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I

T;IE text known variously as the “acts,” “annals,” or “‘autobiography” of
Hattusili I exists in both Akkadian and Hittite versions, hereafter A and H respectively
Text A, published as KBo X 1, consists of a single one-column tablet, almost entirely
preserved. The best-preserved copy of H is that of KBo X 2, a two-column tablet with a
nearly continuous text but significant lacunae. For the other fragmentary copies of H,
see the summary by Laroche under CTH 4. References to H in the following are to K Bo
X 2 unless otherwise indicated.

A preliminary translation of A was published by Otten, M DOG 91 (1958): 73-84,
accompanied by photographs of both A and H. Goetze dealt with both versions at some
length in his review of KBo X in JOS 16 (1962): 24-28. Giiterbock in JOS 18 (1964):
1-6, established a reference to Sargon of Akkad in H 11T 32-36 = A rev. 20-22. Carruba,
ZDMG@, Supp. 1, 1 (1969): 231-34, discussed the text in connection with the problem of
dating Hittite texts (cf. also Kammenhuber, KZ 83 [1969]: 26465 and 282). Finally,
Imparati and Saporetti, Studi Classici e Orientali 14 (1965): 40-85 offered a complete
transcription and translation with commentary.

Since the treatment of Imparati and Saporetti is for the most part correct, a complete
new edition would be gratuitous. However, both transcription and translation call for
correction and elaboration of detail. While no single point is of great significance, taken
together the suggested changes materially alter the interpretation of a historically
important document. The linguistic interest of a bilingual text is also self-evident. Hence
the justification for the following reevaluation.

*I am indebted to Professors Calvert Watkins,
William L. Moran, Erich Neu, Hans M. Kiimmel, and
Harry A. Hoffner, Jr., and especially to John Durham,
for many helpful suggestions and ecriticisms. This
should not be taken to imply approval on their part

[JNES 87 no. 1 (1978)]
© 1978 by The University of Chicago.
All rights reserved.

of all the views expressed, some of which they do not
share. Final responsibility for the content, including
any errors, is naturally mine.

Bibliographical abbreviations are those of von
Soden, Akkadisches Handwdrterbuch. For Hittito-
logical works, see, in addition, the lists in J. Friedrich,
Hethitisches Wérterbuch (1952), pp. 7-13 and E.
Laroche, Catalogue des temtes hittites (1971), pp. ix—xii
(hereafter cited as OTH).
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Neither A nor H in the version we have represents the original document. The events
related date from Old Hittite times, but the ductus of both KBo X 1 and X 2 shows them
to be Neo-Hittite copies of the thirteenth century B.c. Note in particular the late forms
of the signs LI, KU, URU, SAR, and AL (see the tables in Riister, StBoT 20 and Neu-
Riister, StBoT 21). As in other Neo-Hittite texts, both originals and copies, one also finds
instances of older sign variants (KU H I 12 and passim, AK H II 19), but the presence
of the newer forms argues decisively for a late copy.! The opening lines of the reverse of
A (1-127) seem to be by a different hand from that which copied the rest of the text.
Note the shape of LUGAL (rev. 1, 9, 11), AH (rev. 2, 4,5,8, 19), IN (rev. 4), GA (rev. 5),
SA (rev. 8), and TA (rev. 9, 11). The second scribe also uses AS for ina and spells out the
names Hatti and Arinna.? The phonetic spellings are inconclusive, while the qua of AS
and the shape of the signs are consistent with the evidence for a late copy provided by
the forms of the signs observed elsewhere in the text.?

The spelling and language of H (KBo X 2) are for the most part also those of Neo-
Hittite, but the duplicates (likewise with newer ductus) sometimes preserve 'older forms.
Compare the lack of phonetic complements in K.Bo X 2 I 6-8 versus the duplicate KBo X
3 T 4-6. H writes verbs in -(i)ya- exclusively with -ya-, never -i-e-. KBo X 2 e?{pre?,ses
motion toward by INA plus uninflected place name, while X 3 1.7 has the old directive:
nw VRV Zalpa paun.* H regularly uses nu as the sentence connective. KBo X 2 1 1?)
reads n-a$, “et eos” versus the older n-uf of X 3T 12, and X 2 11T 35 uses arho warnuzzt,
“burn utterly,” where the duplicate KUB XXIII 20, 13 preserves the archaic arha
lukkit.

Carruba also points out several places where KBo X 2 itself shows traces of an Old
Hittite original:

14-5: da-an(-yna-at-ta [(harni)ktle nu(-Yut-ni-e-e¥-Se-et harnikia. The use of the c(?nnective
$u, the phonetic spelling of natta, “not,” and the lack of space between the introduec-
tory particles and what follows are all archaic features inadvertently taken over
from an Old Hittite archetype. The appearance of such isolated archaisms at the
beginning of a copy is also typical (see Carruba, pp. 234-35).

T 45, III 10: URU-ri-mit. Carruba cites the use of the enclitic possessive in -it with a
locative as an archaism, but Otten has recently noted, StBoZ' 17 (1973): 55-56, that
such use seems o be a typical of copies of Old Hittite texts, not originals. It probably
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current in Neo-Hittite. Note that our text shows no other form of the enclitic
possessive except the neuter nom. ace. singular which is also -¢¢. The occurrence of
URU.-ri-mit is thus valid but indirect evidence for an Old Hittite original.

IIT 30: 4-uk. Correct for “I” instead of the usual ammuk of Neo-Hittite. Note that the
context with its reference to Sargon is overtly archaic.

Thematic parallels with the Anitta text cited by Carruba will be discussed shortly.
Version A also contains instances of archaic spelling and language which argue for the
existence of an older Akkadian text alongside that in Old Hittite:®

obv. 3: du-um-gd-am. The mimation in a CV-VC spelling points to Early or Middle
Bo(gazkdy) Akk(adian). Likewise obv. 20 ¢ttur-am, obv. 21 i§atam, obv. 22 aftur-am,
obv. 23 tahdzam, obv. 35 epram, obv. 37 panam u bibam.®

obv. 9: VRUTi-i§-hi-ni-ya. The use of # is distinetly O(ld) Ass(yrian). Compare T H 18
VRY T'q-a§-hi-ni-ya.

obv. 12: RKUR.HI. A kalu-Sunu. In later BoAkk “all” is regularly expressed by gabbu.
KUR.HI. A for expected KUR.KUR.MES (attested in H I 25) may also be old.

obv. 14, 28: irtup. The verb is well attested at Mari and seems to be typical of western
Old Babylonian. It is not attested in later BoAkk.

obv. 18: ¢8tét (plus rev. 13 i8takan, rev. 14 adtakan, iStu, passim). The consistent § before ¢
points to Early or Middle BoAkk. Beginning with Suppiluliuma I, BoAkk shows
& > [ before dental.

obv. 37: panam w babam wul i$@. An old expression. Note the mimation and use of % for
“and” (actually “or’).

111

Otten, M DOG 91 (1958): 84, draws the preliminary conclusion that the text was
composed in Akkadian, in a North Syrian dialect, albeit ‘‘aus hethitischem Sprachgeist.”
For Giiterbock, JA0S 84 (1964): 108, it has become a “fact” that the text was first
written in Akkadian and translated into Hittite only several centuries later ““during the
New Kingdom.” Kammenhuber, KZ 83 (1969): 265, expresses a similar view, although
less dogmatically. The idea of a late translation is contradicted by the archaisms in H
cited above, which demonstrate that an Old Hittite version did exist. Goetze, JCS 16

reflects a misunderstanding of the use of the enclitic possessive, which is no longer

1 H. Hoffner has suggested to me in correspon-
dence an additional eriterion for attributing the copy
KBo X 2 to late Hittite: the stem kururi(y)ahh-,
“hecome hostile’ is spelled ku-u-ru-ri- before Mu-
watalli, ku-ru-ri- from Muwatalli on (including late
copies of the Annals of Muriili). The spelling ku-ru-
ri-ap-hi-ir in KBo X 2 I 25 would thus confirm the
evidence of the ductus for a late copy.

2 H. Hoffner has pointed out to me that the
photo accompanying Otten’s article in M DOG 91
(1958): 73-84 also shows clearly that the second
scribe held his stylus at a different angle and left
more space between lines.

3 While KBo X 1 may safely be regarded as a late

copy, it is unlikely that the dating criteria bas_ed on
the ductus of Hittite texts may be applied without
modification to Akkadian texts from Bogazkdy (see
Neu-Riister, StBoT 21[1975]: 2, n. 6).

2 0One could claim accidental omission of the
preposition, but since KBo X 3 seems genel:ally.to b.e
closer to the Old Hittite original, the directive is
probably real. Besides the phonetic complements
mentioned above, X 3 also shows correct dalappun
(line 5) and pedahhun (line 10). E. Neu has indicated
o me in correspondence that the ductus of KBo X3,
while still Neo-Hittite, also appears older than that
of X 2, but the size of the fragment precludes &
definitive statement.

5 This section in particular owes much to un- 222), RS 17.368 rev. 9 (Decree of Mursili 1T, CTH 65),

published notes on A kindly made available to me
by J. Durham.

8 The chronological distribution of O V-V m spellings
may be seen from the following examples (taken from
John W. Durham, “Studies in Bogazkéy Akkadian
[Ph.D. diss., Harvard University, 1976], pp. 483 f.):
bi-8i-im KBo I 11 obv, 13, ta-ha-za-am ibid., obv. 11 £.,
teg-ma-am ibid., rev. 10 (Siege of UrSu, CTH 17);
ku-us-si-im KUB IV 76, 7 (Treaty with ISputah3u,
CTH 21); le-mu-ut-ta-am KUB XXXIV 1 + 12
(Treaty with Pattatifa, OTH 26); ki-it-ta-am KBo I
5 I 39, Su-ul-ma-na-am ibid., IIT 61, ta-ha-az-2a-am
ibid., IIL 10f, (Treaty with Suna$$ura, CTH 41);
pi-ir-a-am KBo I 3+ rev. 46 (Treaty of Sattiwaza
with Suppiluliume I, CTH 51); wr-ra-am Land
Grants passim (see MIO 6 [1958]: 321-81 and CTH

KBo I 6 obv, 5 (Treaty with Talmi-Sarruma, CTH
76); Se-e-ra-am Land Grants passim; fe-ra-am KBo
VIII 27+ rev. 1 (Land Grant = LSU 20, CTH 222),
RS17.237rev. 4, ibid., rev. 9 (Decree of MurdiliIT, 0 TH
65), K BoI 6 obv. 5 (Treaty with Talmi-Sarruma, CTH
76). The Hittite version of the Sunai$ura Treaty has
been shown to be Middle Hittite (see Otten and Riister,
StBoT 20[1972]: x, and Houwink ten Cate, Records of
the Barly Hittite Empire [1970], pp. 44, 81). The
Akkadian version also shows other features besides
mimation pointing to Middle BoAkk (e.g., it always
has § before a dental, never /; see below). All examples
of OV-VU mimation are thus from before the time
of Suppiluliuma I, except pé-ir->a-am and urram $éram,
which as a fixed phrase in treaties and protocols
survived into late texts.
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(1962): 26-27, argues for a Hittite original, claiming that the mistakes of the Akkadian
version are typical of a translation. He points out that the other famous bilingual of
Hattusili I, his “testament,” was also composed in Hittite.” Since we have also seen
archaic features in A pointing to an older Akkadian version, some of the errors ascribed
by Goetze to the act of translation might be charged instead to the later copyist of A,
who misunderstood the archaic Akkadian forms.

Nevertheless, even if we allow for copying errorsin A, evidence remains for a translation
from Hittite to Akkadian. There are numerous instances where H has a very specific
idiom, rendered in A with varying degrees of success ranging from idiomatic through
colorless to mechanically calqued. H I 7 has [(nu) kwe klwe aawar &ta, ‘“whatever
sheepfolds there were.” A obv. 3 shows minam dumgam, ‘“whatever good” (lit. “what
good 2”’).8 One must conclude with Goetze that H has the lectio difficilior, and that A
confused adawar, “sheepfolds” with a form of adu, “good.” H T 31-32 and II 6 have:
nu-mw malhan . . . menahhanda awir, “when they saw me opposite” = “when they saw
me coming.” In A obv. 15 and 29 this collocation has been reduced to a simple ing
pani-yal$u, “before (in the face of) me/him,” an accurate but colorless translation.

The sense of H T 36-37, “sowed weeds in its stead” is clear both grammatically and
contextually. The corresponding A obv. 17-18 makes no sense as it stands. For a possible
emendation see below. The fact that the later copyist of A so badly misunderstood the
passage suggests that what stood in the Akkadian original was not exactly ordinary
Akkadian phraseology. Similarly, the admittedly peculiar expression of H I 42-43 has
only partially penetrated into A obv. 21 (see discussion below).

The phrase of A obv. 25 ana ginnat . . . ittaziz is likely a calque on the Hittite idiom
appanda tiya-, “step behind” > “attach oneself to” (see details below). In H I 4-5 we
find a Hittite idiom “smooth out the ways before” = “direct the behavior of”’, expressed

in A by “administer, govern,”” once again an accurate but pale reflection of H. A obv. 29
has an instance of ana balat, “in the following year,” which makes no sense in context
and can only reasonably be taken as a misreading of the Hittite (see below and Goetze,
JOS 16 [1962]: 25).

H IT 17 refers to “counted” days, i.e., “a few” days. A obv. 34 rather cleverly expresses
this nuance with emphasizing -ma, but there can be no question as to the direction of
translation. In H IIT 16-17 Hattusili removes the hands of his maid-servants from the
grindstone and the hands of his servants from the gickle.? In A rev. 11-12 the second
clause has been inverted, destroying the parallel structure: “and he removed the sickle
of his servants from their hands.” Note also that the complex idea of “releasing” the
servants into the service of the Sun-goddess, expressed in H by the verb farna-, has to be

7 This “fact” could also benefit from a thorough
review, but Sommer, HAB 202, does present argu-
ments for a Hittite original, and even Giiterbock,
JAOS 84 (1964); 108, concedes original composition
of the testament in Hittite as well as Akkadian.

8 For the interrogative as an indefinite relative, see
KBo I 5 1 46: mannam DUMU-§u ¢UTU-§ dqabbi,
“whichever son of his His Majesty designates.” Less
certain is HAB I 23 (see HA B 51). A similar usage is
attested in Mari: see Finet, A LM 44,

8 For URUDURTN, ‘“sickle” see Goetze, JCS 14
(1960): 116. O. and 1. read the KIN of our text as
“daily work,” presumably because the determinative
URUDU is missing, but the parallelism is better

with an implement matching ‘“grindstone”: see
Hoffner, Alimenta Hethaeorum, p. 29, n. 135 and
p. 133, n. 44, A, rev. 12 has u $a¢ IR.MES-$u ka-ta-
am-[mle AS gati-funu uddappir. Reading gatamma,
“likewise’ is difficult both orthographically (Bogazksy
texts use exclusively ga- in this word) and syntacti-
cally (the &z presupposes an object possessed).
Besides, if one translates “‘and likewise he removed
(them) from the hands of his servants,” this implies
that the servants also held grindstones, which are
elsewhere an exclusively feminine attribute. 8. cites

Latamma, ‘ein Bronzegerit” (A Hw 464), but this word
apparently means “lid, cover’’ (CAD sub Latammu).

Qur word remains hapax.

THE Acts oF HaTTousmr 1 5

glossed in A rev. 13-14 by adding an extra clause: “I placed them in the temple of the
Sun-goddess and established their freedom under heaven.” Finally, Goetze points out that
the expression (more precisely, the concept) “show smoke” of A rev. 24 = H TIT 40 is
distinetly un-Akkadian. Furthermore, kullumu, “show’’ would take a double accusative
in good Akkadian. The dative of recipient is surely copied from the Hittite.10

In the face of all these examples of Hittite idioms handled variously by A, there are
no clear cases of distinctly Akkadian expressions being bowdlerized or misunderstood in
H. There are only two possible instances: A obv. 24 libba-§u uttappis, “he let his heart
bref’afch(.a” and A obv. 37 panam 4 babam ul i$4, “(The gold and silver) have neither
beginning nor end.” Unfortunately, both of these passages are matched by lacunae in H.
However, well-established Hittite equivalents exist for both these expressions: ZI-an
(s8tamzanan) warSiyanu-, “calmfappease the mind” and nu-$an kappuwawar UL e¥-
“(Of them) there is no counting” (see attestations below). In neither case is there ai
word-for-word equivalance between the Akkadian and Hittite, and we have no basis for
deciding the direction of translation.

The use of peculiarly Hittite idioms proves that the writer of the original text at least
compose.d in Hittite. The skill with which the writer of A translates some of the Hittite
expressions suggests a good command of Akkadian, while his mechanical rendering of
others would argue for less than a native competence in Hittite. It is difficult to reconcile
these facts with the assumption that the author of the original and that of A were one
and the same. The state of affairs of A makes a good deal more sense if we assume that
an A'kkadian speaker with some knowledge of Hittite was asked to translate a Hittite
original. Since the extant version of H is a late copy, it is not surprising that in a few
cases A indirectly preserves more of the original.

v

The literary composition of the text is also of a well-known Old Hittite type: an
extended historical narrative culminating in a particular triumph of the Hittite kiné In
the Old Hittite account of the destruction of Zalpa, the final Hittite victory is prece.ded
by a long description of the relations between Zalpa and the Hittite capital which reaches
bac.k even into prehistoric times (see Otten, StBoT' 17 [1973]: 63-66). The Anitta text
while much briefer, also begins with a scene-setting description of the conquest of Neée;
by Anitta’s father, then proceeds to the more recent deeds of Anitta himself. In our text
the lligll point is the conquest and destruction of Hahha and Hafuwa. A summary of
precedmg campaigns serves as an introduction, building to a suitable climax in which the
%(lastrulctl.on and sacking of Hahha and Has%uwa are described in considerable detail.

ne glorious account of the victory i i
of Ablad (£, Otton. 31D0G 911 375 8s] :ergli?nced by an allusion to the legendary Sargon
thOzr jcext shares not on'ly overall structure, but also specific thematic parallels with

¢ Anitta text. The sowing of weeds on the site of Ulma (H I 36-37) recalls the same
act perpetrated on Hattusa in Anitta 48. Carruba also points out the image of the lion,

10 .

il S50 5 (Lot oo s i o1

t i i
eﬁ: é}})\eclﬁg coll_oc.atmn “‘show smoke’’ is not attested
ere in Hittite. There is, however, evidence for

the idea of offering the smoke of a sacrifice to a god
(see below), and Hittite would have a dative whatever
the specific verb.
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T II 18 and IIT 1 and Anitta 26, as well as the use of captured booty to adorn temples
(Anitta 58 and H II 30, III 24, each with the verb palis$iya-, “adorn, face [with metal]”).
His reconstruction of T 11 6 f. after Anitta 20 f., however, must be rejected, because it
ignores the parallel in A (see below).

Anitta describes his own acts in the first person, as do the later Hittite kings in their
annals. Yet the Zalpa narrative is a prosaic third-person report.’* Bach of these narrative
formats appears to have contributed to the shape of the present text as we have it. H
employs the third person in I 1-5, then switches to the first person, which it uses consis-
tently thereafter to refer to Hattusili. Text A in its extant form alternates between first
and third person throughout, without apparent motivation.l? Since the first person is
the regular, productive usage in later Hittite, the uniformity of most of H tells us nothing
about the original. Although the usage of A is chaotic, it is hard to see why the Akkadian
translator would have used the third person at all if H had consistently had the first
person.

Our text must represent the fusion of a prosaic third-person historical report and a
more vivid first-person account of the campaign culminating in the conquest of Hahha
and Haiuwa. There would have been a tendency from the beginning to extend the use
of the first person back into the introductory historical narrative, and it is impossible to
know how far this process had been carried in the first version of our text. However, the
intercalation of consciously “literary” passages, such as the allusion to Sargon, might

have been an additional source of third-person forms. J. Durham has pointed out to me

that A shows third person in obv. 13-14 (image of the king as the favorite of the Sun-
goddess), obv. 34-35 (image of the lion), as well as rev. 18 f. (comparison with Sargon).
The first two of these have the appearance of stock literary formulas, while the last is
an independent unit appended to the main text (note that the description of the cam-
paign against Hahha and Ha$$uwa is complete without it). This episode is tied into the
main text by adding a final sentence describing the humiliation of the kings of Hahha
and Hag¥uwa (in the first person, A rev. 25). It may not be accidental that the title
LUGAL.GAL (fabarna) appears in all three passages just cited, and in A it is most easily
construed as the subject.’® Since it is clear that both A and H have gone through several
redactions, it is scarcely surprising that the original distribution of first and third person
forms is no longer recoverable.'*

v

Further details of the relationship between A and H supporting the above conclusions
will be discussed in the following commentary, which takes as its starting point the
edition of Imparati (I.) and Saporetti (S.), with references to Otten’s translation of A

11 The Zalpa text is nob the only example of an
Old Hittite historical narrative in the third person.
We also have fragments dealing with campaigns of
Muriili I against Aleppo and Babylon (CT'H 10 and
11).

12 Any attempt to rationalize the overall use of
first and third person actually observed in A requires
excessive emendation and arbitrary division of the
text. The reader may observe this for himself in the
excerpts given below: see, e.g., A obv. 2-3, 0bv. 15-17,
obv. 48-rev, 2.

13 On the other hand, LUGAL.GAL fabarna in
rev. 1 goes with allik “I went” in rev. 2, so the
presence of the third person in the above cases
cannot definitively be linked to the title.

14 For the gemeral form of composition in which
elements from different sources are fused into &
unified whole compare the Hittite prayers to the
Sun-god (CTH 873; Giterbock, JA40S 78 [1958]:
287 £.) and to the Sun-goddess of Arinna (CTH 376;
Gurney, 444 27 [1940]: 1 £).
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(0.) and Goetze’s commentary (G.). Since all these works are arranged by line number,
page references have been omitted as superfluous.

1. HI11-8 = A osv. 1-3

[LUGAL.GAL tabarlna ™Hattu$ili LUGAL.GAL (2) [LUGAL KUR YRVHatlti LU
VR Kuddar KUR "RUfHaiti (3) [LUGAL-e(zz)ialt SA4 ' Tawannanne DUMU SES-SU (4)
[(IN )fél URUS]azmwittav pait §-an(-)natta (5) [(harni)ktla nu(-Yutné-$iet harnikta (6) [nu-kan
[(ERIN.M)IES 2 'ASRA Vaécmdulanm’ dallayhhun (7) [(nu) kwe klwe adawar ésta (8)
[(n-(at)] ANA ERIN.MES adanduli piphun

LUGAL . GéL tabarna ina URUISUBABBAR-% LUGAL-utta itepué $a *Tawlannanna
DUMU’ SES-éo&/-éu] (2) ina YBUSapwitta allik-ma wl whalliq w KUR.HI. A-$u wp[alliq]
(3) ERIN.MES ummanati-ya 2-8u itezib minam dumqam addin-Sunubi

I. and O. restore [UMM A tabarlna in H I 1, assuming the common opening of Hittite
texts: “Thus (speaks) so-and-so.” Several facts argue for the restoration [LUGAL.GAL
tabarina instead. First of all, A begins with a simple statement: “The great king, the
Tabarna, exercised (lit. made) the kingship in Hatti—the nephew of (the) Tawannanna.”
Despite the variations of A and H (recall that both are copies), we should assume
parallelism unless evidence points to the contrary. Furthermore, the verbs of H I 3-5 are
in the third person (it being precisely lines 4-5 which show isolated archaisms). If the
text of H began with UMM A, the following direct speech should be in the first person
throughout: “Thus speaks the Taberna: I....” On the other hand, if the text began
with a narrative in the third person, as A confirms, then the third person forms of H T
3-5 would follow logically. With line I 6 the writer (at least of the copy) lapsed into the
usual first person form which he retained thereafter. For the narrative opening compare
not only the Zalpa text cited earlier, but also the beginning of the testament of Hattusili:
LIUGAL.GA]L tabarne . . . memidta, “The great king, the Tabarna, spoke . . . .”1% Note
also that all other occurrences of tabarna in our text are preceded by LUGAL.GAL
(I 27, I1 54, I1I 15, 30, 37). The redundancy of two LUGAL.GAL’s is accounted for by
the fact that the entire phrase ™Hattudili LUGAL.GAL KUR YBYHatt; LU YRV Kusar
is. a late insertion to accommodate the titulature to the Neo-Hittite pattern (cf. O.). This
view is supported by the spelling Kusdsar versus Kusdara of the Old Hittite Anitta text
(see Neu, StBol 18 [1974]: 55). Without the above phrase H corresponds exactly to A.

The space at the beginning of H I 3 requires the restoration with G. of [LUGAL-¢-(ez-
2)i-alt, after the duplicate KBo X 311. Less likely, but also possible in view of the
archaisms of lines 4-5, is the old form [ha-a$-8u-e-¢]t, proposed by Watkins, Transactions
of the Philological Society 1971 (1973): 77-78. I.’s [LUGAL-u-¢]t is far too short.

A obv. 2 employs the conjunction % with an adversative sense: “Going into Sahwitta,
I did not destroy it, but its lands I did destroy.” H I 5 has nu, which is also adversa:tive in
Anitta 50 and occasionally elsewhere (see Neu, StBoT 18 [1974]: 101-2). A stronger
equivalent of adversative u appears in H I 24 and 43, where -ma, “but”’ equates to the »
of A obv. 11 and 22 respectively. In each case the adversative sense is translated correctly

15 Sommer-Falkenstein, HAB 20. According to  restoration LUGAL.GAL tabarna . . . memi$ia is also

their collation, the last horizontal of GAL is visible su i
O1r coll ) , pported by other occurrences of the phr
eliminating U[M-M]A as a possible reading. The same text. phase fa the
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by O., ignored by S. The Hittite use of the Akkadian conjunction  deserves a separate
discussion of its own. I content myself here with reemphasizing the adversative usage,
which has not always been properly recognized in Hittite studies.t®

C. Watkins first pointed out to me that the space at the beginning of H I 6 requires
the restoration of more than just [(ERIN.M)JES. The syntax also calls for a sentence
connective. I owe the restoration of -kdn to H. Hoffner, who cites as parallels KBo V 4
rev. 30 f. (Targasnalli Treaty), KBo IV 411 18f (AM 114£.),and KU B XIII 20 I 10-11,
24. There is, however, no justification for I.’s restoration of -kdn in H I 8. It is not in the
duplicate, KBo X 3 I 6, nor does the same phrase with pdi- take -kdn in I 13 and 40.
Lastly, the available space does not require anything but [na-at]: cf. H III 22.

2. HI27-32 = A osv. 13-15.

LUGAL. GAL tabarnad NARAM “UTU VRV Arinna (28) nu-mu-za-kan on[da ginuwas-$al
ballls)8t]a(?) (29) nu-mu keldarta DIB-ta/ISBAT(?) nla-as-mu ME-ya piran (30)
buwiid nu INA YBYNinad$a MB-ya paun (31) nu-mu malhan LU.MES YRUNinassa
menaphanda (32) auitr nu EGIR-pa heddir

LUGAL. GAL tabarna naram “UTU ana sini-$u 18kun-8u (14) w qas-su isbat-ma ina pani-
Su irtup aldkam ana ir(1)ts VBU Nenadsa (15) ittalak ina pani-$u iptatu

A obv. 13 can be read without emendation (contra G.) by assuming a simple casus
pendens: “The great king, the Tabarna, beloved of the Sun-goddess (of Arinna)—him she
put in her lap” (thus O. and 8.). For the incorrect use of the possessive -§u with feminine
reference compare H 1 3 (but see also n. 25). On the other hand, the nominative form
tabarnad in H I 27 and the sentence-initial complex of H I 28 argue for taking line 27
as a nominal sentence: “(I) the great king, the Tabarna, (am) the favorite of the Sun-
goddess of Arinna, and she .. ..”!" This interpretation is also possible for A obv. 13
{(with a nominal sentence in the third person). For the asyndeton compare lines 14-15
and also below A obv. 28, where the nominal sentence is certain.

The Akkadian permits restoration of the sense of H I 28-29, but the precise wording is
uncertain. The very tentative restorations suggested above are based on A and other
parallels and on the partial signs visible in H. For the expression genuwa$ hala(i)-
compare Ullikummi (KU B XVII 7+) III 11-12: [n-an-kan ANA *Klum[arbi] ginuwas
halasr, “They placed (?) him (the infant Ullikummi) on Kumarbi’s lap.” T have chosen
the form [pa-1]i-[¢18-[t]e to fit the traces in the edition. The attested 3d sing. preterite
is palasd, but palidta seems possible in view of dalidta from dala- “leave, let alone.”’!® The

16 Most egregiously in translations of the Hittite
Laws. Friedrich, Neufeld, and Imparati translate u
uniformly as ‘“and,” ignoring instances where the
sense clearly is adversative. To cite but one example,
§81a of table 2 (Hr. §195a) runs in the later version:
takku LU.a8 MAHAR DAM SES-SU  Sedkizzi
SE8-SU-ma pwidwanza . .., “If a man sleeps with
his brother’s wife, but his brother is (still) alive....”
KUB XXIX 36 rev. 8 in old ductus has U SES-§U.
The latter does not mean “‘and’ (pace Friedrich) but
testifies to the adversative use of « in Old Hittite,
replaced by the productive -ma, “but’’ in the later
version (at least graphically).

17 The lack of -za in a nominal sentence with the
first person, against the rule of Hoffner, JNES 28
(1969): 225 f., is not a compelling counterargument.
He states explicitly that the rule does not hold for
Old Hittite, and the usage in our text may have been
copied from the original. Furthermore, as noted
earlier, the formula may have originally stood in the
third person, as suggested by A.

18 ., Hoffner also recalls KUB XXIV 71V 40 n-an-
za-kan UR-§i ddi%, but it is very hard to reconcile
the traces in the edition of KBe X 2 with da-a-i.
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traces in H I 29 point to kj-e$-Sa[r-ta] versus the SU-[it/az] of KU B XXIII 31 obv. 7.19
This leaves very little room for the expected verb e-ep-fa, especially since the traces
before the following -mu look more like n]a-a¥- than simply nu-. H. Kiimmel has sug-
gested DIB-ta, and H. Hoffner I§BAT, but even one of these will hardly fit the space.

For the collocation ¢rfup + infinitive, A obv. 14, see now von Soden, 4Hw sub
rat@pw. Since the idiom of A expresses habitual action and elsewhere equates to an -§k-
form in H (A obv. 26 = H II 5), one may wonder whether perhaps the original of H had
a form of huwaidk- here as well,

A obv. 14 reads in the manuscript ana Se-er-ti, which S. understands as “for the
punishment” (of the city of Nena&a), implying that N. was a vassal city in revolt. This
is not impossible, but the expression is peculiar, and H has simply “I went into battle
against N.” The emendation to ana irti “‘against” in A suggests itself, and this suggestion
finds support in the fact that the same error occurs in obv. 28, where four wedges have
been erased before ir-gd-up.

For some reason, G. ignores the sentence of H I 30 and tries to equate ana «e» irti
URUNenadda ittalak to H I 31: nu-mu mahhan LU.MES YRY Ninasda menahhanda auir.
Actually, the latter clause is rendered in A simply by ina pani-u, “before/in the face
of him.”” This eguation is confirmed by H II 6-7 = A obv. 29 (see below).

L. restores KA.GAL.HI.A in H I 32 after II 7, but it is interesting that the corre-
sponding A obv. 15 also omits the word for “gates.” We may have a permissible syntactic
deletion instead of a copying error. The overt object is not necessary for the sense:
“When the men of N. saw me coming, they opened up.”

3. HI33-37 = A osv. 15-18

[Ef}I]R-anda-ma INA VKUR URVTIma zahbiye paun (34) nu-mu LU MES YRVUIng
ME-ya menaphanda 2-SU uer(1l) n-a§ 2-SU-pat pulliyanun (36) nu KUR YRVUlman
harninkun nu-8%i-kdn pidi-88 (37) [ZA . AH . LIISAR Sunniyanun

ana U llwmma ana ME 5llik (16) u 2-$u (ras.) SSTUKUL ana pani-ya ubla w 2-Su-ma
damda-$u aduk (17) YEVUllumma uhallig-Su-ma ina qagqari-Su U.HUL(1?) darrad-su
attaSar-Su

S.’s restoration of -ma (over an erasure) after the first 2-§u of A obv. 16 is unnecessary.
The -ma after the second 2-3u is emphasizing, corresponding to the -pat of H: “They came
against me in battle two times, and those very two times I defeated them.” That is,
“I defeated them each and every time.” The a-d-ir of H I 35 is surely a mistake for
ti-e-er (thus G.). This is confirmed by the 4-it of the duplicate, I BoT III 134, 1, despite I.’s
assertions. The verb must refer to the city of Ulma. First, because H uses the first person
exclusively for Hattusili after the opening lines (admitted by I. herself ad I 43). Second,
because the direction expressed by wit, ‘“‘came’ would be appropriate only for the enemy,
not for Hattusili himself. Finally, note that A refers to the city of Ul(lum)ma in the
singular, rather than the “men of Ulma” as in K Bo X 2. Besides, zahbiya . . . uer, “they
came in battle” is the only reasonable equivalent for SSTUKUL ubla, “bore arms.” The
error need not be taken as a simple mishearing of wer as awir. A likely source of confusion

® The Hittite idiom for ‘“take someone by the  presupposes the older form keffurta, since kelfarit or

hfmd” emp.loya accusative of person and “hand” in  kes§araz would be spelled with -$a-ria-.
either the instrumental or ablative. The use of ar
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was the presence of menabhanda guir (in a correct context) only three lines above in the
same position in the line (see above H I 31-32).

As noted above, the sowing of weeds on the site of Ulma, H T 36-37, recalls the same
deed perpetrated on Hattua in Anitta 48. The following context in Anitta 49-51 makes
it clear that the purpose of the act is to make the site sacrum in the double sense of this
word: “sacred” to the gods, but “accursed” (off limits) to men (on this notion see
Benveniste, Vocabulaire des institutions indo-européennes, 2.187 £.). In Anitta 20 £, it is
stated explicitly that a city is handed over to the Storm-god and that no one is to settle
there again. The sense of H is thus quite clear.

The problem then becomes how to understand A, which reads in the manuseript: ne
qaqqari-5u t-ul i-da-a-ar-ra-ad-Su attadar-Su. Since na qaqqari-Su, “in its ground”’
matches pedi-§§i, we expect to find some expression of the idea “sowed weeds” in what
follows. Tt is in fact possible to discover in i-td-a-ar-ra-ad-Su a suffixed form of the verb
erdu, “cultivate, till.” For the OAss vocalism compate starab obv. 48. The OAss/OAkk
treatment -8 < -§+4- (see von Soden, GAG §301.) is attested elsewhere in BoAkk:
KBo 15 T11 33 eppud-Sunuti, RS 17.132, 27 ippus-$unute. The seriptio plena in -td-a-ar-
is peculiar but not a compelling argument against this interpretation. Rather than
assume a peculiar perfect form, it is easier to understand #tarrad-$u as Gtn preterite,
despite the lack of an -8k- form in H. We now have a suitable verb, but instead of an
object corresponding to [ZA.AH.LJISAR, “weeds,” we find an inexplicable negative
d-ul. Since U is the Sumerogram for “grass,” I find attractive the emendation to U. HUL

“vile grass” suggested to me by J. Durham.2® Tt is quite possible that a later copyist
would have misheard the rare U. HUL as #-ul. A obv. 17 would thus originally have read:
“He planted vile grass in its ground.” This interpretation based on H has the merit of
fitting the word division in A, which is otherwise consistent.

We are left with attadar-§u in A obv. 18, apparently without an equivalent in H. While
naddru is commonly used to mean “take away, confiscate,” it is also employed with
eglam to mean “cut off” a field or part of a field from a large tract (see AHw sub voce). As
noted above, the whole point of this passage is that the site of the defeated city is to
become sacred to the gods and inaccessible to men. 1 would therefore translate “T cut it
off [segregated it.” The Hittite original may have had a form of kar$-, “cut off” (cf. KUB
XXIV 8 II 11-12 for this verb used of setting aside animals for the sacrifice). However,
it is also possible that the additional phrase in A was an explanatory gloss (cf. above ad
rev. 13-14).

4. HI 38 = A osv. 18

1. reads [EGI]R dahbun, “di nuovo portai,” but the preverb would be EGIR-pa, and
da- does not mean “carry.” A obv. 18 has simply wuSels, “T sent up’’ without any adverb
EGIR-%u. Other occurrences of the phrase in the duplicates show that we should read
[pt]-e-da-ab-pu-un, “1 carried” (see KUB XXIIT 41, 3.4 and also KBo X 31 10). Else-
where, K Bo X 2 has substituted pthhun, “I gave,” confusing “I carried it to the temple
of 84X’ with “I gave it to ¢X.”

20 For U.HUL in a curse, compare perhaps  Euphrates.” The overall context, however, is quite
“Lamentation over the Destruction of Sumer and Ur” different from the present one, which agrees with

line 37 (Kramer in ANET, 3d ed. [1969]: 612), “for  that in Anitta 48.
vile grass to grow up on the banks of the Tigris and
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5. H1I42-45 = A oBv. 21-22

nu IN A KUR YRVSullahSuwe paun nu-za KUR URUSallahduwwas (43) TZI-it apasila kattan

tarnas ap@d-ma-mu (44) 1R.MES-ni wapnuir nu " Hattudi P
UWANUN v T U Hattusz (4’5) URU-ri-mit EG’IR-Z)(Z

ana "*Sallahswwa ittalak "RVSallahduwa Sa-ma i3a ; i
: . 4 % -ma i$atam (22) ittads § <
bi-ya itturs ana, K UBABBAR atfuram (22) ittadin w Suny ana IR . MES-

3 S.’s t’ranslation is impossible. In view of H apadila, A $u-it-ma has to be the emphati
1.1’cself, "and the stl‘bject (?f the sentence is the city of Sallah$uwa (thus already O.). g‘akelr(ll
ﬁ1ter31;jy,‘H. says: f[“he city of S. on its own (apadila) let itself (-za) down by (means of)
re.”” This is a peculiar way to express “it set fire to itself” or “it burned itself down” (O
1:eads. thf latter). One expects nu-za arha lukkitjwarnut. Furthermore, A has iédtaw;
ztta.dm, gave fire,” indicating that whatever its understanding of the’ Hittite it was
trying to express something other than simply ‘“set fire,” which would be idatam ittadi
Ant‘lamctlandatlon of ittadin to ittadi would admittedly be quite easy, but it is not sounil'
;rfm;c; ; I’foHe-jmend out of existence a peculiarity in A matched by an equally unusual
In A rev. 21 and 23 we find the usual #$@tam ittadi, matched in H III 35 by arh
wfwnuzzz (dl.lpl. arha lukkit), “burn utterly” and in H III 39 by 1ZI-az kattan gf "
I’s restoration of [tarnaphun] in the latter is dubious. First, because kattan lukk ]
attes‘se(‘i (Madduwatta, KUB XIV 1 rev. 54). Second, beca,us,e A has the normal e; 1§
Enam]?’lguous wSatam sttadi. The objection that a restored form of lukk- or warn;l-
AEE]I{;ZT ‘VV(:)[EIId ‘be redundajnt‘ ‘With IZI-0% is not valid: see KUB VIII 251 9 KUR-yaLét
P a$ -1 warnutar:, “the field(s) of the country will be burned/destroyed by
re. We may therefore restore IZI-az kattan [lukkunfwarnunun] in H IIT 89 after A rev
23. This pas’?age. provides no evidence that 1Z1-i kattan tarna- means “destroy b ﬁre.
b‘urn down.” Aside from these grammatical considerations, how plausible is itythgt th ,
city would burn itself to the ground ? This would be a rather extreme res to tl .
approach of the Hittite king. ponse fo the
. I theiefor'e propose to read: “The city of §. on its own delivered itself by fire.” Th.
idea of “deliver, hand over” is reflected in the “gave” of A, but the reﬂexivg ob'e‘ct c(;
the role of “fire” were garbled. For the use of tarna- to mean “‘deliver hanCJ{ an”
(Vz(_)mpare ‘Flle Annals of Mur#ili, KBo 1V 4 IV 21, 24;: BELI-NI-wa-na$ ’ URUI; V;r’"'
sm‘uwc?nm: l& maniyapti, “Our lord, do not hand us over to Hattusa to (bej i)iundevr((zdl)bf?
The king’s response is: YBU Dakkuman URU-an $Gruwenz: UL tarnabhun, <1 did n;)t
hand. over the city of D. to be plundered.” The form of tarna- is usedv as e’quivalent to
ﬁcinzzgabf-, whose basi? meaning is “hand Pver.” Compare also the usage of tarna- in
. bc; C]c;uzoti};t e: gsz ;101(\17 gie :UTfUA‘:.’“UTUL-Za ](*])GIR-an tarnaphun, “and I delivered
- s 0 inna.” As O. points out, t j i
:c;alllsferf:ad fr01‘rr‘1 one sort of servitude to another, a1P1d tarna- i,s jll((jirf; E%szlfl: rd(leu}o);lzi
Fig ;ﬁ;e N jé;dthhinlcll ox.rer.” Note the paraphrase in A rev. 13 (already cited above).
. 52_55;). ANAeL é) owing passage from the Autobiography of Hattusili IIT (KUB I 1
: KUR-mu piran katta UL kuwwapikki tarnad UL-ma-mw ANA EN
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DINI-YA “WMBgedanatallad kuwwapikki piran katta tarna$: “(The goddess) never
delivered me to my enemy. Never did she deliver me to my opponent at law (or) my
enviers.” The presence of piran and the difference of katta versus kattan make this less
than a perfect parallel, but the sense ““deliver, hand over” again imposes itself (cf.
Qétze, Hatt. 11 “iiberlieB,” Sturtevant, Chrest. 67 “abandoned”). The same passage
employs tarna- without preverb (line 38) and with pard (line 41), also with the sense
“hand over, deliver to.”

One may fairly ask just what it means to “deliver oneself by fire.”” Elsewhere in the
text the cities either open their gates to Hattusili or decide to resist, in which case they
are destroyed. Let us suppose a third possibility. The rulers/elders of the city decide to
fight, but some faction prefers serving the Hittite king to destruction in battle. It betrays
the city by setting a large enough fire to make resistance impossible and thus deliver
the city to the enemy. This scenario obviously assumes a great deal, and if this were the
cage, one might expect a more explicit statement of it. However, I see no other reasonable
way to interpret what H says. What would have been the motivation for the inhabitants’
burning their own city to the ground ? If they intended resistance by “scorched earth,”
they would not then meekly have become Hattusili’s servants. If the latter were their
intention, they could simply have thrown open the gates and surrendered, as others did.

H continues: “but they (the citizens) turned to my servitude” = ‘“they became my
servants” (with a late nom. pl. ap@é and an intransitive wapnuir as KBo IV 4 I1 7). G.
interprets IR .MES-ti-ya in A as the abstract wardutti-ya, “my servitude” after H
IR .MES-ni, which is the likelier solution. However, he himself attributes the presence
of the plural marker MES to confusion between the abstact in -wttu/-#tu and the adjective
plural marker -@itu, which is attested with nouns at Bogazkoy (see e.g., Labat, AkkBo
sub amélu). Since ana X tdru is attested elsewhere as “become X” (e.g., KBo11017), one
should consider reading warddti-ya and translating “‘they became my servants” (thus S.).
Both usages are found with the transitive turru at Bogazksy: KBo 11 Vs 19 ina Sanuthi-
ya ana IR .MES-ya utter-§unuti, “For a second time I turned them into my servants”
versus KUB III 14 obv. 3 abu-ya ana IR-utti-Su utter-$u, “My father turned him to his
servitude.” The translation “habe/hat zuriickgebracht” by Weidner, PD 7 and 77, is
erroneous and based on a false interpretation of nak@ru as “revolt” rather than simply
“become hostile.” In the first example the sense of “again” is already contained in the
phrase ina $anutti-ya. As shown by the attestations in Labat, 4kkBo, pp. 219-20, the
verb tdru at Bogazkoy means “turn’ as well as “‘return,” both intransitive and transitive.
There is no contextual support in our text for the interpretation “they returned to my
servitude,” for which H would surely have EGIR-pa wahnuir. Note finally that there is
no mention of deportation, which one would expect if the city had truly been burned
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6. HI48-50 = A omv. 24-25

nu-z6 LUGAL.GAL (49) [ZI-an wardilyanunun nu-kan SA KUR.KUR.MES (50)
[EGIR-panda *UITU()-ul$] tiyat

LUGAL. GAL libba-$u uttappis (25) ana qinnat KUR.HIL. A “UTU itaziz

The idiom of A obv. 24, libba nuppusu, “let the heart breathe” = “satisfy the heart”
is attested elsewhere (see AHw sub napasu). H shows []-yanunun, which points to a
causative in -nu- from a -ya- stem. I have therefore restored nu-za [ZI-an warsilyanunun,
“I calmed/appeased my mind.” Compare first the Annals of Mur$ili, KU B XIV 15 ITI 26;
ZY-an warStyanu{nuyn; with a different stem, KUB XIII 4 IV 11: ny DINGIR.MES
ZI-an wardanuanzi, “They appease the mind(s) of the gods”; finally, K Bo XII 64 IV 8
(broken context): ZI-an wardiyanuzi.

My restoration of H I 50 is based on A and on H II 52-53: n-adte SA KUR.KUR.
MES anda “UTU-u8 tiyat = A rev. 1 [ 12UTU it-ta(!)-2[¢-]2.22 Von Soden, AHw sub
ginnatu reads A obv. 25 as ana ginnat $adé, “behind the mountains.” But the Hittites
did not use the Sumerogram KUR as “mountain,” only as “land.” 2® Besides, it is
hardly appropriate to the context to take the phrase in an astronomical sense: ‘“The
Sun-(god) stepped behind the mountains” = “set”” (?). There is no reason to refer to
nightfall at this point in the text.

The difficulty is that in the first oceurrence we have the preposition “behind” in A and
a missing preverb in H, while the second time we have the preverb “into” in H and a
missing prepositional phrase in A. Are we to take the difference between “behind’”’ and
“in” seriously and assume a contrast in meaning? Or should we take the expressions of
A and H as equivalent? The contexts of the two occurrences are analogous but not
identical. In the first instance, the Sun-god “steps behind the lands” after the destruction
of the city of Sanhwitta. In the other case, the Sun-god “steps into the lands” after the
defeat of the army of Zippa$na but before its destruction. One last point to be considered :
there is too much space in H I 50 for the restoration of just an-da.

Since A obv. 25 has ana ginnat . . . ittaziz, which makes no sense literally and is not an
Akkadian idiom, I suggest that H at this point had [EGIR-panda] tiyat, literally
“stepped behind,” but idiomatically “attached himself to.” Compare for both the
spelling and the sense KU B XXIII 1 I 33-34: n-at-kan ANA LUGAL KUR YRV Mizzari
EGIR-panda tier, “and they stepped behind (went over to) the King of Egypt.”2¢ I

to the ground.?!

21 Cities conquered by the Hittite king faced two
possible fates, stated explicitly in the Anmals of
Mursili, KBo III 4 IIT 29-30: ““I conquered the land
of Arzawa, and one part (kwit) I brought home to
Hattula, and the other (kuit) I subjugated on the
spot.”” As a rule, cities which resisted were sacked and
destroyed, and their population deported, while those
cities which surrendered were permitted to continue
their existence as vassals of the Hittite king. In the
Annals of Mursili the deported citizens (NAM.RA.
MES/HI.A) are explicitly lumped together with

cattle and sheep as part of the booty. Our text makes
no mention of NAM.RA.MES, and the removal
of the people of Hahha (H III 16-20 = A rev. 11-13)
does not seem to be a typical case of deportation. This
may indicate that the later imperial practice of mass
deportation had not yet developed. On the other hand,
the sacking of destroyed cities is stated explicitly in
our text, while no mention is made of servitude. By
contrast, Sallahduwa is not sacked, and its citizens
become Hattusili’s servants. This again suggests to me
that the city was not destroyed.

22In A rev. 1 the 7t is clear, as is the first part of
the ta. The double (?) vertical after the next narrow
break is probably the rest of the ta. We then have a
trace of the 27 and the vertical of iz, The verb cannot
be tarab, which would be spelled i-td-ra-ab (cf. obv.
48). Of the two partial signs beginning H I 50 the
second is easily uf, but the first shows only parts of
two wedges, nothing of the expected vertical of
ud[UTU. The photograph, however, does indicate
more space between the two wedges and the beginning
of u¥ than the edition offers, so I believe YUTTU(!)-u[§]
remains possible.

23 Labat, AkkBo, p. 200, cites a single occurrence
of KUR, = $add: KBo I 2 rev. 29, where KUR . MES
ID.MES§ stands for the HUR.SAG.ME§ ID.MES
of the duplicate K.Bo I 1 rev. 53. But in the present

instance we have KUR.KUR.MES in H as well,
which would be unparalleled as “mountains’” in a
Hittite context.

24 It may be noted in passing that the expression
appan(da) tiya-lar-, ‘“‘step/stand behind”’ = “‘attach
oneself to, be on someone’s side” forms a semantic
pair with hanti tiya-, which is literally “‘step in front
(of),” but more often means ‘“step apart from’ and
then “betray, denounce.”” It is true that hanti tiya-
is usually construed with an accusative object, but
this is surely secondary. The original construction
with a dativus incommeodi is attested in KUB XXVI
12 II 6-8, where the contrast with the opposite
member EGIR-an tiya- is explicit: EGIR-a[n-wa-§$7]
UL tiyams hanti-ya-wa-§§t UL tiyami, T shall neither
join him nor betray him.” P. Taté has suggested to
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understand our passage to mean that Hattusili destroyed the city of Sanhwitta, but the
surrounding countryside came under the protection of the Sun-god (who “attached
himself” to it). This amounts to saying that it came under the control of the Hittite
king.2® In the case of Zippasna, Hattusili apparently defeated its troops outside the city
(see below), and the Sun-god entered the (surrounding) lands. One could emend the text
of H to (EGIRYanda and make the two cases identical, but this is unnecessary. The
phrase “the Sun-god entered the lands” can just as well imply “took them under his
control/protection.” Hattuiili then proceeded to Z. itself and destroyed it. We thus
arrive at the same general sense for A obv. 25 as G. and S., without the emendation to
ke-{diy-in-na-at.

7. HI53-I1I 1 = A oBv. 26-27
[...S8GIGIR. MES SA KUR YR8 Appaya (54) [(bulliyanun) nu GUD . HI.AUDU.HL.A
AN A YRCTalkSlan[nlaya piran Sard dahlun
GBGIGIR . MES-$u o KUR VAU Abbaya itabak (27) x x-x-§u o V*VTaksand GUD.HI. A-
$u UDU.HI.A-$u iltagqe

S. reads URVUmmaya in A obv. 26, and I. restores [VRUUm-ma]-ye in H T 54, thus
leaving the cities Tak$and of A obv. 27 and Appaya of H I 53 without parallels. But
even without H, the form of A obv. 26 could just as well be read A4b-ba-ya, and the
occurrence of Ap-pa-ya in H at the same point virtually forces this reading (for the
Hittites the two spellings would be equivalent). Furthermore, H I 54 shows traces of a
$a, a clear an, and most of a na, thus: ["FYT'dk-§la-an-[nla-ya = YRUT'q-gk-Sa-na-¢ of
A obv. 27. Compare KUB XXXI 64 IT 32": ANA URU PGk $a-an-na(-)x] ]. The two texts
thus do mention the same two cities in the same sequence as one would expect. The ghost
word Ummaya disappears.

The restoration pulliyanun in H II 54 is based on KUB XXIII 33, 5 [-y]a hulliyanun,
which ought to equate to A obv. 26: “I/he overturned/ defeated the chariots of Appaya.”2®
This means we must restore the verb hulliyanun at the beginning of line 54 of KBo X 2
before the objects of the next sentence restored above. This leaves no room for the phrase
of A obv. 27, which appears as x ub-ra-$u. This sequence makes no sense as it stands, and
without an equivalent in H I can offer no likely emendation.

8. H II 2-10 = A oBv. 28-30

nu INA YRV Pagrmanna andan paun (3) YRV Parmannad-ma-kan apedad ANA LUGALS,
[MES] (4) SAG.DU-a$ &ta KASKAL.HI. A-a8-§mas apad (5) piran takdanniskit §(6)
[(nu)]-mu-kan maphan menahhanda aluir] (7) nu KA.GAL.HI.A EGIR-pa hefer n-as-z[a
apedani(?)] (8) memieni nepifas Y[TU-us SU-azfit épta] (9) anda-ma-mu KUR URU Alhas
kur[uriahta] (10) nu YRUAlhan parninku[n]

me that the original image may be that of a military
confrontation, where one who steps/stands behind
you is your ally, while whoever faces you is a foe.

25 Carruba, ZDMG, Supp. 1, 1 (1969): 231-32, also
understands this passage as identifying the Hitbite
king with the sun-(god). Recall the later royal title
4UTUSL, “my sun.”’ See also the discussion by Neu,
StBoT 18 (1974): 127-31, who notes that the female
Sun-goddess of Arinna is thus far not attested in a

toxt in old duetus. In view of this, the omission of
URU 4pinng and the masculine pronominal reference
of A obv. 13 may not be errors, bub rather reflections
of a Hittite original where all cases of ?UTU referred
to the male Sun-god (probably the Indo-European
4%u¥). In the later copies of H, most references to
the solar deity were “‘corrected’” to 4UTT URU 4 rinna.

26 §. translates ‘“in the land of the city of . . .,” but
Sa marks possession.
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4] U%“Parmavnna SAG.DU-ad LU.MES Sunu(tiy irtup itabbula (29) Y[R Plarmalnna
GIéI{A.GAL.-Su ane pawi-ya iptate wna balaty (30) YUTU galsslu issabat "RV Alahha
ikkir-ma allik-ma, V% Alahha whallig-du -

Here again S.’s translation ignores H, which must be taken as the starting point, since
it has a very specific idiom: “but Parmanna was chief (lit. head) among those kings; it
gmoothed out the paths before them.” For SAG.DU, “head” in the meaning “chief”
applied to cities, compare K Bo IIT 4 T 82-33: nu S4 Y*YGadga kuiz§ SAG. DU.MES
KUR.KUR.MES "BUHalila$ U*Y Duddulgadé-a edir n-ad§ GUL-un, “And I attacked
(those) which were the chief lands of the Gaga country, Halila and Duddusga.” G.
plausibly takes our passage to mean that the city of Parmanna, being preeminent, directed
the behavior of the other local rulers. For A he reads stappula(m) as atappula(m), Dtn to
apdlu, “answer”: “it continually made them respond to each other.” W. Moran has
called my attention to the use of the Gtn of wabdlu to mean “govern, administer” (see
CAD sub abalu A7b). We may therefore read irfup itabbula(m), “used to govern, adminis-
ter.” This arrives at the sense of H more directly and eliminates the irregular
vocalism.

The use of LU.MES in A for LUGAL.[MES] in H is probably not an error. It rather
reflects the widespread use of LU + X (place name) to mean “‘the ruler of X,” attested
at Mari, Alalakh, and Xl Amarna (see CAD sub amilu 4d). The demonstrative apedas
“those” in H argues that §unuw must be taken likewise in A, not as a possessive, despite it;
nominative form. Furthermore, there is simply no antecedent for ‘“their.” A here as
elsewhere refers to the city in the singular. One may interpret LU.MES Sunudti) as a
genitive and translate: “But Parmanna was the head of those rulers.” This matches H
exactly, but it implies that irfup tabbula has no overt object: “it used to hold sway.”
Al’Eernatvively, one may construe SAG.DU-ad (gaggad) as a predicate state and assign
LU.MES $unudti) to the second clause: “but Parmanna was head/chief; it used to govern
those rulers.” One expects Sunuti in either case. It is likely that the entire passage made
no sense to the later copyist of A, who may have “corrected”” §unuti to Sunu for reasons
of his own. Note the correspondence of #rfup + infinitive and an -§&- verb in H to
express iterative (habitual) action.

Just as above, H I 31-32 = A obv. 15, the Hittite collocation “when they saw me
opposite’ in H II 6 is reduced in A obv. 29 to a simple prepositional phrase ana pani-ya,
“before me.” As usual, H refers to the inhabitants of the city (‘“they opened the gates”)
while A speaks of the city (“Parmanna opened its gates before me”). ’

The ana balat of A obv. 30 must, with G., be taken as a misunderstanding of a me-mi-
an-nt as MU, IM-an-ni. A reference at this point to “in the next year” makes no sense.
We are still dealing with Parmanna and its surrender. The restoration of [apedani],
“that” in H II 7 is uncertain. A simple memianni/memient, ““in the affair” seems abrupt
but the absence of the demonstrative in the original would help account for the error ir;
translation. Based on the ga-a[s-s]é issabat of A, we may restore [SU-it/az e-ep-ta] in H

II 8: “In [that]/the affair (their decision to surrender) the Sun-god of heaven?’ [took]

2TVS.’S dneglect o£ H leads him to mistranslate usually in A). If one is going to obliterate the distinc-
(n;pzsa&i) UTU as “la dea sole” wherever it occurs  tion between the two solar deities, then one must
X?r'v. 2.5, 30, Tev. 1, 24). But the Sun-goddess of opt for the male Sun-god (see n, 25 above).

inna is consistently identified as such in H (and
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them [by the hand].” 28 The difference in number between A and H is again due to the
fact that H in the preceding sentence refers to the inhabitants of Parmanna, while A
names the city in the singular. The basic idea here is that Parmanna’s decision to surren-
der was a wise one, and the Sun-god is credited with motivating it. That this is the real
meaning of the passage is confirmed by the contrast with the fate of Alha, which was
stupid enough to resist and was destroyed (note the adversative -ma, “but” in H IT 9).

L. restores H 11 9 as: anda-ma-mu KUR Y*YAlLad [pa-a-un], “‘e nel paese della cittd di
Alha [andai].” This is impossible on all counts. It ignores the traces of signs before the
break, the first of which cannot be pa. It leaves the enclitic -mu unaccounted for, and
the interpretation of KUR Y*UAlhad as a genitive collocation is strained. The correct
restoration is given by A: "BVAlahha ikkir, “‘the city of A. became hostile.” This points
to ku-r{u-ri-(ya)-ah-ta] in H: “but the city of A. bec[ame hostile] to me.”

9. HIT17-18 = A oBv. 34

nu kapplulwandals UD . KAM.HI. A-as iDPz’orun[an] (18) zthhu[n]
ina wmati-ma irts [P Puran kima UR.MAH LUGAL. GAL dtetig

H says literally “in counted days,” which means “in a few days I crossed the Puruna.”
G. says that this nuance is lacking in A, and both O. and S. translate “in (those) days.”
But this view ignores the -ma of A, which is emphasizing: “within days,” i.e., “within a
matter of days” (not weeks or months), a subtle but accurate reflection of the sense of H.
The point of the passage is not the time at which the action took place, but rather the
speed with which Hattuili accomplished his military maneuver. Compare the hyper-
bolic use of (mabhan) lukkatta-ma, “on the next day” in the Annals of Mursili.

10. H II 21-26 = A oBv. 35-38

[nu-88 SAHAR . HI. A-u)s Ser arnunun (22) [a88u-ma-§8 hitlman Sard dap[hun] (23) [(nu
URUKUBABBAR-$)an $ulnaphun §(24) [(nu-kan KUBABBAR GUSKI)N x x x x x]-un
(25) [(namma-8% DINGIR.MES $ard dapplu[n](??) (26) [(*U EN arruzza %)U EN
URU I ala]p

epram (36) ana mubpi-$u iSta()pak-$u w makkur-$u "FVKUBABBAR-t: wndalls (37)
KUBABBAR-$u GUSKIN panam u babam ul i$4 U EN armaruk (38) U EN VRUglap

The restorations in H are based on A, the duplicate ¥ Bo7' 13 and parallel passages in
H. For line 21 compare first of all A obv. 36: “he heaped dust upon it.”” The same phrase
is also attested in H II 51-52 (see below). Line 22 may be restored from H I 19 and I1I 8.
Based on A obv. 36 (and VBoT 13, 11),2° we should restore the city of Hattu$a as the
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object of “I filled” in line 23, not “my house” after I 20. The passages are parallel but
not identical. Part of lines 24-25 may be restored from V.BoT 13, 2-3. KBo X 2 has no
room for expressing the “without beginning or end” or “beyond counting” reflected in A
by panam w babam wl 184. The original of H probably had some form of the expression
kappuwawar UL éta, “‘there was no counting,” as in K Bo IIT 4 I 43: "RVKUBABBAR-
a$-ma-za EN . MES ERIN. MES ANSE.KUR.RA . MES-ya kwin NAM. RA . MES uwatet
nu-8$an kappawawar NU.GAL &$ta, “But (of) the deportees which the lords, infantry
and cavalry of HattuSa brought (home), there was no counting,” % .

The rest of line 25 is tentatively restored after passages like H I 10, but it must be said
that the traces of signs in the edition look much more like -tJu-u[k- than they do -hlu-u[n.
On the other hand, it is very difficult to take the enclitic -§ at the head of the line as
anything but a dativus incommodi like that of I 10 or 19. One might think of reading
DINGIR.MES S[4 "BVHad$uwa . . .], but this would place dar@ or the beginning of the
verb at the point where the partial signs appear, and the latter look even less like a-ra-a
or da-ah- than they do -hu-un. A is of no help here, since it has no corresponding sentence,
leaving the list of gods without a verb.

Despite their differences, the *U EN armaruk of A obv. 37 and the U EN arruzza of
VBoT 13, 4 must be equivalent. The differences in the spelling of names between A and
H throughout the text are sometimes rather striking:

A H
obv. 1 URUKUBABBAR-# I 1 KUR YRUHaits
2 YRSy -hu-it-ta 4 YRUSy ng-u-i-it-ta
4 URYZg-al-pd-ar 9 VRV Zg-al-pa
6 YBUAl-ha-al-ha 15 "BYA.[[a]-al-ha
7,9 URUKURTTp &, 16, 17 UBYWo.ar-$u-wa-(az)
8 VRV ga-ka-li-i& 17 YRV ka-ka-li 18 -lg-az(!)

9 URUTY.48-hi-ni-yo
10 XURApr.zq-t-1
11 XYRHa-ni-galy-bat

18 YRUDg.qf-hi-ni-ya
22 URUAr.zg-u-wa
24 URUHyr-rq

14 URUNe.ng-as-$a 30, 31 VYRUNina-a8-da

15, 17  URYULly-um-ma 34, 36  URUTl.ma-(an)

20 URVULlu-um 41 URU0lma-za

19 Gal(N)(“NI”)-ka-ti-t; 38 DINGIRM™ SATTU™ Jyl. ka-ti-431
19 HURSAGA.pg.gn-ha-pi-la 39 HURSAGA yq-an-ha-pi-la-an-ng

21 URYSal-lg-ah-$u-wa 42 YRUSul-lg-ah-§u-wa-(ad)

23, 24 YRSy na-pu-ut 46  YRSa-na-ah-hu-it-ta

26 KUR YBYAb-ba-ya 53 ["RVAp-pa-ya

27 URYTq-ak-Sa-na-a 54 [YBUDdk-Sla-an-[n]e-ya

28 URU Pg.gr-ma-an-ng II 2,3 VRYPdr.ma-an-na-(as)

28 There is not quite enough space for this phrase,
but there are other instances of writing over the edge
in KBo X 2: IT 39, 46, IIT 19, 20. The reading na-as-
?[@...] in H II 7 is based on a suggestion of H.
Hoffner, who points out that the edition shows no
space between -a§- and what follows. The use of -za
with SU-az/it ep- is rare but attested at KUR VII 6,
5-8.

29 The second sign of VBoT 13, 1 is rather clearly
URU, not GIR (L). The lack of a paragraph line
between lines 1 and 2 of VBoT 13 is insignificant,
since copies often differ in this respect. It is also
possible that the text read "FUKUBABBAR-{[7], bub
this does not affect the meaning.

29  Y[RYPlir-[ma-aln-na
30 YRUA.lg-ap-ha

%0 ¥, Hoffner has also reminded me of KUB XXIX
1 IT 9-10: wittann-a kutres-§mit kappuwawar-Samet
UL. duqqdri, ““of the years (their) shortness and
(their) counting are not seen’’ (for the translation see
Neu, StBoT 5 [1968]: 178).

9,10 URUALha-ad/-an

31 One could consider other possibilities for both
A and H: 4Zal-ka-ti-t¢ in A, or in a different direction
Ka-ti-t¢ in H. Arriving as a common denominator is
not simple.
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11, 12 YRYZg-ry-na-(an)
13, 18 YRUHg.a$-Su-wa

31 YRV Zg-ru-un-te

32 URVH4 g8-du

35 URUHg-ad-Su-wa

32, 38 VRUHg.-la-ap

33 TURSAGA . td-lu-ur
34 IPPy.rg.an

37 U EN ar-ma-ru-uk

15 URU[Hal-pa)] (acc. to space)®?
(no corresponding sentence)
17 Py-y-ru-nfa-an)

VBoT 13,4 94U EN ar-ru-uz-2a

38 dAl-la-tum 13,5 94i-la-tum
38 dA-td-lu-ur I 27 A-te-al-lu-ur
38 Lg-lu-ri 27 (lacuna)

43 YRUHa-[a8]-Su

44 (lacuna)

46 URYTg-d-na-ga

47 VRV Ziip-pa-ad-na

36 [RUHa-a8-Su-wa + 11 45

38 DUMU.SAL 4Al-[la-ti *]Hé-bat
46 ™ Tg-wa-an-na-ga-os

48,49, 54 VRV Zi.ip-pa-as-na-(an)

rev. 2 URUHa-ah-[h]i + rev. 4, 8, 10 III 1 VRUHg-ah-ha-(an) + 111 6, 8, 14
3 URVZi-pis-na 3 URUZiip-pa-ad-$a-na-an
16 URUDim-ma-na-ya 25 UBRUTY.ma(l)-nas®
18 P Py-ra-at-ta 29 ™Ng-a-la-an (acc.)
20 LUGAL-ki-ni 32 LUGAL-g[i-na-8(a)- ]
20, 21, 23, 24 VRUHg-ah-hi 33 URUHg-ah-Ri-a$ (gen.)
38 URU[g.ah-ha-an (acc.)*
22 URUHg-ad-$ ' 41 VRUHg-g$-$u-wa

A also consistently uses YBWKUBABBAR-#2 for the city "*UHattusa-: A obv. 12, 22, 36,
rev. 6 (Ha-at-ti) = H 1 26, 44, VBoT' 13, 1 and III 9. Both A and H normally write
URUT(JL-na for VRV Arinna: A obv. 5, 18, 43, rev. 13, 14, 17, 18 = H 111, 37, I1I 20, 22,
26, 28. H I 27 and 51 have the phonetic spelling A-ri-in-na: in the first instance A obv.
13 omits the city name, while A rev. 26 has "BVTUL-na. As indicated earlier, the scribe
who wrote A rev. 4 spells Arinna phonetically, while the corresponding H III 5 has
TUL-na.

11. H II 44-1IT1 3 = A oBv. 46-REV. 3

kima INA B U ped[alhbun §(45) nu-2a KUR "*UHad$uwa INA MU.1. KAM tarahhun
(46) «4YALU GUSKIN» nu ™Tawannagad mari[n)(?) (47) arha peser LUGAL.GAL-
ma-an-kan SAG . DU-SU (48) kwersun nu IN A "° Zippaina paun (49) nu-kan "*Y Zippas-
nan GEg-az-pat (50) $ard paun nu-$mas ME-ya (51) anda tiyanun nu-$mas SAHAR HIL. A-
3% (52) Ser arnunun n-aste SA KUR.KUR.MES (53) anda “UTU-us tiyat §(54) LUGAL.
GAL tabarnaé INA YRYZippasna (55) : [plaun (1)"*UHaphan-ma-za-kan UR.MAH
mabhan (2) arha tarkuwalliskinun (3) nu VRV ZippasSanan harninkun

(46) [annutum ana B U uleli ina MU]. 1. KAM ittakisu [ -nla(?) URU-lim "**Taunaga

(47) [x x x x X X X X X SAG. D|U-su ittaki[s ana “*° Zippasna (48) [illik-ma X x X X X X X]-
$a-$u ana mal$i-ma) itarab (1) [ine KUR.HI.A] “UTU sttaz[i}e LUGAL.GAL [ta]barne

32Tn H II 26 the partial sign could be ha[l] as
well as the a[p] assumed above, so either Hal-pa or
Ha-la-ap is possible.

8 The reading of I is assured by the duplicate
KUB XXIII 20, 8: [VRV T-ma-na.
3¢ KUB XXIII 81 rev. 9 has Ha-ap-ji-in.
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(2) [ana URYZipisnle allik-ma « "RYHab[hli kime UR.MAH (3) [attanalklamu-Su
URY Zipisna whalliq

Despite some unresolved difficulties, a fair portion of A can be restored from H. For
the beginning of line 46 compare not only H II 44 but also H II 36-37 = A obv. 43.
Given a clear [ ]J1.KAM in A obv. 46, we must equate this to MU.1. KAM of H IT 45,
and likewise dttakisu to tarahhun (with the usual change of person). However, with the
preceding restorationin A (which can go nowhere else), there is no room for a direct object
URUHaddu. Since we need to explain the final -u of itiakisu anyway, it seems advisable
to assume that A used a pronominal object. The reference to Has$u(wa) is clear from the
preceding context. The verb in ittakis-(s)u has apparently been lifted from dt-ta-ki-4[s],
“he cut off”’ in the next line, which matches kwerSun in H II 48. One would expect
Alkkadian le’4 as the equivalent of Hittite tarh- (see respectively von Soden, 4 Hw, and
Friedrich Heth. Wb.).

In the face of H IT 4748, “But I the great king cut off his head,” we can safely read
the first extant sign of A obv. 47 as s# and restore “He (Hattusili) cut off his head.” 35
The form kwerSun of H II 48 is unique. Hittite elsewhere shows either kwer- or kars- to
mean ‘“‘cut (off).” Just whose head was cut off is not clear. H gives Tawannaga as a
personal name, while in A it is not only marked by the determinative URU, but also
preceded by URU-lim. The misplaced AYALU GUSKIN at the beginning of H IT 46
suggests that H is corrupt at this point, while A is incomplete. The problem seems at
present insoluble.

The #tarab, “he entered” of A obv. 48 would at first glance seem to equate to the anda
ttyanun, I entered” of H 11 51, However, the full Hittite sentence reads ‘I entered into
battle against them,” which can hardly be rendered by ana mu-a| ] #tarab. The latter
must be restored and read as ana mu-u-[§i-ma) itarab, “entered in the night.” 3¢ This
sentence in A thus matches H IT 49-50: nu-kan Y8V Zippa$nan GEg-az-pat $ard paun. As
will be discussed shortly, the interpretation of the Hittite is problematic, and I forego a
restoration of the remainder of the Akkadian. What is clear is that the next two sentences
in H are missing in A: “I entered into battle against them, and I heaped dust upon
them.” The short gap at the beginning of A rev. 1 has room only for 4ne KUR.HI. A or a
similar phrase equating to SA KUR.KUR.MES (anda) of H II 52-53 (see discussion
above ad H I 50). According to both edition and photograph, the end of the tablet is
preserved for half its length, making it unlikely that another line stood on the obverse.
We have already noted that the first lines of the reverse are by a different hand from the
rest of the text. In the change-over from one scribe to another one line seems to have been
accidentally omitted.

The syntax of H IT 49-50 is unusual: nu-kan "BV Zippa$nan GEq-az-pat Sard paun. 1.
translates: “e su verso la cittd di Z. proprio di notte andai.” If the text read INA
UBY Zippadna, that would be fine. But a simple verb of motion “go up (to)” should not
take a direct object in the accusative, and examples of an accusative expressing a goal
are rare in Hittite (see Friedrich, Hethitisches Elementerbuch, 2d ed. [1960], §201). The
present text consistently uses INA "FUX everywhere else. Annalistic use of accusatives
with compounds of padi- and iya-, “go’ is attested. For Sard@ pdi-, “ascend” (a mountain)

35 There is & trace of a vertical before the si

arguing for [SAG.D]U-s# instead of [ga-ga-a]s-st.
38 1 have read the single wedge before the break

as # because of its size and the lack of any trace of a
following vertical. One could also read ma-§[i-mal.
The -ma is called for by the space and the -pat of H.
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compare KUBXIX 13T42and V11 43.37 The combination i8tarna arha pdi-[tya- with
an accusative means ‘‘cross, pass through”: KBo 'V 8 127 f., KUB XIX 37 111 18, ete.
However, all these instances seem to imply traversal of space, not motion towards.

A close examination shows that the sequence of events in this section is also peculiar.
The king goes INA URYZippasna, then “goes up” the city in the dead of night, enters
into battle with “them,” heaps dust upon “them,” and the Sun-god “enters the lands.”
Then the king goes INA RV Zippasna (again!). Finally, he destroys it, while holding the
city of Hahha at bay.

Given the accusative and the odd sequence of events, I suggest that the sentence with
$ard pai- means “T ascended the country of Z. in the dead of night,” despite the absence
of KUR (for the latter compare K Bo V 8 127 f. cited above). Hattugili defeats the army
of Z. outside the city, and he (under the aegis of the Sun-god) takes control of the
surrounding countryside. He then proceeds to the city itself and destroys it.

The reading of SAHAR.HI. A~ in H II 51 and the meaning of the phrase become
certain as soon as one compares H II 21 = A obv. 35 (see above). The ending -¢& is
either a mistake for -u or a late Hittite nominative plural used as an accusative.

Read LUGAL.GAL in H II 54, not 1.’s LUGAL-ma-a$. For the sign GAL with only
three horizontals, compare H T 1.

G.’s restoration [at-ta-na)-ak-la-mu-Su, “I continually glower at it (Hahha),” Ntn to
nekelmd, is surely correct. For the transitive use of the verb see now von Soden, 4AHw
sub voce. The image here is that of a lion holding a rival at bay with a threatening
gesture while devouring his kill. In the same way Hattuili finishes off Zippasna while
fending off the troops of Hahha. The verb tarkuwa(i)- means “dance,” also “rage” (see
Goetze, Lg 15 [1939]: 116-19). The extended stem trakuwalliya- undoubtedly has a
similar connotation: “gesticulate violently’ or the like. The addition of arfa, ‘away/off”’
transitivizes the verb: ““(scare) away with violent gestures.”

12. H III 23-24 = A REV. 15

Tuttann-a kattan Sarazi(!)-ya (24) ISTU KUBABBAR halisSiyanun
igara $a kiddnu el[én]u(?) KA Eiddnim ina KUBABBAR atabhiz

L. reads da-ra BE-fe-ya: “e la parete dal basso in alto nel suo tempio d’argento incas-
tonai.” This reading produces an unexplained enclitic -ya, “and” (ignored by L. in her
translation). Furthermore, the writing of the possessive as -%¢ would be an unexpected
archaism in this text. Finally, the text writes the signs from $a to ya together, implying
one word. T. herself admits that the spelling a-ra would be unusual and the form of
the sign T aberrant.

Tt is easier to read Sa-ra-zi(!)-ya, also a natural opposite for FLattan: “and T plated the
wall with silver from top to bottom” (lit. “down and up”). The appearance of -ya is now
natural, and the ZI sign, while it has two extra verticals, is far less abnormal than the
proposed K. The tentative reading e-l[e-n]u, “up(ward)”(?) in A rev. 15, after a sugges-
tion of H. Kiimmel, fits the traces of signs well and would provide an equivalent to
katton Sarazi-ya. However, its position between the two objects is odd, and one would
properly expect ana elény to mean “up(ward).”

87 T owe these references to H. Hoffner.
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14. H III 3342 = A ruv. 20-25

ERIN.MES YRUHahliad pullliyat (“RV)Hahbi-ma] (34) UL kuitki sya[t UL-an 1Z1-if]
(35) arha warnuzzi [tuphwaiss-a(?)] (36) nephidad “U-ni UL Same(nia)](?) (37) LUGAL.
GAL tabarnad VRU[Has$uwan) (38) YRV Hahhann-a harminku(n)] (39) n-as 1Z1-az kattan
[lukhkun(?)] (40) tubbwain-ma nepi[$ad U-ni(?) tekkusdanun(?) (41) nw «LUGAL»
VR a8suwa LUGAL YR Halbhafi-ya] (42) ANA SMAR.GID. DA tarilyan(un)]

ERIN.MES $a YRVHaphi (21) [italbak “RUHahli mimma ul ipud tdatam wl ittadi (22)
[qlutra ana “U wul(!) igalli(?) LUGAL.GAL tabarna LUGAL URUH a8t < YRVHad8i>
(28) LUGAL YRUHaphi YRVHahhi ki uhalliqgi(!) idatam ittadi w quira (24) ana “UTU
Samé w U whallim w LUGAL $a "RUHabh[s] (25) ana “SMAR.GID.DA assa<m>mid

Based on the pul{liyat] of H III 33 and a comparison with A obv. 26 = KUB XXIII
33, 5, one should restore [i-#4]-ba-ak in A rev. 21. For the space compare the ¢-id- of obv.
48 and rev. 20.

Since the entire point of the passage H III 32 f. is that Hattusili accomplished what
Sargon did not, one would expect H III 35-36 to be parallel to ILI 40 except for the
presence of a negative in the former. The same should hold for A rev. 22 versus rev. 24.
What we actually find in A is qutra ang U -li-ka-al-li in line 22 and qutra ana “UTU
$amé w 9U wkallim in line 24. The latter clearly means “I showed smoke to the Sun-god
of heaven and to the Storm-god.” The use of ana to mark the recipient betrays the Hittite
origin of the phrase, since kullumu in Akkadian normally takes a double accusative.
The expected Hittite verb is tekkusdanun, “I showed.” There is no space in K.Bo X 2 for
such a long form, but one must assume that line ITI 40 ran over the edge no matter which
verb one restores.?® The collocation tufhwain tekkusdai- is not attested, but for the idea
of offering the smoke from a sacrifice to a god, compare KBo XV 7, 9 (Kiimmel, StBoT
3 [1967]: 36-37): [tlubhwain-ma-wa kél S[4] GUD.MAH “UTU ANE gus(!)[du], “But
may the Sun-god of heaven see the smoke of this bull.”

Gitterbock, JOS 18 (1964): 2, and T. restore an accusative tupfwain in H III 35 after
TIT 40 and A rev. 22. However, the duplicate KU B XXIII 20, 14 shows [ J-in-ta, which
must be the end of the verb whose object would be the restored tuhpwain. The verb
cannot be‘a form of tekkusdéai-, or tekkus$anu-, or any other approprate transitive verb.
Tn fact, a verb with a third singular preterite in -infa is hard to find. One verb which
would fit is wmen- “do without, disappear.”” The corresponding causative damenu-,
“make disappear” is used of incense in the ritual, i.e., “cause to go up in smoke” (e.g.,
KBo II 4 IV 26). I therefore raise the possibility that H III 35-36 read [fubbwaids-a)
nepiéa¥ U-ni ULL $a-me-(in-ta)], “and no smoke was dispersed (into the air) to/for the
Storm-god of heaven.”

The lack of parallelism with IIT 40 is at first surprising, but note that the expression
for “burn down”” has at least a different preverb in H IIT 85 and 39 (also in the duplicate
KUB XXIII 20, 13 [alrha lukkit vs. 15 1Z1-az kat-[ ]). Also compare III 3¢ UL kuitk
iya[t] (mot UL parnikta) with 11T 38 parninku(n)], although in this case one might not
expect the same verb anyway. Therefore the two expressions for sending smoke up to

38 The proposed restoration is after H III 36. If
one restores both Sun.god and Storm-god after A
rev. 24, H II1 40 runs far over the edge.
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heaven need not be identical either, and the 4-li-ka-al-li of A rev. 22 may not be an error
for ul wkallim—an assumption thich requires the scribe to have both dropped the final m
and misheard u as 1. I have tentatively read ul igalli, understanding “He did not burn
smoke for the Storm-god.” This is a peculiar expression as it stands, but as a translation
of the Hittite proposed above it makes some sense. If the restoration tuphwais Samenta
is correct, then A necessarily transposed this into the corresponding transitive form, as
shown by the accusative qutra. That is, A translated tupfwain Samenu-. Since the object
of $amenu- in such cases is usually the material burned (cedarwood, incense, etc.), the
translator might well have inferred that Samen-[Samenu- meant “burn” in ritual usage,
and quira igalli would be a mechanical rendering of the Hittite. I readily admit that the
spelling with -gd- is unusual, and igalli would be a present (durative), while A uses
consistently preterite and perfect forms (of the G conjugation). Given the state of the
text, the restoration and interpretation just proposed must remain conjectural, but they
do attempt to account for the troublesome [ l-in-te and 4-li-ka-al-li, which ecannot
simply be wished away.

The mention of both the rulers of Hahha and Ha¥$uwa and the cities themselves
caused the copyists of both A and H muech difficulty. K Bo X 2 simply omits mention of
of the kings in IIT 37-38, while A rev. 22 omits the second "*VHasi. The fact that both
ruler and ecity were in the original is shown by the duplicate KU B XXIII 31 rev. 8-9:
[LUGAL.G]AL-ma LUGAL YRUHlad$uwa *YHad$uwan LUGAL Y“UHahhi] (9) [URU]
Hahlin-ma [harninkun . . .]. The accusative ending on Hahpin shows that more than
just the rulers were mentioned, while LUGAL "RUH[a- argues for the rulers’ being
present. The restoration [LUGAL. G]JAL-ma in XXIII 31 rev. 8 by Giiterbock is certain,
despite I.’s objections. KUB XXIII 31 also uses LUGAL.GAL-ma for LUGAL.GAL
tabarnas in line 2: [LUGA]L.GAL-m[a]. For the form of GAL compare KBo X 2 1 27.
KBo X 2 ITI 41 omits LUGAL before VRV Ha$$uwa; its presence is guaranteed by KUB
XXIII 20, 16. A rev. 24 omits the king of HasSuwa entirely.

VI

Copying errors and lacunae in both A and H prevent a complete reconstruction of the
original text. Nevertheless, a close comparison of the Hittite and Akkadian versions
not only confirms Goetze’s view that the original document was composed in Hittite,
but also reveals that the two versions are much nearer to one another than previously
acknowledged. The text is a genuine bilingual, one of the most extensive which we have
from Bogazksy. Given its relatively good state of preservation, albeit in a late copy, the
text is one of the most valuable documents of Hittite that the historian and the linguist
possess.
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