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1.1. General Remarks.

Telipinu, a Hittite deity of Hattic origin, is much better known from a narration
portraying him as a disappearing god, than from personal prayers addressed to him.
The myth of Telipinu (CTH 324) is attested in three main versions and more than
ten copies, while the prayer of Telipinu made on behalf of Mursili II (CTH 377) is
known only from three copies. The only other potential prayer to Telipinu known
to us is the fragment KUB 36.45 // KUB 58.48 (CTH 627, KI.LAM) containing the
entreaties to Telipinu embedded in a ritual.

The preserved part of CTH 377 can be divided into three main sections. The
beginning of the prayer contains a formulaic evocation (mugaupar; I 1-17) and
hymn (uallifatar; 118 - 11 22) addressed to Telipinu, which stress his intimate con-
nection with Hatti-land. After a lacuna of some ten lines, a no less formulaic set of
entreaties to the deity aiming at securing his positive involvement in the affairs of
the land of Hatti, concludes the prayer (arkuyar; III x+1 — IV 18). As usual, the
entreaties are dealing with three main issues, the physical and spiritual health of
the king and his subjects, the subjugation of enemies, and the prosperity of the land.
One does not necessarily need to interpret this triad in Dumézilian terms because
it transcends the Indo-European cultural area, and perhaps represents a pan-
cultural concept. When King David organized a census in Israel and Judea, the
Hebrew God offered him a choice of seven years of famine, three months of mil-
itary defeats, or three days of pestilence as a punishment for this act of hybris (2
Samuel: 24). The individual formulae used in our text can, of course, reflect either
the Indo-European cultural heritage or Near Eastern influence’.

* We are grateful to D. Campbel (Chicago), Th. van den Hout (Chicago), A. Sidel'tsev (Moscow),
and 1. Singer (Jerusalem), who took pains to read the first drafts of this paper and made valu-
able comments. In addition, we would like to acknowledge the contribution of the Chicago
Hittite Dictionary Project, sponsored by the National Endowment for the Humanities, the files
of which have been used in the present research. The final responsibility remains, of course, our
own.

1 For the recent comparison of CTH 377 with the poetic texts belonging to the Greek and the
Near Eastern traditions, see M. Bachvarova, Diss. [2002]: 129-172.
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We can only guess about the content of the missing part of the text, but com-
plaints about scourges that befell the land of Hatti and attempts at self-justification
are among the possible topics that can be suggested on the basis of the other
prayers. The main part of the preserved text, however, does not bear any traces of
personal involvement on the part of the king. It is only from the preamble to the
prayer that we get information about the royal commission to recite it daily in front
of the deity, and learn that Telipinu was one of the personal deities of Mursili II
and his family.

The text that has the greatest number of similarities with ours is the prayer of
Mursili II to the Sun-goddess of Arinna (CTH 376%), which also begins with a hymn
and ends with formulaic entreaties. The initial parts of the hymns are almost iden-
tical in both cases, and the final invocations also exhibit striking parallelism. The
hymn to the Sun-goddess is, however, much longer. Even if we assume that the
hymn to Telipinu continued throughout the lacuna, it will not match its more fa-
mous counterpart. Such assumption is, in any event, unlikely, since according to the
just observation of Gliterbock (JAOS 78 [1958]: 247) the middle part of the hymn
to the Sun-goddess of Arinna repeats almost verbatim the Hittite Hymn to the
Sun-god of Mesopotamian inspiration (belonging to CTH 372). The transfer of ep-
ithets from the Babylonian Sun-god to the Sun-goddess of Hattic origin, who, in
addition, had the same name Istanu- in Hittite, is quite natural, but one would
hardly expect a similar transfer in the case of Telipinu. In all probability, the
yallijatar of CTH 376 was compiled of two heterogeneous sources: “hymn to a dis-
appearing deity”, and “hymn to a solar deity”. Only the first source is reflected in
CTH 377.

The formulaic character of our prayer somewhat complicates its dating. There
is no direct indication in the text that the “commissioner” of CTH 377 was Mursili
11, rather than his grandson, Mursili I11. The 13" century ductus of KUB 24.1 and
24.2 (cf. below) is also compatible with both options. Several facts, however, speak
in favor of the first hypothesis. First of all is the above-mentioned similarity with
CTH 376, a prayer that dwells on the topic of the plague and, therefore, can be cer-
tainly attributed to Mursili II. Second, the prayer to Telipinu makes a recurrent
reference to the queen and the princes. Since Mursili [T was dethroned at a young
age by his uncle Hattusili III, we may doubt that he had an official principal wife
during his short reign. It is his stepmother Tanuhepa, whose name appears next to
his name on royal seals (Bryce, KgHitt* [2005]: 244 with endnote 63).

2 For the arrangement of CTH 376 fragments see now Kosak, Konkordanz. The main Ex. A is
KUB 24.3 + KUB 31.144 + 544/u + 401/u + 1947/u + 107/w (the last three unpublished frag-
ments remain unavailable to us). MS KUB 24.4 + KUB 30.12, traditionally assigned as Ex. C,
represents a MH prototype of Mursili IT’s prayer to the Sun-goddess of Arinna.
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Should our conclusions be correct, two deities, Telipinu and the Sun-goddess
of Arinna, enjoyed the status of personal gods (DINGIR SA SAG.DU) of Mursili
II and his immediate family. Of the two deities, the Sun-goddess appears to have
enjoyed more attention on the part of the king, since Mursili II’s devotion to her is
foregrounded in his Annals. The situation is further complicated by the fact that
Mursili is designated as “beloved of the Powerful Storm-God” in two independent
sources (Singer, Muw.Pr.: 153 with fn. 338). Apparently, Mursili II was rather pro-
miscuous in his relationships with divine patrons, and did not shy away from chang-
ing his declared allegiance as the occasion required.

The mention of the queen and princes in our text led O. Carruba (StMed 4: 12)
to think that its date is somewhat later than that of CTH 376, where the formulaic
blessings are confined to the king and the land of Hatti. This argument, however, is
relevant only for the final edition of both prayers, since it is possible to show that
both CTH 376 and CTH 377 are based on compositions of the Middle Hittite
Period. The Middle Script parallel version KUB 24.4 + KUB 30.12, erroneously
assigned as 376.C in CTH, represents in fact a direct prototype of Mursili IIs
prayer to the Sun-goddess of Arinna. In addition, both CTH 376 and CTH 377 dis-
play a number of linguistic archaisms that cannot be accounted for from within
Neo-Hittite (see our comments on CTH 377 below and O. Carruba, ZDMG Suppl.
1 [1969]: 240 for CTH 376).

1.2. Primary and secondary sources.
According to Kosak, Konkordanz, CTH 337 includes:

A.KUB24.1 + 1122/ + 217/w
B.KUB24.2(= A Vs.11-112,Rs. 111 16 ~ IV 18)
C.Bo 8072 (= A Rs. [11 2-13").

The three copies of the prayer to Telipinu were found in the excavations of
H. Winckler and Th. Makridi Bey (1905/6-1912) and assigned museum numbers Bo
2415, Bo 2082, and Bo 8072. In 1930 the first two pieces were published in au-
tography by A. Walther as KUB 24.1 and KUB 24.2 respectively, while the last one,
representing a duplicate of KUB 24.1 TII 2’-13’, remains unpublished in autography
up to now”.

Two small fragments joining Bo 2415 (upper left corner, Vs. I 1-7) were found
in 1963 and 1964 in the excavations of K. Bittel and assigned numbers 1122/v and

3 We are grateful to H. Klengel and J. Marzahn who have kindly provided us with a copy of the
photograph of the fragment Bo 8072 in the collection of the Vorderasiatische Museum.
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217/w. Both fragments remain heretofore unpublished in autography, but H. Otten
and Ch. Riister presented the transliteration of the relevant part of the join in ZA
62 [1972]: 232 (Nr. 15). The excavation records indicate that fragments 1122/v and
217/w were found in a garbage pile made by the original excavators of Temple I in
HattuSa. Thus, in all probability, Bo 2415 had also been found in Temple I. Un-
fortunately, we cannot say anything about the original location of Bo 2082 and Bo
8072 since the finds of pre-World War I excavations in Boghazkoy usually lack
provenance records.

The paleographic analysis of KUB 24.1 and KUB 24.2 was undertaken by Ch.
Rister in StBoT 21. The ductus of both texts indicates that they were written no
earlier than the 13™ century. At the same time, it is easy to observe that the sign
shapes of KUB 24.1 are more consistently “cursive”, whereas KUB 24.2 contains
more archaic sign variants (cf. especially SAG, IK, AL, LI, HA). The form of the
QA sign attested in KUB 24.1 usually occurs in the texts written during the reign of
Hattusili III or later, even though there is one exception (see Neu, StBoT 32: 3).
Paleographic considerations alone do not allow us to make a conclusion, as to
whether KUB 24.2 needs to be assigned to an earlier date, or was simply written by
a more archaizing scribe, so one needs to turn to linguistic data.

The orthographic and linguistic discrepancies between KUB 24.1 and KUB
24.2 were analyzed by Carruba, GS Pintore 13, as well as in StBoT 21. The material
that is potentially relevant for comparative dating can be summarized in the table
below. Forms that cannot be used as positive arguments have been shaded.

Ex. A (KUB 24.1) Ex. B (KUB 24.2)
113 DINGIR™™. s Vs. 3 DINGIR-us
21113 Fka-ri-im-ni Vs. 11 " ka-ri-im-ni-it-ti
31120 da-as-Sa-nu-ua-an Vs. 16 ta-as-nu-ya-an
4 1120 nam-ma-ma-ta Vs. 16 nam-ma-ma-at-ta
51123 dam-me-e-d[a-ni| Vs. 19 “ta' [-me-] "¢’ -da-ni
6|11 KU.BABBAR.GI, Vs. 21 KU.GI
7|12 mi-i-ja-ta Rs. 16 mi-ja-a-tar
(not
parallel-
ed)
8 | HI21 ku-e-da-as-ma-az Rs. 5’ ku-i-e-es-ma-al z|
9 (IV7 ta-pa-sa-an Rs. 10 ta-pa-as-s|a-an)
10 | IV 13 ANSE.KUR.RA-a$ Rs. 15’ ANSE-as
11 [ IV 15 mi-e-es-du Rs. 16’ mi-e-es-sa-d|u]
12 | IV 16 Se-e-es-sa-u-ya-a[s Rs. 17 Si-]is-sa-ua-as
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One can see that Ex. B contains a number of older variants than its counterpart.
Archaic morphological forms, like sius‘god’ in (1), Fkarimni=ti ‘in your temple’ in
(2) are especially clear examples. For tasnuuan (3), see Hoffner, INES 32/1 [1971]:
31b. On the orthographic level, compare the usage of a CVC sign in dam-me-e-
d[a-ni] (5). The syntactically correct form kuiés in (8) was misinterpreted as kue-
das in Ex. A, perhaps through ungrammatical case attraction to the preceding A-
NA DINGIRM®®, Both copies show the secondary stem $iless- ‘thrive’ instead of the
original $ist-, but B preserves the more archaic i-spelling (12). For the verbal form
mi-e-e$-$a-du vs. mi-e-es-du (11) see comm. on Ex. A IV 15",

Ex. A mijata with the archaic loss of final -r vs. Ex. B mijatar (7) represents the
only instance where the form of KUB 24.2 is demonstrably less archaic, but the loci
are non-parallel and we don’t know what we might find in the corresponding
broken part of Ex. B.

In conclusion, KUB 24.1 appears to have been written at least several decades
later than KUB 24.2, even though one cannot positively claim that the latter is the
protograph of the former.

As for the general outlook of the tablets, one can see that the scribe of Ex. B
was not very proficient at his art: the lines on both the obverse and the reverse of
his tablet are not horizontal and their beginnings slide down little by little. As for
the colophon, the scribe did not manage to fit it on the tablet at all. Ex. A, in its
turn, has a great number of erasures.

The first attempt to edit CTH 376 and 377 in transliteration belongs to O.R.
Gurney (AAA 27 [1940]), who deemed the prayers to Telipinu and the Sun-
goddess of Arinna to be almost identical and thus not worthy of being treated sep-
arately. After H. Giiterbock succeeded in showing the opposite (sec above), the
need for a separate edition of CTH 377 became apparent. In 1971, Mursili II’s
prayer to Telipinu was re-edited in Lebrun, Prieres: 180-191. Unfortunately, this
publication can be regarded only as a preliminary one, in view of several errors and
omissions both in transliteration and translation. The issues discussed in the com-
mentary to the present edition were, almost without exception, ignored by Lebrun,
and their sheer number provides an ample justification for the present work.

In addition to full editions, one must mention the English translation of the
prayer published in Singer, Prayers (WAW 11): 54-56. Far from being a com-
pilation of earlier editions, Singer’s translation tacitly incorporates several original

4 Pace Carruba (GS Pintore: 13) the variant ANSE-a$ ‘donkeys’ in (10) is not necessarily more
archaic than its counterpart ANSE. KUR.RA-as ‘horses’. Horses are mentioned as domestic ani-
mals already in the Old Hittite rituals (see Neu, StBoT 26: 225 for their attestations). The
variant ANSE.KUR.RA-as is independently attested in CTH 376, KUB 24.3 III 17, and there-
fore the variant ANSE-as may be due to a simple scribal omission. The unusual Sumerogram
KU.BABBAR.Gl, in (6) likewise cannot be used as a decisive argument for the dating.
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restorations and reinterpretations. Another positive side of this piece is that, unlike 14 mu-ki-is-ki-mi """ har-si-i[ (¢t PYOis-pa-a)|n-du-zi-it

Gurney’s edition, it is written in contemporary English. We have chosen it as a 15 nu-us-sa-an pa-ra-a ka- "la-a-an’ [(-kd)|n-za e-es nu-ut-ta ku-i[(1)]
basis for our translation, and have attempted to comment on those cases where our 16 me-mi-is-ki-mi nu-mu DINGIR"™ js-"ta' -ma-na-an
understanding of the text substantially deviates from that of Itamar Singer. 17 la-ga-a-an har-ak na-at is-t| a-ma)-as-ki

18 zi-ik-za® Te-li-pi-nu-us S nal(-ak-ki-)]s DINGIR™M. " '

2. Texts® 19 nu-ut-ta DINGIR™™-[4 UEM*((® DINGIRM)] rf -NAKUR ""VHA[T-
(TI-pan]"
2.1. Ex. A: KUB 24.1 + 1122/v + 217/w. 20 da-as-$a-nu-ya-an' nam-ma-ma-ta| dam-me-] ¢ -da-ni® ut-n[i-(e)]"
21 U-UL ku-ua-pi-ik-ki e-¢[($-zi) n|u-ut-ta EZE[(N,2"))
Vs. 1 / 22 SISKUR' I-NA KUR URUHAT TI*® p[(ar-k)]u-i Su-up-pi
1 [ki-i-}ma-kan® _T[(UP-Pf DUB.SAR A-NA DINGIR™)]Y an- "da' [ 23 p1—15-kan—z1 nam-'ma’ -ma- -ta' dam-me -e-d[(a-ni)]™
2 [(UD-at U)|D-at me-mi-is-ki-i[ z-zi nu DING(IR™M)] "ya ' -al-li-is- " ki' -i[(z- 24 ut-ni-e U-UL ku-y[a-| " pi-ik-ki pi" ~i($-kén-zi)
zi)] V «
25 EM® DINGIRM®- 14 pér-ku IS- T[UKU.B(ABBAR KU.GI t-nu-ua-an-ta)]
3 [( Te—]z-p)] -nu-us $ar-ku-us n(a-ak-ki-is )|DINGIR ™. is 21 -1k 26 I-NAKUR "RVHA-AT-'TI -plét c-e$-zi nam-ma-ma- ta]
4 "ud' -ja-at-mu™Mur-si-DINGIRZM® L[(UGAL-u5 tu- 9] e’ -el ARAD-KA 27 ta-me-e-da-ni K[UR-e U-U(L ku-ua-pi-ik-k)i e-es-zi]
5 MUNUS LUGAL-as-$a tu-c-el GEME-KA [(u-i- )] {i)ri-it-pa &
6 *Te-li-pi-nu-un an-zi-el EN-NI DINGIRI-M: (the edge)
7 SA SAG.DU-NI mu-ga-a-i
Vs 11
8 nu-za-kén ma-' a-an’ [(na -ak-ki-i$)] * Te-li-pi-nu-us iSe-ir ne-pi-st: 1 [GAL)""*-ta BI-IB-RI""* KU.BABBAR KU.BABBAR.GIL*' NA,["]
9 DINGIRM®.a§i§-tar-na 'ma-a-ana -r[(u-n))i na-as-ma A-NA : 211 "I' -NAKUR URUHA-AT-TI-pét e-e$-zi
HUR.SAGM™"
10 ypa-ha-an-na|(p)]a-a-an-za" na-as+ ma i-za -NA KUR LUKUR z4 "-ah-hi- 3 EZEN,""A-jt-ta EZEN,.ITU EZEN""% MU-as me-e-a-na-as
1a“ pa-a-an-za : 4 gi-im-ma-an-ta-as ha-mi-is-ha-an-da-as
: 5 zé-na-an-da-as a-u-li-us mu-ki-is-na-as-sa
11 ki-nu-na-at- rtaj sa—ne—1z—zz— rzsj ya-ar- -Su-la-as 6 EZEN,M™ ILNA KUR "RVHA-AT-TI-patie-es-zi' %
12 GlgERIN an—za T -an-za kal-"li-i§" -du na-as-ta EGIR -pa 7 nam-ma-ma-at-ta ta-me-c-da-ni KUR URU U-' UL’
13 “ka-ri-im-nix’> an-'dac [-hju % nu-ut-ta ka-a-sa .3 8 ku-ua-pi-ik-ki'e-es-sa-an-zi:
5 We abstain from the interpretative transliteration that assigns the values Ce and eC'to the signs
Ciand iCrespectively and believe that the choice between /i/ ~ /e/ in such cases should be left to
linguists rather than epigraphists. Double strike-through (%) marks signs erased by the scribe. 13 B: ""VHA-AT-TI-pat.
Signs written over erasure are marked with ... % 14 B: taAastnuAga—an‘r - -
6 B:[ki-;-klan. 15 Cf.123.Breads: ta [-me-] e -da-ni
7 B: DINGIR-us. 16 B: KUR-e.
§ B:"Mur-si-i-i. 17 B: SISKURY™.
9 Both A & Bread ES sign here. 18 B: beHéAAF T1-pit.
10 Bincorrect: TAS-a-an-za. 19 B: nam -ma-ma-at-ta.
11 Text: HA-ah-hi ... (B: corrects). 20 B: ta-me-e-da-ni.

12 Erased IT? Cf. B: Bka-ri-im-ni-it-ti. 21 Sic! The same in IV 2. Cf. comm.
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n[u] "tu-el SA" *Te-liipi-nii DINGIRM™-tar "I’ [-NAKUR "RVHA-AT-TI-
pat]

n[a-alk-k{i-ia-ah-h)a-an nu-ut-tak-kan " Mur-s[i-DINGIR™ LUGAL-us
ARAD-KA] )

[MUNUS.LUGAL-a§ GEME-KA] " UDUMUM™ LUGAL ' A[RADM™-
KA|

[I NA KUR "RV HA-AT-TI-pit na-ah-ha-an-te-e$ nu tu-e-el]

[SA * Te-li-p)i-nu h[i- tm-mu-us EZEN4HI A SIS]K[UR]

[/-ja-u-pa-an-z|i sa-ra- a [ti-it-ta-nu- us—ké]n- i]

[nu-ut-ta h)u-u-ma-an su-up-p|i par-ku-i pli- 'i§' -kdn-zi

[ nam-ma-as-sa-Jan :E:. DINGIR"™.K[ A BI-IB-R|I""*.KA

[GALY"A-KA ]U NU-TEM®.KA na- ra'h-sva-ra'-za'j ti-ja-an-za

[na-at-za E)GIR-pa kap-pu-ua-an A-NA "U-NU' UT

[DINGIR™™ (?) ma-ni-i|n-ku-ua-an U-UL ku-is-ki ' ti' -ja-az-zi

[zi-ik-za “ Te- 1]1—p1-nu us na- ak  -ki-is DIN GIRLIM is
| nu-ut-tak-kan SUM-aln SUM™ - 4§ is-tar-na-as™ na- "ak-ki' -1
[DINGIRMES tar-ma-tak-kan) "DINGIRM®. 4§ $-tar-na na-ak -k[i-1]

(approximately five lines missing)

Rs. I
(approximately five lines missing)

x+1[... ca. 8signs

IDUMUM™ LUGAL ARADM®-KA 7]

2" [(U) ? A-NAKUR URUI;IA-A T-T|I an-da as- ' $u-li’ ne-is-hu-uf]
3’ [zi-ik-za (“ Te-1))i-pi-nu-us sar—ku -us DINGIR[UM i5]
& [LUGAL MUNUS.LUGAL U DUMUME] LUGAL TI-an har-ak nu- "us-

ma- HS

5" [mi-ja-a-tar?? EGI|R. Us-MI* ha-ad-du-la-tar MU A GID. DA
6 [in-na-ra-u-ua-tar| pi-es-ki nu-us-ma-as-kan A-NA Z1-SU-NU an-da

7a

[
[ mi-a-mar (la-lu-u)) k-ki-ma-an du-us-ga-ra-da-an-na
[

8 [zi-ik-ki |

9’ [(nu-us-ma-)]a$ [DUM]U.NITAM®™ DUMU.MUNUSM® ha-as-su-us ha-an-

za-Su-us pi- e§-ki

10 [nu u]s- ma -a$ nu- u un: {tui-um-ma-an-ti-ja-an pi-es-ki

1

"nu-us' -ma-as hal- ki -ja-as “SGESTIN-a$ $A GU, UDU

22 Perseverative scribal error for is-tar-na.
23 C: EGIR. Uy[-. Probably this adverb takes another position in the sentence in Ex.C.
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122 DUMU.LU. Ul LU-jax mi-i-ja-ta pi- es-kz

13’ nu-us-ma-a§ LU-as tar-hu-u-i-li-in pa-ra-a ne-la [-an-ta-]a[n]

14 “SSTUKUL-in pi-es-ki nu-us-ma-as KUR KUR ""KUR

15" iSA-PAL %% GIRM®S.SU-NU zi-ik-"ki' na-at in[-na-ra har-ga-nu ?]

16’ IS-TUKUR YRYHA-AT-TI-ma-kan i-da-lu-un ta[ -pa-$a-an)
17 hi-in-kan ka-as-ta-an :ma:-a-Sa-an-na a[r-ha da-a?)

18 nuKUR.KURMA WKUR ikii-e su-ul- Ia—an ta

19 hur—sa] la-an-ta ku-e-e§-kan tu-uk A-NA “ Te-1i- p1 -nu

20’ U A-NA DINGIRM® "RUHA_AT-TI UL na-ah-ha-an-te-es
21 ku-e-da-as-ma-az”* Su-me-en-za-an B DINGIRMES KU-NU
22’ ar-ha ua-ar-nu-um-ma-an-zi i-la-li-is-kan-zi

(the edge)
Rs. IV

ku-e-es-ma BEI[(B-RI™™ GALY™) U-NU-TEM®™ (KU.BABBAR)]
KU BABBAR.GIL,” da- a[(n-na sa- -an-hi-i$-kan-zi ku-e-es)-ma-as-za)
ASAA GAR-KU-NU: 98" KIR16 [(GESTIN “*MU .SAR °“TIR)]
‘dan-na-at-ta-ah-hu-ya-an- Tz [$a-an-hi-is-ka(n-zi))

E S O O

ku-i-c-es-ma-as-za"UMSAPINLA U M(PSNU.“KIRI.GESTIN)]

BB LUMESN 7 OSMU.SAR « MUNUSYME N[(MARAs da-an-na $a-an-hi-is-kan-
zi)]

7 nui-da-lu-un ta-pa—ia—an26 [ hi-in-k(an ka-a-as-ta-an-na))

8 BURUs™™.jax ia-pi-c-da-asi A-NA [(KUR.KUR) “("KUR pa-a-i)]

N in

9 "A' -NALUGAL-ma MUNUS.LUGAL. DUMU"™ LU[(GAL U A-NA
KUR "RVHA-AT-TI)]

10 TI-tar ha-ad-du-la-tar’ in- na [(-ra-ua-tar MU**™ GID.DA)]

11 EGIR.U;-MI du-us-ga-ra-at-ta-a|(n-na p)i-es-k(i) nu ha(l-ki-ja-as))

12 SSGESTIN-as " se'-e-sa-an-na-as™ GU[ (P -as sUDUM a5 UZe')-a5]

24 B correctly: ku-i-e-e$-ma-a|z.

25 Sic! The same in IT 1. B reads: KU.BABBAR KU.GI. Cf. comm.
26 B: ta-pa-as-s{a-an.

27 B: ha-at-tu-la-tar. )

28 Text: ““KUR-e-a-...; B: Pse-e-a-na-as.
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13 SAH-a$§ ANSE.GIR.NUN.NA""*_25:ANSE" . KUR.RA-as* g[(i-im-ra-a$ § 5 (1 18-24). You, Telipinu are an honored god. Furthermore, my god, your
hu-u-it-ni-it)] temples are considered important only in the land of Hatti, but nowhere

14 DUMU.LU.Uw,LU—aS“—s‘a SA EGIR. U;-M[(I mi-ja-a-tar pi-es 30-ki)] in any other land do they exist for you. They provide festivals (and) rituals

15 numi-e-es-du’’ hé- “e-mu-us-sa i i [-ua-an-du ?] for you in a pure and holy manner only™ in the land of Hatti, but nowhere

16 nu Se-c-es-Sa-u-ua-a[ IM™A-ius? i_j[(a-an-ta-r)u) in any other land do they provide (them) for you.

17 nuI-NAKUR [iRUHAT- “rr B {erasure} ma-a-ui Se-¢[§]- "du' [ vacant ] § 6 (I 25-27). Only in the land of Hatti are there lofty temples for you, a-

18 nu pa-a-an-ku- us a-pa-a-at’® e-es-du hal-za-a- i [] dorned with silver [and gold, but] nowhere in any other land do they exist

) for you.

19 DUBI' ™Y QA-TI *ViDUB.SAR-za GIM-an § 7 (I 1-2). Only in the land of Hatti are there [cup]s (and) rhyta of silver,

20 A-NALUGAL! Se-er PA-NI “Te-li-pi-nu gold (and) precious stone[s] for you.

21 UD*M_tifj ar-ku-pa-ar e-es-Sa-i § 8 (I 3-8). Only in the land of Hatti are there® festivals (such as) the

(further uninscribed)

2.1.1. Translation.

§ 1 (I 1-2). [This] tablet the scribe reads out daily to the god and praises the
god (saying):

§ 2 (I 3-7). “You, Telipinu, are a powerful, honored god. Mursili the king,
your servant, sent me, as well as your maidservant the queen. They sent
(me saying): go, invoke Telipinu, our lord, our personal god, (saying):

§ 3 (I 8-10). “‘Whether (you), honorable Telipinu, are above in heaven among
the gods, or in the sea, or gone/going to roam in the mountains, or you are
gone/going to an enemy land for battle [or: Whether (you), honorable Te-
lipinu, are gone/going to roam above in heaven among the gods, or in the
sea, or in the mountains, or you are gone/going to an enemy land for
battle].

§ 4 (I 11-17). Let now the sweet odor, the cedar (and) the oil summon you.
Come back into your shrine! I am hereby invoking you by (means of of-
fering) bread and libation®’. Be pacified and keep your ear inclined to
what I am saying to you, (my) god, and keep listening to it!

29
30
31
32

Text: iGIRLKUR.RA-as: B: ANSE-a$.
B Rs. 167 -is-

B: mi-e-es-sa-d|u].

B: $i-}is-sa-ya-as hu-u-ua-du-us.

monthly festival, the annual festivals of winter, spring, fall, the auli-sac-
rifices and the festivals of invocation for you®, but in no nowhere in any
other land (or) city do they perform (them) for you.

§ 9 (I1 9-19). [Only in the land of Hatti] is your, Telipinu’s, divinity honored.
[It is in the land of Hatti] that Murs][ili the king, your servant, the queen,
your maid-servant and] the princes, your s[ervants are respectful] to you.
They set up your, Telipinu’s, [replicas in order to perform festivals] and
rituals. They present everything [to you] in a holy (and) [pure] manner.
[Furthermore], respect is established for your [cups, your rhyta], (and)
your utensils (belonging to) your temples. [They are] (all) taken care of.
None approaches the utensils [of the god(?)].

§ 10 (II 20-22). [You], Telipinu, are an honored god. [Your name] is hon-

ored among names and [your divinity] is honored among gods.

(approximately 10-12 lines missing)

§ T (III x+1°-8’). T[urn] with benevolence toward [the king, your servant,
the queen your maid-servant (?)], the prin[ces your servants(?) and the
land of Hatti(?)! ... You,] Telipinu, are a mighty god, keep alive the [king,
the queen and the prinjces, and give them [growth(?)] forever, health,
longevity [(and) vigor]! [Put] in their soul [gentleness(?)], radiance, and
joy!

§2° (IIl 9’-15°). Give them sons and daughters, grandchildren (and) great-
grandchildren! Give them (power of) hearing(?) and understand-

33 B: YNV "KU ' .BABBAR". 38 A omits “only”.

34 B: si-is-du. 39 Scribal error for the earlier “they perform”; see comm.

35 B: pa-an-kuf-us} 40 Perhaps a scribal error of an emendation for the earlier “monthly festivals, the annual festivals
36 B omits apat due to the lack of space. of winter, spring, fall, of auli-sacrifices, and of invocation(s)” (or: “monthly festivals, festivals of
37 Literally: “I am invoking you by bread and libation-vessel(s)”. the ‘course of the year’, of winter, spring, ...”); see comm.
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ing(?)!41 Give them the growth of grain, vines, cattle, sheep and man-
kind! Give them a man’s(?) valiant, battle-ready divine(?) weapon! Put
beneath their feet the enemy lands, and [destroy(?)] them ri[ght away]!
§ 3" (II1 16’-17°). But from the land of Hatti [take awal]y evil flever], plague,
famine and locusts!
(IIT 18’ ~ IV 4). (As for) the enemy lands, which are arrogant (and) re-
bellious(?), and whichever (of the peoples of those lands) are not re-
spectful to you, Telipinu, and to the gods of Hatti, whichever wish to
burn down your(pl.) temples, whichever seek to take (your) rhyta, cups
[and utensils] of silver (and) gold; whichever [see]k to lay waste to them,
(namely) your(pl.) fallow lands, vineyards, gardens (and) groves,
(IV 5-8). Whichever seek to capture them, (namely) (your) ploughmen,
vinedressers, gardeners (and) grinding women, to those lands give the
evil fever, [plagule, famine and locusts!
(IV 9-18). But to the king, the queen, the princes and the land of Hatti
[give] life, health, vigor, longevity forever, and joy! Give forever the
growth of grain, vines, fruit trees(?), cattle, sheep, goats, pigs, mules,
horses (B : donkeys), together with the beasts of the wilderness, and
mankind! May (they/everything) grow! And may the rains [come(?)]!
May the winds of prosperity pass over! May (everything) in the land of
Hatti thrive and prosper!”” And the congregation cries out: “(So) be it!”
§ 7 (IV 19-21). One tablet, complete. When the scribe presents daily a plea
on behalf of the king before Telipinu.

§4

o
W

§6

2.1.2. Commentary.

I 1-2 Since anda does not make sense as a postposition in the given context, it
must be taken as a preverb®. According to the CHD, L-N: 261b-262a, anda mema-
means ‘to speak concurrently with an action’. Our passage, however, does not in-
dicate any specific action performed by the scribe. Perhaps this is an oblique
reference to the daily rituals for Telipinu that have to accompany the scribal plea,
such as offering bread and libation mentioned in I 14.

I 3 Sarku- ‘powerful’ is used here as an epithet of Telipinu, but can also modify
other deities such as Sun-god, Storm-god, Kumarbi, and “IStar” (cf. Weitenberg,

41 Translation uncertain, see the commentary ad locum.

42 The Old Hittite opposition between the postposition andan and the preverb/adverb anda
remains essentially intact in Neo-Hittite, as shown in D.M. Salisbury, Diss. [2005]: 18-32.
Therefore, the claim that anda represents a postposition in our case is a priori unlikely.
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U-Stimme: 134-135; CHD, S: 268-269). In Hieroglyphic Luwian, (DEUS)sas+ ra/i-
ku- is a personal name of a certain deity, whom Hawkins (Hawkins, CHLI: 107)
identifies with Ea. It is interesting that the title Sarku- seems to be deliberately
omitted in the parallel invocation to the Sun-goddess of Arinna (Lebrun, Pricres:
158 was probably right in not restoring this word in KUB 36.80 Vs. 1 for reasons of
space and since Sarku- does not otherwise occur in CTH 376).

On the archaic absence of -za in this sentence contrasted with its presence in I
18 zik=za ° Telipinus nakkis DINGIR*™-i$ see the commentary to I 8-10.

1 4-7 wijjat=mu ... LUGAL-us ... MUNUS.LUGAL-as=<8>a ... uiér. This
example illustrates the tendency for the predicates preceding their subjects to a-
gree in number with the first of the coordinated subjects, rather than with the
whole group. Other examples illustrating the same tendency (KBo 39.8 II 13 and
KUB 17.10 IV 8) can be found in Sidel’tsev, Anatolian Languages [2002]: 162.

it=ua “Telipinun ... mugai represents a marginal example of the so-called
“phraseological” (serialized) construction. Although the two serialized predicates
seem to belong to one clause in our case, their translation by separate verbal forms
is warranted by the general sense of the passage. For difficulties involved in draw-
ing a sharp boundary between verbal serialization and coordination in Hittite see
van den Hout, FS Hoffner: 180-184 (cf. especially example 12).

I 8-10 The paragraph nu=za=kan man ... Ser nepisi ... man aruni nasma
ANA HURSAGM™® yahanna panza nasma=za INA KUR "YKUR zahhiia
panza is amenable to two different syntactical interpretations. It is important that
the parallel passage in the prayer to the Sun-goddess of Arinna (KUB 36.80 I 4ff.)
contains =za next to each conditional particle, i.e. nu=za=ka[n man) ... nepisi
man=za aruni man=za AN[A HUR.SAG"™ ...] yahhanna panza.

According to “Hoffner’s Rule” (JNES 28/4 [1969]: 225ff.), if the nominal
clause contains a first or second person subject, it will contain =z(a) in the texts
postdating “Old Hittite” . But the term “Old Hittite” had another meaning in
1969 than in our time; cf. ibid.: 229, where Hoffner notes that this rule applies to
the texts composed after Suppiluliuma I, i.e. to the Neo-Hittite corpus. In fact, this
rule is optional in Middle Hittite. Cf. the absence of =za, e.g., in the original
Middle Hittite rituals CTH 443 and CTH 395.3 (as edited in Kassian, Zipl.): KBo
15.10 +, I 32, KBo 20.34 Rs. 7°-8’; the number of similar MH examples can be
easily increased.

43 Hoffner (loc. cit.) uses the term “nominal sentence”, rather than “nominal clause” in the def-
inition of his rule, but it is clear from his following exposition that the relevant compound
sentences consisting of several nominal clauses are expected to feature the particle =za in each
of them.
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If one assumes that Mursili 11’s prayers to Telipinu and to the Sun-goddess of
Arinna reflect the Neo-Hittite grammatical norm on this point, one should propose
different analyses for the two loci quoted above: “whether you are in heaven
among the gods, or you are in the sea, or you are going to the mountains to
roam ...” for the prayer to the Sun-goddess of Arinna and “whether you are going
to roam above in heaven, or in the sea, or in the mountains, or you are going to an
enemy land for battle” for our text. The general meaning of both passages would
remain, of course, the same.

On the other hand, it is clear that both CTH 376 and CTH 377 preserve a
number of MH grammatical archaisms. With respect to the discussed feature, cf.
the occasional absence of the expected =za in the nominal clauses in our text:
Telipinus Sarkus nakkis DINGIR™™.i$ zik “O Telipinu, a mighty (and) honored
god are you!” (13) and nu=sSan para kalankanza é “Be pacified!” (I 15) vs.
zik=za “Telipinus nakki§ DINGIR"™.i§ “You, Telipinu are an honored god”
(118). Thus one can suppose that the discussed passages from the prayers to
Telipinu and to the Sun-goddess of Arinna have the same clause division. The four-
clause analysis of our passage from the prayer to Telipinu, accepted also by Singer
and CHD (L-N): 159a, implies that the parallel locus in the prayer to the Sun-
goddess of Arinna underwent redactional changes at the time when Hoffner’s Law
was fully generalized in Hittite.

I 9 ANA HUR.SAG.ES ‘mountains’ (dat.-loc. pl.) should be read HUR.
SAG™®' even though the haplographic variant without the vertical in the final sign
occurs in both duplicates. It is likely that the omission of the vertical was purely ac-
cidental in the protograph, but the fact that both scribes eventually accepted it sug-
gests that at least one of them did not have a full command of the dialect in which
the prayer to Telipinu had been originally written. Compare further the commen-
tary to I'V 16.

I 10 For the translation of yel- as ‘to stride, to travel, to undertake a tour of
inspection, to walk around’ see Qnal, Hantitassu: 53.

I 11-12 $anezzis yarsulas “ERIN-anza I-anza ‘the sweet odor, the cedar and
the oil’. The fact that the coordinated, originally neuter nouns use different strat-
egies of “ergativization” is remarkable. As a matter of fact, almost no Hittite noun
in -ul (n.) has an “ergative” form in -ulanza™. It is possible to account for this dis-
tribution if we assume that the animate by-form of parsu/ (n.) ‘odor’ was formed by
analogy with free-standing genitives, such as taksulas (c.) ‘ally’ vs. taksul (n.)
‘treaty’, pastulas (c.) ‘sinner’ vs. gastul (n.) ‘sin’ etc. This explanation, however, is
possible only under the assumption that the Hittite “ergative” in -anza was a deri-

44 Except a-as-su-la-an-za KBo 38.263 + KBo 38.134 Rs.” 17’ Groddek, AoF 26 [1999]: 40/41.
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vational suffix of limited productivity, and so different nominal classes could use
alternative strategies of “ergativization” (pace Garrett, Diss.: 49-51).

We follow Singer in translating $anezzis uarsulas “ERIN-anza I-anza literally,
as “the sweet odor, the cedar (and) the oil”. It is likely that we are ultimately deal-
ing here with some sort of hendiadys, cf. the translations of CHD, S: 176b: “let the
fragrant odor, (namely) the cedar and oil ...” and HED, 4: 22 “let the sweet aroma
[of] cedar oil ...” Our translation, however, stresses the fact that the hendiadys in
this case represents a figure of speech, and not a grammatical phenomenon. 1t is to
be distinguished from case attraction in a possessive construction, a contact-driven
feature of Hittite grammar that is never triggered by the nominative head noun
(Luraghi, AGI 68/2 [1993]: 163-166).

I 12 This is the only attestation of the particle group n=asta in this text. 1t is
noteworthy, however, that the sequence nu=kan is not attested in the Prayer to Te-
lipinu even once, whereas =kan occurs at least five times with other constituents
(11,8, 1110, 111 16°, 19°). This is compatible with the hypothesis that our text be-
longs to the same linguistic group as the First Military Oath (pre-NH/NS), Indict-
ment of Madduuatta (MH/MS), Telipinu Myth (preNH) and other compositions
with the so called “rhythmic” distribution of the particles = asta and =kan (“stage
II” according to Oettinger, StBoT 22: 67-70, which is characteristic of Middle Hit-
tite compositions)*. The same distribution can be argued for with more persuasion
in the case of Mursili 1I’s prayer to the Sun-goddess of Arinna, where seven cases
of n=asta contrast with nine cases of =kan after other elements just in KUB 24.3
+ (cf. MS KUB 24.4: thrice n=asta and once -u)]s=kan). The same is, however,
not true in the case of MurSili II’s second plague prayer, where the sequence
nu=kan is common (e.g. KUB 14.11 11 28, 33, 34’; dated as “sjh” in KoSak, Kon-
kordanz). In the annals of Mursili II, as edited by Goetze (MVAAeG 38), the clitic
= asta occurs only once, while the sequence nu=~kan is likewise quite common. One
cannot argue that the distribution of = asta and = kan in the texts composed at the
time of Mursili IT was skewed by later copyists, since the sequence nu=kan occurs
in the texts VS NF 12.7 and KUB 31.121 + that can be dated to the time of Mursili
I1 on paleographic grounds and were apparently not copied in a later period, while
= asta does not occur in these texts at all. This distribution provides yet another
piece of evidence of the fact, that the formulaic prayers to the Sun-goddess of
Arinna and to Telipinu were not composed at the time of Mursili II.

45 Tt should be noted in passing that Oettinger’s word “rhythmic” (“rhythmisch”) for this secondary
distribution between =asta and =kan is misleading. There would be no rhythmic difference be-
tween sequences, €.g., namma={a)sta and namma=kan (where the enclitic joins to a form end-
ing in a vowel), but in “stage 11”7 we find namma=kan, not namma=(a)sta. Thus it is merely
lexical distribution: =asta with nu=, =kan with other words.
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I 13-14 For “karimmi/-mni ‘shrine’ (a more general concept than E.DINGIR
‘temple’) cf. Hoffner, JAOS 120/1 [2000]: 72. HED, 4: 83 holds the contrary opin-
jon. Ex. B reads Fkarimni=ttiwith the archaic possessive clitic.

The latest discussion of Hitt. kdsa can be found in Hoffner and Melchert, GS
Imparati: 388. The authors remark that the meaning of this lexeme can often be
captured by the English adverbs ‘hereby’ and ‘herewith’, “indicating that the action
or state expressed by the predicate coincides with the moment of speech or writ-
ing.” In this case it serves exclusively stylistic purposes, since the usage of the
English present continuous tense appears to be sufficient to convey the same
meaning.

The inverted word order of the type nu=tta kasa mukiskimi N"™P* parsit
PUS spanduzit (OVOingireet) is characteristic of formulaic evocations and direct
speech in Hittite texts™. For similar examples in MS data see in general Sidel'tsev,
Anatolian Languages [2002]: 137ff., and especially pp. 143-144 (§1.2.1.1.2).

I 15-17 Cf. Hoffner and Melchert, GS Imparati: 381, on the usage of the
aspectual marker -sk- in this sentence.

I 19 The Akkadogram U presumably stands here for the connective enclitic
=Ja, translated as ‘furthermore’. The clitic =ja normally occurs in Wackernagel po-
sition, but it is incompatible with the particle nu= and cannot occur after the voc-
ative, and so in our case it is shifted to the position after the third stressed word.

Theo van den Hout (pers. comm.) suggests as an alternative that the sequence
nu=tta DINGIR*™_JA can be taken as a short nominal clause: “You are my god”,
tfollowed by the next clause with the connective =ja in the Wackernagel position.
Unfortunately, we are not aware of any other examples where =ta ‘to you” would
replace the reflexive particle” =za, as a linker in a nominal clause or elsewhere.
Boley, The Hittite Particle -z/-za: 198, claims that =ta can be substituted for =za
once in a while, particularly in imperatives, but fails to provide any examples in
support of her opinion.

I 20 namma= lit. ‘furthermore, in addition’ duplicates the meaning of tamai-
‘other’ here and in [ 23, [26], I1 7 (cf. CHD, L-N: 390 sub 6d; also 95f. sub b8&’). It is
left without translation in our edition. ) )

I 25 The neuter singular form parku in EVE> DINGIRM® = ta parku IST[U
KU.B(ABBAR KU.GI unupanta)] ... észi can be contrasted with the neuter plural
torm pargauua in the corresponding passage from CTH 376.F, KUB 36.81 1 12-
13’ ... pargauya ISTU KU.BABBAR [(KU.GI) unupanta) ... észi. The second

46 It should be stressed that there is no evidence to attribute this syntactic pattern to foreign in-
fluence. In all probability, we are dealing with a cross-linguistically common, but sporadic dis-
location of metrically heavy constituents to the right periphery of the clause.

Mursili Il’s Prayer to Telipinu (CTH 377) 439

passage obviously contains a nominal phrase ‘lofty and adorned temples’. The first
passage permits two interpretations.

1. parku can be regarded as an uncharacterized nom.-acc. pl. n. For these
archaic forms, derived from adjectival /- and u-stems, see Prins, Neut.Sg.: 42ff. and
Watkins, GS Kronasser: 250ff.*”. The scribe of KUB 23.81 replaced parku with the
productive form pargauua. This hypothesis helps to account for the discussed pas-
sage without assuming any scribal errors. Note, however, that the a-less forms of
nom.-acc. pl. n. are rare, and the appearance of such a form in the very late manu-
script KUB 24.1 is rather unexpected.

2. Ex. A preserves only parku, while Ex. B preserves only unuyanta. Thus one
can suppose that Ex. B had form pargauya (concurring with CTH 376), while the
scribe of the later Ex. A misunderstood the adjectives as predicates and changed
the grammatical number to the singular, i.e. parku and [unuyan]. For neutral
singular nominal predicates accompanying neuter plural subjects see van den Hout,
Anatolisch und Indogermanisch [2001]: 167f. *,

I1 1 KU.BABBAR KU.BABBAR.GI, Ssilver (and) gold’ - cf. the same [(KU
BABBAR)] KU.BABBAR.GI, in IV 1-2. In both cases in Ex. A, where gold is
meant, we find an unusual heterogram KU.BABBAR.GI,. Ex. B has the regular
KU.BABBAR KU.GI ‘silver (and) gold’ in Vs. 21 (= lacuna in Ex. A) and Rs. 7’
(=A1V1-2).

It should be noted, that the scribe of Ex. A uses the GI sign =T (similar to
HZIL, No.30/A) with a phonetic value: gi-im-ma-an-ta-as (11 4; according to
A. Walther’s KUB edition), but GI ¥4 for both occurrences of KU.BABBAR.
Gl; (according to Walther’s edition; Gl in IV 2 also checked against the photo-
graph of Bo 2415 Rs. available in the Mainzer Photoarchiv®®). The scribe of Ex. B
uses the standard siga T4 (HZL, No. 30/B) in all cases: Rs. 15’ gi-im-ra-as and in
both KU.GI-s (checked against the photograph of Bo 2082 available in the Main-
zer Photoarchiv). Consequently, we would like to suggest the following changes to
HZI.

47 Prins, Neut.Sg.: 42ff. and Watkins, GS Kronasser: 250f cite additional examples of un-
characterized neuter plurals. Unfortunately, both authors occasionally confuse the genuine a-
less forms of nom.-acc. pl. n with nom. sg. n. predicates used with plural subjects. The majority
of the remaining examples are nominal rather than adjectival forms, which are not directly rel-
evant to our discussion.

48 Pace CHD, P: 161a, the predicative interpretation of the forms ‘lofty’ and ‘adorned’ is formaily
very difficult. The translation “Only in the land of Hatti are your temples high/lofty, adorned
with silver and gold” implies that &z/ is a copula, which makes one wonder why it was not
omitted. Our translation implies that &szi represents an existential predicate, which is not ex-
pected to be omitted. Yet the possibility that the scribe of KUB 24.1 made the same mistake as
the authors of the CHD cannot be excluded.

49 The photographs of the other parts of Ex. A are not published there vet.
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1. The logogram KU.BABBAR.Gl, for ‘gold’ should be added to HZL,, No. 69
(KU sign) and No. 234 (G4 sign).

2. The shape HZL, No. 30/7 (GI sign) should be moved into No. 234 (Gly4). The
same is applicable to StBoT 40: 171 — Gl4, not GI. Unfortunately we do not
know where else this shape is attested in Hittite texts.

To our knowledge this NH(?) spelling KU.BABBAR .G, for ‘gold’ is unparalleled
in Hittite. It is not quoted in Akkadian syllabaries either; cf. the recent Borger’s
Zeichenlexikon (AOAT 305), where only KU.GI and KUKI are listed (the latter
in OAss. Kiiltepe). As for Sumerian, alongside the standard KU.GI, there is also a
variant “ku’udki” (i.e. KU.BABBAR KI) ‘gold’ in ePSD, but it is not provided with
any references (we failed to find KU.BABBAR .KI in any Sumerian texts available
to us). In any event, it is possible that this KU.BABBAR.KI is a designation of
‘white gold’ corresponding to the post-Sumerian BABBAR KU.GI, for which see
Reiter, Metalle (AOAT 249): 53ff.

II 3-6 The direct interpretation of the discussed passage EZEN*".j=tta

EZEN,ITU EZEN, " MU-a$ méanas gimmantas hamishandas zenandas auliu$

mukis$nas=<$>a EZEN,M® implies that we are dealing here with four coordinated

nominative noun phrases, EZEN,ITU ‘monthly festival’, EZEN/** MU-a§

méanas gimmantas hamishandas zenandas ‘annual festivals of winter, spring, and
autumn’, aulius ‘a.-sacrifices’, and mukiSnas EZEN4MES ‘festivals of invocation’,

preceded by the hyperonym EZEN4HI Aj(=tta) ‘“festivals’. On the idiom MU-a§
méanas (with var.), lit. ‘of/in the course of the year’ see Rieken, HS 114/1 [2001]:

73-75. Our translation assumes that it also functions as a hyperonym to gimmantas

hamishandas zenandas (the seasonal festivals are celebrated precisely once per
year), but this is not certain. Compare the MH/NS instruction for temple personnel
(CTH 264), where the yearly festival (EZEN, MU"™) is mentioned separately from
the seasonal festivals (Siiel, Directif Metni: 26). For the three basic meanings of
auli- ‘throat; sacrificial animal; animal sacrifice’, each of which represents an exten-
sion of the preceding one, see Kithne, ZA 96 [1986]: 85-117.

This interpretation, however, does not explain why “invocations” are rendered
as mukisnas EZEN4MEé instead of the common mukisSar matching the preceding
nominative auli-. In addition, the co-occurrence of the Sumerographic word order
EZENM | zenandas and the Hittite word order muki§nas=<$>a EZENM™
within the same sentence is mildly uncomforting. One can argue that the last noun
phrase deviates from the expected Sumerographic pattern in order to accommo-
date the particle =(j)a in the proper syntactic position, but this claim is weakened
by the examples of stranded clitics in partly Sumerographic expressions (Melchert,
FS Watkins: 488-489).
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One can try to account for these difficulties by making an emendation. The
parallel CTH 376.A KUB 24.3 +, I 16™-18’ reads EZEN,IT]JU**" MU-ti mijanas
[(zenandas) ™' gimmant]as hameshandas "aulius' mluki$nas=<$>a EZ]EN,MFS,
One could suppose that CTH 376 has MU-ti mijanas [EZEN,""*] corresponding
to EZEN,Y* MU-as méanasin CTH 377, but the lack of space in both CTH 376.A
& F speaks against the additional EZEN,""*. One can assume that CTH 376 pre-
serves an older reading in this case and emend EZEN,ITU EZEN,/A o
EZENﬁg.ITU.<<EZEN4>>leLA ‘monthly festivals’ in our text. Given the number of
scribal errors occurring in KUB 24.1 (as opposed to KUB 24.3 +), one more would
not be surprising (for another error in the discussed sentence (&szi for éssanzi) see
below). The reconstructed earlier version of this locus would then read as follows:
*EZEN,"".j=tta EZEN,.ITU¥* MU ti méanas gimmantas hamishandas
zenandas aulius mukisnas=<s>a EZENM® &§anzi “(Only in the land of Hatti) do
they celebrate for you the festivals (such as) monthly festivals, the annual festi-
vals/feasts of winter, spring, fall, of aulisacrifices, and of invocation(s).”
Alternatively, one can suggest a translation “... festivals/feasts of the ‘course of the
year’, of winter, spring ...”, if MU-as méanas EZEN, is a designation of a separate
ritual, not identical to Geasonal festivals of winter, spring etc.””.

The main advantage of the proposed reconstruction is the possibility of inter-
preting the sequence MU-t/ méanas ... mukisnas=<$>a as a chain of dependent
nouns governed by the final EZEN4MES Under this interpretation, we wind up with
normal Hittite word order throughout the sentence. The main difficulty of this re-
cozjlructlon is the necessity of dealing with the unusual case attraction aulius ..

ENME “festivals of sacrifices’ repeated in both CTH 376 & 377 instead of the
expected *aulias .. EZEN4MES which interrupts the chain of genitive dependent
nouns. The only close parallel to such a phenomenon of which we are aware is
ANA KUR ""HATTI=kan anda halkiu§ ““GESTIN-a§ GUs-a5 UDU-as
DUMU.NAM.<LU> .U o.LU-as mijatar Salhittin mannittin annaren=<n>a uda
(MH/LNS KBo 2.9 1 22°-24’) “Bring into the land of Hatti growth of crops, vines,
cattle, sheep, (and) humans, s, m., and a.” (CHD, L-N: 237b). On the whole, the
suggested emendation of our passage remains a distinct possibility, but not a
proven theory.

Another point to be noted is the verbal form e-es-zi, which probably originated
as a perseverative scribal error for the expected e-es-sa-an-zi ‘they perform’ (cf.

50 Not EZE]N,™*, checked against photo of Bo 2034, available in Mainzer Photoarchiv.

51 Restored after Ex. FKUB 36.81 117",

52 Cf. already Gurney’s translation: “(there are for you) the festivals of the sacrificial animals
[aulius] and of the supplication’ (AAA 27 [1940]: 19).
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észi in the previous paragraph I 25-27). The latter form appears in the next sen-
tence 11 8 and in the parallel passage CTH 376 KUB 24.3 +,119".

Puhvel’s translation of the discussed sentence: “for you they perform
(éS<san>zi) feasts in the land of Hatti — feast of the month, feasts of Newyear,
sacrificials (aulius) of winter, spring, fall, and feasts of ritual (mukisnas
EZEN,M®®)y’ (HED, 1-2: 230) requires corroboration through independent evi-
dence for the seasonal character of the auli-offerings. The agnostic translation of
aulius mukisnas as “festivals of invoking the auli-” (CHD, L-N: 231b) stumbles
against the fact that Hitt. mukessar ‘invocation’ can govern the genitive or the
dative, but never the accusative.

II 7 KUR URU probably originated as a perseverative scribal error for KUR-
e ‘land (dat.-loc. sg.), which is attested in the parallel invocation KUB 24.3 +, 119’
in CTH 376.

II 9-22 These lines are restored after the parallel passage in CTH 376, KUB
243 +,121°-31". ) )

II 9 DINGIRM®-tar here and [DINGIRM®-far] in 1122 correspond to
DINGIR™™_ja-tar without MES in KUB 24.3 + (CTH 376) I 21°, 30°. These forms
(phonologically *Siunijatar) are usually translated as ‘divinity, godhood’ (“your di-
vinity is honored among gods”). There is also the second, material, meaning of
*§iunijatar — ‘spirit-holder, divine image’ >, which is probably more frequent in
Hittite texts. This second meaning also fits the discussed passage (“your spirit-
holders are honored among (the spirit-holders of) gods™), while *Siunijatar in the
meaning ‘godhood’ is consistently provided with the complement LIM rather than
MES in all the other Hittite contexts known to us. )

On the other hand, the forms DINGIR™™. tar and DINGIRM®. tar alternate in
the second meaning ‘spirit-holder’ without indicating grammatical number.
Compare two passages from the same text KUB 5.1 III 19 DINGIR"™.tar
KASKAL-anzi DINGIRM® URU Sapinuuaija udanzi “They will dispatch spirit-
holders and bring all the gods to Sapinuua” vs. ibid. 5.1 I 44 DINGIRM®- tar=ma
pe-an tijat nu apezza NU.S1Gs “The spirit holder(s) took its/their place in front. Is
it for this (reason that it was) unfavorable?” We choose the translation ‘divinity,
godhood’, since it seems to be more consistent with the general context of the two
prayers, but the translation ‘spirit-holder, divine image’ is also possible. The choice
of the complement MES rather than LIM in our context was perhaps influenced by
the attraction to the following DINGIRM®%,

53 See Giiterbock, FS Bittel [1983]: 2091f.
54 In addition see further examples of the ungrammatical usage of HILA and MES in Prins,
Neut.Sg.: 12-13.
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II 13-14 This passage is reconstructed on the basis of the parallel invocation
to the Sun goddess of Arinna, KUB 24.3 +,123’-25’ (CTH 376).

CHD, S: 227b translates KUB 24.3 +, 1 23°-25’ (CTH 376) nu tuel ... himmus
SISKURM™ EZENM jjauganzi sard tittanuskanzi as “They finish worshipping
your images, performing/celebrating your festivals and rituals.” This translation is
unlikely for two independent reasons. First, the act of worshipping the images is
not mentioned earlier in CTH 376, and so the stress on finishing these acts does
not appear to be felicitous. Second, our passage cannot be separated from KUB
39.6 Rs. 16-17 nu=ssi himmus hiimantes sara tittaniuanzi “they set up all the
figurines for him/her” (Kassian et al., Funerary Ritual (AOAT 288): 617)™. It is
likely that sara tittanu- represents the immediate syntactic head of the direct object
himmus in both contexts.

Singer, Prayers: 51, following the interpretation of HED, 3: 315, translates the
discussed passage in CTH 376 as “They perform fully substitute rites, rituals, and
festivals for you”. We cannot accept this translation because of the lack of com-
pelling evidence for himma- meaning ‘substitute ritual’. Besides the two contexts
cited in the previous paragraph, HED backs this meaning only by himmus hazzigi
SIR¥*_ja occurring in an unclear syntactic context of an IStanuyian ritual (CTH
771, KUB 35.131 + KUB 25.37 ++, IV 3). Puhvel translates this passage as “sub-
stitute rites, ceremonies, and songs”, but there are no difficulties with translating it
merely as “figurines, ceremonies, and songs”.

In addition to this, H. Gonnet (Atti I ICH (StMed 9): 149ff.) attempted to
show that himma- means ‘substitute rite’ in CTH 757 ("Zarpija "“"AZU
YRUKizzuyatna; Starke, StBoT 30: 46ff.). In our opinion, she fell short of proving
her point. The well preserved tablet HT 1 contains the following passage: n=at
<<ANA>> EN E™ ANA DINGIR*™ para épzi namma=kan uaki himman
ijanzi ANA " A.DA.GUR =ja=s$san pirin dii nu pasi nu kisSan memai §, which
can be translated as follows: “The master of the house holds it (i.e. various meat)
forth to the deity. Then he ‘bites’. They make a replica and he puts his lip(s) to
the drinking straw and swallows. He speaks as follows: ...” (Vs. 1 39’-42"). Although
the purpose of the replica in the Zarpija ritual admittedly remains obscure because
himma- is not mentioned any more in the subsequent text, the hypothesis that
himman ijanzi introduces some separate sub-ritual (i.e. himma-ritual) within the
main performance is not likely either. In this case we should expect himman fjanzi
to be placed at the beginning or at the end of the paragraph and not to be casually
followed by another clause containing the =(f)a particle ("A.DA.GUR =ja=ssan).
By contrast, the making (ifa-) of himma-object(s) is a usual action in various Hittite
rituals. Compare, for example, the clear passage from the Royal Funerary Ritual:

55 Translation ‘they finish...” does not make any sense in the context of this funerary ritual.
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n=asta E-ri and[a) lahhanzanas™">™ himus ifanzi (KUB 39.7 II 7-8) “They make
figurines of L-ducks inside the house.” The passage from the Telipinu myth, quoted
by Gonnet, is likewise not compelling, since KUB 17.10 III 33 reads hi’[- and
nothing else™.

Summing up, there are some contexts, where one can propose the abstract
meaning ‘substitute rite’ for hAimma- with different degrees of plausibility, but all of
these passages permit also the concrete interpretation ‘replica, figurine’. By con-
trast, himma- meaning ‘replica, (substitute) figurine (~ Lat. imago)’ is reliably
attested in more than ten different contexts. In addition, we are not aware of sub-
stitute rites for Telipinu or the Sun-goddess of Arinna, nor would the purpose of
such rituals be immediately clear. Thus we have to reject the translation ‘substitute
rite’ for himma-by Occam’s Razor until new unambiguous data will emerge.

Our translation of the discussed passage implies that the supine form ffauyanzi
‘in order to perform’ functioned as an adjunct, rather than a complement, of the
main verb Sard tittanu-. Such a syntactic function of the Hittite supine is admittedly
rare, but not without parallels, for which see Ose, Sup.: 44-45.

The discussion above does not entail any position with regard to the meta-
phorical translation ‘to finish, complete’ for sara tittanu-, proposed in the recent
fascicle of the CHD. Each of the translations collected in CHD, S: 227bf. sub 4;
must be judged on its own merit. We believe, however, that in our passage Sara
tittanu-is used in its literal meaning ‘to erect, to put up on/in’, for which see CHD,
S: 220 sub 1a53".

IT 15 parkui ‘pure’ in suppi parkui is restored after I 22 (parkui suppi) and
CTH 376. Suppi parkui can theoretically be adjectives here (“Everything they pre-
sent to you is holy (and) pure”), but we prefer the adverbial interpretation based
on the parallelism with I 22.

II 16-17 BIBRI and GAL™ are restored after I 1 and IV 1. The parallel
passage KUB 24.3 +, 1 26’-27’ (CTH 376) reads nam-ma-sa-an EDINGIR"™-KA
A-NA KU.BABBAR KU.GI na-ah-Sa-ra-az ti-ja-an-za. We presume the omission
of ANA in our text (i.e. EDINGIR“M-K[A <A-NA> BI-IB-R|I"™*-KA) due to
the lack of space in the lacuna.

II 19 The restoration of U-NU-UT [DINGIRUM] ‘the utensils of the god’ is
conjectural. Cf. "U' -NU-UT DINGIRM™ “the utensils of the gods’ in the late in-
ventory list VS NF 12.116 Vs. 10", )

II 22 For the translation of DINGIRM™-tar (‘divinity, godhood’ or ‘spirit-
holder, deity’s imagine’) see comm. to I1 9.

56 Cf. Hoffner’s (Myths” 17) translation: “I have treated the gods under (the hawthorn) for long
years [...]” instead of Mazoyer’s (Télipinu: 78; following Gonnet) “et auprés des dieux, les
hlimma(?)] de I’Avenir je les ai cé[l}ébrés.”
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IIT x+1-2 We guardedly restore these lines after 11 10-12 (which are in turn
restored after CTH 376) and after CTH 376 KUB 24.3 +, I1I 15°ff. // 1229/, 5°ff.
As an alternative to n[eshut] (as in CTH 376), one can perhaps venture nfejanza
és] or (2°) nfeianzal (3°) [e-eS zi-ik-za).

IIT 3’ Restored after T 18.

IIT 5°-6’ Tentatively restored after IV 10-11, where almost the same nouns
are used in a different order: TI-tar, haddulatar, innarayatar, MU*™ GID.DA
EGIR UMI, dusgaratt-, followed by SA EGIR UMI mijdtar in the next sentence
(IV 14). The self-suggested restoration [hiziSyatar EGIIR UMI (cf. Singer’s “life
forever”) may be less plausible since:

a) The idea of life (huiua-) is already expressed in the preceding sentence (111
4): LUGAL ... TI-an har®k;

b) The syllabic writing of this stem is not very probable in view of logographic
TI-an (one line above) and TI-tar (IV 10), while the restoration [TI-tar EGI]R
UMT s unlikely for reasons of space.

Note, however, that the noun mijatar is repeated several sentences below (I
12°) paralleling SA EGIR UMI mijatarin a similar locus IV 11-14.

IIT 6’-8” The restoration ANA ZI-SUNU [miumar ({alu) kkiman dusga-
radan=<n>a was proposed in CHD, L-N: 29a and accepted by Singer, since the
juxtaposition miumar ‘gentleness’ + ZI-as lalukima- ‘brightness of spirit’ is attested
in several other Hittite texts (see CHD, L-N: 29a, 309), sometimes together with
dusgaratt- ‘joy’. Cf. the parallel CTH 376 KUB 24.3 + KUB 31.144 +, III 20°-22’
where one can restore nu-J "us' -Si-kdn [A-NA ZI-S|U a[n-da mi-ti-mar la-lu-u)k-
ki-ma-an [du-us-ga-ra-ad-da-an-na) zi-ik-ki.

ITI 10’ The stable collocation ni({)- tummantija-, frequently appearing in for-
mulaic lists of desirable states, alternates with ni(f)- istamasSuuar in several con-
texts. In all likelihood («)tummantija- represents the Luwian equivalent of Hitt.
iStamassuyar (see HEG, I11: 431ff. w.lit.).

Hitt. iStamassuyar has the literal meaning ‘hearing’, as well as more general
meanings ‘attention’ and perhaps ‘perception’’, but the additional meaning ‘obe-
dience’ is apparent in MH/MS KUB 15.34 II 24-25 ANSE.KUR.RAP[']-a5
ERINMES a5 alsuyar istamassuyar ‘allegiance and obedience of the cavalry and in-
fantry’ (HED, 1-2, 41; Haas/Wilhelm, AOATS 3: 193). Since this phrase occurs in
one and the same text with the formula min istamassuyar (KUB 15.34 11 10),
istamasSuyar was taken to mean ‘obedience’ also in the latter context (Haas/Wil-

57 The tast meaning is apparent in 1GI™-44 ... istam{(asuuar)] ‘perception of the eyes’ (KUB
41.21 110’ restored after VBoT 132 1I 11}, but the sign IG] ‘eye’ (HZL No. 288) in this context
may represent a scribal error for GESTU ‘ear’ (HZL No. 317), since both signs differ only by
one Winkelhaken.
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helm, AOATS 3: 191), and the same hypothetical meaning was eventually carried
over to the Luwoid tummantija- (e.g., CHD, L-N: 476a-b; Melchert, The Luwians:
20, w. fn. 22).

It seems, however, rather odd for a king to pray to gods to grant him obedience.
Even if one speculates that obedience to the gods is what is meant here, it remains
unclear why the king cannot achieve this state on his own free will. Neither can one
assume that tummantija- refers to obedience to the king, since the king is explicitly
attested as the logical subject of tummantija-in KBo 2.9 1 20-21 (CHD, L-N: 476a).
Therefore, one would fare better separating tummantija- and iStamasSuuar oc-
curring in the collocation with ni- from iStamasSuuar ‘obedience’ (KUB 15.34 11
24-25 is a single reliable attestation of this meaning). It is necessary to look for a
different extension of the basic meaning ‘hearing’ that better fits our context and
related passages. Power of hearing and perception represent qualities that are cer-
tainly desirable for everyone, including the king and the members of the royal fam-
ily, and we take them to represent the approximate denotation of the irreversible
binomial ni(f)- tummantija- .

This hypothesis finds a degree of support in the etymological analysis of nii(f)-.
One can try to reanimate the old hypothesis of Haas and Wilhelm (AOATS 3: 93),
connecting Hitt. ni(f)- with Hurr. nui-, the meaning of which has been defined
rather precisely in recent years™. In Hurrian texts nu(7)- occurs in the phrase ha-
az-zi-zi sal-hu-li-e-es nu-u-ja-al ha-a-Sa-si-li-e-es (KUB 29.8 ++, III 30-31 = ChS

I/1, Nr. 9), similarly ha-zi-iz-{z)i-pal sal-hu-u-li-eS nu-i-ya,-al-la ha-a-{sa-si-li-e-i]§

(KUB 27.42 Rs. 12° = ChS I/1, Nr. 11), i.e. something like hazzizi=v=a=lla
Salh=ol=e=s nui=v=a=lla hasas=il=e=5 (Wegner, Einfithrung: 96) ‘May your
perception/ear hear/understand them (i.e. the words), may your nui hear/under-
stand them’. Both salh- and has(as)- correspond to Hitt. istamass- ‘to hear’ in the
Hurr.-Hitt. Bilingual (see e.g. Catsanicos, Amurru 1 [1996]: 267f.). hazzizzi ‘ear,
perception’ is a well known Akk. loanword™’, and so Hurr. nui- should mean “(ana-
tomic) ear’ or ‘inner ear, I.e. hearing’ here (cf. Wegner, ZA 85: 121-122). A similar
juxtaposition nui + hazzadihi occurs in a broken Hitt. passage [I] MUSEN wu,-u-
ri-ja 1 MUSEN nu-ii-i-ja ha-az{-za-ti-hi-ia ... uarnuan|zi] “they burn 1 bird of/for
“eye” (and) 1 bird of/for nui and hazzadihi” (KUB 45.79 + KUB 47.89 = ChS 1/9,
Nr. 4 Rs. 31°-35, restored after ibid. Rs. 127); it is likely that the term hazzadihi is
reflected to hazzizzi, even though the details of its derivation remain unclear.

58 Melchert (“The Problem of Luvian Influence on Hittite” in Sprachkontakt und Sprachwandel
[2005]: 445-459) suggests that Hitt. nii- was borrowed from Luvian on the grounds that KUB
8.69, 11’ dat.-loc. sg. niddi shows “uniquely Luvian inflection”. This argument is not convincing
since e.g. Hitt. abi- “sacrificial pit’, an assured Hurrian loanword, has the similar dat.-loc. sg.
abidi(HED 1, 100).

59 Akk. pasisu (OB+) “(1) ear; (2) (faculty of) hearing; (3) understanding’ (CAD, H: 126-127).
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We would like to suggest tentatively that the Hittites borrowed the Hurrian
word nui in its metaphoric sense ‘understanding, perception’®. This would rep-
resent the precise parallel to the borrowing of Akk. hasisu ‘ear; perception’ > Hurr.
hazzizzi ‘perception’. Thus one can hypothesize that the two members of the collo-
cation, nii(f)- and iStamassuyar/(«)tummantija- are roughly synonymous, although
originally they came from different languages. Compare, furthermore, the similar
Hurrian collocation madi® hazzizzi ‘wisdom and perception’, which frequently oc-
curs as a part of lists of desirable qualities in the incantations of the AZU-priest™.

The interjection («)nd, discussed in CHD, L-N: 466-467 together with the
noun ni( f)-, may have the same Hurrian origin, but its synchronic meaning is likely
to be different. Since it alternates with Hitt. apar ésdu ‘let it be so” in the HantitasSu
ritual, one is fully justified in taking it as an expression of compliance or satis-
faction. This semantic development would resemble that of iStamassuyar in its
metaphorical meaning ‘obedience’, mentioned above. More to the point, compare
Classical Arabic sam‘u-, literaily ‘hearing’ as a part of the formulaic expression
sam‘an wa-ta‘atan ‘obedience and compliance’ uttered in reply to a superior’s or-
ders (“Yes Sir”).

II1 12’ mi-i-ja-ta ‘growth’, with the loss of -1, is likely to represent a form in-
herited from the Middle Hittite text underlying the present prayer, as per Neu, FS
G. Neumann [1982): 214-215%, )

II1 14’ The passage nu=sma$ LU-as tarhiiilin pard nejantan dEBTUKUL-in
peski presents difficulties. The collocation para nejant- ““TUKUL ‘battle-ready
weapon’ is well known and common in such kinds of Hittite texts, while the
juxtaposition tarhuili- + para nejant- “>SUKUR ‘battle-ready, valiant spear’ is at-
tested in KUB 57.63 II 4-5 (see Archi, FS Otten®: 18ff.; Starke, StBoT 23: 102;
CHD, P: 354b-355a)". But the modifiers LU-as and DINGIR appear to be mutu-
ally contradictory. ) )

We would prefer the rendering “““TUKUL, not DINGIR “®*TUKUL in the
modern system of transliteration (pace Lebrun’s edition) for syntactic reasons.

60 Note that the phonetic details of this borrowing remain not entirely clear. One could expect Hitt.
**nui(f)-, since Hittite possesses a number of native -u/ stems (kui-, dankui- etc.) and some
loans, like (GIS"!G”e/llrbui- ‘a type of basket’. On the other hand the main part of -ui stems (as
listed by Jin Jie, RetrGlos: 35) ends in - Vui (i.e. /-Vui/) or in -kui/~-pui, which can phonologically
be regarded as /-k%i/, /-g"i/ and /h"i/). The rest of the stems, which can be theoretically inter-
preted as /-Cul/ or /-Cui/, are all very rare and marginal.

61 = Hitt. hattadar in Hurr.-Hitt. Bilingual.

62 See ChSI/1 6 11134, 9111 15, 10 1130, 101141°, 11 Rev. 47,49 11 23.

63 Melchert’s (GS Schwartz [1988]: 215ff.) supposition that all r-less forms are nom.-acc. pl. is
plausible but requires additional evidence.

64 Cf. also twice the phonetic writing tarfuili “®turi in 4$§u huiSuatar (mijatar) tarhuili(n)
piskiddu KUB 43.23 Rs. 15°-19" (MS) // KBo 38.58 (NS).

GIS, - -
tar1
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Since the dependent noun would normally be placed after the head noun in a Su-
merographic expression (GISTUKUL DINGIR*™ vel. sim.). Even if the assump-
tion that **DINGIR “TUKUL reflects the underlying Hittite word order, the
position of the dependent noun before the head noun, but after the adjectives
modifying the head noun, remains ungrammatical. SGSTUKUL-in ‘deified weap-
on(?)’ is the only occurrence of the determinative marking divine names in front of
the Sumerogram GSTUKUL according to van Gessel, Onomasticon: 748.

A separate question is the nature of the solicited weapon. The most trivial
thing would be to assume that it represents a metaphor for a strong army, but the
dependent noun LU-a$ ‘of a man’ appears to be redundant under such an inter-
pretation. As an alternative, one can consider the imaginative hypothesis of Riem-
schneider (KZ 90 [1976]: 150), according to which para nejant- SSTUKUL is a
metaphor for ‘membrum virile in statu erecto’. The dependent noun LU-as ob-
viously squares well with this hypothesis. The fact that not only the king and the
princes, but also the queen emerge as potential recipients of this divine weapon is
mildly uncomforting, but one can argue that, after all, the queen had a vested
interest in her husband’s solid erection. On the other hand, one can understand the
skepticism of those scholars who are reluctant to see the royal penis among the
thousand gods of Hatti. For the time being, we accept Singer’s agnostic translation,
which is very similar to Tischler’s “und gewihre ihnen die méichtige geziickte Waffe
eines Mannes” (HEG, I11: 169).

The parallel locus in CTH 376 A (KUB 24.3 +) III 29°-30’ is damaged: [... -]x-
tar tar-hu-u-if-... ... Ix pa-ra-a n|e-ja-an-ta-an ...].

ITI 15’ We cannot follow Singer in his restoration of the last clause “and [let
them destroy] them” since no verb of destruction begins with in-, to our knowledge.
The adverb innara ‘right away’ seems to be the only possible reconstruction for inf-,
even if this idea, proposed already by Gurney (AAA 27: 73), somehow did not find
its way to later publications. The idea that this adverb is followed by a verb of de-
struction, such as harganu-, is born out by the general sense of the passage, even
though space considerations speak in favour of a shorter 2 sg. impv. form. Com-
pare the combination innara harkanu- in KUB 54.1 | 36: innara=uua=mu=kan
kuiés harglanjuir ‘who have ruined me?” and ibid. Il 48 (without -kan) innara
har"kmi‘l am ruined’.

II1 16’ ta|pasan] is restored after IV 7.

ITI 17° We prefer to reconstruct afrha da] ‘take away!” here, as opposed to
impv. paiin IV 8. CHD, L-N: 204a reads a[rha uija?] ‘drive away!’; Singer follows
CHD.

ITI 18 Hitt. sule($s)- is discussed by H. Craig Melchert in FS Herzenberg
[2005]: 90ff. Melchert cogently argues that the meaning of this verb is ‘to become
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arrogant’ rather than ‘to quarrel’, and so the participle sullant characterizes the
inimical lands as upstart and impious. Puhvel’s translation of sullanta harsallanta as
‘quarelling and at odds’ (HED, 3: 186) is thus superseded. The choice between the
readings hursallanta and harSallanta, as well as the precise meaning of this epithet,
remains a matter of conjecture.

II1 18’-20° Cf. a similar sentence in Mursili II's prayer to the Sun-goddess of
Arinna KUB 24.3 + 544/u +, 11 62 kui§ DINGIRM*-nas UL nahhanza (/| MS
KUB 24.4 Rs. 10) ‘He who is not respectful to gods’, without the particle =kan. By
contrast, the particle =kan is consistently used with the verbal phrase ‘to be re-
spectful to the gods’ in genuine Neo-Hittite texts (CHD, L-N: 340-341).

III 21°-IV 6. The lacunae — [U-NU-TEM®] (IV 1), ku-e-e$[-ma-as-za] (IV
2), [Sa-an-hi-is-ka]n-zi (IV 4) — are restored after CTH 376, KUB 24.3 +, 111 2°-6’.

The form ku-i-e-es-ma-as-za (IV 5 and restored in IV 2) is not a scribal error
for ** ku-i-e-es-ma-za since we find the same form in the parallel passage of CTH
376, cf. (with division into clauses a-d):

KUB24.1 11 21’ -1V 6 (CTH 377) KUB 24.3 +, I x+1-8 (CTH 376)

a. ku-i-e-e§-ma-aZ” ... yarnummanzi a.f...]
ilaliskanzi il{alis]kan| zi]

b. ku-e-es-ma ... danna b. [ku-]i-e-e$-ma| | ... danna
Sanhiskanzi s{a|nhiskanzi

c. ku-e-e§[-ma-as-za) ... c. ku-i-e-e§-ma-as-za ...
dannattajjhuyanzi [sanhiska)nzi tannattauyanzi Sanhiskanzi

d. ku-i-e-es-ma-as-za ... danna d. ku-i-e-es-ma-as-za ... tanna
Sanhiskanzi, sanhiskanzi.

CHD, S: 167a analyzes ku-i-e-es-ma-as-za as kuiés=ma=as=za, presumably taking
=as as a proleptic accusative plural clitic anticipating the following direct objects.
This analysis is accepted in the present edition, even though the pragmatic function
of proleptic clitic pronouns in Hittite remains to be elucidated. This syntactic con-
struction is very rare, and characteristic of direct speech. For a list of its attesta-
tions in MS texts see now Kassian et al., Funerary Ritual: 6201f.

A different interpretation was put forward by Boley, The Hittite Particle -z/za:
175, who proposed the segmentation kuiés=<s>mas=za, with the duplication of
the reflexive markers. We know that from MH on, acc.-dat. pronouns =nas and
=$§mas began to replace the reflective particle =z(a) with plural subjects (ibid:
198). One normally assumes, however, that in the history of a manuscript’s trans-
mission the innovative clitic could be appended on top of its archaic equivalent, but

65 Reading after B. Ex. A has the incorrect form ku-e-da-as-mua-az, i.e. kueda§=ma=z (an un-
grammatical case attraction to A-NA DINGIRM™ in the preceding sentence?).



450 Alexei Kassian ~ Ilya Yakubovich

not vice versa. In addition, Boley’s interpretation implies that the contrastive
particle =ma is present only in the first clauses: kuiés=ma=z ... yarnummanzi
faliskanzi and kuéS=ma ... danna sanhiskanzi, while the next two relative clauses
with Sanhiskanzilack =ma for no obvious reason.

As for the relative pronoun kués, we assume that it has the same referent
throughout the period. The shift from neuter to common gender emphasizes the
population of hostile lands, rather than the lands themselves. In an alternative a-
nalysis, Singer took kués as an indefinite pronoun, referring each time to a par-
ticular land or to a particular group of people in the inimical lands (“Some are not
respectful ... others wish to burn down your temples ...” etc.), presumably implying
that the contrast between these groups is expressed by the =ma particle. While this
interpretation is grammatically possible, it is difficult to believe that the prayer lists
mutually exclusive groups committed to specific acts of sacrilege.

IV 7-8 The conjunction =ja is erroneously doubled in [(ka-as-ta-an-na)], re-
stored after Ex. B, as opposed to ka-as-ta-anin 11l 17. The parallel passage in CTH
376, KUB 24.3 111 9°-10’, reads hi-in-kan ga-as-ta-an without =ja.

IV 13 Note the lack of the expected HL.A in SAH-as.

IV 15 Note 3 sg. impv. mi-e-es-du vs. Ex. B mi-e-es-Sa-du ‘may they/every-
thing grow’. Contra the communis opinio, the verbal form mi-e-es-Sa-du does not
need to be secondary. The stem mi(e)ssa- is attested already in Middle Hittite (MS
KBo 17.105 +, Rs. 11 34 mi-is-sa-du, CTH 433.3) and rather represents an original
Issa-iterative used simultaneously with sk-forms in Middle Hittite blessing formu-
lae®, while the athematic stem mies- seems to represent the result of contamina-
tion with mies- to be mild” in the late texts®’.

The tentative restoration hAémus=<s>a i |-ua-an-du] ‘and may the rains
come’, was proposed by the late Prof. A.A. Korolév in his drafts. Compare the
parallel passage in CTH 376, KUB 24.3 +, I1I 38’-41°, where one can try to read it

as follows™:

38| ...sa-k|u-ua-an-du-us® p[é -e-mu-us]

r o s .
39" i’ [-pa-an-d|u’ nu Se-is-du-ua-a[§ vacant]
40’ IM-an-te-es i-ja-an-da-ru m| a-a-uj

41’ si-es-du ...

66 On -ske- and -issa-verbs in MH blessing formulae see now Sidel’'tsev, “Middle Hittite -Ske-forms
in benedictions and curses”, Atti del 6 Congresso Internazionale di Hittitologia [forthcoming].

67 The analysis was proposed by A. Sidel’tsev, pers. comm. (to be published in his forthcoming
paper).

68 Checked against the photo of Bo 2034 available in Mainzer Photoarchiv, which fully confirms
the KUB edition. )

69 Restored after KUB 51.50 I 14': §akuuandus hemus §isdu pas IMME -ug].
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IV 16 The forms IM"*-ys ‘winds’ here and hémus ‘rains’ in the preceding
line represent Late Hittite nominative plurals, which generalized the earlier ac-
cusative plural ending. The same holds for Ex. B. hiiuadus ‘winds’. The comparison
with IM-an-te-es ‘winds’ in CTH 376 shows that we are dealing with the moderni-
zation of the original text in both A and B.

The same conclusion is likely in the case of se-e-es-sa-u-ua-a[$(A) / si-]is-Sa-
ua-as (B) corresponding to gen. Sestuyas ‘of prosperity’ in CTH 376 (see the comm.
to IV 15). We know that the latter form is regular because the infinitive sisdupar
‘prosperity’ is independently attested in KUB 15.34 II 23. As for the forms s$és-
tent’, but neither of the two meanings makes sense in this context. Rather than fol-
lowing Gurney (AAA 27: 115) in explaining these forms as an error of dictation, we
prefer to assume that the scribe of the common prototype of A and B did not know
the full paradigm of Sest- ‘to be fruitful, flourish’ and “emended” the correct form
Sestuyas based on the erroneous morphological analysis of sesdu ‘let it prosper’ in
the following sentence, or some other sort of idiosyncratic linguistic considerations.
Note that the variant huyad- is not likely to be a mere scribal error of omission
since it is also attested in KUB 28.4 Vs. 20b hu-u-ua-ta-as-sa-as-si EGIR-an-da tar-
na-as “he sent winds after him.” This probably indicates the spread of nasalization
to the root vowel, i.e. the respective form could be pronounced h(u)udd-, as per
HE®, §31. For the discussion of apparent irregularities in the reflection of
consonant clusters “nasal+stop” see Carter, JAOS 99/1 [1979]: 93-94 and Joseph-
son & Stephens, JAOS 101/4 [1981]: 367-370.

IV 17 nu INA KUR "V HATTI mau sesdu ‘let everything in the land of Hatti
grow and prosper’ is a formulaic expression that has parallels, e.g. in the Illujanka
myth (KBo 3.7 1 5) utni=ya mau Sesdu “let (everything) in the land grow and
prosper” etc. (see the passages quoted in Sidel'tsev, “Middle Hittite -ske-forms in
benedictions and curses”, Atti del 6 Congresso Internazionale di Hittitologia
[forthcoming]). On possible Indo-European parallels to this formula see Watkins,
Dragon: 155.

2.2. Ex. B: KUB 24.2.

Vs. (=AVs.11-112).
1 [ki-i-(K))4n :.TjUP—PI/DUBj SAR A-NADINGIR"™ ap-"da’ UD-"atUD-
at me-mi- 1§ -k{(i-1)z-zi]
2 [nuDING]IR™ va-al-li-is-ki-iz-zi
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3 "9 Te-li-pi-nu-us $ar-ku-u$ na-ak-ki-is DINGIR-us zi-ik

4 u-i-ja-at-mu ™ Mur-$i-i-li LUGAL-us tu-e-el ARAD-KA MUNUS . LUGAL -a5-
[
sa

5 tu-e-el GEME-KA u-i-¢-ir i-it-ua “ Te-li-pi-nu-un
6 an-zi-el EN-NIDINGIR**™ SA SAG.DU-NI mu-ga-a-i

7 nu-za-kdn ma-a-an na-ak-ki-is Te-li-pi-nu-us Se-er ne-pz-sz

DINGIRMES-as IS-tar-na ma-a-an a-ru-ni na-as-ma A-NA HUR SAGMEST

9 ya-ha-an-na pa-a-an-za'' "na ' -as-ma-za I-NAKUR l“’UKUR za-ah-hi-ja pa-a-
an-za

w

10 ki-nu-na-at-ta sa-ne-iz-zi-is ya-ar-su-la-as OBERIN-an-za I-an-za

11 kal-li-i$-du na-as-ta EGIR-pa “ka-ri-im-ni-it-ti an-da e-[ hu

12 nu-ut-ta ka-a-sa mu-ki-is-ki-mi """ °* par-§i-it °V© is-pa-an-du-zi- it

13 nu-us-sa-an pa-ra-a ka-la-a-an-kan-za e-es nu-ut-ta ku-it

14 me-mi-is-ki-mi nu-mu DINGIR™™ j§-ta-ma-na-an la-ga-a-an har-ak na-at
i[($-t)a-ma-(as-ki)]

15 zi-ik-za* Te-li-pi-nu-us na-ak-ki-is DINGIRLIM i§ nu-ut-ta DINGIR“-[[(A)]

16 UEM™ DINGIRM™ .NA KUR YRV "HA' -AT-TI-pit ta-as-nu-ya-an nam-
ma-ma-at-t{(a)]

17 "ta' [-me] e -da-niKUR-e U-UL ku-ya-pi-ik-ki e-e$-zi

18 [n(u-ut-taE)]ZEN* SISKUR™ 1-NA KUR YRV HA-AT-TI-pét par-ku-i

19 [(Su-up-pi pi-is-kan-)] "zinam' -ma-ma-at-ta ta-me-e-da-ni

20 [KUR-(e U-UL ku-u)a-p(i-i)]k-ki pi-is-kan-zi

21 [(EM® DINGIRM™-ta par-ku IS-T) UKU.BJABBAR KU.GI ' -nu-ya-an-
ta’ I-INAKUR "RYHA-AT[(-TI-p)a1]

22 [nam-ma-ma-ta..  Jx-x-x|... U-U]L ku-ua-pi-ik-k[i e-es-zi]
23 [GAL(™-ta BI-IB-RI"™* ... URUINA-"AT-TI-pét e -€[s-zi]
(further broken)

Rs. (= ARs. 1116 -1V 18).

x+1I$- TUKUR' Y"UHA-A[(T-TE-ma-kin ... ) ...
2’ hi-in-kan ka-as- “ta-an’ [( ma-a-sa-an-na... )...]

70 Both A & Bread ES sign here.
71 Text: TAS-a-an-za (A: correct).
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3" nu KUR.KUR® ™ "UKUR ku-e su-ul- l[(a an-ta hur-sal-la-an-ta))

& ku-e-cs-kén tu-uk A-NA *[( Te-li-pi-nu U A-NA DINGIRM™ VRU A AT TT
UL)|

5’ na-ah-ha-an-te-es ku-i-e-es-ma-a|(z Su-me-en-za-an EYA DINGIRMPS. KU-
NU 3r-ha ua-ar-nu-um-ma- an—zz)] )

6 i-la-li-is-"kan' -zi ku-c-¢5-m[(a)] "BI- IB- RIHIA GALHA UNU- TEM®)

7 KU.BABBAR KU.GI da-an-na sa-an- hz -i$-kdn-zi ku-e-' es' [-ma-as-za
(*AA.GAR-KU-NU)]

8 GISKIRI(, GESTIN SSMU.SAR “STIR' dan-na- ta-ah-hu-u-ya-an-z[(i) sa-an-
hi-is-ka]n- "z

9 ku-i-e-es-ma-as-za "V MPSAPIN.LA 'UMESNU OKIRI, GESTIN U MESNU.
SSM[(U.SAR MUNUS.MES M]*ARA;

10’ da-an-na i$a-an-hi-is-kan-zi nu i-da-lu-un ta-pa- as-s[(a an) hi- m-k]

11’ ka- -a- -as-ta- -an-na% BURUs™.ja a-pi-e-da-as A-NA "KURKUR'
MY "KUR pa- a-i

12’ A-NA LUGAL-ma MUNUS.LUGAL DUMU""* LUGAL U A-NA KUR
URUHA -AT-TITI-tar ha-at-tu- "la-tar’

13° "in-na' -ra- ua- tarMUKAM GID.DA EGIR. U,-MI du-us- ga -ra-at-ta-an-na
pli-is-k)i

14’ [nu ha)l- "ki- Id -as GISGESTIN as© se e-sa-na-as GU4HI -a§ UDUM A a¢
UZe M [-as]

15" [(SAH-a§ ANSE.GIR.)] 'NUN. NAHI Aas ANSE- ‘as’t gi-im-ra-as hu-u-it-ni-it

16’ [(DUMU. LU.Uyo.LU-as-5a S)]A "EGIR.U; -MI (erasure) mi-ja-a-tar pi-is-
ki nu mi-e-es-sa-d|u]

17 [(hé-e-mu-us-$a) ... (nu) Si-|is-Sa-ua-as hu-u-ua-du-us i-ja-an-ta-r{u]

18 [(nu I-NA VRV rKU BABBAR" ma-a-ii $i-is-du nu pa an-ku[ us]

19 <(a-pa-a-at)>" e-es- “du’ hal-za-a-i

(the edge)

72 Text: ®SAH (photo confirms KUB edition).
73 The scribe omitted a-pa-a-at probably due to the lack of space.
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2.3. Ex. C: Bo8072" (= A Rs. [112’-13").
x+1 U[

2 “Te-li[(-pi-nu-us ...

3 Tl-an har-a[(k nu-us-ma-as) ...

4 EGIR.Uyl-

5 la-lu-u[(k-ki-ma-an ...

6 nu-us-ma-a[(§) DUMU(NITAME®
7 tu-um-m|(a-an-ti-ja-an pi-es-ki ...
8 DUMU.LU.U[(1o.LU-ja ...
9 pa-ra-a|(ne-ja)-an-ta-an (...
10 Jxx{

(further broken)

74 Given according to photo.

The Hittite Syllabification of PIE *CuR and *K*R

Alwin Kloekhorst (Leiden)

(1) Within the field of Hittite historical linguistics, it is quite commonly assumed
that the PIE sequences *CuR and * K'R syllabify as Hitt. CuR in all circumstances
(cf. Melchert 1994: 55; Kimball 1999: 249): *k"r-énti > kuranzi ‘they cut,
*g*"n-énti > kunanzi ‘they kill’, *k"-k"rs-ent- > kukursant- ‘slandering’, etc.

Oettinger (1979: 119) proposes a different syllabification before a consonant,
however, namely *K'RC > Hitt. KyaRC. This proposal was based on forms such as
kuyaraske/a-, the -ske/a-imperfective of the verb kuer-/kur- “to cut’, kugaske/a-,
the -ske/a-imperfective of kuen-“/kun- ‘to kill’, and kuuakuyaraske/a-, the -ske/a-
imperfective of kuk(k)urs- ‘to mutilate’. Nevertheless, under pressure of e.g.
Melchert (1984: 52), who explicitly states that “a sequence *CwRC does not syl-
labify as *CwRC (> Hitt. CwaR(), but as CuRC”, giving Hitt. hurki- ‘wheel’ <
* lyurg-1- as an example, Oettinger has retracted this view in 1992: 218.

(2) The Hittite imperfectives in -ske/a- clearly go back to the PIE present
formation in *-ske/o-. In PIE, this suffix is always attached to the zero-grade of the
verbal root: PIE *g'm-ské/s- ‘to go’ > Gk. Baonw, Skt. gacchati, Av. jasaiti; PIE
*prk-ské/o- ‘to ask’ > Skt. prechati, Arm. harc’i, Lat. poscé, OHG forscon. In Hit-
tite, we also find examples of this practice: e.g. zikke/a- (imperf. of dai-' ti- ‘to put’)
< *d"h-ské/o-; appeske/a- (imperf. of epp-“/app- “to take’) < * by p-ské/0-. More-
over, in Hittite it is still a synchronic rule that imperfectives in -ske/a- are derived
from the weak stem of the verb'.

(3) If indeed the sequences *CuR and * K'R always syllabify as Hitt. CuR (before
vowel as well as consonant), the above-mentioned imperfectives kuparaske/a-,
kuyaske/a- and kuyakuyaraske/a- cannot go back to the morphologically expected
formation *K'R-ske/o-. Nevertheless, it is also difficult to assume a secondary,
analogical origin of these forms. If we look at the paradigm of kuen-“ “to kill’, for
instance, we find three stems: kue(n)-, kun- and kupa(n)-. The stems kue(n)- and

1 This is the reason that besides kuuaraske/a- and kupakuyaraske/a- we also find the im-
perfectives kuraske/a-, kureske/a- and kukkuraske/a-, kukkureske/a-, which are younger for-
mations built on the synchronic weak stems kur- and kukkurs-.



