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Kemal Balkan. Ankara Arkeoloji Mizesinde bulunan Bofazkdy tabletleri. MillT ESitim
Basimevi, Istanbul, 1948. XI+36 pp.

In the ruins near Bofazkdy fragments of Hittite clay tablets are frequently picked
up by peasants. It is gratifying to know that, thanks to the efficiency of the Depart-
ment of Antiquities of the Turkish Government, they are brought to the Museum in Ankara
and still more gratifying to cbserve that those among them which seem to deserve it are
competently published. We owe the present publication (ABoT) to the labor of Dr. Kemal
Balkan who was aided by Prof. Hans Gustav Giterbock.

To the remarks which the author has given in his preface (Turkish and German) I
add a few observations of my own.

No. 2: The colophon recalls XX 74 where after the title of the tablet queen Pudu-

hepa (this doubtless the correct restoration) is likewise mentioned.

No. 5: The gods worshipped are no doubt Dgu—E-ul—la], DTe-lE—m/—mﬁ], Dzp-uh-MA and
probablyEDUTU.AM]. Cf. II 18 I 31ff.; II 14 II 2ff.; XXV 1 IV 49ff. (=II 5 IV 1ff.);
XXV 8 IV 4ff.

No. 6: 18ff. is duplicate of IBoT I 12 1iff.

No. 12: This fragment with its three times rereated Ld’ME§§b—ag-ta—tal-le-e-e§
gives occasion to correct a mistake I committed JCS I 9C. There I restored the same

word in IBoT I 19 3 incorrectly; cf. furthermore XX 53 V 3, 7,12,17. The last mention-
ed text shows that in ABoT 12 9 (and consequently also in 11. 4 and 14) L6°ME§§b—ag-ta—
tal-le-e-e§ iS-Hp-mi-ia-an-zi] "The & men sing" must be read. There is reason for the
belief that the word denotes an official who otherwise appears in ideographic disguise.
If it were not for the consistent srelling with ta-tal one might think of the possibili-
ty to read $a-ah-*%tal-le-e-e§ and to combine the word as a nomen actoris with the verb
Sah- "sweep". In that case we might gain the phonetic reading of the L6§U.I (ef.dCS
1 8 fn. 13).

No. 13: The obverse can be restored from parallels in X 3; X 5; X 17 and X 1€.
For the reverse compare X 54 IV and X 56.

No. 20: No. 32 may belong to the same tablet.

No. 21: Is perhars 25 part of the same tablet?

No. 28 is obvicusly part of No. 29: 28 6=29 II 23.

No. 29: KUB XXX 38 is part of the same tablet: XXX 38 I 3=ABoT 29 I 23. Beginning
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with XXX 38 I 4 the fragment ABOT 30 is a duplicate. 1In all probability KUB XXX 38&
(1.1 there=XXX 3& I 12=ABoT 29 I 31) and KUB XXX 38b (l.2 there=XXX 38 I 19) belong
to the latter.

No. 31 is a duplicate of No. 29 I1: 31 3 29 6. It helps substantially in the re-
construction of the text. Note that instead of wa-ah-nu-wa-dn-zi] 31 6 we read wa-ar-
nu-an—-zi in 29 10; for the interchange between h and r see Goetze-Pedersen, MurSilis
Sprachlahmung 28ff.

No. 32: see above remark to No. 20.

No. 37 is composed in Hurrian. The fragment is valuable because it can almost
completely be restored. Not.only is obv. 15-36 parallel with rev. 17-38 and not only
are XXVII 42 and XXIX 8 similar texts?ffhere also exist straight duplicates: (1) obv.

20-24 is duplicated by XXXII 40 2-5 which, after a diverging paragraph from 1l.14 on,
also parallels ABoT 37 obv. 26-31; (2) rev. 16-27 is duplicated by XXXII 37; (3) obv.
37-43 is duplicated by IBoT II 4C rev. 3-11; (4) it seems as though obv. 36-42 is al-
so duplicated by XXXII 25 IV 5'-11' (l.1'=ABoT 37 obv. 31?). As in the structurally
similar texts KUB XXIX & and XXVII 42 the characteristic feature of the new text 1is
the following sets of forms

(a) (b) (c) (d)

Sehala Sehalud Sehalulaes

gasla gaslus kaflulaes kaslusellantin
itkula itkulaes itkusellantin
ekussa ekussus ekussulae¥ ekussellantin

The forms under (a) are predicative adjectives (see RHA fasc. 35 106f.), those under (b)
another form of the same adjectives. Under (¢) we have forms of the meaning "let it be
what the adjective indicates™ (see RHA fasc.35 107). The forms of the final column (@)
are all preceded by ergatives in the plural, and when the context is congidered it be-
comes clear that they must be third persons plural imperative of (transitive) verbs

"let them make (him/them) what the adjective indicates". This is not the place to go

into further details; it may however be pointed out that (1) the text offers the follo-

wing forms of the same type aSusellantin, @aus‘éllant‘in, uluhusellantin, parellantin,

and that (2) we have of hau- mtake" the following forms
_an-t i-in ABoT 37 obv. 2C, rev. 21;

}_ga—-a—u—{i—e l-la

Lm—u—é’i—e I-la-an-ti-in XXIX 8 III 38.
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hu-Si-in-na-an-ti XXVII 42 rev. 19.

v

hu-§i-el-la-a-in XXIX 8 IV 13.

The fourth form *ju-§i-in-na-a-in which is not actually attested can safely be re--
construed from the variation between ni-wu, -u-i-el-la-an-ti-in XXIX 8 III 42 and ni-bu-
u-Si-in-na-a—-in XXVII 42 rev. 23. It seems clear that the form in —ain is the corre-
sponding third person singular. For the Il and nn elements see Speiser, Introduction
§188; however, his explanation as determinatives of aspect leaves some doubt.

The further remark may be added that the expression adpufikkunni SALTaduge¢a (or
its "genitive™) "the above mentioned Taduhepa" appears in ABoT 37 in a context where
XXIX € inserts in Hittite na-a&-ta (or nu-kdn) EN.SISKUR.SISKUR Svk-an hal-za-a-i 7and

here he mentions the sacrificer's name". Is Tadugepa a real person or simply a typical
name like "John Doe"?

No. 44: It is gratifying to see KUB XXXI 137 so substantially rebuilt, the more so
as it is a text of literary merit.

No. 56: The name of the author of this inscription and his genealogy can hardly
be reconstructed different from Mr. Balkan's proposal (p. IX). For various reasons
I would, then, assume that Arnuwanda$ who figures now as the last king of Hatti before
its downfall around 1200 was succeded by a brother who bore the name of his great fore-
bear Suppiluliumag.

At the end of the volume (Nos. 61-65) Giterbock autograrhs a small fragment to be
added to KBo III 6, one of the main copies of the "Apology of Eattuéilié", a small dupli-
cate of KBo V 8 (Mur§ili§ Annals) from the museum at Kayseri, a fragmentary letter from
the excavations at Alacahdylik (so far-the only Hittite text found there), and the letter
from Magat which he had published before in a place not easily accessible.

The collection of Hittite tablets here published shows clearly that excavations at
the Hittite capital still promise results to the epigrarhist. When visiting Bofazkdy in
1948 I was told that tablets are being plowed up particularly im the fields on the summit
of Biyikkaya. The Department of Antiquities of the Turkish Government would earn the

gratitude of international science, were it to test the resrective places by a trial ex-
cavation.

Yale University Albrecht Goetze



