REVIEW ARTICLES

HITTITE CORRESPONDENCE*

RicHarD H. BEAL

THE ORIENTAL INSTITUTE

This article comments on an important compilation of Hittite texts—from and for the files of the

Chicago Hittite Dictionary.

THE WORK UNDER REVIEW CONSISTS OF a two-volume
set. The first volume is devoted to a general discussion
of the letters. The first chapter discusses the circum-
stances of the discovery, findspots, publication, study
and storage of the letters. The second describes what
Hittite texts tell us about letters, scribes, messengers,
and the post. The third concerns the physical appear-
ance of letters, the use or non-use of clay envelopes,
and the use or non-use of seals. Chapters follow on the
different greeting formulae used in the letters and on
various expressions typical of letters. A chapter is de-
voted to the themes found in Hittite letters and how
these are the same or differ from other cuneiform let-
ters written by those more or less contemporary with
the Hittites. There is a chapter on certain aspects of the
grammar of the letters discussing things that appear in
letters; it is an odd collection since most are not pecu-
liar to letters but are common to most types of Hittite
texts, e.g., phraseological pai- and uwa-, connecting
sentences with -ya, etc. The work ends with a brief
overview of Hittite international correspondence.

In the second volume all tablets generally accepted to
be letters are given a number. They are grouped into
chapters: “The Correspondence of the Royal Family,”
“Letters of the King or Queen to Underlings,” “Letters
of Underlings to the King or Queen,” “Letters of Subor-
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dinates to Other Superiors,” “Letters of People Refer-
ring to Each Other with Family Designations” (“my dear
brother,” etc.), “International Correspondence,” “Corre-
spondence between States in the Empire.” The chapters
are further divided into subchapters. All this is no mean
feat considering the poor state of preservation of most of
the letters and the fact that many letters lack the address.
Hagenbuchner’s (henceforth H.) studies in volume one
often help to differentiate types. Those that were utterly
hopeless are grouped in several catch-all chapters.

Each letter is transliterated and translated. A short
commentary concerning content, dating, and philo-
logical problems follows. Many of the letters that are
fully edited elsewhere (e.g., the long complicated so-
called Tawagalawa letter, the Masat texts, Ugarit texts,
etc.) are given an entry number and bibliography but
are not re-edited here. Similarly the Hittite-Egyptian
correspondence of HattuSili III and Ramses II, which
Edel is planning to edit, is not edited by H. Some badly
broken letters are only transliterated, or—as in the
worst cases or some of the Akkadian letters—only
commented on. While working on the book, H. often
corresponded with Alp and received much helpful in-
formation on the then-unpublished Masat letters. Since
H.’s was published, a complete publication of the
Magat texts has appeared. Copies: S. Alp, Hethitische
Keilschrifttafeln aus Magsat Hoyiik (=HKM), TTKY
6/34; transliterations, translations and extensive com-
mentaries: S. Alp, Hethitische Briefe aus Masat Hoyiik
(=HBM), TTKY 6/35. While working on this review,
copies of the previous reviews by H. Freydank, ZA 80
(1990): 308-13 and G. Beckman, WO (forthcoming)
crossed my desk.
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I have checked the transliterations of KBo 18, KUB
19, 21 and 57 texts in Hagenbuchner against the Chi-
cago Hittite Dictionary cards and discrepancies be-
tween the two against the copies. I have also consulted
collations by A. Walther, written into his personal cop-
ies of KUB 19 and 21 and old transliterations and par-
tial copies by Giiterbock of tablets later published in
KUB 57. Although H.’s transliterations are generally
quite reliable, the broken nature of the texts ensures
that problems will always remain, particularly in read-
ing traces. In this, H.’s tendency is to be daring, even if
that means emending the copies. There are many
places where suggested readings by H. are improve-
ments and have now been entered on the dictionary
cards. Places where H.’s readings seem problematic are
listed below.

Vol. 1, p. 14: Maresre is the reading of ™pumu-up.20.
KaM, see H. Hoffner apud G. Beckman, JCS 35 (1983):
109 n. 54 and C. Kithne, apud S. Alp, HBM, 78f.

Pp. 32f.: The first find of a Hittite tablet with an en-
velope has occurred at Magat Hoyiik. It is published by
S. Alp, HKM 86a and 86b, ed. S. Alp, HBM, 284-87.
Alp, HBM, 284 n. 427, notes that the same text appears
both on the tablet and its envelope. No seal impression
is to be found on what is left of the envelope.

P. 71 n. 27: CHD should not be quoted as Hoffner,
CHD. CHD is a collaborative work edited by Giiter-
bock and Hoffner. Like the CAD, it should simply be
cited as CHD.

Pp. 85f.: The author of KUB 19.5 + KBo 19.79 is still
referred to with the obsolete reading Manapa-Datta, al-
though the most recent edition of the letter cited by H.
under no. 258 (Houwink ten Cate, JEOL 28 [1984]: 39),
correctly calls him Manapa-Tarhuntas.

Vol. 2, p. XLII: KUB LVII 12 is no. 379, not 380.

No. 5: add to the bibliography: Th. van den Hout,
Diss. pp. 115f. (rev. 17-22), 232f. (obv. 12). The
traces of Kar- at the end of obv. 7 correspond to the
well preserved Kar- in 19, but the traces at the end of
obv. 8 look different; read perhaps LUGAL KUR A$-t[a-
ta?. Rev. 3—-4: H’s translation follows HW?2 124b,
however -za in a nominal sentence marks it as 1st or
2nd not 3rd person (Hoffner, JNES 28:225ff.) “If 1
were an enemy, I, My Majesty, would have a.-d a
legal-suit against him (and) I would [have been suc]-
cessful.” Rev. 6: the 4, and the §[i ]/m[i ] require an ! or
7. Rev. 7: Not ku-us! (an unusual spelling anyway), but

ku-e'; Rev. 8: Read LU.kKUR-ni (d.-1.) with Beckman,
WO review, citing Neu, FsMeriggi? 415f. n. 16. Also
restore UL-pdt "ku-it-ki’. Rev. 9: The emendations here
are not to be followed blindly. ‘?uTtu-3I- would be more
likely if the uTu were clear. As it is, the traces une-
mended appear to read GESTU-§i-. Also ku-it! is a clear
ku-i§. Restore in the lacuna perhaps I[a-a-k])i or l{a-ga-
rli. Thus 7-10 should be translated: “Our affairs which
the enemy wrote to him (saying): ‘The king (of Kar-
gami§) will not in any way cause a revolt for your
enemy. He who [bends(?)] an ear to him/The ear which
[bends(?)] to him (reports): The matter of the king of
Kargami§ will not cause a revolt.” Rev. 14: Since
nas$u, if present, precedes nasma in a string of “or”-
clauses, not the other way around (CHD L-N), H.
should not emend na-as-3u!-kdn but read with the copy
na-as-ték-kén. Rev. 15: [flu?-[e]l is clearly wrong—
there is an =an, an acc. pron. in H.’s nominal sen-
tence!?—and the -el is clearly different from that in
line 8. It looks more like a lu'; perhaps it is a lsg.
imp. of a transitive verb. At the end of the line perhaps
one should read a form of the Hittite verb tapar-. Line
19: van den Hout reads "EcirR-na’ g[a-7am-ma . . . ]. Line
22: The copy shows pu-an-du.

No. 10: add to bibliography, Beckman, JNES 45
(1986) 20 w. n. 10 (for obv. 7-9) and van den Hout,
Diss. p. 128 (obv. 5-9). In line 9 both Beckman and
van den Hout read [am-me-e]l!, a small emendation,
but H.’s [ka-ru]-"4" requires no emendation. In line 11,
why emend -us to -is?

No. 11, rev. 8: traces appear to read ii-da-a[$]. Rev. 10
read with RGTC 6:16 URUA-pi-Te). LE. 2 restore: EN KUR
Pa-[la-a], a probable reference to Prince Hudupianza.
Regarding the commentary, I do not see why the letter’s
author, Prince Aranhapilizzi, the gaL uku.u§ of the Right,
must be either a son or nephew of Suppilululiuma. He
could just as well be a cousin of some degree.

No. 12: read obv. 7 [. . .]Jx-zu-wis-ni im?-an.

No. 14, line 2: H.’s reading of the name of the author
as Daki-Sarruma is confirmed by Giiterbock (see Th.
van den Hout, BiOr 47 [1990]: 432). Line 3: While H.
emends SILIM-i to the expected siLiM-ul, the signs are so
widely divergent it is hard to see how the scribe could
make such a mistake. CHD L-N 102b reads si.im-la!.
Alternatively, one might see a divergent formula ki!-i
kuit GiM-an. Line 4: An old copy by Giiterbock clearly
shows ""YKa-ni-ya rather than H.’s ""BAD-ri-ya. The



BEeaL: Hittite Correspondence 247

copy in KUB 57 is less clear. Read with Beckman, WO
review, kli§-an ku-it TAS-p[ur; HGG in his old translit-
eration saw no need for the exclamation point that the
copy forces Beckman to employ.

No. 15, line 16: perhaps 'wa-ar-ap’-[hu-is).

No. 18: add to bibliog., van den Hout, Diss. p. 225
(rev. 5-9). Obv. 3: "en-ra? not [EN-r]a. Obv. 15: For
uGu-ti read uGu-T1. In par-ga!-ni: the ga is clear in the
copy, but Walther questioned the first of the small ver-
ticals; the har, however, certainly requires an ! since it
is only a u. The -ni is over an erasure and Walther
added a ? to the upper wedge, so -a§ is a possibility.
Thus Walther’s collations suggest a reading vL-as. Rev.
3: Se/pu-x[: Walther saw a winkelhaken and the begin-
nings of two horizontals, thus u[z would be one possi-
bility. Rev. 5 a[¥-m£ is against the trace, a large
winkelhaken. Van den Hout suggests reading v{L ha-a-
mi] “vertraue ich nicht.” Rev. 6: TUrR*" read TUR*", na-
a-wi read na-a-wis. After kuwapiklki van den Hout
restores anda. Rev. 16 beginning: na-at-ma? (coll. W.).
Rev. 18: rather than u-mu-u-wa-a$, H. Hoffner’s colla-
tion found Ge3pU-u-wa-as, supporting Walther’s previ-
ous coll. L.E. 1: At the end Walther saw a bottom
horizontal followed by the bottoms of two verticals
(perhaps uru or the like) and then a clear Me3. L.E. 2:
Before the verb the traces begin according to Walther
with a winkelhaken followed by HI.A.

No. 19, obv. 1: The traces, [um-ma duTu-§]i- M4, unread
by H., support her comment concerning the authorship.

No. 38: Whatever the sign is in the middle of obv.
10, it certainly doesn’t resemble any NIMGIR known to
HKL. Read perhaps L0.MEY 'Da-pdr'-ra-an-da, an
otherwise unknown toponym. L.e. 1 probably concerns
the LljSIGSS (approximately ‘“corporals”) “running in
front, leading” or “being put in front,” i.e., “appointed
to squad-leadership.”

No. 40, obv. 7-13: Pecchioli Daddi’s tr. is to be pre-
ferred; for obv. 14-17 see H.’s commentary. For the
tr. of rev. 11-12, H. follows previous translators, but
would the sentence not follow better if Duttu were the
subject? “He has not caused the destruction of the
walls.” This eliminates the need to suggest (H., p. 62)
that the king had ordered that the besieged city’s walls
not be destroyed, militarily senseless if the much more
costly ramp-building and tunneling (whose primary
purpose anyway is undermining until the walls col-
lapse) were to be undertaken. Rev. 21 and Le. 1: The

answer to the question: kuezza=wa=kan UL hapdari
“Why is it not succeeding?” is summed up in the sen-
tence nu=nnas=kan apezza UL hapdari “For that reason
it is not succeeding for us.” Therefore in le. 1 for
“Aber von dort aus . . . ” read “Deswegen . . . ” (obser-
vation courtesy of H. Hoffner). A dating of this text to
Suppiluliuma I is argued for by van den Hout, Diss.,
192f.

No. 45, rev.! 40: cf. CHD L-N 206b.

No. 51, obv. 10: CHD L-N 4a, 11a suggests restor-
ing la-ah-tla (lah- B) or la-ah-l[a-ab- (lahlahhiya-).

No. 62: The author of the letter need not be
mrdif ] but could be ™Hal-[pa-ziti. The latter is one
of the GaL uku.u$s under Tudbaliya IV. Note the men-
tion of ERIN.MES. UKU.US in obv. 12. Line 7: Del Monte’s
suggestion, argued favorably by H., that GiR.TAB-PU
duTy-§ is to be read “Okar,-1ap-pu dUTU-3 is ingenious.
However, it is weakly based. She argues that G{r could
be read syllabically as kar, since she claims that Gir
also has a kar, reading in uru-a¥ kar,(GIR)-di “in the
heart of the city” in KUB 53.50 obv. 3. However, Uru-
as$ cir-di would make perfect sense as is “at the foot
(padi) of the city.” In any case, KUB 53.50 obv. 3
probably does not have GIr-di; the copy shows a sign
much closer to BAD than GIr-di and indeed it is a BAD
that Giiterbock saw when he transliterated the tablet
some years ago. The sentence in KUB 53.50 reads: “or
an eagle (sits) on the wall (kutti) of the fortifications of
the city.” (Correct the edition of Hoffman, AOF 17
(1990): 186f. accordingly.) Secondly to make GfR.TAB-
pU into a professional title, one must emend our text by
supplying a LG determinative. Better to take it as writ-
ten and to assume that somebody is being described as
a scorpion (Gfr.TAB-pU = Akk. zugagipu). One could
translate either: “Because your majesty said to 4U-ma-
naddu, the scorpion, concerning ([Ser memi]sta) the
men of Ampara, . .. " or “Because you said to 4U-ma-
naddu, the scorpion of Your Majesty, concerning the
men of Ampara, ...”

No. 65, obv. 1: perhaps [. .. wa-alt-ku[- . ..]. Obv.
5: §u.gLa-3[v. Obv. 12” “pla-mi-ni.

No. 69, obv. 4: The copy shows space before the ip-.
Obv. 8 perhaps: me-eq]-qa-e-e§ “were numerous.”

No. 73, rev. 10: read i-da-a-la-m[u-us for *i-da-a-la-
nlu-.

No. 75, obv. 2: The copy shows space before the
first preserved sign. Obv. 10: a-pé-nli-is-§a-an-ma.
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No. 76, line 4: a]n-ze-e-dja-az. Perhaps then also
line 6: an-z]e-el.

No. 77, line 4: HGG read 34 dutu-§}i? sac.pu-as.
Line 5: The traces appear to be $]a rather than a-nja.
Line 7: for ki?}-i-e-ez HGG read hé-e-us. Line 8: For
i-ga-as HGG read KALAG.GA-as.

No. 81, obv. 12: ip?-a§: The copy shows erasure
here; the signs in question may have been intended to
be erased. In any case, the winkelhaken would be diffi-
cult to explain as part of Ip.

No. 83, line 4 i§-"hi-x"[. Line 18: for hu-u-da-'ak’
read hu-u-da-"a-ak’.

No. 86, line 2: The first sign cannot be i }+ and may
have word space after it. Rev. 9”: For cUur-$a-dkaL read
Gur-§a-9%aL, cf. KBo 2.6 iv 16 with Kur- (correct in
H.s commentary). A?.8A.[H1.A] really doesn’t fit the
traces or spacing; read perhaps 2 kU.s[iGy; or less
likely 2 azalc.

No. 88, obv. 7’: for ]x TUL.HLA read [w]a-as-til®"*.
Rev. 12 Pecchioli Daddi, Mestieri, 539, reads ] fcaLl
WUMESI[S xU.51G;, although such a title is otherwise
unique and the 'GAL! is open to other interpretations.
Rev. 16: read “M]*% k. [siG,7.

No. 89, obv. 5: for “beistehen” read “vorgehen,” see
Beal, THeth 20:513-18. The translations “beistehen,
helfen” found in Friedrich, HW, 78 quoting L. Zuntz,
Ortsadverbien, 100-102, are derivative and inexact.
The gods may “help” the Hittite army, but the choice
of the term piran huwai- indicates that they do so by
“running in front.” In this letter the men of Dalawa and
KuwalapasSiya are not simply volunteering to help, but
to do so by being a vanguard.

No. 94, obv. 5: perhaps $]u-ri-Pu-ya “and ice.”

No. 100, obv. 12: for -t]a-at read -]5a-at.

No. 101, rev. 14: the author could just as well be
mHal[-pa-.

No. 102: In this letter of one high official to another,
the Chief of the Palace Servants refers to the GaL MESED!
as “my lord” and himself as “your servant,” thus show-
ing the former’s inferior rank. However, he also refers
to the GaL MESEDI as “my dear son.” H. correctly points
out that this may be due to a family relationship or
teacher-student relationship. I wonder if a great differ-
ence in ages might also have yielded such a statement.

No. 104: Add to bibliography: S. Kosak, ZA 78
(1988): 309, and Th. van den Hout, BiOr 47 (1990):
424. For this letter there exists an old transliteration by
Giiterbock. The traces copied by Giiterbock [HGG]

and the traces copied by Archi of partially effaced
signs often differ considerably. Clearly this is a very
difficult tablet to make out. Line 3: HGG saw after -kdn
mAn-Ttu'-[o] 'x x? [o] "xY. Line 4: HGG: X-i§-ti-ma?-
mu. H.’s second #i is ruled out by both Archi (perhaps
glal/slal/tia]) and HGG, so a reading URUIstitina
seems unlikely here. Line 5: HGG: 'x x x E-ni' an-da?
pa-a-ir. Line 6: HGG: me-eq-qa?[-e$]. Line 9 (com-
mentary): Ko$ak has also suggested the reading ™ 7a-
te'-DINGIR-LiM-in. Line 10: HGG copied fewer traces
than Archi, but is in essential agreement; he also saw a
vertical at the beginning of the line, not good for H.’s
li. Lines 13, 15: Pittipara is not a previously unknown
GN but a well known Kagkean leader (NH no. 1030) as
indeed Archi realized. Pittipara was defeated by Mur-
§ili II in the latter’s 16th year (KBo 5.8 iii 19, 40, ed.
AM 156-161). Line 16 perhaps [am-mu-ulk-ma-alt]
Tal-na. Line 20 HGG: pumu? ™Pi-. Line 23: The read-
ing VRUT)q-pi-i-ga, taken over from Archi’s index, is
considered unlikely by KoSak. He suggests a PN, ™Pi-
i-ga(-). Furthermore, it requires a great deal of imagi-
nation to get YRUPé-¢-ta-as-Sa out of traces that look
like en il-ta-as-sa. HGG read ™Pi-i-ga-as-3[i?]-il?-ta-
as-fa. HGG saw traces at the end of the line, reading
ar-nu-um-"ma’-[a$?]. Line 33: H.: ]-kdn $u!-up-ta-ri,
copy: l-kdn ti-up-ta-ri, HGG: ] ta-ru-up-ta-ri. Line 34:
H. & copy: x-ra-an, HGG: ku-it-ma-an. Line 40: H. &
copy: 'x-x' nu 2-e-el kur-e-x, HGG: ]-ta? ke-e-el Kur-
e-as.

No. 117: see Th. van den Hout, BiOr 47 (1990): 425.

No. 131, line 11: the space on the tablet shows [n]a-
at KAN-zU-TAM e-e$-"§a'-[i]. Line 35:...-a§ (space)
X[....
No. 138 edge 4": pdt/pit-tla-.

No. 143, rev. 16: probably ku-fi-e'-[es].

No. 145, rev. 4 commentary: The traces do indeed fit
Ugarit, but Hurri is much less likely.

No. 153, rev. 1: 1-ab-tén(?).

No. 158, rev. 4: for EGIR-aln-mu perhaps read ku-
wla-pi. Rev. 10: for ap-pa-tar read Tup-paBl"*1 (the
traces drawn by the field transliterator, like the copy,
show a winkelhaken to the right of and below the level
of the PA).

No. 159, line 4: for fA-pdd-da-as read fA-pdd-da-a-as.

No. 160, rev. 31: for -alm-ma-wa-ra-an perhaps pi-
i 1b-hi-ma-wa-ra-an. Rev. 33 [a-na 3E]§-va. Rev. 37 ti!-.

No. 161, lines 3 & 4: read mAl-lu-ii-wa and ™)Al-lu-i
with KBo 18’s index. Line 7 kat-[ may just as well be
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pa-[. Line 11: H.’s ki at the end of the line does not at
all resemble the -ki in line 10; read zi-ik :x-[.

No. 164, line 4: according to the copy pa-li-i[$-ki-it
is impossible. Read perhaps ha-li-i[h-li-is-ki-it. (The
field transliteration’s traces agree with the copy’s.)

No. 165, line 19: for M read furu' (so CHD card
and field transliteration).

No. 166, obv. 2: probably siskur-a$ [. Obv. 4, per-
haps me-ek-ki s[iGs-in].

No. 167, line 2: [ki-n]u-un. Line 8 is not a zi (only
one vertical). The copy was confirmed by a photo.
Read probably "nam-x'[.

No. 168, line 2: read [DING]IR-LUM-ma (erased ni)
EGIR-pA . ...

No. 170, line 23: §4 read syllabically is possible, but
is very rare. One suspects that since the copy only
shows three wedges anyway that the sign is an a.

No. 171, line 5: for hu-x[ read "zi'-[.

No. 174, line 6: The traces in the copy support the
restoration [MT)i-li- and rule out MIT4-}i-,

No. 178, line 2: perhaps LUGA]L-u§; line 4 LUGA]L-un;
line 6: ]x-us (why emend?); line 13 perhaps }'x Kur
URU X-X-X'[.

No. 180, line 1: perhaps "LG'.M[ES. Line 7: The name
in the copy (and in Archi’s index) is ™Pa-ajp-ri-pi-dan-
na-a[§. Why emend the -dan- to -el-?

No. 181, line 2: -n{u!. Line 6: not a-im-pa!-nu!-z[i!,
but according to the copy can be read a-im-"pa'-z[i, per-
haps from (a@)impai-. Line 7: the copy has a-du-ta but
read perhaps a-us!-ta.

No. 188, i 1: the signs AN and b1 used in writing the
name Sulmanu-afaredu are normally interpreted as
dsim (cf. Grayson, RIMA 1, passim). i 14 nu-kdn ki-i
TUP-PU. ii 5 pa-r[a-a. iv 5: The Hittite king says of Sul-
manu-aSaredu, “You approached the east and you made
Mt. [. . .] the border. You approached the west and you
took the cities which Suppiluliuma had won with a
weapon and which were tributary to the gods.” The lat-
ter refers to the Assyrian’s conquest of Mittanni. H.’s
restoration of the mountain name as Mt. A[manus] is
clearly incorrect, since the Amanus are not to the east
of Assyria but beyond its western border.

No. 189, rev.! 7: perhaps ] na-an-ta [klu-[i ]¢!

No. 207, obv. 6: nu-wa-as-3i (space) "kat?-t[a?

No. 208: add to bibliography: Wm. Murnane, The
Road to Kadesh?, SAOC 42 (1990): 25ff. Obv. 13 the
reading Ha-a]t-ti? is against the traces. Obv. 16: read
7AS-PU]R [ (coll. Walther). Obv. 26 Walther read me-mi-

i§-ki-$i?. For rev. 17 c¢f. CHD L-N 209a. Rev. 21: for
AN[x] read pal-lfu- (coll. Walther). Rev. 23 nlu-kan
(coll. Walther). For rev. 22-25 cf. CHD L-N 336b.
Rev. 25 CHD L-N 265a “Those who reject [him?] for
lordship.”

No. 221, rev. 3: read -ki!-. cim? as copied most
closely resembles an -it and so reading a GIM requires an
! or two. But why emend? Read perhaps kulit=an=kan.

No. 225, obv. 1: HGG saw at the end of the line a clear
Juim, thus presumably the author is ["HattuSa-DINGIR-]LIM
(Hattusili I11). Obv. 4: for 5f read B1. Obv. 16: for -gal-
read -kal-. Rev. 2: HGG read }x-an ta-ma i (i over era-
sure). Rev. 4: for a-va HGG read a-pdd-[da-ya Su-pur].

No. 227, line 5: -va x[. Line 10 Walther’s coll. pli-
"ip1-hi confirms H.’s restoration.

No. 254: add to bibliography V. Haas in Wm. Mo-
ran, Les Lettres d’el Amarna, LAPO 13 (1987): 192-94
= idem, The Amarna Letters (1992): 101-3.

No. 255: add to bibliography idem, Lettres 195 =
Letters 103.

No. 299, line 6: for -pi§- read -mis-. Line 8: for -kir-
read -ki-ir.

No. 301, line 3: the copy has Jke-e ku-e $U.GfD.HI1.A A¥-
Sum T8u.ci-$U[(-). Since $u.GMD is not listed in HKL or in
Borger’s ABZ or Labat’s Manuel, H.’s emendation to 7up!-
pu has good reason, but H. uncharacteristically does not
try to read the traces after aS§um. Does “these tablets
which as his/th[eir] tablet . . . ” make sense? Rather than
emending the §u, one could just as well emend the pu by
an equal amount and read GE¥PU “these forces which as
his/the[ir] force,” which might make sense in the military
context of this letter. Lines 4-5 were mangled by H. (or
her typist). They should read (4) [0 0 0 0?]X-X KASKAL-ah-
he-er BAD.HLA-ta ku-e¢ ku-e (5) [0 o]x BAD.HL.A $a A-BI
duru-31 pi-Tih?-hu! ?-un!?.

No. 304: To the literature add the edition of B 817
in van den Hout, Diss., 132f. B 8: H.’s ™Ta-ku-u-wla
fits the traces most closely, but ™Ta-ku-h[i?-1i] or van
den Hout’s ™Ta-ku-u-p[i?-1i] (cf. B 18) or even ™7a-
ku-u[h-li cannot be ruled out. B 12: H.’s a-plu-u-uln
seems likely, but should read a-p[u!-u-uln!

No. 305, i 4: ""YNg-at-ki-n[a-an; iv 4: ]x (word
space) za-at-ta-an uGu v[L (although admittedly J-uvr
elsewhere in the letter); iv 7: concerning L[leE4-MU
ulou, the traces and spacing (cf. “VrE4-mu directly be-
low in iv 8) cast doubt on this restoration.

No. 318, obv. 2: ki-i§-du-m[a]-t{i ]: The copy has ki-
i§-du-wa-[. Do we emend -wa- to -ma!-t[i ] with H. to
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get the expected verbal form and so overlook what may
be a previously unattested variant verbal ending? Obv.
5: Read -ma!- and -na!-.

No. 328, line 3: read 1-nva 'kUR? [. Line 10: read me-
mi-ir (Walther’s coll. confirms H.’s emendation).

No. 333, line 1: Concerning pa-an-gla-ri?-it?, the ri
and it are perfectly clear, but it is the ga that desper-

A-BI A-BI-Y[4!]? Line 11: for it? perhaps read Ir.

No. 379, line 8 could, with H., be AsSur, but lands
such as Alzi or Azzi cannot be ruled out. In line 11 H.
reads “mother” (aMa), although AMA can also be pDAGAL
“wide.” The copy, however, has GAxGI§ which is closer
to siLA4 “lamb.”

No. 409, line 2: read a-Blu-xa (“your father”), sug-
gestion after coll. by Walther.

The silliness of reading all Ce/i signs with the i
value (a problem not confined to this work) is clearly
seen in no. 81 obv. 11 with ki-e-iz, to be read not
kiye’iz but kéz. Why can’t we transliterate ke-e-ez?
There is no such thing as an unmarked sign! All such
signs are equally ¢ and i. We must make a decision
every time we transliterate one of these signs, so why
not make an intelligent decision?

In summary, this is a very useful book. We must
thank Dr. Hagenbuchner for expending so much energy
on what must often have seemed like a frustrating and
thankless task.



