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THE “AUTOBIOGRAPHY OF ARIYVAHINASS SON": AN EDITION OF THE
HIEROGLYPHIC LUWIAN STELAE TELL AHMAR 1 AND ALEPPO 2

By J. D. HAWKINS

I am very happy %o be able to offer to Oliver Gurney, to whom I owe many years of generous
and unstinted teaching, advice and support, a token Hieroglyphic repayment for my
Cuneiform debt to kim.? | only trast that this contribution of mine to this journal, being
the first which has not had the benefit of his careful scholarship and judicious criticism,
will not fall below his high standards.

Gf the two large stelae found ab Tell Ahmar {the anclent Til-Bargip),? the mutilated
TELL AEMAR 2, now in the Louvre, names ag its author o certain king Hamiyatas, who-
presumably ruled the city Til-Barsip and lts surrouriding territory, although his and his
kingdom's titles have been carried away by the damage to the stele.® In the remains of
his genealogy, Hamiyatas names Masuwarazas,® perhaps his father, but perhaps grand-
father or even earlier forebear,® The broken stele T8iL Arvar 1, a new edition of which
is here presented,® has lost the name, office and tities of the anthor and preserves only his
genealogy, “Hapatilas’s great-grandson, the ruler Ariyahinag’s son” 7 {by which patronymic
he must be nared by us).® The text of this stele subsequently names o FHamiyatas, not,
a8 has been usually supposed, as the son of the anthor,® but as the son of gomeone elge,

1 The abbreviations uged in this article are as noted in J. D, Hawking, A, Morpurgo Davies and
G, Neumann, “Hittite Hisroglyphs and Luwisn: new evidence for the connection”™ (Nachrichien der
Akademdie der Wissenschaften in Goltingen, Phil.-Hist. Klasse, Nr. 8, 1973), preliminary note on p. [3]
{and this article abbreviated AHL). The system of transliteration employed is as tabulated in An. S
25 (1875), 153-158; note also additional transcriptions of logograms into Latin, BESTIA, CAPERE, CENTURM,
PITis, PURDS, as lsted in K2 02 (1978), 116; Florilegium Anatolicum (Paris, 1879), 156; Studia Medi-
tervanee P, Merigyi Octuagenario (heveafter Studia . . . Meriggi; Pavia, forthecoming); also ForTe (HH,
no. 28}; tUDEX {HH, no. 371); FLAMMAR(T) (A H, no. 477); Ma10s, (Glossur,, no. $.3); MaTUs, (Glossar,,
no. 405a-bY; REL, (Hossar,, no. 161). Note also that in the transliteration the symbol § with a numberin
the margin is used to mark the line division in the texts,

This article, like its predecessors, owes much to the collaboration and timely criticism of Professor
Anpa Morpurgo Davies, for which T am most grateful.

The two stelas forming the subject of this study (TErr arMar 1 and ALEPPO 2) are now located
n Aleppo Musewn, and my thanks are due to the Direction Géndrale des Antiquités et des Musées,
Damascus, and to its Director General, Dr. Aff Bahnassi, for permission to study them, and to the
staff of the Museum for their assistance and courtesy while I was working there.

 Both were found on the surface out of archaeclogical context: ¥, Thureaun-Dangin {and M. Dunand),
T2l Barsih (Paris, 1936), 134 ff.

3 A recent examivation of the historical background of the 7ELL ammar stelae, together with
comprehensive bibliographical referemces, has hesn presonted by I Ussishkin, “Was Bit-Adini a
Neo-Hittite or Aramesn state?” (Or. xs 40 (1971}, 431-437), The most recent edition of the text of
TELL sHMAE 2 is that of P, Meriggi, Maonuale I1/2 (Rome, 1975}, no. 281, to which M. Postto, “Una
revisione dell iscrizione luvio-geroglifics di Til-Barsip 117 (Or. Ant. 17 (1978), 278-285), adds notes on
collations and some useful photographs.

L For this name, my collation agrees with thab of Poetfo, loc. ¢it., 279 f.: read ma-su-wa/i+ra/i-
za-s[a] (or possibly ma-su-za-wa/1ra/i-slal).

5 Ussishkin, loc. ¢it., 432§, reports the doubfs on the yelationship, which are cecasioned by e
comparison with TELL smma® 1, L 1, where the genealogy includes only the great-grandfather and father,
in that order—cf. footnote 7. '

* The earlier editions are: (1) Meriggl, RH 4 IIT/18 {1938), 51-57 with pls. 1-2; {ii} Hrozny, THH
117, 465-480; (iii) Meriggl, Manuale 11/2, no. 280,

? For a consideration of this genealogy, and the reading of the father’s name, see below, note on
TRLL ARMAR 1, § 1.

& This of course follows the Hier, Luwian practice, in which the patromym is expressed by = genitive
dependent upon, or genitival adjective in agreement with, the nomen; thus our here would indeed heve
been known ag [PN] Ioriyahinas(is)—of, An. St 25 (1975}, 148,

® The idea goes back to Hrozny, 7THH 111, 474, 480, 489; cf. recently Orthmenn, Unfersuchungen
zur spdtheth, Kunst (Bonn, 1971), 188—corrected by Hawking, Z4 wF 63 (1973—4), 308, Bee the edition
below, §§ 11-13.
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in a context which makes it clear that he ruled prior to the reign of Ariyahinas’s son.
It is of conrse extremely probable that the name Hamiyatas refers to the same individual
in both cases, and the historical context as drawn helow from the two stelae would seem
to support this. 10
A further occurrence of the name Hamiyatas is found on the small stele of completely
unknown provenance, named from its present whereshouts stzpro 2,31 Hera Hamiyatas
13 deseribed as the “lord and brother” of the author Arpas.t? If Hamiyatas here too
refers to the same individual, which is possible but rot demonstrabls, then the angrpo 2
stele must belong with the sculpture and inseriptions of Tell Ahmar, which is not con-
tradicted by the style and the palaeography of the plece 18
The surviving clauses of TRIL AmMar 2 consist of typically formulaic expressions of
dedication and curse, with little that can be identified ae hizterieal mformation.’® TELL
ABMAR 1 on the other hand, in spite of the damage which it has sustained, can be seen to
_have contained a dynastic narrative, comparable to that written by Bar-Rakib of Sam’al
for his father Panammu 1115 This narrative presumably led up to the accéssion to the
throne of Ariyahinas’s son, though a direet statement of this is nos preserved, and is in
its brief way curiously reminiscent of the narrafive composed for Hattusilis II1, his
so-called “Autobiography”, whenoe the title of this article. To this narrative, ALEFPO 2,
if indeed it may be linked by the Hamiyatas reference, would add an interesting footnote.
It is the purpose of this paper therefore to present new fexts, transliferations and tranela-
tions, with explanatory notes, of Torr awaan 1 and aLzero 2, on the hasis of which the
historical information contained thereon may be reviewed,

TELL AHMAR 1

Transliteration (Fig. 1, p. 144).

(13 &1. [EGo ... PN, tifles, . . ~s)d-ig-mi-i-sd REGIO | REX-#i-i-sa Yha-pa-ti-la-si-i-sa |
(wEPO(8) ha-ma-su-klo-[lla-[sa) Tora/i-ia-hi-na-si-i-sa P (“ropEx"Yera fi-we/i-na-
sa | (INPANSINI-1mse-100 /1-1-20-50

§2. wa /rmi-'(-Yia | d-log-na | INPANS(- Jnt-wa/i-t-+ra/1-*282 | “canrime-si-i-sa
(2) {DEUS)TONITRUS-hu-s0 (DEUS)i-ia-56 | REX fid-sd (DBUs)BoNUS(-hu-pdf oo /1-

ma-sa; | (DEUSY 4547 (- yma-t-1d fi-sa (DEUS)FORTIS-su-pa-sa | ha-i-ra/i-na-ive/i-
ni-1-sa-ha{URES) (DEUSILUNA+-MI-sa {. . ] (DEUS) k[t Aviis-pa-[ pal-sa-ho x-x-st
[d-[.. J-ka® [ Jmu-ti-sa [, Josa [. ..

§ 3. [ c ] xxx (LTUUs -+ )d-za-te

1* Bee below, Analysis of historical content (p. 1541}, where the information provided by both stelae
is combined on the assumption of this identity. The uneconomical pastulation of o second Hamiyatas
by Meriggl wes based on an attempt to date TFLL AHWaR 2 earlier Shan 1 while accepting the Hamiyatas
of the latter as son of the suthor (RH4 I11/18 (1838}, 45 £.). My edition, T hope, makes clear $hat the
TELL aHMAR 1 reference Is t0 a past {nof’futurs) Hamiyatas, and this recognition makes possible the
identification with the author of TELL ammar 2 and the consequent establishment of that stele as the
earlier work.

U Entered in the Aleppe Museum register as having been ssized by the. pelice during an attempt
0 smuggle it out of the country, First edited by R. D. Barnett, rag 16 (1048), 137 and Plates X XTTT-
KXIV; and recently by Merigei, Manuale 11/2, no. 307. :

1 have already quoted some velevant passages (85 (8}, 9-11, 24-25)—4n, 81 26 (1975), 134 and
Pig. 1, 140, 148 and Fig, 4.

'8 The fact that it was appavently found inside Syrian territory does of course restrict the Provenance
to those centres of Mieroglyphie inseriptions within the moderm frontiers, ie. Hamath or TH-Rarsip,
ar (very partially and less likely) Carchemish or Ungi.

1 cannot add very substantially 4o the interpretations of Meriggi, Manuale T1/2, 212217, except
on o different reading of a clause, il. 5-8, for which see below, note on EILL aFatan 1, §10; and on the
verh 11ToUs(-)pe-la-nivig-, for which see Kadmos 19 {1580}, 138 {F.

¥ Donner and Réllig, KAT,, no. 215; Gibson, T88T 11, no. 14,

TREEE———
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(3) § 4. wa/emu-’ | d-maze | td-t-da-ze (%3827 | s{d-lo-hla-en | pi-ia-ta] ‘
§B. a-[wa o] (FwEs)itrafi-lhal2fa/i . . ] | pe-l. . Jxxf . x [0, Jwe/itra/i
forius [L .. vlrss’ [L. J(-)pa~sid [suPlnR +ra/7 pa—tra/i-[x-x)i A | (CoaPUT)
At 70 f e Rl
§ 6. TR tse-pa-wa fi-td | -t | PRS- Yara /i-zi-ha
§7. drwaft | ku-ma-ne {{d-Ymd-(i-)¢)a-" [(avus)] hu-hal-Tse [rBx-#2]-i-5d [sa-td]-
§ 8. [wa/i-sal’ po-lsal-na-" | (274 u-po-t-i2 | DOMINUS-na-1i-5-sa so-id-'
(4) § 9. a-wa/i | (“ocomENs”) t-po-[me-ti-c (DEUS,ORIENS.u1) ki-sa-la-ma-ti-ha |
*385.crUS(-LEPUS - Ra /10
§10. | d-no{RRGI0)-pa-wae /i-s¢ | REL-4 | srma {“MORT oo fi-la-id
§11. mi-pa-wa/i-' id-ti-nal- REL(Y)ea pa-si-’ | 20-ld-li-i-sa | INFANS-ni-i-ng |
SUB-#E-NG | BITT0S--na-te-
§12. po-slal-wafr-" ((FB8DNsa-la-ho-ze | R34V -crUs-sd-tara /i-10 | SUPER
A+ ra/1- | ta-te
§13. wa/vid-" | zi-la | pa-si-’ | (INPANSC-mewafi-se-sa Tha-mi-io-ta-se |
PUGNUS-" T2 -a
§14. w1 ma-i-’ (avuslhu-he-i | *382-la-ho-tl | SUPBR+:- 4 /1-7 x-%-l0
(B § 1B, I dxboodtd pe [ ] pa-sié?] | “pomos”-{, . ] | “poMiNus”-na-i-ng |
1-22-1-1ch
§ 18, po-sa-ze-" paf -wa/i-mu-" | PRATER-lg-20 | MAGNUS 424 /1za-na | f-2i-i-td
§17. wa S’ | RUS-ni-ma ~i-sa | (CrrowNgVha-toza | SUB-ne-na | “LITUTS
o’ -za-lo-ni-ta
§18. [4rEa}-"pawwa /i -5d | REL-1 {MORI Jwa fi-lo-td
£1%, wa /i-mat-’ pa-si-i-" | (INFANS)ni-mu-10a,/i-1-20-56 MALUS,~wa /1-2[al-" | coM-ni |
(3827 LEPUS | R4 /110t o
(6) §20 mi-t-ha-wea /i RV uwepa-te-tt-i | (CManus”)ha-ha-ni-wa /- 2la-] |
culm-ng] | vas L. ] daidra/i-tnita
§21. | omlul-pewa/i- | za-fal-iers CTeABLUM U-sa-na [(DEUS)ITONITRUS-Au-te |
("mawve Yi-slatara/i-x)-x | sveER{+ra/- T [ L.
§ 22, wefi-te-" | d-[L0)] pdfbraiel L
(text completely destroyed for rest of line 6 and half of line 7 except for two
ingignificant patches)
(7)y §43°. | .. J-)mit-zd | owANS-ni-zis X x ... _
§ 247, Ld-ma-pa-wa i lmi-i-tu-" | (3147 ka-pi-locli-ng (RTLIA Wewe f1-tara fTona
(FEMINA PURUS.INFRANa-m-ti-na | 4-26-0-100/1-1
§ 25 wa S | CAUDIRE -f--td | zo-desa | CoARLow-se Hi-sa | (DEUS) TONTTRUS
L]
§ 26, wa fi-mul-") | pi[Vx mi-infal)- | 98147 Ma)-pi-la-l--na
§27 wafi-td-" | 4arEs | CAPUT 69()0-f-{x]
§ 28", pa-st-pe-lwa/il- | 1nFANs [L ..
§ 297 pa-st-pe-we o (FILIA)B-we S-tolra /- na] FE{MING ...
Translotion _
§ L. I am PN, tiiles, .. ] .. -ed country-king, Hapatilag’s great-grandson, the ruler
Ariyahinas’s son. '
§2. Me (as) a ... child celestial Tarhuns, Ea the king, the good god Kuparmas,
Matilas(?), Tesupas, and the Haranean Moon God, and Kuapapa ... [. ..
§3. L. ] they loved,
§ 4 they gave me my paternal power.
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§ 4, Co
§ 6. and I tamzi-ed ...
§7 When [my great-Jgrandfuther(?) "was king{?)"
§8 he was lord to/for his demesne,
§9. he governed in the west and the eass.
§ 10. But when he died in the country Ana,
§11. my father, because his 20-7arTs despised (him) (as) a child,
§ 12 he took over his power by viofence(?).
§13. Thereafter his'son Hamiyatas arose(?),
§14. he [, . Jed me over my great-grandfather by /with/from power,
§ 15, [« .. me] ke made lord of his {own} house,
§16. and me he made great{er) than his {own) brothers, +
§17. everyone regarded my face (Le. oheyed me).
§18, But when he died,
§18. his son decreed evil for me,
§20. andl he contrived wickedness for my demesne.
§21. Bat I [raised] up (my) han{d{s)] to this celestial Tarhunzas,
£22. to him "those words™ [1 spoke: ©. . J
{prayer lavgely missing)
§ 23" o1 sons. L[] .
§ 247, [and] I myself shall make [my] enem y(’s) daughter a hierodule for him”.
$25°. © This celestial Tarhunzas heard me,
§ 267, to me [he] gafve(?)] my enemy,
§27°. (his) head [I] destroy[ed],
§ 88 and his sonfs . . ]

§ 29", and bis daughter a hiferodule T made . . |

Philological Notes

§1. The massing titulary: of. Meviggi, Manuale 11/2, 204, The Hier. inscriptions qualify
the name of the authors with any of three elements In variable order— {a) genealogy, (5) officels),
{c) ornamental epithets. The traces of a word formerly preserved before REGIC REX-Hs {zee
Carchemish 111, A 33 b, apparently a participle in -mi- rather than ap ethnic adjective in
~wani- Or -iza-, imply that this phrase should be restored as an ornamental epithet (““heonourTed
country-king” or the liks a0 Merigpi). The otherwise unattested REGIo mzy cotresponds to
the common Carchemish tiile xraro DoMINUS.

Such ornamental epithets, after office title and genealogy are best exernplified on Marag 1
(lion), 8-4 (collated): :

DEUS#a-11 (LITUUS )d-20-mi-56  CAPUTEG-0i XeX-X-ni-mi-g0 I Fings-ha-ti AUDIRE-mi-sd
REX-1i-8d (LITUUS - id-za-mi-sq | (BowUSu-li-ta-mi-sd (4227 i fi-ti-sd i (“Panzs”
-1 T 3T~ 56 REX-Fi-80)

“the king beloved by the gods, [...]-ed by the people, heard of abyoad, the beloved,
exalted, MumINUWA{F)rI, sweet (lit. ‘hemeyed(?)) king” (of An. St 25 {1975}, 151, (mowvs)
uliyami- cleaxly participle of (Bomus)woliya{nu)-, “axalt’”),

Here the sizeable gap would accommodate several such epithets, and would be expected
to have contained also the author's office. The office fitle is missing also from TRLL AmMAR 2,
so that the indigenous designation of the kingdom of Til-Barsip is unknown: the possible
identification on the fragment Til-Barsib, VITT, 3 is extremely doubtful, as is also the dependent
attribution of the value pd (see HH, no. 462 for bibliography; and most recently, Merigel,
Manvale 11/2, 217).

The genealogy: the order of the forebears, great-grandfsther—father, is unparaileled bus
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the mALATYA inseriptions regularly have grandfather—father {so Meriggi). According to the
costoration and interpretation cffered below (especially §§ 7-12), the great-grandfather and
father were the regnans forebears, which would account for this genealogy.

Igra/i-ta-hi-na-si-: reading subject of much former doubt. Repeated collation now con-
vinces me that Hrozny’s reading is correct, ie. sign I—HH, no. 133, value established (with
cursive form, no. 184} as are/i; sign 2—HH, no. 210, wa; sign 3—HH, ne. 413, A (contrary to
my statement in ZA4 63 (1973-T4), 308, where | mistook it for HH, no. 415, saj. We thereby
reach the transcription driyakina- and eaxlier atiempts to bend this name into zome form of
the (cuneiform) Afuni, last king of Til-Barsip, must be abandoned.

(ENFPaNSInT-mu-wa/i-i-za- 1 this spelling, whick oecurs twice on this stele, seems to imply
that the word should be inferpreted as nimuwiza- rather than nimuwanze- (Le. a form ending
in -fza- rather than -anza-).

§2. Althongh the beginning of this clause i very difficult, it may be suggested that the
general sonse eould be comparable Witvh that of KBo VI, 2017 1.:

v kap-pi-in-pdt vowv-gn SISTAR W Sa-mu-po A-NA A-BU-L A dre-ile-ta

“1e as & small child T§tar of Samuha required of my father”. (Hattusilis 111)

The following ebservations are offered in support of this interpretation:

war/i-mu-"-ia: peculiarity of writing noted by Meriggi; -io apparently an unknown particle
otherwise unattested except in an identical confext n TBIL ABMaR 2, 2. Conceivably in both
contexts it could be read as a part of the following word d-tay-(-)na, thus d-in-tag-(-)na.

INFANS(-yi-we/i-d - ra /i-*282: order of reading uncertain, as often in the TELL AHMAR
inscriptions. The sign 282 ocours in the word (*256)ka-*282-na (cancEEMIsE A 30 A), which is
plausibly considered to represent the word karunan (acc. sing. MF), “aranary”’ (HH, nos. 255~
956; Glossary, s.v. karuna-). T cannot suggest any sense to be yielded in the present context
from any value which could he attributed to #*282 on the basis of this context.

If, however, we may distinguish the sign of cancEemsE A 30 % from that in the present
context {following Meriggi, (Hossary, nos. 358, 418), 1 would sugzest that we might identify
the word with (INFANS)niwarand- in the following context, Maras 4 statue, D (collated):

| wafi-td viR-ti-i-2i-g (“PEs”)pa-ti-z | ARFA (“MANUSHOULTER”) REL R4 /1-ha-'

| INPANS(-Jni-wa /b rai-ni-ai-pa-a)/s (CFETE ju-si-na-st-zi-i | dzi-d-ho-’

(“I captured a city,)

(of) the men I cut off the feet,

and the children T made attendants™.

Yor the verb mrL4r4/1- (e Fkwir-), “ent”, see An. St 25 (1975), 143; for the musilation
inflicted oncaptives by Shalmaneser 111, a contemporary of the author of the quoted inseription,
see L. W, King, Bronze Religfs, Band X.3 {lower register), piate LVT; (*474)wasinasi-/usinasy-
is clearly identifiable with the Cun. Luwian wadSinagdi-, “(that) of the body”, here “body-
servants, attendants’.

(INFANS Juiwarani-, parallel formation to nimuwiza-, “not-potent, not-mature’’ (l.e. “child”),
thus “not-warani”, the latter element perhaps being a -nd suffized nomen actionts of the root
wari{ya)-, “help” {An. St. 25 (18975), 139), therefore “helpless(?)”. In contrasi to “males”,
niwarani- could have the bagic meaning “‘the helpless’, or stmply be a further circumlocution
for “child”, like nemuviza-.

f we can indeed identify the same word niworand- here, the sign Meriggi 418 would be
wied to write the end of the stem {-ni-)+ cage ending, which, if as suggested the word stands
in apposition to -mu, would be dat., or more probably, if a-fes-na is a noun or adjective in
agresment (see below), ace. sing. MF; thus we would expect -wifya) (dat.) or -min (acce.). In
Hieroglyphic, syllabograms of the type CV(V) ave largely confined fo those with -7- a8 second
consopant (thus HH, nos 13-14, pare/i; HH, no. 248, DOMUS+1A/T = pava; HH, no, 315,
kar, HIH, no. 389, lara/i); of. however also HH, no. 366, OMNIS < 74,2 F—TLaroche, Syria 33
(1956), 132; HH, no. 367, tal < 14, 1e—Laroche, Ugariticn 1YY, 129, HH, no. 331, wowa(l)
—-Mittelberger, DHe Sprache 8 (1962), 280; Hi, no. 429, rava. It seems that—rarely-—either
compound signs may be constructed from two originally separate elements, or logograms of
words of the form CVC(V) may be used as a corresponding syllabogram. Conld it be that the
sign Meriggi 418 is of this type? Alternatively we could suppose it to have the value ni,, and




ANATOLIAN STUDIES

144

we

HRYPRIRNOY T F WYWHY TTAL qers Y, T 91g

e VI R

_M i
H‘g H

[
ke

i o




g

PLATE ¥

2R pUE SIDUICD

‘sapis Jo uydeasooud

!

AVIWEY

THLE

=i

i

a

1

+

5




PLATE Vil

it

AKX

Srefd (8P61) g1 by

“0Eq jo ydeifojouyd

'f
i

Nay

ST Oddaiv 38

1Byl 298

‘

Juo

24

1] Gy

G

1)




18] PARNI0 17 OddATY 2191 auy T PR

145

THE “AUTOBIOGRAPHY OF ARIYAHINAS'S SONT




146 ANATOLIAN STUDIES

the word to be either dat. sing., or ace. sing, with the case-ending nob written (for which
of. An. St 25 {1975}, 127). _

d-tag-na (or perhaps deiv-fog-na): of. TELL ABMAR 2, 9, d-fay]-i-ne (collation of Poetto,
Or. Ant. 17, 280) or perbaps d-in-f[a;]-i-no, similar, broken, context (transliteration raises the
problem examined in JRAS 1975/2, 130 1., on the vocalization of ta, and tag). Meriggl identifies
and fiste this word with the d-iy/tas, which stands before gods’ names in BOTEEYPINARL ANCOZ
and ToPADA (Glossary, s, dii-s; of. also Hawlins, 4n. St 20 (19703, 90). Neither this context,
nor an occurrence In ASSUR letter e (An. St 25 (1975), 135) offer any assistance to the under-
standing of the word, so for the present the contexts are best kept separate. Iere the word
seems to be ace. sing. MF which prompts a similar identification of the preceding -mu and
following tNPANS(-)niwara-+282. Since the options for the latter have heen suggested to be
either an adjective {“helpless”) or a nown (“child”), the options for this word are either noun
(*'a helpless child(?)”) or adjective {“an ata-/adata child™), Having said this, one mudt remember
that the sense is merely guessed from the possible parallelism with the Cun. Hittite quotation
from Hattusilis III, with which the section was introduced, The possibility of identifying 2
word ata- or miate- as “child”, or an appropriate adjective (e.g. “young”?) is here presented.

- The sequence of gods: seems to correspond at least approximately with that on TmELL
ATMAR 2, Z-3, though both are mutilated. See in general M. Kalag, Or. ws 34 [1965), 401427,
s.v. Tarku("t)-, 4G, wissea, Mu(welila-, Tedup, Arma, Kupapo.

(DEUS) 4547 (ma-ti-ld /1-sa [ (DBUS)*454-Id/i-i-sa: full phonetic reading probably bup
not certainly Matilhs. Kalag now suggests a veading Hummatilis (K7 92 (1978), 121).

(DEUSjLUNA+-MEsa [, . ] {(peugdkiu-dalvis-po-{pal-sa-he: small lacuna corresponds to
longer passage in TELL ammar 2, 3, where I would read—

| dta-no | (PES.Jara/i-za-mi-isa X [ .. Meriggl (Manuale 1372, 212) would read X as
fury, and Poetto (Or. dnt. 17, 280, n. ) as [}y, Although these readings would give good
sense, my own collation does not fully suppert them, but T would provisionally accept one or
other. d-ia-na (= a(njton?) torzamis taken here ss divine epithet (cf. §6 below for verb
(PE8yJtarze-). In the following sap, Poetfo restores Meriggi's 9Ka” ... ¢ (with which my
collation agrees} as WK a—+ra-hlu-ha-1s, a difienls but perkaps not impossible reading.

$8. d-fwa/i] — |(“carvrVhafrafi-ma-hi-ng: provisionally taken as single clause, since
the broken remains of the intervening words do not readily suggest the sequence werb-—con-
nectie particles—uverd, which would be required if two clauses were represented. Furbher
cellation might contzibute to the elucidation,

[.. . w]rBs’: suggested by squeese in the B.M.; preceded by city-name?

[ d-pa-sti [ sTlPRR4-2A/T po-brafi]. ) ata guess, & resboration [{casrum)t]-pa-si-z
SUPER-RA/T pa—ra/i, “up into the sky” might seem not implausibia,

verb: presumably to be sought in [z-x]-"17-Aa.

harmahin: clearly s divect object.

A sense for this passage similar to that of carcEmmi=E A 6§, 3, is contemplated (“the gods
caused my name o go up to the sky, and ry name they cansed to pass abroad”},

§ 6. pEsy(-Jtara/i-zi-ha: of. PRSy{-Jtara/T-za~-mi-wa /14 (carcamvisE A 11 a, 2 cited below,
§11); pmsy{-More/iza-mi-ise (TELL AmMaR 2, 3; cited above, §2). The form lore/i-zi-he in
BULGARMADEN, 2, may indieate that we have here a full phonetic spelling, for it seems to belong
to a similar context, i.e. “the gods did something good for me, and T farzi-ed”,

{ 1-#4-0: probably best taken thus as the logogram “one” (so Meriggl) and distinguished
from the logogram mors discussed below. :

§ 7. Restoration: this clause must infroduce the singular subject of §§ 8-10, and appears
to contain three nominative words ending in -sa/sé. The end of this clanse and the beginning
of the next seems to be marked by the [...}-' [...}-". The nominatives suggesh that something
is predicated of something else, and thus that a form of the verb “to he” may be restored,
which s supported by the spacing: for the restoration [sa-td)-" [wa/fi-sa]-', ©. .. he was, and
ke .. .”, compare the writing of this pair in e.g. cancEEMIsE 4 11 5, 3 (8§ 2-9).

fa-hai-¥]-sa: perhaps the full phonetic writing of the word “grandfather”, the awkward
arrangement of the signs (typical of this inscription) being dictated by the necessity o fill the




"

THE “AUTOBIOGRAPHY OF ARIYAHINAS'S SON” 147

ace below the large logogram avus, now almost entirely lost, The comparable writing
vusihu-ha-ti (§ 14) suggests however the restoration hu-ha[-#1]-sa, which introdnces the great-
randfather, Hapatilas, named in the genealogy, and seems more appropriate to the.context;
;w further discussion of this problem, see below, note on § 14, That the “great-grandfather”
should be the subject of § 7--10 is quite probable, since § 11 continues with “mny father™ (ace.).
- [{d-)mi-(1-)sja-" s an obvicus restoration, which would fit the space and is demanded by the
acrtext, again by co.u_trast with the sujbseq‘gent ”my. father’. . o
{RE};-iqﬁ}i—Sd: besides the clear suitability of this restoration to the spacing, it should be

noted that the context which follows, sspecially §§ 8-9, suggest that the subject was indeed

roval.

§8. (*2T4jupatiti: an association with the Cun. « wpati- is apparent. The sense of the
latter, as noted by Giteybock (Griens 10 (1957), 360} is drawn from the Ulmi-Tefub Treaty
(KBo 1V 1G i 30, wheze it denobes a piece of & city’s territory named for the purpose of frontier
definition; from the Inetructions to Temple Servants (KU 5 XIIT 4 1 44), which lists a featival
of the men of the upati-; from the Zukradi text (KBo VIT 141 10), where the wpati’s of named
persons are mentioned (cf. Starkes, StBot 23, 168, no. 290). These references are supplemented
by its ocourrence in O. Ass. texts as a loan word, upafinpum, and an onomastic element
(. Bilgig, Lre einhetmischen Apellative der kappadok. Texte (Avkara, 1954), 47 %) and in
Ugaritic as ubdy (Gordon, Ugaritic Dextbook, (lossary, no, 17). The range of meaning is thus
defined as a certain type of land-holding, and also the persons holding It.

The Hier. form wpatit- is considered by Starke {0 be a consonant stem in -4~ rathar than
an enlarged form in -(a)ni(i)- {personal communicasion). The Hier. attestations offer some
scope for enlarging cur understanding of the term. A god wpatitasi- Tarkunza-, “Tarhunzas
of the wpatit”’ is mentioned (Maras ¢ stafue, 1-2), apparently a local manifestation of the
deity like Hier. tuwarsas(ts) Tarhunzas, “T. of the vineyard”, or Cun. %mg/9X gimras, “T. of
the field”. Of the references in the present inseription, § 20 below shows that the wpali- was
an attribute of an individual Hable to attack by the malignant; in parallel contexts we find an
individual's “person’ (vas-nd, TELL AEMAR 2, 1. 7) s0 threatenad, also his “zon and grandson”
(KARABURUN, 1-2); of. An. St 25 (1975), 147 £). The present context indicates that a man,
probably a king, would be “master in/for his wpatii-". The translation “demesne’” is suggested,
covering ss it does Jand owned by a subject but also a sovereign’s possessions. Of, also below,
sLEPPO 2, note on § 20.

§10. Meriggi (Manuale 11/2, 207) comments on the peculiarity of the verbal ending -#d
being written in the same “column’’ as the following connective particle group mvi-pa-wa/i-'.
Such arrangements are ot wncommon in Hier., though normally a word divider would be
written. This may be taken as a typical example of the way in whick this inscriptlon is carcless
in spacing and arrangement of its signs.

dnalreciol-: Merigpl (loc. cit.) considersd 8BGIO to have the syllabic value #uy found in
two KARATEPE alternations of this sign with tw (Ho. 283, 325). It is, however, very unlikely
that this rare and unexplained usage would occur here. If we compare such writings as
drst-bra /iRERIO)wa /4 -ni-, “Assyrian”, we may well conclude that mme1o here exercises its
normal funotion of postposed determinative of counfry names. A camparable writing cccurs
on TELL AFMAR 2, 6, d-na-i-td{rEa10)-wa/i-na- {collated, order of reading somewhat uncertaln)
in the following context: :

e /i’ (DEUS)AVISda-ni-zi dema-i-td(REGIO)-we /i-na- | (sorrUM)i-sa-nle]-wa /1-kla]

“During my ‘(good) times’ 1 settled the Analtean .. 2

(DEUS)ATIS-fg-ni-z2: sense close to “days, times, years”, in contexts describing prosperity,
hence present translation. (cf. Aw. 8. 29 (1879), 157, n. 31); elsewhere the word is found In
dat. plar, but for ace. of duration of time, cf. such phrases as ava/i-zi oMNIs-ur-zy, “for all
penerations”; CENTUM-w ustn, “for 100 year(s)” (JRAS 197572, 1251, 128 f.; Florilegium
Anatoliewm, 153; and for Cun. Hiftite, see Friedrich, Flementarbuch,, § 202, Kammenhuber,
Hipp. Heth., 269 ., 331 £.). :

d-mu-i-id{REGIO)we /T-na- . apparently acc. plur. neuter of -wani- ethnie ad]. of stem
anaita-, though it is very hard to see what the sense could be with this as the direct object of
the verb tsanu{wi)-. '

I
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N2 REGIO)-, anaita(BRGI0)-: the $wo writings might possibly refer to the same place. The
toporym Ana could perhaps be associated with the land of Hana, attested at least as late ag
the mid-11th ventury B.o. (Rld IV, av. Hana); and the form anasia to the city Hanat (nd
millennium), or alternatively to the city Anat (lst millenninm— R4 I, s.v. dnap. Hana(t)
and Anat were geographically distinet, the ane lying nupstream and the sther downstream
from Mari (fupper, Nomades, 44 ). {A loss of an initia] b in the Hier, rendering of Semitie
place names is seen in wmat{u}-, “Hamath’ and dapa-, “Talab’-— 1 L, 1157 £.; carowmMIsn
Add of frag 36 (1974), 79 apnd n. 39). In the reign of ABsurnagirpal 11, which vmrr AHMAR T
rrobably antedated by a3 least cne generstion, the people of Bit-Adini wers actively interfering
in the middle—Euphmtes states of Lage, Hindanu snd Suhn (Grayson, 4 Rf I, § 547, 57893,

arha (“MoRI™Ywalla)-: for a detailed argument thet this word means “to die” (whenee the
rendering cof the logogram wmozr), see Hawlkins, £7Z 04 (1980}, 109-11%. This clanse, with
§ 18 below, forms one of the three contexts crucial o this inferpretation,

REL-2: if the rest of the sense of this clause has been correctly established, it would precisely
fix the meaning of this conjunction as “when”.

§ 11 The order of the reading of the signs i this clanse is especially problematic, though
in fact 1% s not as acute as might be supposed from the copies of Hrozny and Meriggi, as reference
to my photograph, Plate ¢, will confirm. The order suggested, in my opinion, offers the only
possibility of retrieving the grammatical structure of the clanse. What has happened is thas

"I the careless arrangement of the signg in which this text abounds, &he final signs, particularly
the nominal and verhal endings, have been shifted to the right ou$ of their proper “eolumns”,
Many examples of ench displacements conld be observed in Hier, toxts (e.g. in the usnally well-
arranged CARCHEMIEE A 11 @, 4: APDIFICARE+ur-ha). The key word to recognize here ig
SUB-na-ng (= anen, “under”, HH, no, 5%, 2, for which compare the writing of the same word
in the next lire directly below (§ 17, _ ‘

[REL(?) 20 the bresence of the -zg i signalied by Hrozay’s text and seems from the
photograph, Til-Barsib, Album, pL Y, to have been on & joined fragment now logt,

R0-Ta-ti-t-50; surely o be read in this order and congirued as subject. The word is attested
elsewhere only on cARCHEMTSE Allag 2

2P/ f-m-1n- | 20-tdti-2i anma CRUS 7. /1

[2e /7 ma-t4 | REGIO-ni-ig | *314{-}sd-pa-za | BEL-d-%0 SUB-na-ng ARHA PRS{-Yara /i-zq-
U -1 .

“My 20-vant’s revoled from me,

but though they caused to ANAN ARFA TARZA from me the lands

{the gods loved me | . S

I would suggest that te ma(ner 20-iati(n)zi ave the sama persong as those referred 4o ip -
CARCHEMISH A 11 b 4 ¢ as “Ura-Tarhunzag’ grandsons” (of, Trag 36 (1874), 72, with dn. S1. 25
{1575), 134 ¢itation 23), and shat both contexts describe the same dynastioc struggle against
rebels at the beginning of Katuwas’ reign. Contextually the word 20-td-ti-, applied both there
and here apparently to rivals for power, seems mest likely to be a term of kinship, perhaps
compounded with fats-, “father”, comparable with the kinship terms compounded with anna/i-,
“mother” {(Hitt. 0/ SALanmjaméymw!, Yaouain”, annaneka-, “sister (by same mother)”; of. also
Taw, QIRAWERN -, latawanng-, "stepq‘nother/father;’). £ this fnggestion is correct, “unele” or
“eousin’ are perhaps the likeliest interpretations for 20-faz.. o

anan LITUGS +nate: for the interpretation of the verh LITUUS - na-, “see”, and the Present
phrase “look down on, despise”, see Kudmos 15 {1980), 122138

$12. (%382")s8-la-ha-za: the exach interpretation of this term Tequires some consideration
in fhe context of the present inseription, in particular whether it is conerete, “scaptre”, op
abstract “power, majesty”, and whether it is g specific atiribute of kings. The conerete
Interpretation is that of Meriggi (Glossar,, 22, 173 L) which would presumably be supported by
Gelb’s interpretation of the logogram as a determinative for objects made of wood (see below,
ALEPPO 2, note on § 8). Laroche suggests an absiract sense by comparing Cun. Hitt, sallatar,
yet-the form would be unparalleled and unexplained. [But ges below, Addendum 1],

The statement “the gods gave me my fathers’ saltha(n)ze” is made at Carchemish by Buhis |
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* apd his son Katuwas, both of whom had regnant fathers; and at Til-Barsip by Hamliyatas
© {TBLL AFMAR 9. 3-4) and Ariyahinas’s son in the present inseription {§3). Thus at Til-Barsip,
 Arivahinas lost his salka{n)ze while a child to his 20-tafis, whose son Hamiyatas inherited
saﬁ;a(%jw from him. Subsequently Hamiyatas [ ..J-ed Ariyahinag’s son over his great-grand-
father (see below § 14 for a diseussion) by, wish/from salha(n)ze, and finally after Hamiyatas had
bheen succeaded by his son, Ariyahinas’s son was awarded his father’s salha{njza by the geds,
apparently by recovering the kingdom from Hamiyatas's son with the support of Celestial
Tarhunzas. The alternations of salha{n)za do suggest that whoever held it was currently king,

cara td-, “take over”: for this usage, of. B0HECA, 2 and 3, where Tarhunzas grants the ruler
4o take over” (SUPER-LRA/I CAPERE(-)luna) the terrifories—see Morpurgo Davies and
Hawlkins, Studin . . . Meriggi, forthooming, Thers it is noted thas the verb was (lu)a-, “take”,
and comment is made on the difficulty in deciding m other writings of the verb whether to read
the “taking hand” syllabically (thus ta-) or logographically (thus caPERE, perhaps to be read
la-}: this observation applies to the present case too.

#3147 (- Jha-ORUS-sd-tara /i-t7: besides its (logographic) use o wrife the word folnuwa)-,
“(cause t0) stand”, the sign crus ls apparently used with a syllabic value {o, in the writing
of the Malatys king's pame Terus-ra/r-sa (Taras?), and on thrse occasicns (perhaps four—
see below, note on § 26') in this inscription; the contextually clear ta,-ni-mi-i-sa, “all (§ 1T
the less cortain *382.CRUS(-)LERUS--fa/r-, perhaps read as veduplicated “alupari(ya)-,
“govern, decree’ (§ B} and here, where we may probably read (-)ho-{a-sd-tara/i-ti, and analyse
ay (-)hat - astri-, showing the abstract suffix -stri- noted m An. 8z 28 (1878), 107. It is terapting
10 identify this word as Cun. Luw. hattadi{ar)ri-, written ho-at-ta-ad-tefy]-rfr . ) (HUB XXXV
71 i 9), het-at?-to-ai-ta-ri-in (KUB XXXV 4311 18 and duplicates), and translated by Cun.
Hitt, Fatugator, “frightfulness” (KU B IX 4 i1 18-21 // KUB IX 54 iii 5-6; see Laroche, RHA
XV1/63 (1958), 103). The translation provisionally yields to the temptation. [Addendum 21

§13. zila: of HHL, [47]

PUGNTSri i~ a troublesome verb stil of uncertam reading [but ef. now below,
Addendum 4]. It appears both as transitive and as intransitive (as herej. A meaning “raise,
rise”, seems generally appropriate: of. dAn. St 29 (1979), 158 and footnote 38; also below, note
on § 21. Tn the present context, 35 does seem to mark Hamiyatas’ accession to authority.

§14. (avos)hu-ho-ti: anst be dab. sing. of huha(n)ti-, as is indicated by the gqualifying .
In the gensalogical sequence (MaRAg 4, 4) huha{n)ii- (ef. Cun. Hitt. pubhani-; Starke, however,
prefers to interpret the form as -t suffixed, huwhati-) does seem to mean spectfically “great-
grandfather”. When used as an adjective, however, specially when linked to tate(ya)-, “Tatherly,
of the father”, it may mean no more than “grandfatherly, of the grandfather”. Presumably s
. precise degree of relationship is infended here, and it sesms prebable that it refers to the named
great-grandfather of the genealogy Mapatilas, and that it Is also the form which should be
restored, referring to the same individual, in § 7. .

#383-la-ha-ti: presumably o form of (*382)selha- (so Meriggl and Laroche). It could
have seemned appropriate to take me huha{n)ti salhott together as “to my (great-lgrandfather’s
power” (cf. ama talya hubaln)idye) REGIO-miye, my father's and (great-)grandfathers’
lands” (carcurmiss A 11 g, 3); zaya PORTA-lana ena fuho(n)iya, “these gates {of) my (great-)-
grandfather’s” (ibid., 4)), but this would involve the difficulty of explaining the form selhats
as dat. sing. of salha-. It seems preferable therefore to separate the fwo and construe salhati
as a straightforward abl. (sing.).

Sense: following this analysis, we obtain: “He [.. J-ed me over my great-grandfather
by /with/from power.” Though this is somewhat obscured by the loss of the verh, the general
significance seems fairly clear.

§15. “pomus”-[. . ] DoMINUS-ne-i-na: for the phrase “ord of the house”, see now a new
KULULU stele, to be published by Professor Mustafa Kalag, to whom 1 am muck indebted for
this information. Cf. alze Cun. Hitt, mw 4.

§ 16, macnNvs+ra/rzo-na: for the sufized form wraze-, see HHL, [38-41], and for
syntactic means of expressing comparison in Cun. Hittite, Friedrich, Elementarbuch,, §§ 221-223.
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§17. crus-mi-mi-i-sa: contextually cléar usage of oRUS as syllabogram fa,, as noted by
Meriggl, 8 anuale 1172, 209.

SUB-ne-ne “LITUUS-Lpa’-za-la-ni-: this passage, and especially this verb, is treated
detall in Kadmos 19 (1880), 138-140, in the context of the identification of the LITUUS as
determining verbs of “seeing”. It is argued there that this verh, of which the exact phonetic
shape is somewhat uncertain, means “lock at from below, look up to”.

(“FRONS")ha-tu-za: this form is identified probably as dat. plur. of noun {plurale
tantum) hanto, “face”, rather than the alternative nom./ace. sing, neuter.

“Te look up to the face of .. 7" is interpreted, by comparisen with Akladian pani dagilu,
as “‘be subservient fo, ohey”.

§18. Restoration by parallelism with § 10 above, where see also note with reference to
interpretation of arke walla)- as “die”,”
“Tpa-wa /i partially visible on the now missing fragment (see note on § 11, [rE1]-za).

§8 19, 20, MALUS, v /i-za/ /(" atus, Yho-ha-niwa fi-ea: for the logogram(s) marus, see
Meriggi, Glossary, nos. 9.3 and 405a-b: Laroche, HH, no. 368; the two forms of the logogram
should be kept distines, following Meriggi (i.e. MALUS; = Glossary, 9.3; MALUS, = Flossars,
405a—h).

§19. mavnus,: sole attested phonetic spelling (Marva,)d-fi-1wa /iri-Hi- alternates with
MALUS -l (®ARATEPE, Hu./Ho. 102). Blsewheve the logngram is found writhen wish phonetic
complements indicating abstract forms in +he ablative (MALUS e, /td-1e—add the reference
fror below, srwero 2, § 24; MALUS, 40, las-sa-tara/i-17; of. also MaLUS -hi-ta-ri-1), where, it
will be noted, the final stem syllable is written with fa, (5 examples), fa, (2 examples), id
(1 example). It may be assumed that behind these writings lies the word aiuwai(a)- (An. St 20
(1870}, 88 1.; for the difficulties of identifying the stem vowel, see now JEAS 1976/2, 131).

A nom. face. sing. neater is written MALUS;-20 (SULTANHAN, base, d; KARABURUN, 2, twice).
The reading MaLUS, w0 /i-za {for ka-) in the present contexd, and in TELL AuMAR 2, 7, has been
woll established sincs Hrozn§ (THH III, 475 and note 10; of. Meriggl, Manuale I1/2, 309 and
215). The two TELL AmMMAR contexts are almost identical with those of KarRaBURUW (¢f. 4n. St 95
(1975), 147 £, citations 66 a(ii}, b), which suggests that MarLUswa/t-2a is simply a more fully
writien form of warus,-ze. It seems likely that this writing represents the nom./ace. sing.
nevter of afwoat{a)-, but its interpretation is not without problems. Cun. Luwian shows an
aiternation between the consonant stem addiival- and the -i-stem adduwali- (DLL, 35, s.v.),
and we might therefore expect that MALUS {-10a/1)-2a represents the consonant stem, *atuwal - sa.
Other Hier, -t~ steme, however, ‘do not behave ke this: of. nom. face. sing. neuber -{a)hisa,
taru--sa; oblique cases -(ajhat-, tarwt- (HHL [317). Could eiwwai- have retained the i in the
nom.face. sing, newter for some special reason? [But see below, Addendum 3],

§20. (“manusy"ha-ha-ni-wafi-za: the only other attestations of wmarus, determine the
ad]. {-)ha-ni-ia-ta-, “evil”, so the two words are doubtless gonnacted, the first being reduplicated
and suffixed -wa/i-, the second perhaps not reduplicated (there Is no way of deeiding whether
this is the full phonetic spelling) and suffived -a{n)t-, perhaps a participle (Neumann, Festschrift
Otien (Wieshaden, 1973), 248 but perhaps associate the root with Cun. « honbhorniya-, for
which a bad sense is argued by van Brock, #H 4 XXTL/75 (1964), 139 ££).

{("2Tdjupariti: of. diseussion above, note ho § 8.

cU[a-ni]: the photograph in L4442 (1909), Plate XL, 1, shows traces of the first, now
missing sign, which, as Merigei observes {(Manvale I1/2, 210) can be sufficiently clearly scen to
identify as oum, the preverb used with the verb zarfi- in its other, closely parallel, attestations
{(TELL amMaR 2, 7, KARABURUY, 2, twice). [Reading confirmed by squeeze in the B.ILT.

vasl. . .]: an unpublished fragment in Aleppo Museum containg the noun (vaslo+ra/i-ti-
sa-si. Ef this is the same oot as the verb zarte-, vas couwld be used in both places simyply as a
determinative. This might be supported by a reading of the parallel passage rarL amMan 2, 70
m An. St 25 {1975), 147 sitation 58a (i1) T read the verh as Loum-ng | "x7 za-brafi-ti-ti-. Tt is
possible that x might be (vas) or even (“vas”); see Poetto’s photograph, Or. Ant. 17 (1978),
Tavola XXTTb. Collation should confirm or invalidate this snggestion decisively.
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| Restoration fairly assured in epite of damage. ("manusYi-s[a-tara/i-nal-"? looks
Tkely than i-sla-tara/i-2]i%. though the ladter is possible. For a parallel context in Cun,
ite, of e.g. Goelze, AM, 204, 1. 22-3, 27, also, closer in space and time, the Aramaic
o ption of Zakur of Hamath (Donner and Réilig, K 4L, no. 202, A, 11). For the Hier. phrase
4he hand(s)”, may we compare JISR RL HADID 2, 2: “MANUS -tara/i-ne PUGNUS-ri—i-ta
éazoj;ien context)? For PUGNUS-ri-+i-, “Iise; raige”(?), see above, note on § 13. {Addendum 47

¢ 99, Translation suggests restoration: |d-[pa-ia] palrafi-ta].

flost §§] What followed iz almost completely missing, but the framework of § 21-22—

§ 95 clearly suggests that the entire passage was a long prayer to Tarhunzas, of which the

§§ 23'-29". Passage already treated in KZ 99 {1978), 113116, in the context of the reading
of the word “‘danghter”, tusoatii-. Some amplifications are offered here,
' § 93", tuatrs-, “daughter”: Dr. ¥, Starke kindly draws my attention to Cun, SAdu-ut-fo-
(ia-ti-ié (Laroche, Noms, no. 1388), interpreted by him as an aypellative rather than a PN
and to be anderstood as dutlyiyattis, “daughter”, & Luwian form extended by the suffix -tii-
as other kinship terms. As he obgerves, this establishes the phonetic interpretation of the Hier.
writing as fuwadri- (personal communication; and see now K Z 94 (1980), fortheoming, nofe 14).
: (FEMINA.PURUS.INFRA)G-nd-fi-: my guess of “hierodule” for this word never seemed likely
" to be so swiftly confirmed as it was Dy Starke, who has quoted me several examples of the
Tawism in Cun. Hittite, 3485 daniti-, including a passage strikingly similar to the present:
T 2469, 11 16, 26 £
Tuid-min-wa memas N4 DLuegal-ma-war-af SAldonitis ed[- . ..

f;?,;w'apedam'-ya awa Dx Btldandiin tefile

“Who(ever) shall say: “To Sarruma she is daniti-

to that Storm-god also T shall put o dand-",

§ 96, pi-[1]x: further reflection on this verb suggests to me that, contrary to what
I wrote in KZ 9% (1978), 115, we may have here simply "DARE. CRUS as an unusual writing of

piyata, “he gave”, This would produee a further example of the usage of crUS In this inseription
as a syllabogram #a,, for which cf. above, note on §12.

ALEYTO 2

Transliteration (Fig, 2, p. 145).

gl BGO-mi-t Tara /i-pa-sa (DEUSYTONITRUS-s1 | BONUS-1-1-50 ma-id-1-30
§2. wa,/i-mu-" (GABLUM.DEUS)TONITRUS-56 AG-i-ra/i-na-wae/i-ni-sa{URBS) (DEUS)
(23 Lowaa-sa Lx gl [ xxde
§3. - wo/i-mu’ mi-i-sor’ DOMINUS-Ra-1t-5¢ | FRATER-Jo-i-sa-ha | X-ra /it
RELH-ia

§4 | 2r-d-zi-pa-we /-y DEUS-ni-2t REX- 0y’ -hi-id UM | PRY, FES,(~)id-11-1
§5. Twa /i -mu-' | x40 | (BESTIA)RELy-sd-Fra/i-se
§6. wafita | PRAB-nG AxE4 | {PUGNUS-}-PUGNUS)hu-lu—ra/i-pa-ti-i
(381, - mepamwo i | URBS-mEeei-’ NRG,- [ L]
§ 8. 2w fi-mi-" {DEUS)SOL{nit(-Jea (“F382{YY " Va-ru-sa | t-zi-i-hol-)si
§9. G100 /i mina-' | FeATER-la-ng Yha-mi-i{a]-te-wue, NGy | [ ] A
§ 10, d-wa /i pa-sa-' | d-tag-mae-ze (DETUS)TONITRUS CUM-7 | PONERE-0a,/ - ha
§11, | VAS-tara /i-pa-wa/i-ne NEG, | REL-4-ha d-ld CRUS- R4 [r-nu=soa fi-he
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(4) §12. mu-pa-we /i Tx-x"-sa 2i-i-x-x | | BONUS-sa,--7a /410 | DARR-IE
§13. | 4rEA-pa-we/i-ta | REL-s6 | fd-1
§ 14. Pa-pa-we /i’ (CARLUM DEUS)TONITRUS  ha-tra/i-na-wa/t-ni-so{URESs)-hae
(DEUSILUNA-317-50 | (LdQUI)fmwaf‘a/?}’!;mtﬁ,
§ 15, wa/vti-" | cARLUM [ .. | ni-l INFRA-G | PES-wa /1400
§16. | ("TERRA”}m-Sd&mREL---{-?a/l—t@—pc&—*&oa/@—f@ | (T s ru-aon fi-td-za | ndd
SUPER—+-Ra/1-" | PRS00 /14
{8y §17 m-t-pa-aoe /-’ | FRATER(-)x ] I . % | REL-d-2a | BONUS-st+ra/i-ttt | pi-pa-
sa-wa /17
§18. | 4REa-pa-wa/i-fi-wafi-td-lo | REL-se | ta-1
$185. U ma-wa fi-ti-oa f1-s0 | td-ti-sa .
§ 20. ma-pa-wafi-se | #2374 [
§21. pa-ti-pa-we fi-ta-" | 2a-4-2F DRUS-NE-2 | TRA- fi-sa-1
§22. we /-t | detfagomasze | anma | CDOMUS—RA/T
(6) §23. Fhovafi-na-wofent-pa-ela i L JHa-t FEMINA-TTaa-# | Keg depo-si-ai]
| AIEFIIAl | frrammar{ ) hi-nli]-sa-i4
§ 24, L za-ti-pa-wa /i DEUS-3i-t | REL-3¢ | MALUS,-fay-0-07 | VERSUS-ia-ng | PES-10a/1-
-1
§ 25 NEGqpe-twe/i ‘ara/t-pe-ie | REL-sa | {“conwu’ Yara /i-po | oRUS-
§26 pa-po-wa/i- (oBUsiu-talvis . . ) (vevs)[dle]. ..
Translation
§1. I {am) Arpas, Tarhunzag” honoured servant,
§2. Celestial Tarhunzas and the Haranean Mocn-God [. . . marchled [before] me.
§3 Where(?) my lord and brother shall . .. (for) me,
§4. these gods shall walk with me for bng hip,
&5, the wild beasts shall(?) ... (D) (for) me,
§ 6. they shall PARAN aRHA HUHURPA- (them?).
8. And me the cities .. . not [ . .]
§8. I myself made an image of the Sun~(}od
§9. I did not [. . .T my brother Hamiyatas,
§10. 1 established his name with Tarhunzas
§11. but I did not set him up (as) any figure,
§12, and he gave . .. to me with goodness.
§13. But whoever takes {if/them) away,
§ 14 him may celestial Tarhunzas and the Haranean Moon-God curse!
§ 15, For him let not [. ..} come down from the sky,
§16. and let not MURUWATA(N)ZA come up from the earth!
§17. (That) which I shall present to my brother in goodness,
§ 18, whosever shall take it away from him,
§19. whether he (be) a father to h;m
§ 20, or whether he (be) 974 [. . .},
§21. against him may these gods be angry,
§ 22. may they get rid of hig name!
§23. For the Haranean [Moon-God ...} for [malle (and) female let his/their .. .-a

O LD
B 5D bY
&

burn{T) up [. . .]!

i

But who(ever) approaches this god with malice,
or who(ever) tramples(?) on Arpas,
him may Kuapaps and Ha [. . .
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Tological Notes _ _ ) :
1, Jgrpa-: for this as an onomastic element found elsewhere only in late, compound

ros, see Houwinlt ten Cate, LPG, 147

- mi-tagi- the peculiarity of this and other examples as compared with the nsual mi-fay/ie-

heen noted, JRAS 1975 /2, 131 £.; compare also in this inscription ¥RATER-la-¢- (§ 3) which,

. sther examples, regularly alternates with FraTER-lo- (e.g. this Inscription, §9). Can.

o seeme to show the same alternation befiween -o- and -ai- stems: cf. the forms quoted -

LL for washo-.

2T

‘89, Translation suggests the possible reading of the verb as (-JRELy-ta-, Le. (para) huiya-,
1, march before”.

£3. men{t)-o: conjunciion not very wall attested in thiz form, only in obscure contexts
.'(" spur, 3 MARAS 1, 65 TORPADA, 6: CARCHEMISE A 30,2 % and 4; A 27 1), but it may perhaps be
dentified with the better attested REL-i-ta (BABYLON stele 4 carcEEMIsH A 1o, 11 A 1D, 2

)

. {redup]jcated)} with a probable translation of “where{ver)”; and REL-i-fa-ng (KARATEPE XX,
104: XXXIV, 178, translated by Phoen. (b)-'8, “where”); of. also REL-ta-ha (AssUR letter ¢, iil;
ter g, 1" (properly ii}), which may also be translated “wherever”.

88 46 passage treated by A. Morpurgo Travies and J. D, Bawking, in Studsa . . . Merigg,
g. 4 and commentary.

§ 4. mEx-Tad /1" -hi-td: form noted in JRAS 1975/2, 129, n. 18, apparently an example of
dative case in -a.

. §5. Recognition of (BESTIA)RELy-sd-tra/i-sa as =hwisar s, “wild beasts” (nom./acc.
‘sing. neuter), and the consequent identification of beginning of §6 with wa/i-ta, leaves §0
o very short clause. Options for the illegible word which seems o end in -ia are: (i) plar. neuter
neun or adjective, predicated of *hwisar-(sa) (latter diffeult—rplur, nenter with sing. collective?);
" or preferably (i) verb, 8rd sing. present in ~iq (for whieh see now A. Morpurgo Davies, Festschrift
© 0. Seemerényi, 577 ). A reading REL,RELg-iz, “will run (o me)” would give some sense,
but hardly agrees with the traces.

§6. Unclear are both subject (“it/they”—the gods, the wild beasts?) and object (-uin,
“it/them”’—the wild beasts?). For the verb huhurpa-, with devived form huhurpali-, see now
M. Ralac, £Z 92 (1978), 124; contexts of the attestations seam hardly sufficient to determine
range of meaning for root. :

§8, (-ymi?(-)ea: some doubt over presence of 71, though 1t Is the mmost Likely sign to read
here; -ni-za does not however offer a recognizable phonetic complement to {(DrUg)soL (fewal-);
resding (DEUS)SOL-z4 perhaps possible.

ta-ru-se, “status’: elsewhere always determined by caPUTA-VAS (HH, no. 12); but while
a vestorabion of this is not absolutely excluded hers, it seems more Hkely that the logogram is
HH, no. 389, s determinative plausibly suggested by Gelb to mark objects made of wood, as
Chun. g1, the original pictogram of which it ragernbles (Gelb, Hittite Hieroglyphs 111, 47 citation 8
ef. id., A Study of Writing (vevised ed.; Chicago, 1963}, Fig. b4, woop). A reading of za
(“¢389" Ya-ru-sa, “this statue’’, is perbaps possible.

{-3s7: element unknown and difficult to explain, perhaps to be taken ag suffized to the
ensuing copula awa; but it could be identified with the unexplained -si twice found following
the verly (PR, )RILy RELy-si-ta/td(-s1) (cf. An. Si. 28 {1875), 136 1.}, which would strengthen the
case for taking it with the verb here.

§89-11: passage treated in An. Si. 25 (1975}, 134 and Fig. 1, 140.

§19. x-x-s0: presumably represents the subject for which one might expect d-pa-sa, “the
latter”, Le. my brother Hamiyatas, but such a restoration hardly agrees with the tratces.
Nevertheless the brother must surely be understood as the subject, and the clause to relate to
the reciprocal favours bestowed by him on Arpas.

2i-i-x-x presumably the objecs of donation,
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§§ 13-14: quoted by A. Morpurgo Davies, in Fegischrift Szemerényi, B8A,

§§16-16: quoted in RHA XXIX (1971), 115¢. and Iig. 4, 128 (old transliteration), in
sontext of disecussion of aw-, “come”.

§17. wraTER{-)x[. . .]-x: the possibility that the first sign after the logogram is ¢ suggests
that what followed might have been the full phonetic writing of the word for “brother”; which,

had i been preserved, would have established whether or not this was d-tag-la- {HH, vo, 45 /117,
cantra Glossary, 43, s.v. d-ti-lo-1; of. also An. St. 29 {1979}, 158, n. 51},

§18. -pa-wa/i-tl-wa/i-ti-tn: Meriggi (Momuale 11 /2, 244) has commented on the interesting
accumwlation of particles, (-pa-twa), - i ("for him”) + ate {“it”) + to {= Oun. Tuw, ~ti,
Hitt. -kan).

§15, G*ramma.tical stricture Is sufficiently clear: ma(n)- (“whether™) + wa, | tu {*to him™)
+as (“he”) “(is) a father”. The sense of this clanse is perhaps to be sought in the literary
topos of “becorning father to kings” (e.g. KARATEDE, EVILL,

§$20. HH, no. 274: of the two words attested as determined by this logogram, the verh
hatali-) “smite’ is clearly irrelevant o the context; the other, (*274)upatit- is disoussed above,
TELL AEMAR 1, note on § 8. Some derived form of the latter might be appropriate here, “upatit-
man’ or the like.

§22. “pDomMUs-faa/r % all other Late Period atbestations of this verh write it as a
causative form in -mu/ni (sece HH, no. 248, Glossary, 95; and add antyamaw 1, 4; MEHARDE,
rev. 2}. EMIRGAZI, however, besides o DOMUS -+ R /T-nd-wa/i-ha (V, 3), has & form pomus
bRa/1-0/ia (B, 3t see An, Si 25 (1975, 129 1), apparently 3rd sing. present of the simple
verb. It is probably a writing of this siuple verb which is to be understood here, and i, too,
like the EMIRGAZI attestation is transitive.

§23. katra/ing-wa/ini-: expected to be followed. by (pRUS)LUwA, this form is pre-
sumabiy dative, since although ft conld be accusafive, it is hard to envisage a clause in fhis
context of which “the Haranean Moon-god” could be the ohject.

Order of reading of signs and divisions of words in the following group is somewhat un-
certain. T have chosen the one which seems to offer best hope of understanding the structure
of the clause. For sufizes, of. dn. Si. 25 (1975}, 143 citation 50,

[ Je-# FRMINA-tiia-ti: the restoration “to/for the Haranean Moon-god” suggests the
further restoration [tanimi-he masani VIR-fi-Jig-te TEMINA-ti-la-#, “C[and to/for every god mafle
{and) female”’,

Xzt unidentified logogram resembling *477 (FLaMmar(?)) ingide rectangle.

(FLaMMaR(? ) et-n[d]-sa-1l: the verb arha hinusa- is used elsewhers of offering animals to
gods {cERKE, obv. top, 1-2, read bi-[nulwe /730, MARAS 3, 2 MARAS 5, read A-nud-awa /17
perhaps by burning as is suggested partly by context and partly by the supposition that the
logogram HH, no. 477 represents “flames” (of. dn. St 25 (1975), 138 for {*4TTlaslas-,
(47T lazali-). . .

In the present state of this clause # is impossible to defermine the subject (X-20 apasinz
or something else?) and object (X-2i apasinzi or something else!).

3% 24-25: already handled in An. §i. 25 (1 975), 146 and Fig, 4.

Analysis of historical content

If the interpretations given above are correct, the following historical sequensce may
be reconstructed from a combination of the texte of the TELL amvax stelae,

Someone, apparently Aviyahinas’s grandfather, Hapatilas, was king (1.s. 1, § 7), and
exercised extensive power (T.a. 1, §88-9, also § 14), but died in the land of Ana {T.4. 1,
§ 10). He was succeeded by Ariyahinas, of whose minority a kinsman(?) took advantage,
bo usurp power (salha(n)za—r.4.1,§§11-12). The usurper (who may have been Masuwarazas)
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ceded by his son Hamiyatas (v.a. 1, §13; 7.4 2, §1, and of. above, footnotes 4
“ond the latter was able to claim to have inherited his father's power (salha(n)eo—
§ 4), As king, Hamiyatas inscribed and set up the Storm-God stele T.4. 2, from
qch higtorical content as it once had has now been largely lost. During his reign
tas meems to have made some amends to the dispossessed lne, since after pro-
;'(?) Ariyahinas’s son over his great-grandfather in relation to power (salho{n)za
£ 14), he made him Jozd of his house and greater than his own brothers, so that
one obeyed him {r.a. 1, §§ 15-17). But after Hamiyatas's death (T.a. 1, § 18), his gon
od this conciliatory policy, decreeing evil for Ariyahinag’s son and plotting againss
' (.41, § 18-20} The Iatter reacted with an appeal to the Storm-God of Heaven in
lopg prayer, mostly Tost %(T.A. 1, 8§ 21-24"), which he concluded by vowing to dedicate
nerty’s (i.e. Hamiyatas's son’s) daughter a8 a hierodule to the god. Tarhunzas heard
-~ and handed over to him his enemy, on whom he wrought vengeance (1.4. 1, §§ 25'-27"),
1 "..by presumably falling under the curse of Hamiyatas (s, 2, L7, of. An. St 25
975), 147, citation 56 a (iil)). He seems to have carried out the threat to his enemy’s
ohter (T.4. 1, § 89"), at which point the text breaks off. Needless to say, Ariyahinas’s
st have become king in order to have inscribed the whole story on stone.

1f the Hamiyatas of 75l saEMaR 1 and 2 is indeed to be identified with his namesake
cazzppo 2, he had during his reign a brother Arpas, who, while acknowledging his
apremacy (“my lord and brother, Hamiyatas™), and performing on his behall various
dedicatory acts recorded in the inseription itself, seems to have expected to succeed his
Frother as king. Perhaps be expressed thiz ambition too openly which may have led to his
Jemotion in favour of Ariyahinas’s son. A% all events, Arpas cannot have been pleased
at, Homiyatas's action as recorded in 1.8, 1, § 16. '

v

Date and stylistic considerations _

" As far as the internal chronology of the period covered by these ngeripticns goes,
“Arivahinas’s son, the author of the later stele, harks back to the reign of his great-grand-
“father, in succession to whom his father seems to have reigned but only briefly in his youth.
o Parallel to these four “legitimate” generations (great-grandfather, Hapatilas; father,

~ Aviyahinag; son), three “usurping” generations are mentioned (father; gon, Hamiyatas;
~ grandson). The total peviod covered: by the narrative can hardly have been less than a
century.

The problem of fitting the TELL AEMAR stelae and their ingeriptions in with the general
history has been spelt out very clearly by Ussishkin.'® Briefly summarized, it is that
Til-Barsip is only attested textually in Assyrian sources of the period as the “royal city”
or “fortified c¢ity’"¥? of Abuni of Bit-Adini {lafune DTMU Igding)'® an Aramean opponent of
Axgurnasirpal IT and Shalmaneser I, who ruled from at leagt ¢, 870 B.c. until his deposition
in 856 m.c. Theresfter Til-Barsip, renamed Kar-Shalmaneser, remained a permanent
Assyrian stronghold on the Euphrates. It can hardly be seriously doubted that the stelae
antedate the time of Ahuri. Vet it is also hard to understand how these Neo-Hitiite stelae
could belong to an Aramean tribal state like Bit-Adini. The loss of the Hieroglyphic name
of the kingdom from both the stelae is particularly unfortunate for this problem.

Stylistically, as recognized by Ussishkin, the stelae belong clogely with the Buhis-
Katuwas style at Carchemish, lying only some 12 miles up-stream, and the date of the

18 Loe. cib., above, footnote 3.

17 See V. Ikeda, frog 41 (1979), 76 1.

1% The tribal designation povmT fadind, “of Bit-Adini”, is typically Avamean, and the PN Tahund,
“our brother” generally Semitic. There s, of course, no possiblity of identifying the name with any
appearing in the Hieroglyphic stelas—see above note on TELL ATMAR 1, §1,

R A
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latter assemblage, though generally accepted as prior to A#furmasirpal II, cannot be
pushed too far back info the tenth century B.0. on account of its links with other later
groups.*® Allin all, a date of ¢. 900 2.c. 4 is probable both for the Carchemish sequence and
the Til-Barsip pieces. However, the existence of Bit-Adini is first attested in 899 B.c.,20
and strong Aramean presence on the Buphrates in the reign of Agiur-rabi 11 (c. 1012~
972 B.c.). 2

While the soulptural style as well as the script, language and pantheon of the raiw
ABMAR stelae point unequivocally to a purely Neo-Hittite /Hier. Luwian character, some
doubts have been raised in the past about the connections of the personal names found in
the inscriptions. As regards these names, 5, apatila-, Aviyahing-, Homiyata-, Maswwaraza-,
and also dvpa-, while few of their component elements can be unequivocaily identified as
Aratolian (Hitsite-Luwian), the overall mpression s of names of an Anatolian type, and
such a characterization i$ indeed much more probable than Hurran®? or Semitic2?
identifications,

B0 ¢an this art and these names and inseriptions be envigaged ag belonging to members
of Bit-Adini earlier than Ahwumi, or should they be regarded as intrusive? I thinkin general
we must agree with Ussishkin’s advoeacy of the latter view. One further point, however,
should be considered, and that is that there is no evidence that the ciby Til-Barsip itself
belonged to the Aramean state of Bit-Adini before the time of Ahuni, Indeed T think we
may best take the “Hittite” character of these monuments ag evidence thai it did not,
and suppose that the Til-Barsip monuments represent not an intrusive Hittite dynasty
within Bit-Adini tself, but » surviving Hiftite enclave in an area moereasingly under
Aramean control. Thus the eity itself would have fallen o Bit-Adini at the latest in the
reign of Ahuni, and the period of Aramean domination of the city was probably of short
duration, which would explain why, unlike the Neo-Hittite snd Assyrian period it is
poorly represented in the swviving monuments, ¢

ADDENDA

I am very grateful to Dr. F. Starke for the following observations.

1. {Above, p. 148). Btarke proposes to Interpret the word as salhafn)za, and to associate it
with cun. Luw. falfati, and the Luwism in Cuon. Hittite Salpitii-, “growth” (cf. Oettinger,
Stammbildung, 550 § 489,

2. {Above, p. 149). Cun. Luw. readings confirmed by collation,

3. {Above, p. 150). Ssarke proposes to interpret MALUS, wa/i-2a as * atuwa{n)za and com-
pares Cun. Luw. addwoonzz. This would represent a simple root * gfu-, and the other forms
noted extensions in ~i#(7), i.e. ®atwwit(s)-.

4. (4bave, p. 1B1). Btarke compazes £ Bo VII 68(L-) 69,1119 i8ara artit{a], “he raised the
hands” (ef. Meriggl, W ZKM 53 (1967), 210 . 45), The tmyplied identification of Cun. Luw. ari-
with Hier. puanus-ri-i- will be explored in 4 fortheoming paper.

¥ See Qrthmann, Untersuchungen sur spitheth. Kunst, 46 f.; alao recently H. Genge, Nordsyrisch-
sudonaiolische Reliefs (Copenhagen, 1979), 52 f,

* Crayson, ART 11, $428.

11T B8, coL ii 35 . = ARAB T, § 603,

?% B.g. that of Landsberger, Sam’al, 34, n. 70 {(Hopatile- = *Hepa-atal).

* B.g. that of Barnstt, Carchemish 11T, 263 {Hasmdyata- = YEIRametoyn, “the Hamathite™).

¥ The excavators seem to have no spocial grounds for identifying the pre-Assyrian remains as
Aramean other than the @ prior assumption that the city was Aramean befors the Assyzian conguest
{T4l-Barsih, ch. TV A, ssp. pp. 94 £.).




