = bu (284) probably variant sign form..

% mi = mi (293)

s = tu (283, 297, 321); also TOPADA, §§ 18, 20.

® # = 4(15,54,83, 89,103, 293); also AKSARAY,

§ 8; SHEIZAR, § 1.

* The new seal impression inscriptions from Bogazkoy 199091 confirm Nowicki’s proposal to recognize the sign /H no. 320 as the Empire Period
form of HH no. 165 (see Fs Neumann (1982), p. 231): an Empire Period seal usage of BONUS with phonetic value #4/i is thereby confirmed.

I.2-4. KARATEPE 2-4

Location. Orthostat fragment and two bases, the last
in sitw in the south wall of the western gate-chamber of
the South Gate at Karatepe-Aslantas; the first two of
uncertain provenance but apparently associated with
the in situ piece.

Description. The # sitn base inscription of the South
Gate, KARATEPE 4, bears two clauses of sinistroverse
inscription, beginning with one word placed on the left
end of an otherwise uninsctribed base block and ending
before the left end of the adjoining block, leaving a
blank space after it. The reason for this cutious placing
demands consideration. The other two pieces have
been partially reassembled from scattered fragments.
KARATEPE 2 consists of part of the two first lines of
an inscription running sinistroverse-dextroverse, and
the bottom left-hand corner with sinistroverse writing
which is thus the end of the piece and part of an odd-
numbered line, 1. 3, or more likely, 1. 5. The piece is
most easily reconstructed as part of a five-line ortho-
stat, narrower than most orthostats, though wider than
the usual binders. KARATEPE 3 is reconstructed as a
base-block of the regular size in the western gate-cham-
ber of the South Gate, completely occupied with a
sinistroverse inscription. Reasons for associating the
two unprovenanced reconstructed pieces with the i situ
base block are given below.

Dimensions: see Halet Cambel, Karatepe-Aslanta;.

Condition: KARATEPE 2-3 as preserved, clear,
KARATEPE 4, complete, undamaged.

Script, sign forms, peculiarities, word-dividers: as for
KARATEPE 1 (p. 67).

Discovery. As noted, KARATEPE 4 excavated i situ;
KARATEPE 2 and 3 reconstructed from scattered
fragments. For details see Halet Cambel, Kararepe-
Aslantag, pp. 35—37.

Publication. KARATEPE 2 and 3 for first time by
Halet Cambel, Karatepe-Asiantas, p. 35f. and pls. 108—
111 (photographs, copies).

KARATERPE 4, Bossert, Belleten 18 (1954), p. 32 and
Abb. 8 (photograph), 9 (text in linear arrangement);
now Cambel, op. cit, p.36, pl 112 (photographs,
copy).

Editions (KARATEPE 4 only). Laroche, $yria 35
(1958), pp.275—283, with fig. 5 (recopy); Meriggi,
Studi ... Levi della Vida 11 (1956), p. 1291, fig, 2 (re-
copy); id., Manuale 11/1 (1967), p. 99 £, no. 24.5.

Content. The three pieces are the only Hier. inscrip-
tions found at Karatepe-Aslantas which are not part of
the great bilingual, hence their designation as IXARA-
TEPE separate inscriptions. This fact on its own sug-
gests that they may be associated. KARATEPE 2 with
its one preserved clause effectively summarizes the
whole long bilingual, but, notably, is the only passage
from Karatepe to present Azatiwatas in the 3td person
instead of the 1st. KARATEPE 3 surprisingly intro-
duces another authority besides Azatiwatas, whose
name is largely lost, but whose titles (River-Lotd,
He[ro]), ethnic affiliation ([the city?] Zi[...]), and pat-
ronym ((M)ukatalas’s son) are fairly preserved, and
who is apparently the subject of a verb in the second
short clause. The long known KARATEPE 4 was, be-



The Inscriptions: 2—4. KARATEPE 2-4 69

fore the appearance of KARATEPE 3, difficult to
understand. With wide blank spaces on either side, it
appeared to be complete and self-contained, yet the
first clause did not appear to have any connection with
the second, a sctibal signature of the usual kind, nor
was it easy to understand on its own — the connectives
do not look like initial ones and no subject is apparent.
These difficulties could be remedied by taking it as a

Transliteration

KARATEPE 2

§1  |zelwa/il “CASTRUM”-z[a}lx] wa/i-su[...Jna AEDIFICARE + M[-

ma-ta {(OCULUS Yd-g[a]-[f]i-w[a/7)-ta]...

§2
KARATEPE 3

§1 |FLUMEN.DOMINUS-iz-s[d}-" 'sa-]...]x |HE[ROS] |3#]...]x-[w]a/i-
ni-saf(URBS)?] () u-ka-|FRATER-/a-sa |(INFANS )ni-mu-wa /i-3a-sd

§2  wla/i]-ta ARHA |[#}-s4-[1a?]-
KARATEPE 4

§1 REL-pa-wa/i (“PORTA”)ku-ri-pi-ia+ ra/i URBS) |PRAE-; |pi-ia-ta-

#a(URBS) PUGNUS.PUGNUS-#

§2 |za-ia-pa-wa/i SCRIBA-la-li-ia "'DEUS-ni-i-sé 'DEUS-na-(OCULUS )d-
za-mi-sé-hi |(“CAPERE + SCALPRUM” )REL.-z4-1a

continuation of KARATEPE 3 (see below, Com-
mentary ).

Date. As for KARATEPE 1: appatently beginning of
7th century B.C.

Text, Photographs. See Halet Cambel, Karatepe-
Aslantas (above, Publication).

Translation

This fortress ... Azatiwatas built.
[-..

-(m)|4* d-gati  ...] he/they will love/eat !

The River-Lotd Sa]...], the He[ro]
of [the city?] Zi[...}, (M )ukata-
las’s(?) son.

[He] brough[t] away,

and (from) before (the gate of) the
city Kurupiya(ra/i) he ...-ed the
city Piyata.

These writings Masanis and Masan-
azamis incised.

Commentary

KARATEPE 2

§ 1. [x] wa/i-su[...]na: [x] conceivably the tip of the for-
watd-pointing horn of a large ox-head following sz,
which would permit a reading wa/i-su-{u}na. Resulting
word would look like infinitive of vetb wasx#-, for which
see BOHCA, § 2, and Commentary; sense, “to adorn”?

§2. ...(m)# d-za-ti: amount of space lost at top of
line will depend on whether the fragment represents
1. 3 almost joining the upper fragment, or 1. 5, which
would permit more space. In latter case, there could
have been space for [LITUUS] or [OCULUS], identi-
fying verb as “love” rather than “eat”.

KARATEPE 3

§ 1. Identification as title + personal name + epithet
+ ethnicon + patronym seems assuted, thereby intro-
ducing another personality besides Azatiwatas into the
KARATEPE inscriptions.
|[FLUMEN.DOMINUS-7z-s[4]-© for this title, see
BOYBEYPINARI 1, § 2, and Commentary, with other
attestations, where it is suggested that these “river-
lords” held authority in “tiver-lands”. This would seem
also appropriate in well-watered Cilicia, whose “river-
lands” are referred to in KARATEPE 1, § XLVIIL

Isa-[...]x: inspection confirms personal determina-

tive, thus the presence of a personal name here.

|[HE[ROS]: for postulated placing of the two ele-
ments of HEROS (“profile” and “vase”), cf. e.g. SUL-
TANHAN, § 1.

| 5[ . .]x- [w]a/i-ni-saf(URBS )?]: identification as eth-
nicon depends on the recognition of a -wani- ending
together with the possibility of recognizing the pointed
tip of URBS.

Ym)u-ka|FRATER-/a-sa: recognition as a personal
name, the patronym in gen. sing, before nimuwizas, de-
pends on the observation of the personal determina-
tive; also for the recognition of —lFBATER—/a— as a com-
mon onomastic element (see EGRIKOY, § 3, Com-
mentary), with the possible reading -atala- (see KAR-
KAMIS A154 § 16, Commentary). For the first ele-
ment, a decision between #£s- and muka- is not possible
epigraphically, and will have to depend on a lexical
identification.

§ 2. Seems likely to require restoration as short clause
with finite verb following § 1, in which an individual is
introduced with titles, ethnicon and patronym. Verb
must be 3 sing., probably preterite, yet even this leaves
the clause cutiously isolated and without obvious ob-
ject. This suggests continuation on an adjoining el-
ement.
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KARATEPE 4

Since its publication, this inscription, with its blank
space before and after it, seemed to be an isolated and
complete unit which should be intelligible on its own.
The second clause has long been recognized as the type
of “scribal signature” found elsewhere appended to
inscriptions. Yet the first clause has always been difficult
to link to the second, and in particular its introductory
particles do not look appropriate to an initial self-
contained passage, but rather suggest that it was a con-
tinuation of a text from elsewhere.

The reconstitution of the base inscription KARA-
TEPE 3 has produced an element 0.32 m. high, thus
agreeing with the base KARATEPE 4. As noted above,
this piece seems likely to be incomplete and to have
required continuation. Hypothetically the two inscrip-
tions on the bases of similar height should be juxta-
posed. The sense produced is not such as to confirm
this unambiguously, but looks possible, as examined in
detail below.

If the text did indeed run directly on from KARA-
TEPE 3 to KARATEPE 4, the question naturally arises
as to where the former was originally placed in the Gate
Chamber. Exact juxtaposition with unbroken text se-
quence could be obtained by placing the base block
with KARATEPE 3 at right-angles to the i# sity base
blocks with KARATEPE 4. The element could then
have served as a podium for a stele or perhaps statue
of the named river-lord, placed in the western gate
chamber of the South Gate against the south wall, and
visible to one entering the gate on looking left. Such
an installation would have resembled the colossal statue
and base found in the second east gate chamber of
the South Gate of Karkami$ (for which see Woolley,
Carchemish 11, p. 92 and pl. 12). Halet Cambel perti-
nently points out that the absence of any rubble foun-
dations for such a monument argues against this em-
placement. Yet in the case of the Karkami§ parallel
noted, Woolley specifically states: “The recesses were
not paved, but had plain floors of beaten earth” (loc.
cit., p. 91), nor does he mention or draw any such rub-
ble foundation to the base. Alternatively the base with
KARATEPE 3 could have formed part of the line of
bases to the right of that with KARATEPE 4. The
discontinuity of the supposed continuous text could be
explained by the presence against the south wall of the
Gate Chamber of an object which masked a stretch of
the base, though the argument about the lack of rubble
foundation could be applied in the same way against
this supposition.

§ 1. |REL-pa-wa/s: as noted, does not seem likely as
an introductory particle for a self-contained inscription;
resembles rather the non-subordinating conjunction re-
marked above, words 56 and 303, where a resumptive

sense was suggested. Appropriateness to the reconstitu-
tion of the sense proposed here is not immediately ap-
parent.

(“PORTA” ) kn-rii-pi-ia+ra/i{(URBS ): unclear whether
dat. sing, of place-name Kurypiyara or abl. sing, of Kuru-
p#ya. Former might be easier to translate with postposi-
tion PRAE-/, simply “before Kurupiyara”; but Laroche
in his Edition notes the attestation in Cun. Hitt. of a
toponym “RYKuruppiya (KUB XXI1I, 11 ii 17"), one of
the cities of Assuwa defeated by Tudhaliyas 1/II and
thus located in western Anatolia. PORTA is marked as
a logogram, and it is unclear whether it should be read
as an independent word or regarded as a determinative.

pi-ta-ta-na(URBS): appatently acc. sing. MF of place-
name Pjyata, thus dir. object.

PUGNUS.PUGNUS-fz: still unclear verb, seen
above, § XXI, 111, where it is apparently intrans., as
also in the ASSUR letters (see General Commentary
(B1)); hete, as also in SULTANHAN, § 43, it is appat-
ently transitive. See further now Hawkins, StBe7 Bh. 3,
Appendix 6.

Sense: KARATEPE 3, § 2, +4, § 1: the combination
of these two clauses to form a connected text, with the
river-lord Sal...] as subject, does not produce immedi-
ately obvious sense, but is at least preferable to at-
tempting to understand KARATEPE 4, § 1, on its own.

§ 2. SCRIBA-/s-/i-ia: identified by Laroche ($yra 35
(1958), p.281) as laliya, associated with Hitt.-Luw.
lala/i-, “tongue”. But Hier. “tongue” is recognized in
“LINGUA”-la-ti-, = lalati- (KARKAMIS A154, §§ 20,
21, see Commentary), where in the same inscription
SCRIBA-/(-ia)-#i(-i) (abl.), thrice attested (§19), is
clearly the same word as the present attestation. Along-
side “LINGUA”-/ati-, “tongue”, it is not likely that
SCRIBA-/ali- would stand for the same word, indeed it
is contrasted with it, and in view of the logogram is
interpreted as “script, writing” as against “tongue, lan-
guage”. It is difficult to dissociate SCRIBA-/afiya, “writ-
ings”, ie. pethaps “Hier. signs”, from SCRIBA-/s-,
“scribe”, probably read fupala- as in Hitt. (Laroche,
RHA XIV/58 (1956), p. 26), and it would seem obvi-
ous that we have a further derived form from this
noun; cf. such derivatives as fafali-, huhatali-, “fathetly,
grandfatherly”.

'DEUS-nii-sé  "DEUS-na-(OCULUS )d-3a-mi-sd-ha:
undoubtedly the names of the two scribes (as taken by
Laroche, Noms, nos. 772, 773), in spite of Meriggi’s
reservations; cf. PN 'DEUS-#-, KULULU lead strips
1,§9, entry 55(4); frag. 111,ii 1).

(“CAPERE +SCALPRUM”)REL-24-, i.e. &waga-, “in-
cise”’; now identified in “scribal signatures” BOYBEYPI-
NARI 1, § 11; GAZIANTEP 1, 1. 3; MEHARDE, § 9;
SHEIZAR, § 8; TOPADA, §39; IVRIZ 1, § 4; IVRiZ
frag. 2; also different context, without logogram, ERKI-
LET 1, § 2, KARABURUN, § 11; SIRZL, § 8.
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I.5. KARATEPE fragments
See Halet Cambel, Karatepe-Asiantay, Hieroglyphic fragments, pp. 40—48, pls. 114—121.

I.6. DOMUZTEPE 1

Location. Statue base, still on site of Domuztepe, on
the east bank of the Ceyhan river opposite Karatepe-
Aslantas, Cilicia.

Description. Double bull podium of black basalt, beat-
ing on flank of either bull a 2-line inscription, both
very pootly preserved. See preliminary report by Alkim,
Belleten 14 (1950), pp. 650, 655 f.

Dimensions: ht., 0.80 m.; w, 1.0 m,; th., 1.30 m.
Condition (inscription ): desperate.
Script, line-dividers: relief (worn).
Sign forms, peculiarities, word-dividers: unclear.

Discovery. Found by the Karatepe Expedition of Bos-
sert and Alkim at Domuztepe in 1947 lying out of its
original position. See Bossert and Alkim, Karatepe 11
(1947), pp. 15 (Turkish), 28 (English), pl. XXXII
156—160 (photographs, left side only); (Bossert and)
Alkim, Karatepe Kagzlare (1950), pp. 25 f. (Turkish), 67,
74 (German), pl. XXX 139-144 (photographs and
drawing of podium only, inscription not visible ); Alkim,
Belleten 16 (1952), pp. 234 (Turkish), 247 (English),
lev. XLV res. 27 (photograph, left side).

Publication. Only preliminary notices as given above.
Further treatment promised by Bossert was not under-
taken, presumably because of the illegibility of the

inscription. Now see Cambel, Karatepe-Asiantas, Appen-
dix 4, p. 94; pls. 122—123.

Sculpture. Orthmann, USK (Domugtepe 1), pp. 112,
243, 482, Taf. 6b.

Content. Royal inscription introduced by ams- sign (“I
(am) ...”). It is particularly unfortunate that not even
the names of the king and his kingdom can be iden-
tified, since they would have given important historical
information as to whether the power of Cilicia ex-
tended across the river Ceyhan, or whether the river
was a frontier. In fact there is evidence that Cilician
kings did reach through the Amanus mountains into
north Syria in the 9th century B.C. (see above, the His-
torical Context, p. 41), so it remains most likely that
Domuztepe was held by them.

Date. Stylistic criteria only; see Otrthmann, loc. cit,
who places the piece in Spdthezs. 11, i.e. early 9th century
B.C., by comparison with bases from Karkami$ in the
Suhis-Katuwas style.

Text. After examining the inscription ## situ for a con-
siderable time in favourable light, I was unable posi-
tively to identify any sign on the left side besides amu,
and on the right sides besides a sa.

1.7. DOMUZTEPE 2

Location, Description. Stele, Karatepe Excavations
Depot. Small stele, showing Storm-God figure broken
off at the knees. He wears a horned helmet and short,
belted tunic with sword at waist, and carries in his right
hand raised behind him 2 double-axe and in his left,
held out in front, the Hieroglyph EGO (HH no. 1)

Dimensions: max. preserved ht., 0.80 m.; w, 0.56 m,;
th., 0.30 m.

Discovery, Publication. Found in winter 1982—83 on
south slope of Domuztepe: see H. Cambel, Karatepe-
Aslantag, p. 94 £, pls. 124125,

Date. 9th— 8th centuries B.C. The Domuztepe settlement
and sculpture seem in general earlier rather than later.

Comment. Traditionally, in Hittite Empire divine re-
presentations (e.g. at Yazilikaya, and on seals), deities
including the Storm-God hold their Hieroglyphic
names in this fashion, though the style does not persist
into the Late Period, where the Storm-God always car-
ries the thunderbolt. Is the present god really signalling
that his name is ams, “I (am)”, and how could this be
understood? If we seek a god whose name is “I am”,
we note that the Hebrew Yahweh gave his name to
Moses as just that (Exodus 3: 13— 14). Cilicia was cleatly
open to Phoenician influence, and indeed the O.T. re-
cords that Solomon traded with Que (above, p. 41 and
n. 37). Is it unthinkable that in this little Domuztepe
Storm-God we might have a contemporaty representa-
tion of the great Hebrew deity?

1.8. ADANA

Colossal limestone figure of the Storm-God, with basalt
base representing a chariot drawn by two bulls. These
monuments wete ploughed up in a field near Adana in
the spring 1998, and taken to Adana Museum. The base

bears a Phoenician and a Hieroglyphic inscription, very
probably giving a new bilingual text. Date: probably late
8th century B.C.
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The Historical Context

Background: the Hittite Empire and after

The city-state of Karkami§ may be regarded as the
principal representative of the Neo-Hittite states, both
by reason of its historical association and continuity,
and of its artistic and epigraphic monuments.! This
status was recognized in antiquity, in that “Karkamis”
and “Hatt” are often used interchangeably in Assyrian
sources.? This may reflect a claim by the kings of Kar-
kami$ in the dark age «. 1200—1000 B.C. to the position
and titles of the Great King of Hatt.?

From the time that Suppiluliumas installed his son
Piyassilis on the throne of Karkami§ under the name
of Sarri-Kusuh, . 1340 B.C., the states of Syria under
their own vassal kings were ruled primarily from Karka-
mi§.4 The line of Sarri-Kusuh continued in unbroken
succession from father to son for at least five gener-
ations, in contrast to the less regular succession of the
Hittite royal line in Hattusa. The latest generation has
recently been established by the discovery of impres-
sions of a Karkami$ royal seal of Kuzi-Tesub, entitled
“king of the land of Karkami$, son of Talmi-TeSub,
king of the land of Karkami§ ...”.3 Further evidence
now suggests that this king and his line may have sut-
vived the collapse of the Hittite Empite.

Ample evidence for the position of the king of Kar-
kami$ acting as Hittite viceroy is provided by the politi-
cal archives of the vassal kingdom of Ugarit,® and motre
recently those of Emar.” It does not seem that Karka-
mi§’s control of Syria was seriously shaken after Mursilis
had reestablished the Hittite dynasty in the critical
period following the death of Sarti-Ku$uh. The con-
quest of Hanigalbat by Adad-nirari I of Assyria (1307~
1275 B.C.) and mote permanently by Shalmaneser I
(1274—1245 B.C.)® put an end to Hittite control of
this buffer kingdom established by Suppiluliumas, and
stripped Karkamis of its territory east of the Euphrates,
leaving the city directly exposed to the rising Assyrian
power. This position was however successfully held
even in petiods of forceful Assyrian thrusts.®

At the collapse of the Hittite Empire during the
movements of the sea-peoples, as recorded by Rame-
ses III in his 8th year, « 1190 B.C,,'° Hatti, Qode (Cili-
ciall), Karkami$, Arzawa, and AlaSiya were simult-
aneously swept away. In this context “Karkami$” prob-
ably refers to the Hittite empire in Syria. There is no
evidence, epigraphic or archaeological, that the city
itself, remote from coastal depredations, was destroyed:
indeed the recent appearance of a successor of Talmi-
Tesub, the Kuzi-Te$ub noted above, provides the con-
trary evidence of continuity. This is further supported
by the recognition of Kuzi-Tesub’s name in the genea-
logies of two kings of Melid, who claimed to be his

grandsons, and entitled him “Great King, Hero of Kar-
kami§”.1? None of the Hittite Empire kings of Kar-
kami$ had expressly laid claim to the first title, not even
Kuzi-Te$ub himself on his seal inscription. This be-
longed only to the paramount king ruling from Hat-
tusa.!® But it looks as if Kuzi-Tesub, after the disap-
pearance of the line of Suppiluliumas I in Hattusa, laid
claim to the vacant titles both on his own behalf as the
senior surviving member of the line (he was Suppiluli-
umas’s great-great-great-grandson ), and perhaps also
on behalf of Karkamis. At least three subsequent kings
of Karkami§ maintained these imperial pretensions
(see below).

Neatly a century later, Tiglath-pileser I, crossing the
Euphrates en route for Mount Lebanon, ¢« 1100 B.C,

1 See for a general treatment Hawkins, R4 V/5-6 (1980), s.v.
Karkamis, with bibliography. For Assyrian representations of the
people, see Wifler, 40AT 6 (1975), pp. 216—231.

2 See Hawkins, R/ZA IV /2—3 (1973), s.v. Hatti: the 1st millennium
B.C., especially §§ 3—4.1.

3 See below, with nn. 12-13.

4 For this period, see especially Klengel, G5 I (1965), 6 Kap.; also
id., Neue Quellen zur Geschichte Notdsyriens im 2. Jahrtausend
vuZ. (AOF 2 (1975), pp. 47—64).

5 D. Siirenhagen, Ein Konigssiegel aus Kargamis (MDOG 118
(1986), pp. 183—190). Talmi-Tesub was previously the last at-
tested king of the Empire dynasty. See now Hawkins, Kuzi-Tesub
and the “Great Kings” of Karkami$ (4n. Sz. 38 (1988), pp. 99—
108); note the correct reading of Kuzi-Te$ub’s seal: for Siiren-
hagen’s ku-ni-ti-muwa-sa REGIS.FILIUS! we should read DEUS-
ni-ti w-ni-mi-sa X FILIUS, “... son, recognized by the god(s)”,
(ibid., p. 100 and nn. 4-5).

6 Klengel, GS'I, loc. cit.; also Hawkins R/A 'V, s.v. Karkamis, § 6.

7 D. Atnaud, Recherches an pays d'Astata (Emar V1/1-3; Paris,
1985); cf. the preliminary report, id., 4445 25 (1975), pp. 87—
93. Note in particular the tablets and seals of Sahurunuwa: Ar-
naud, op. cit., VL3, no. 31, p. 44 f; D. Beyer, Le sceau-cylinder de
Shahurunuwa, roi de Karkemish, in La Syrie au Bronze Recént (Ex-
traits de la XXVIIe R AL, Paris, juillet 1980; Paris, 1982),
pp- 67—78; and of Ini-TeSub and Hismi-Tesub (Msk. 73.57-58):
Arnaud, op. cit, VL3, nos. 18—19, pp.29-31; Laroche, in
Meskene-Emar: dix ans de travanx (ed. D. Beyer; Paris, 1982),
p.55f.

8 See von Weiher, R/4 IV/2-3 (1973), s.v. Hanigalbat; id., Fr
Otten (1), pp. 321 —326; Nashef, RGTC 5, s.v. Hanigalbat; Gray-
son, RIMA 1, A0.76.3, 1. 4—-51; RIMA 1, AQ. 77.1, Il. 56 —-87;
A. Harrak, Assyria and Hanigalbat (Hildesheim etc., 1987),
ch. 2-3.

9 Adad-nirari I and Shalmaneser I only claimed to have conquered
“as far as Karkami$”| not to have attacked it. Tukulti-Ninurta I
does not mention the city and his struggle with the Hittites lay
further north: cf. I. Singer, The battle of Nihriya and the End of
the Hittite Empire, Z4 75 (1985), pp. 100—123.

10 Cilicia, p. 39 n. 17.

11 See Cilicia, p. 39 and n. 18.

12 See Malatya, p. 286 f. and nn. 62, 65.

13 Gonnet, Hethitica 111, p. 18f,, 25. But note that a decree of Tud-
haliyas IV does appear to rank Ini-Te$ub along with himself as a
“Great King”: Nougayrol, PRU 1V, 18.06 + 17.635, p. 137f,
1. 20 £; Klengel, GS1, pp. 83, 86 and nn. 138, 139, 154. Ini-Tesub
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encountered Ini-Te$ub “king of the land of Hatti”.14 It
is hatd to see whete the centre of this country would
have been if not in Karkamis, and the king’s name,
recalling the famous Ini-TeSub of the Hittite Empire
dynasty, reinforces the impression of dynastic conti-

nuity.

Archaeological investigations

The site of Karkami§, even before its identification
as the ancient city by George Smith in 1876,'5 was
known as a source of sculpture and inscriptions. This
prompted operations by agents of the British Museum
in the years 1878 —81, which recovered some important
monuments.!¢ Otherwise Karkami§ is known archaeo-
logically from the British excavations of 1911-14, cut
short by the outbreak of war, resumed in 1920, and
again terminated by the outbreak of further hostili-
ties.!” The establishment at that date of the Turkish-
Syrian frontier running through the site of Karkamis
itself has precluded the resumption of these incomplete
excavations ever since, by reason of the politically sensi-
tive location of the site.

The achievements of the excavations were limited to
a survey of the fortifications, and to the excavation of
the upper levels of the citadel mound, and of an area
of the lower town at its foot, running from a Water
Gate on the river, past a “Hilani” building to the Tem-
ple of the Storm-God and including two monumental
entrances, the “Great Staircase” ascending to the cita-
del, and the “King’s Gate”.18

The citadel excavations were not productive, having
recovered principally a pootly preserved Iron Age
building, suggested with little supporting evidence to
have been the temple of Kubaba. The fortifications of
the Lower Town, which lay south-west of the Citadel,
consisted of a river wall with Water Gate running south
from the Citadel and the north wall running west from
it; the ends of these two were connected by a long loop
of earth rampart pierced by two gates, the West and the
South. An outer fortification enclosing an Outer Town
further to the south-west was traced, and some private
houses lying within were examined. The date of these
frequently rebuilt fortifications could not be established
in detail but doubtless went back at least to the IInd
millennium B.C.

Otherwise the only substantial remains uncovered
were those of the Iron-Age Lower Town, from which
the bulk of the Karkami§ sculpture and inscriptions
found in situ were recovered.’ The Temple of the
Storm-God, the Long Wall of Sculpture, the Gatehouse
of the Great Staircase, the Herald’s Wall, the Royal
Buttress and the Processional Entry all produced their
sculptures, mainly relief orthostats, and their dedicatory
inscriptions. The circumstances of discovery were such
that in most cases it was the sculptured facades and

entrances that were excavated rather than the buildings
themselves. Only the Water Gate produced sculptures
without inscriptions, and only the Hilani building pro-
duced neither sculpture nor inscriptions ## situ. This
area of excavations, as well as other locations on the
site and chance finds of uncertain provenance, added a
mass of sculpture and inscriptions, much of it frag-
mentary.

The State and its extent in the Iron Age

Karkami$ was essentially a city-state in the Iron Age,
though a rich and powerful one, presumably by reason
of its important position on ancient trade-routes at a
key Euphrates crossing2® Assyrian references are nor-
mally to the city Karkamis, until after the Assyrian con-
quest and annexation, when tefetences to a land
(KUR) also appeatr.?! The indigenous Hieroglyphic
sources normally determine the name Karkamis?? with
“city” (URBS).23 The city seems to have held no terti-
tory east of the Euphrates in the Iron Age, where at-
tested neighbouts were the Hittite principality of Til-
Barsip and the Aramean tribal state of Bit-Adini, until
the conquest of these by the Assyrians in 856 B.C.%*
Bit-Adini on the contrary is attested in 858—857 B.C.
as holding cities on the west bank of the Euphrates, in

did use the title “Hero” of himself, not on his seals but in edicts:
eg, PRUIV, p. 121, 17.352 1.3; p. 164, 17.68 1.4, 17.108 13.

14 Texts 3 and 4: Weidner 4fO 18 (1957-58), pp. 344 (= RIMA
2, A0.87.3), 1. 2628, 350 (= RIMA 2, A0.87.4), 1. 28-30.
Note the correction of the erroneously restored parallel text
KAH 11, 71, by Hawkins, frag 36 (1974), p. 70 £. n. 24.

15 D. G. Hogatth, Carchemish I (London, 1914), p. 6 and n. 1.

16 Ibid., pp. 8—12.

17 Reported by C. L. Woolley, Carchemish 11 (London, 1921); and
Woolley, with R. D. Barnett, Carchemish 111 (London, 1952).

18 Cf. the summary of the results by Hawkins, R4 V, s.v. Karkamis,
§§ 8—-12.

19 Note in particular the review articles of Carchemish 111: P. Meriggi,
La Ricostruzione di Kargamis (RSO 29 (1954), pp. 1-16); H. G.
Giiterbock, Carchemish (JNES 13 (1954), pp. 102—-114).

20 Cf. I]. Winter, Carchemish fa kisad Puratti (An. St. 33 (1983),
pp.- 177-197).

21 Patrpola, N-AT, s.v. GARGAMIS. The sole use of KUR before
the Sargonid petiod determines the ethnicon Gurgamifaya on the
Kurkh Monolith of Shalmaneser III (III R 7, i 43); but all other
attestations of the toponym on that monument use the determin-
ative URU, as does also a new duplicate (see below, n. 32).

22 Written KAR-ka-mi-sa/si(ethnicon )-(URBS). The use of the init-
ial sign KAR is regular in the Empire period; note also writings
with ka+ra/i-, Late period archaic (KARKAMIS A4s, §1;
Al1841). The writing KAR-mi-si- (KARKAMIS A2+3, § 5, see
Commentary) confirms that the writings ka+7a/i-mi-sa//si- (AS-
SUR letter 4, § 6; SULTANHAN, § 32) also refer to Karkamis.

23 The use of REGIO on KARKAMIS 44, § 1, also KARKAMIS
Al45, § 1, seems to be archaic: cf. the same use on the seal of
Kuzi-Te$ub (see Siirenhagen, above, n. 5); and by the other
Empire petiod kings of Karkami§ in their titularies, especially on
their seals.

24 See Tell Ahmat, p. 224 and nn. 8—11.
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the land of Paqarruhbuni,?> and the cities [...]ga,
Tagi[...], Surunu, Paripa, Til-BaSere (modern Til-
Besar ), and Dabigu.2® From 856 B.C. Assyria held Pitru
at the mouth of the River Sajur and Nappigi (modern
Membij).?” All this must have considerably circum-
scribed the territory of Karkami§, yet it is not clear
whether this situation existed before the reign of Ahuni,
and again after his defeat. Shalmaneser III referred to
many cities of Karkami$, but only one, Sazabe, by
name,?8 and in 847 B.C. campaigned against Paqarruh-
buni,?® which could then have belonged to Karkamis.
One would suppose that Karkami$’s territory adjoined
that of Kummubh in the north, and of Bit-Agusi/Arpad
in the west, perhaps also that of Sam’al and/or Gur-
gum in the north-west. The discovery of outlying stelae
gives some idea of the extent of Karkami§’s holdings at
various dates: KELEKLI to the north of the city in «
900 B.C.; KORKUN to the north-west . 800 B.C., also
TUNP 1 and TILSEVET from the same area; and most
distant and surprisingly far west, CEKKE, ¢« 775 B.C.

Karkami$ in Assyrian sources

A bare chronological outline for the history of Kas-
kami$ in the Iron Age is provided by the surprisingly
few Assyrian references, which name two kings only,
Sangara, a contemporary of AsSurnasirpal II and Shal-
maneser III, and Pisiri, a contemporary of Tiglath-
pileser III, (Shalmaneser V) and Sargon II. After the
encounter of Ini-Tesub by Tiglath-pileser I in ¢« 1100
B.C,, there are no references to any western states until
AsSurnasirpal II undertook a similar campaign ¢« 870
B.C. Crossing the Euphrates from Bit-Adini, he ap-
proached Karkamis, where he encountered Sangara
“king of Hatti”, and received from him a massive trib-
ute, especially silver, bronze and iron, as well as luxury
items.3® The “Hittites” settled at A§Surnasirpal’s newly
founded palace at Kalhu were probably from Karkamis,
as were also the “Hittite” ambassadors who attended
the inauguration.3! The same king Sangara, in alliance
with Sam’al, Ungi, and Bit-Adini, later also Cilicians
and others, faced Shalmaneser III in 858 B.C., who won
two battles against the alliance.?? In 857 and again in
853 B.C. Sangara was among the north Syrian kings
who submitted.33 Meanwhile in 856 B.C. Shalmaneser
had captured Til-Barsip, only 20 km. downstream from
Karkamis, and established it under the name Kar-Shal-
maneser as a permanent Assyrian base to control the
Euphrates crossing.3* In spite of the cowing of north
Sytia and the weakening of Karkami$’s position, Shal-
maneser thought it necessary to attack the cities of Kar-
kami§ and Bit-Agusi again in 849 and 848 B.C.25 One
campaign against Sangara is illustrated on Shalmaneser’s
bronze gates from Balawat, including a representation
of the fortified city on the banks of the Euphrates.3¢
The 848 B.C. campaign, in which Sangara is mentioned
for the last time and 97 cities of Karkami§ were

claimed, is the last Assyrian reference to Karkamis$ for
over a century. Sangara thus reigned minimally ¢ 870—
848 B.C.

Samsi-Adad V, who did not venture actoss the Eu-
phrates, maintained the Assyrian hold on Kar-Shal-
maneser “opposite Karkami$”,>” and this city became
the seat of the #rtan Sami-ilu (minimum tenure of of-
fice 796—752 B.C.).3® Adad-nirari III confronted Atar-
Sumki of Arpad supported by an alliance of eight kings
at Pagirahubuna in 805 B.C.,%° and in 796 B.C, Bat-
Hadad of Aram incited Bar-Gu$ (= AtarSumki) to lead
against Zakur of Hamath in Hatarikka an alliance of
ten kings including, besides Damascus and Arpad, Que,
Ungi, Gurgum, Sam’al and Melid, and two or three
missing names.** The composition of the eatlier alli-
ance may be inferred from the later. Kummuh and Ha-
math are clearly Assytrian clients at this date, but it is
possible that Katkamid might be one of the missing
names from the alliance.

25 Ibid, n. 8.

26 Ibid, n. 10. Dabigu seems to have been the principal objective; it
is cleatly identical with Dabiq of medieval Arabic sources. See
Honigmann, R4 11 (1938), s.v. Dabigu; Sourdel, Engydlopacdia of
Islam (new ed., Leiden, 1965) s.v. Dabik.

27 Ibid, n. 11.

28 On the 857 campaign, see below, n. 33.

29 Black Obelisk, 12th pali, WdO I1/2 (1955), p. 152 (= RIMA 3,
A.0.102.14) 1. 89-90; also Cameron Annals, W40 1/6 (1952),
p. 468 (= RIMA 3, A.0.102.6) iit 16— 20; Safar Annals, WZO 11/1
(1954), p. 36 (= RIMA 3, A.0.102.10) iii 6—-10).

30 Annals, iii 57, 65, 69f. (AKA, p. 363ff.) = RIMA 2, A.0.101.1;
also JCC 44 (= RIMA 2, A.0.101.2) ll. 25—29; Standard Inscrip-
tion (AKA, pp. 180 1. 22, 216 1. 8) = RIMA 2, A.0.101.26.

31 Banquet stele, i 35 (Wiseman, Jrag 14 (1952), pp. 33, 41) =
RIMA 2, A0.101.30. These captives are probably those shown
on a Balawat bronze gate fragment of AsSurnasirpal described as
being “[... of San]gara the Hittite”: see Barnett, Symbolae Bihi,
p-21 and pl. facing p.20. The ambassadors are listed (ibid.,
iv 143—147, pp. 35, 44): 5 LIM LUMAHME Y g4p. 4 4-f6 54 KUR
su-hi KUR hi-in-da-na-a-a KUR pa-ti-na-a-a KUR hat-ta-a-a KUR
sur-ra-a-a KUR si-du-na-a-a KUR giir-gu-ma-a-a KUR ma-li-da-a-a
KUR hub-s5-ka-a-a KUR gil-qa-na-a-a KUR ku-ma-a-a KUR mu-
sa-si-ra-a-a, “5000 chieftains, ambassadors of the land of Suhi,
Hindaneans, Patineans, “Hittites”, Tyrians, Sidonians, Gurgum-
eans, Malideans, Hubuskians, Gilzaneans, Kumeans, Musasit-
eans.”

32 Kurkh Monolith, IIT R 7 (= RIMA 3, A.0.102.2), i 43, 53; new
text duplicates, see Mahmud and Black, Sumer 44 (1985-86),
pp- 135—155, text 1, rev. 12, 26.

33 Kurkh Monolith, III R 78, ii 19, 27, 83. A submission of north
Sytian kings not named individually is reported for 856 B.C;
ibid., i 39 f.

34 See Tell Ahmar, p. 224 and n. 11.

35 Black Obelisk, 10th paid, WAO 11/2 (1955), p. 150 (= RIMA 3,
A.0.102.14), ii 85; Cameron Annals, 10th and 11th palis, WdO 1/
6 (1952), p. 466 (= RIMA 3, A.0.102.6), ii 55— 57, 69; Safar An-
nals, 10th and 11th palds, W40 11/1 (1954), p. 34 (= RIMA 3,
A.0.102.10) i 46 £, 52.

36 King, Bronze Reliefs, pls. XXXI-XXXVI (Band VI}); the epigraph
notes “tribute of Sangara the GargamiSean”.

37 Monolith Inscription, I R 30 (= RIMA 3, A.0.103.1), i 9-10.

38 See Tell Ahmar, p. 224 n. 4.

39 Pazarcik stele, see Commagene, p. 331f. nn. 26-27.

40 See Hama, p. 400 f. and nn. 45—47.
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There is no specific evidence that Karkami$ fell un-
der Utrartian influence in the following yeats, as did
Melid and Kummubh, but it is not impossible. The city is
not named as involved in the Urartu-Arpad led alliance
defeated in 743 B.C. by Tiglath-pileser III,*! nor in the
siege of Arpad 742—740 B.C.,*? nor in the revolt of
Ungi, 739—738 B.C.*>* However in the list of tributary
kings for 738 B.C., Pisiri of Karkami§ appears, and his
name is also to be restored in the similar but damaged
list for 732 B.C.#¢ He was still on the throne in 717
B.C., when Sargon accused him of anti-Assyrian in-
trigue with Mita of Muski, and removed him to As-
syria.*> Karkami§ was annexed and constituted as a
province, and for the following centuty of the Assyrian
empire, governors are attested in 691 and 649 B.C.%¢
At the collapse of the Assyrian empire, Karkami§ was
the scene of the last stand of the remnant of Assyria
supported by Egypt,*’ and the expulsion and rout of
this force by Nebuchadrezzar in 605 B.C. extinguished
the last spark.

The Hieroglypic monuments

The terminus ante quem for the indigenous sculpture
and inscriptions is likely to be the Assyrian conquest of
717 B.C,, and the absolute chronological fixed points
are the reigns of the two Assyrian-attested kings, San-
gara (¢ 870—848 B.C.) and Pisiri (¢ 738—-717 B.C.).
Neither of their names appears on any Hieroglyphic
inscription, although a group of inscribed sculptures
with the author’s name missing seems certain to be
dated to the time of Pisiri.*® No significant group can
be so attributed to Sangara.*?

The main Karkami$ sculptures form groups which
offer scope for stylistic analysis and comparative dat-
ing,>® and they are also associated with insctiptions
which permit the reconstruction of multi-generation
dynasties to give a more exact chronological focus.>!

The Archaic Group. The eatliest approximately place-
able Karkami§ monument is the archaic stele KAR-
KAMIS A4b, the work of Ura-Tarhunzas (MAG-
NUS.TONITRUS), entitled “Great King, Hero, king
of the land of Karkamis”, the son of x-pa-gitis, also
entitled “Great King, Hero”. These titles are unparal-
leled in the later Karkami$ inscriptions ot indeed in the
dynasty of Sarri-Kusuh under the Hittite Empire.5?
They appear to derive from those claimed by Kuzi-
Tesub as recorded on GURUN.®? It is impossible on
present information to know whether Ura-Tarhunzas
was of the line of Kuzi-TeSub. The Luwian names
borne by himself and his father may indicate the con-
trary, but in any case they both adopted Kuzi-Te$ub’s
grandiose titles.

The stele itself concerns a quarrel with another coun-
try, which was resolved by the gods. Appended is a

statement that the stele was set up by ..., son of Suhis
the Ruler (#arwanis), the priest of Kubaba. The curiosity
is the co-existence of a Great King and a Ruler, whether
or not they exercised authority in Karkami$ contempor-
aneously.>3#

A monument closely similar to KARKAMIS A4 is
the fragmentary stele KARKAMIS A16¢, which is un-
fortunately largely illegible, also now mostly lost. It can
be seen to be the work of MONS +#[# ], “Great King,
Hero, king of the land of Kar[kami]§”. The author’s
name appeats to be Tudhalyas, written in the style of
the Hittite Empire, and this finds support from the
recognition of the name also on the KELEKLI stele
(see below), where the same individual may be indi-

41 See Marag, p. 250 and n. 19.

42 See Aleppo, p. 390 and n. 29.

43 See Amugq, p. 363 and n. 34.

44 For sources, see Cilicia, p. 42 and nn. 49-50.

45 Annals, 1. 72-76 (Lie, Sargon II, pp. 10-12), = ARABII, § §;
Iran stele, 1. 20—-22 (Levine, TINASI, p. 36); Oriental Institute
Tablet, Il. 2—14 (Tadmor, /CS 12 (1958), pp. 22 f.,, 100); Nimrud
cylinder, iv 13— 24 (Gadd, Iraq 16 (1954), p. 179, pl. XLV ); Nim-
rud slab, L. 10, 21 £ (Winckler, Sargon, p. 170 £, pl. 48) = ARAB
IT, § 137 £ The incident is also referred to in conquest summa-
ries: ARAB I, §§ 79, 92, 99, 118.

46 Bel-emuranni, R/A 11, s.v. Eponymen, p. 426 f. (C); Luckenbill,
Sennacherib, p. 131 n. 1; Ahi-ilaya, R/A4 II, s.v. Eponymen, p. 441 b;
Piepkorn, Asharbanipal, pp. 88 1. 98 £, 90 1. 2.

47 Babylonian Chronicle, Grayson, ABC, pp. 98 —102, Chronicles 4
(1.24) and 5 (lI. 2, 14).

48 See below, p. 79.

49  Pace the arguments of Ussishkin, who attributes to Sangara the
Soldiers’, Kubaba’s and Hunters’ processions (KARKAMIS
B22-B34; B186—B24; B26, B602—B604), and the Victors’ pro-
cession of the Long Wall of Sculpture (KARKAMIS B41la—
B46): see An. St 17 (1967), pp. 181-192; 26 (1976), pp. 105—
112. In my opinion the epigraphic evidence should be decisive;
KARKAMIS Alg, an inscription of Suhis II, describes the con-
struction of the Long Wall of Sculptures in which it was placed;
and KARKAMIS A116+ an inscription of Katuwas, describes
the other groups, “Karhuhas’s and Kubaba’s procession”
(§§ 16-17).

50 See principally Orthmann, USK, Kap. IL.1-2, pp. 29-45; S. Maz-
zoni, Sui rilievi di Karkemish dall’eta di Sargon II al 605 av. Cr.
(RSO 47 (1974), pp. 177-210); ead., Ricerche sul complesso dei
rilievi neoittiti di Karkemish (RSO 51 (1977), pp. 7~ 38); Genge,
NSR, Kap. IV pp. 56—90, VII pp. 153-167.

51 Earlier work by H.T. Bossett, Zur Geschichte von Karkamis§
(5CO 1 (1951), pp. 35—67); Woolley and Barnett, Carchemish III,
ch. XIV, XVI, pp. 238 —249, 259 — 266; P. Meriggi, I nuovi fram-
menti e la stotia di Kargamis (Athenaeum 30 (1952), pp. 174—
181); id., Le iscrizioni stotiche in eteo geroglifico (SCO 2 (1953 ),
I. Gruppo sud-orientale, pp. 8—52). More recently with new
readings, see Hawkins, Building Inscriptions of Carchemish (An.
St 22 (1972), pp. 87—114); id., Who was Yariris?; Kamanis and
Sasturas (An. St 29 (1979), pp. 153-162); id., Kubaba at Kar-
kami§ and elsewhere (An. S 31 (1981), pp. 147—-176); id., Rul-
ers of Karkamis§; the house of Astituwas (LX Tirk Tarih Kongresi,
Ankara 1981: Kongreye sunutan bildirifer, 1. Cilt (Ankara, 1986),
pp- 259—271). See also R. Stefanini, Hieroglyphica (Studia Meriggi
(1979), pp- 595-611).

52 See above, p. 73 and nn. 12-13.

53 See Malatya, p. 286 and n. 62; above, p. 73 and n. 12—~13.

[53a See now Hawkins, Fs Houwink ten Cate (1995), pp. 73-85.]
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cated. This king is likely to be a successor, and indeed
descendant, of Ura-Tarhunzas. The links of these two
Great Kings with the Karkami§ dynasty of Suhis are
considered below.

Since four claimants to the title “Great King” are all
seen to be kings of Karkami§ (Kuzi-TeSub, x-pa-zitis,
Ura-Tarhunzas and Tudhaliyas(?)), a fifth, the Great
King of the KARAHOYUK (Elbistan) stele5* must
also be considered as a possible king of the city. The
stele was dedicated to the Storm-God of POC-
ULUM.PES.*67 country (reading unknown but pre-
sumably indicates Elbistan) when the Great King vis-
ited the country, apparently peacefully. Such an expedi-
tion by a king of Karkamis at this date seems possible.
Other considerations, however, suggest that it may be
preferable to associate this monument with a western,
Anatolian tradition.>®

The House of Suhis. The “house of Suhis” is associ-
ated with a large group of eatly Karkami$ sculpture and
inscriptions. It is known from the following genea-
logies: KARKAMIS A144, § 1 (Astu[wata]manzas [...],
“Karkamisean Country-Lord, son of Suhis (I) the
Ruler”); KELEKLI, § 1 (Suhis (IT) “the Ruler, [Kar-
kamisean] Country-Lord, [son of] Astuwatamanzas
[...]”); KARKAMIS Al1b+ § 1 (Katuwas “the Ruler,
. Karkamisean Country-Lord, son of Suhis (II) the
Country-Lord, grandson of Astuwatamanzas the Coun-
try-Lord”); i.e. a four-generation dynasty —

Suhis I, the Ruler.

Astuwatamanzas, [the Ruler?], the Country-Lord.

Suhis (IT), the Ruler, the Country-Lord.

Katuwas, the Ruler, the Country-Lord.

Of the surviving Karkami§ monuments, none can
with certainty, by means of the inscription, be attributed
to Suhis I (but for his connection with KARKAMIS
A4, see below); and to Astuwatamanzas only the short
lion inscription Al4b, showing archaic characteristics,
which records his building of a gatehouse, perhaps that
at the head of the Great Staircase, if that is indeed the
provenance of the lion. On the other hand, groups of
uninscribed sculpture recognizably more archaic than
the group attributed to Suhis II and Katuwas doubtless
belong to the period of one or both of the earlier rulers.
This includes in particular the Water Gate sculpture.>®

To Suhis II may be attributed the inscribed lion
KARKAMIS Al4q, which is both stylistically and epi-
graphically later than that of Astuwatamanzas with
which it was paired.>” The preserved part of the
inscription contains largely clauses which later became
stereotypes of succession, divine favour, and curse for-
mula. On the other hand the KELEKLI stele, which is
certainly Suhis’s work, begins after the name and genea-
logy with the extraordinary statement, “When King
Tudhaliyas marties my dear daughter ...”, but then
breaks off. The truncated inscription KARKAMIS Alg,
which has lost the name of its author, is certainly to be
attributed to Suhis II by the combination of its “my

dear wife BONUS-tis”>® (§22) with the adjoining
KARKAMIS A14, §1, “I (am) BONUS-tis, dear wife
of Suhis the Country-Lotd.” The former inscription,
incotporated in the Long Wall of Sculpture, seems to
have contained the res gestae of Suhis, including military
victories, his worship of the gods, his execution of the
divine-led victory procession which constitutes the
Long Wall, and the erection of his own statue to receive
offerings (probably to be identified as the fragmentary
statue represented by the head KARKAMIS B544 with
the double lion base KARKAMIS B53).

The bulk of the dynasty’s surviving inscriptions be-
long to Katuwas, including:

KARKAMIS A2+ 3, a pair of portal orthostats from
the door of the cella of the Temple of the Storm-God,
which describe its construction and endowment;

KARKAMIS Allz with KARKAMIS A4, a portal
orthostat and statue inscription from the Processional
Entry, combining dynastic narrative with a description
of the building of the orthostated gates with their
wooden superstructure as women’s quarters, and the
erection of the divine figure Atrisuhas, (perhaps to be
interpreted as the “soul of Suhis”);

KARKAMIS Allb+¢ a pair of portal orthostats,
displaced and reused, also combining dynastic and mili-
tary narrative with notice of building activities, particu-
latly the wooden upper stoteys and the orthostat pro-
cessions of Karhuhas (KARKAMIS B2-3) and Ku-
baba (KARKAMIS B19-24);

KARKAMIS A12, a large stele fragment, probably
of an original form like KELEKLI, with an inscription
giving military narrative and religious dedication;

KARKAMIS A134, an orthostat fragment with a
full-length introductory figure as a portrait, and reli-
gious dedication;

KARKAMIS A23 (+ fragment A264?), and frag-
ment KARKAMIS A204, a pair of portal orthostats
with dedication to Kubaba;

KARKAMIS A2542, a fragment provisionally attrib-
uted to Katuwas from its comparable wording;

KARKAMIS 1647, a fragment with comparable
wording,

Katuwas’s dynastic narrative, particularly on KAR-
KAMIS Allb+¢ mentions civil strife with “Ura-

54 See Malatya, p. 283 and nn. 13-14.

55 See Tabal, p. 429 and n. 60.

56 Grouped by Orthmann as Karkemis I, and assigned along with
Ain Dara to his earliest category $ph. 1 (USK, pp. 30£., 37, and
Kap. III, passim). Genge however proposes a later date (/VSR,
Kap. IV.7).

57 Ussishkin denies the pairing of the lions Al4a and A144, and
their restoration on either side of the Gatehouse of the Great
Staircase, on grounds of their dissimilarities. He also maintains a
later stylistic dating of lion Al4z and thus a postulation of a
Suhis III: see /NES 26 (1967), pp. 87—92; reaffirmed .Ax. St. 26
(1976), p. 111 £

58 BONUS-#4is revised reading of Watis: see KARKAMIS Alg,
§ 22, Commentary.



