THE DUCTUS OF THE ALALA] VII TEXTS
AND THE ORIGIN OF HITTITE CUNEIFORM

Theo van den Hotit

1.INTRODUCTION

Until 1952 it was widely held that the preservedtitéi text corpus was the product
of about one century of scribal activity: the cdoen, so it was thought, showed no
obvious diachronic development, the scribal namestimned in the texts seemed to be
concentrated in the later 13th century, and thepuorat large was found in an
archaeological stratum that had come to an endndrd200 BC. Then, in 1952, a
fragment was found in a clear pre-13th century lldwe the first time. Known as the
ZukraSi-text, so-called after an army commandethi service of the king of Yarad
and known from the AlalaLevel VIl records, it tells of events that fit wehto the
Syrian campaigns of the Hittite kifgattusili 1, who ruled ca. 1650 Bt was therefore
declared an “original” from the days dfattuSili “da geschichtliches Ereignis und
Niederschrift nicht zu weit auseinander liegen it The general look of the fragment
showed dense writing with few word spaces, a dyigtight slant, especially in the heads
of the vertical wedges, and narrow intercolumniaagfents with those same
characteristics were then identified in the corptigexts that had all previously been
thought to date from the $Zentury. As a consequence, the time depth of tittéeH
corpus suddenly went from a single century, then, 18 three or four ranging from
around 1650 to about 1200 BC: apparently the dgtihad been writing for many more
centuries and had also stored tablets for a muaelatime than previously thought.

In spite of the characteristic traits in the aspafcthe old fragments, that is, the
density, the slant, and the narrow intercolumriavas still thought that the sign shapes
did not deviate in any essential way from thosthefl3th-century documents and that no
significant development could be traced. This begarchange in 1969. During the
1970’s and early 1980's a detailed paleographilmdanodel was developed by which
almost any fragment that contained a reasonablebaurof signs could be dated in
absolute terms. That is, the date a particularnfieag had been inscribed could be
determined in periods of about 50 years. Needlesay, the composition contained in
the fragment could be much older. Compare, foramse, the model as given by Frank
Starke in his booBie keilschrift-luwischen Texte im Umschfift

! tvdhout@uchicago.eduThe Oriental Institute, Chicago. | would like tbank my Oriental
Institute colleagues Dennis Campbell, Petra Goduege, Martha Roth, and Chris Woods for
their advice, as well as Jake Lauinger and Willeriijaal. Needless to say, | alone am responsible
for the views expressed here.

2 See the edition by de Martino 2003: 91-125.

® Otten — Sotek 1969: 42.

* Starke 1985: 27. The CHD sigla (OS = Old Scrip§ MMiddle Script, NS = New Script) were
added by me.
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heth. Sprachstufi Jahrhundertzahlur  Duktustypel (CHD sigla

Altheth. 16. Jh la o<

E. 16. Jt Ib o<

Mittelheth A.15. Jh lla MS

E. 15. Jt IIb MS

A.14. Jh lic MS

Junghett E. 14. J+ llla NS

13. Jh b NS

Table 1. The traditional dating model after StatR85: 27.

This dating method uses a range of diagnostic slgapes that show a distinct
development over the centuries. Compare the foligwable with examples of some of
the relevant signs:

Cuneiform sign Old Script Middle Script New Script
AK == == ek
AZ/UK B = [ 5 = [ 5
DA = = =X

E = B S

HA % % i

IK = = NZEs
=\l =
e 2l

Table 2. Some diagnostic signs for dating Hitigbe$.

§ K

Whereas most sign shapes remained stable througtetiistory of Hittite writing,
the above signs and others were subject to cettanges. As the table shows, not all
changes appeared at the same moment: some stadggirt from their Old Script (OS)
forerunner already in the Middle Script (MS) dagerGpareAz/UK, DA, E, IT), others
only later (comparek, HA, IK, LI). Some changes are subtle, others are more stibstan

This dating method was to be applied quite mecladigicWhereas the older sign
shapes continued to be used, albeit with decredstogiency, it is the latest form that
determines the date a fragment was written. Ask8taut it already in 1977: “Ein
einziges negatives Indiz reicht aus, um dem zursmtbenden Text das Préadikat
“Althethitisch” abzusprechen; die Summe der positivindizien (ohne Ausnahme!)
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erweist den betreffenden Text als original althitih’.> He repeated this in 1985: “Die
Haufigkeit ihres Vorkommens spielt in diesem Zusamhang keine Rolle, vielmehr
kann, wenn die Zeichenform charakteristisch geraigein einziger Beleg ausreichen,
was vor allem fur die Datierung kleinerer Fragmeria Bedeutung ist®. This principle
has gone largely uncontested and OS was suppodedécalean and pure phase, free of
any “later” intrusions. It means that a fragmenttaining almost exclusively older sign
shapes, but, for example, a single later Ik, immediately betrays itself as having been
written much later than all other signs at firsggested. Although, as Starke says, this
gives us the possibility to date even the smaflegfment, as long as it contains one of
the characteristic late sign shapes, it also lay® lan essential flaw: only with fully
preserved tablets in pristine condition can one achieve absolute certainty. But this, as
we all know, is an extremely rare situation. Wheorking with a well preserved text
with only few parts missing or damaged and contgronly older signs, we are already
faced with the inevitable question: how can we begain that there was not in its lost
parts a single late sign, completely overturnirgalder date that we now assign it on the
basis of all the preserved older signs?

But there are two more problems with this appro&atst of all, how realistic is this
principle from a scribal point of view? Handwritinthanges across generations, and
writing itself is a largely unconscious action, es8 we are talking about deliberate
copying, be it calligraphy or plain forgery, buisths not something we expect Hittite
scribes to have particularly valued. The goal wasopy content, not sign shapes, and the
very fact of a diachronic development as the babisur dating method presupposes a
natural developmeﬁt.So, is it realistic to assume that a 13th centsogibe, when
copying an OS text, would meticulously copy all thider sign shapes, even down to
things like lack of word space, and then, havingegotired perhaps towards column iv,
would commit alapsus calamby inadvertently writing a shape that otherwiseataild
use on a daily basis when writing contemporarystext

The second problem is that we have not been censist applying this principle. In
the introduction to his edition of all OS rituakte, Erich Neu described two types of OS
script, the so-called Typ I, the oldest one, and Mythat already foreshadowed the later
MS. For each of the two he included a photo inlthek of his book and handcopies were
published in KBo 25. His example for the oldestiaat; Typ |, was KBo 25.112, but the
handcopy by Heinrich Otten shows a clear l&te(i 5). Collation of the original in
Ankara confirms the correctness of the copy. Yet ttagment is still listed in the
Konkordanzas “ah.” (OS). In 1990 Jorg Klinger and Erich Naoknowledged the
appearance of a lat& in another fragment (KUB 36.127 rev. 16), withdetting it

® Starke 1977: 9.

® Starke 1985: 21.

" This not to claim that there may not have beemsional archaizing. This might well be the case
with occurrences of the older variants of signs g, KU, andLi in certain manuscripts from the
second half of the 13th century, when they are ussedriting the royal namesiattusili (l11),
Tudhaliya (IV), and Suppiluliuma (11, Suppiluliyamal.cA.pU), while the later shapes are attested
elsewhere in the same text.
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overturn their overall characterization of the msomipt as MS. Similarly, compare the
following later shapes in texts that are listedmvaisten in OS:AL in KBo 17.1ii 19 and
36, sAR ibid. i 7, Az in KBo 3.22, 617 URU in KBo 22.2 obv. 7 and 1ZN in KBo 22.1:

5, 24,UN in KBo 20.10 i 16" (vs. the older form in ii 13). Most of these saimems are
already attested in MS manuscriffts.

In all these cases we are dealing with a singlgustr a few “later” forms among
otherwise “older” shapes. Yet these fragments areiglly considered old. Personally, |
too would be loath to date these texts down toliBia century, just on account of a
single or a few signs, but if we continue to acdbise fragments as OS, we have to
accept that these later forms apparently were@jr&aown but were somehow generally
suppressed. How are we to explain this?

2.THE ALALAH VII CUNEIFORM FROM A HITTITOLOGIST'S POINT OF

VIEW

The answer, | believe, may be in the origin of iitite cuneiform. As | have laid
out in more detail recently, the possibility of a Syrian origin of the typicalHittite
cuneiform variant had been considered a theorgiassibility since 1922, but it did not
become a realistic option until Wiseman publistrezlAlalay tablets in 1953. It was Hans
Guterbock who revived this hypothesis in 1954, pomat the resemblance between the
Alalah and Hattusaductis. However, assuming that the cuneiform practicedlatah
was probably representative of a larger area, thenali insist that its origin should have
been specifically that city. This possibility of a Syrian origin has been quotefew
times since then. Christel Ruster and Erich Neuheir Hethitisches Zeichenlexikon
described Hittite cuneiform as an “altbabylonisdférsive, wie sie im nordsyrischen
Raum z.B. von frilhen Texten aus Alake Tel Acana; Schicht VII) bekannt ist®.Jérg
Klinger likewise noted the similarities but at theeme time observed a clear gap between
Hittite OS and the script of the Alalavil texts!® By this he probably referred to the
appearance of several sign shapes that from aeHit¢rspective we would call “late” or
“later” forms. This led him to believe that the #& cuneiform went back to an Old
Babylonian cursive that was older than the one usedorthern Syria in the days of

8 Klinger — Neu 1990: 139, 155 n. 24.

® Thus already Heinhold-Krahmer et al. 1979: 99; #ee autography and photo in the
Konkordanz

9 Thus already Heinhold-Krahmer et al. 1979: 99.

1 TheKonkordandists this text as “ah.?/mh.?”.

2 For AL, AZ/UK, SAR, TAR, URU see Heinhold-Krahmer et al. 1979: 100f.; [Hie can be seen in
IBoT 1.29 rev. 55, 57, see also the same K#eon seals of Suppiluliuma | (RS 17.227, see
Schaeffer 1956: 3 fig. 2-3, Otten 1995: 24, 40 ABB) and Mursili Il (Bo 90/1135, see Otten
1995: 41 Abb. 39). Compare also the sign list ip 2991: 113-118, for the tablet collection found
at Magat Hoyuk; for the date of these texts around 13Z5Be van den Hout 2007, for a different
viewpoint see de Martino 2010.

'3 yvan den Hout 2009a: 11-35.

!4 Guterbock 1956: 516.

'* Riister — Neu 1989: 15.

16 Klinger 1998: 371.
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Hattusili I.'” because Hittite OS is supposed to be free of atgr” shapes, as we saw.
Most recently, Daniel Schwemer concluded: “Der genZeitpunkt und die Umstande
der Schrift-Adaption liegen nach wie vor im DunKetf

The Alalgy cuneiform has never been the object of systerpaieographic study, it
seems, neither by Assyriologists nor by Hittitokigi Therefore, in order to investigate
the original claim by Giterbock, | offer here agqumgraphic analysis of the Al&la/II
texts. The following remarks present a Hittitolagisview of its script, that is, | have
looked at a selection of signs that are diagndsticHittite texts. For an Assyriologist
they may be wholly uninteresting and their co-eetise within a single corpus self-
evident, but for the alleged relation between tineeiform of Alala VIl and Old-Hittite
Hattu$a they are essential. To this end | have thakahg 278 handcopies of Alal¥Il
texts, made available by Manfred Dietrich, Oswalatdtz, and Hanspeter Schaudig in
three recent issues of the journddarit-Forschungenand in the dissertation by Frank
Zeeb® Although | have seen some photos of AaMl tablets, my observations are
based on these handcopies only and therefore bangeriain provisiona® Some of the
variants noted may be or are sometimes even likelye due to mere scribal inaccuracy
and/or natural variation — even within the handafingle scrib® — and they may not
always be relevant or distinctive, but a paleogyaptat pretends some degree of
completeness does need to include them. The sa@ested areak, AL, Az, EN, K, KU,

LI, QA, SAR, TAR, UK, UN, anduru. Besides these | kept an eye on signs hikeE, HA,
HAR, IT, NI, SA, andTA.

In order to explore the possibility of the Alalauneiform as a forerunner of the
Bogazkody script, | have not only compared the AlaMdl signs with the selection of
signs relevant for Hittitologists just mentionedjt lalso with two documents from the
17th century Hittite kingdom written in Akkadian &not-yet-Hittite cuneiform. The first
of these is the letter written by a certain Labaaddressed to Tunip-TeSSub, ruler of
Tikunani, located in the northern Euphrates &fd@he Labarna is generally accepted as
having beerattusili 1. Although the document is without exgcbvenance, it is likely
that it originated from the northern Euphrates aamd its status as a true and legally
authentic original makes it very important for dpeestions addressed here: it must be a
document issued biattusili | during his reign. The other is the sdked UrSu-Text,
KBo 1.11. Although its absolute date cannot befiestiat the moment, all Hittitologists
agree that its contents place the text in the gesfdhe first two Hittite kingsHattusili |
and MursSili 1. There seems to be fairly wide corsex) moreover, that the tablet itself is

7 Klinger 1998: 374.

'8 Schwemer 2005-2006: 220.

'° Dietrich — Loretz 2004, Dietrich — Loretz 2005eBich — Loretz 2006, and Zeeb 2001. All texts
published by Dietrich — Loretz are quoted by thenbar given there; the text numbers as assigned
in Zeeb 2001 are preceded by “Z".

% The copies of Wiseman 1953 in general seem teatethe basic (that is, “older” or “later”)
shape or structure of the signs correctly, butcttyges published in Dietrich — Loretz 2004, 2005,
2006 provide a more realistic impression of thgiogls.

2L For the variation of signs within a single hand tee study by Pardee 2007.

22 Cf. Salvini 1994.
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likely to be (more or less) contemporaneous. Tagettine texts form a bridge between
Alalah andHattu3a: the Alala corpus has nothing to do with the early Hittiteds, the
Labarna-Letter was written at the behest of thételiking but written in Akkadian and in
a Syrian script and was likely found in the generaith-Syrian area where Alalavas,
and the UrSu-Text is a Hittite product, writtenAkkadian and in a Syrian cuneiform but
found atHattusa.

Finally, | also briefly looked at the use of perabdeterminatives, certain ligatures,
sound values, the inventory of Sumerograms, andiskeeof what in Hittitology we call
paragraph lines. However, a fuller study of thesenmmena in the AlalaVIl texts vis-a-
vis the Hittite cuneiform remains a desideratum.

3.ANOTE ON TERMINOLOGY

Before we proceed to the results, it is importantotiefly insert a note on the
terminology used here. There is in ancient Neatdfastudies sometimes a regrettable
tendency “to go it alone”. The usage of the termchase”, for instance, has very little to
do with the definition of that term as used in gaharchival science. During the 1950's
some attempts were made to establish a dialogueydbhing came of it, and nowadays
some Assyriologists even claim that general ard¢hilvaory and its apparatus are not
really applicable to cuneiform studi&sThis is to be deplored, because the lack of a
unified terminology stands in the way of what cob&la fruitful dialogue and prevents us
from asking relevant questions of our material ai as from seeing possible solutions to
certain problems that are obvious to archivistsrmitto us. Something similar seems to
have happened in Hittitology regarding paleographe generally distinguish ductus
(Duktug and sign shapeg¢ichenformen® Ductus, we are told, refers to such general
features as the density of the writing due to & cminimum of word spaces, the width
of intercolumnia, the lack or absence of marginghenleft, a slight slant of the heads of
vertical wedges: in short, the general “look” ofadlet. Sign shapes, on the other hand,
concern the way an individual sign was made, thathe order, number, and kind of
strokes that make up a sign. General works on gedeby, however, normally define
ductus (in accordance with its Latin origins) ase*ct of tracing strokes on the writing
surface. A basic ductus determined the order amdctthn of the traces in the
configurations required for the basic shapes ofldtiers in a particular script®. The

23 Cf. Jursa 2005: 57 with n. 350.
24 Cf. Starke 1977: 9; Neu 1980: xiv; Klinger 19982%. 19.
% parkes 2008: 151; thus also others, cf. e.g., B2@8: 130 (“In palaeography, ‘duct’ ductus

. are terms used to denote the distinctive featofethe strokes in a particular hand. These
include the way in which the letters are formea, sequence of the strokes creating a letter [such
as whether the bowl or the ascender is writtert firad], how the pen was cut and held, how
much pressure was applied to it, how quickly owhmat direction the hand moves, how carefully
or carelessly the penmanship is executed, and thrgy oharacteristic or distinguishing aspects of
the writing.”) or Nufiez Contreras 1994: 40 (“Ductis el orden de sucesioén y el sentido [de
izquierda a derecha, de arriba hacia abajo, aicjue el escriba ejecuta los trazos que componen
cada una de las letras”). Some prefer the ternucstre”: cf. Bischoff 1979: 67f. (“Bei der
Ausfiihrung ist auf die ... Reihenfolge der Strichie, ‘Gtruktur” der Buchstaben zu achten” with
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general look of a manuscript, on the other handpigered by the obvious teraspect
“the general impression on the page made by amseecof handwriting at first sight®
There is a lot we can learn from existing knowled§ecribal practices in, for instance,
medieval scriptoria, where monks labored over mpieClassical authors, much in the
same way ancient Near Eastern scribes did. Indth@nfing | will use the termsluctus
and aspectaccording to the definitions as used in generalkevan paleography and
manuscript terminology.

4. THE ALALAH VII DUCTUS

In general, we see in Aldlahe same pattern that we observe ageB&oy: most
signs are stable in their shape, while others —eaafly the more elaborate orlés—
exist in a sometimes bewildering variety of shapesunted 22 different varieties for the
sign AK, 13 forLl, 10 for K andku, 9 for URU, and 8 forsAR. The signsSA andTA are
attested with no verticals inscribed or with o8, with two, three or four horizontal
wedges, all these forms sometimes coexisting withisingle text, and sometimes the
same shape is to be read in one line,TA in another (cf. e.g. 20.02:6, 9). Likewise,
comes with no, with one or with two inscribed veaits. The sigr$E can be written with
four or six Winkelhaken. It might be an interestiagk for the future to see how internal
textual diachrony and/or geAfemaps onto these paleographical findings. The dvera
very practical bookkeeping character of the coitectat any rate, points at a group of
scribes for whom writing was, first of all, a meawsan end, rather than a craft to be
cultivated for its own sake.

Among the varieties just mentioned, what Hittitoktg call “older” and “later”
variants of a sign exist side by side within thal&l corpus, sometimes even within the
same text (for the shapes see below). Although vwargation within a single text is
relatively rare, it does make clear that the vasiaf a single sign shape could be used by
and were known to the same scribe. Compare, ftanos, the different shapeszaf:

n. 4 “Ich ziehe diesen Terminus dem in der Liter&taufig gebrauchten Ausdruck “Duktus” vor,
den ich Eigenschaften des individuellen Schrebstirbehalten mdchte”; for the latter see also
the remarks in NUfiez Contreras 1994: 40f. aboutdbeuela italiana” that uses the term “trazado”
for this and reserves ductus for the degree ofveness of a hand).

% parkes 2008: 149; cf. again Beal 2008: 24 (“Iragagraphy, the term ‘aspect’ denotes the
general appearance of a handwriting or script émdadlient tendencies, such as its predominant
uprightness or slope, its angularity or roundn#éss,tightness or spaciousness of the lettering,
etc.”).

2" This may be a general paleographic principle:nitoee opportunities there are to vary (that is,
the more elaborate the structure of a sign is),ntloee variation there will be; cf. the converse
observation by Biggs 1973: 42, that “for many sitjmes potential for variation is limited ( ... ) or
else the shape of the sign does not permit mughtiar in angles or orientation”.

2 Cf. the remarks by Biggs 1973: 41, concerningetiity” (i.e., official and longer-term) and
“documentary” (i.e., ephemeral) hands. In the ads&lalah one could, for instance, point to AIT
1, an official deed, using a clearly more archaid emonumental script than most others.

% In the following footnotes references to Alalgexts will be given to the individual fragments
(not lines in the texts!) in which the variants mcdPlain numbers refer to the editions in Dietrich
— Loretz 2004, 2005, and 2006; “Z” refers to thddén Zeeb 2001.



8 Th. van den Hout

AK 10.03:10, 23 and ibid. 8, 16

AZ/UK 10.03:17, 22 and ibid. 24

EN Z 7:12 and ibid. 3

IK 21.02:10 and ibid. 7; 22.01:13 and ibid. 27; 40L61and ibid. 23, 27
QA 20.05:147? and ibid. 20; 22.06:25 and ibid. 8

SAR 20.08:7 and ibid. 8; 23.03:22, 28 and ibid. 20, 25

TAR Z 35:51 and ibid. 55, 57.

In general, the ratio between the “older” and ‘atgn shapes — from a Hittite
perspective (cf. Table 2) — in the corpus at leglgews an unmistakable predilection for
the “older” shapes. Compare the following table:

value “older” “later” total “older” %  “later” %
AL 36 16 52 69.2 30.8
AZ[UK 21 3 24 87.5 12.5
EN 10 30 40 25 75
IK 64 29 93 68.8 31.2
LI 110 7 117 94 6
QA 33 18 51 64.7 35.3
SAR 24 24 48 50 50
TAR 14 3 17 82.3 17.7
UN 40 10 50 80 20

Table 3. Frequency of older and later sign shapésea Alala VII texts.

The absolute numbers in the above table referxts te which the signs occdt not
to the total attestations of each individual si§a.mentioned above, variation of distinct
shapes of a single sign within the same tabletletively restricted in the corpus, and in
most cases a text is internally consistent in itpe shapes it uses.

5.REMARKS ON INDIVIDUAL SIGNS™
AL: the two variants are the same ones we find jntélitablets FIT— ’EEE). Both
the UrSu-Text and Labarna-Letter have the “oldéegse %) only*

%0 The attestations can be found in the footnotesviel

31 |f a text contains two or more variants its numiseprinted inbold. For the sign&U anduru
only a selection of references is given. If there jast two main variants (see, for instane),
they are each given a “line”; in case of more sub#riations of a main variant, they follow in the
same line. All variants are consecutively numbered.

“UrSu” refers to the UrSu text KBo 1.11, “Lab.” tiee Labarna letter as published in Salvini 1994,
32 Attestations for Alala variants: (1) 11.01, 20.01, 20.07, 20.18, 21.Q402, 22.04, 22.06,
22.11, 22.13, 23.01, 23.03, 30.05, 30.07, 31.0103131.05, 31.08, 31.09, 31.10, 31.14, 31.15,
32.01, 40.01, 42.01, 42.02, 43.04, 44.01, 44.05, Z, 5, 24, 34, 46, 55; (2) 10.01, 10.03, 22.02,
22.09, 22.10, 30.04, 30.08, 30.10, 30.15, 31.0843B1.13, 40.05, 40.09, 51.02, Z 17.
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AL BT

S
UrSu m

Lab. ;:;I

AZ/UK: the UrSu-Text likewise shows both variants-(vs. = ¥*), with and without
subscripza andub respectively, although the non-subscripted foesa)(is attested only
once® The Labarna-Letter has the variant without supsamly*

AZUK B M e gE - P e B
= omh PR
use B A S
Lab, 4=

EN: is the only sign that shows a surprising deviatioom the general Hittite
tendency. The “later” shape] is clearly more frequent. The UrSu-Text also shidneth
variants, the “older” one appearing more often. [abarna-Letter has ren.*

EN ¥
Y

Ursu /?ﬂ’ pi g

33 Cf. with subscript4z not indicated) obv.! 5, 6, 1%K), 38, rev.! 11 (2x), 16, 26, without obv.!
20.

3 Attestations for Alala variants: (1) 21.07, 30.06, 30.10, 30.11, 31.0108, 31.10, 60.02; (2) Z
2,9, 11, 35, 48; (3) 20.13, 42.14, 51.01, Z 13:1@&03 (5) 20.12; (6) Z 17; (7) Z 28; (8)0.03
20.09; (9) 21.03; (10) 22.05.

% Attestations for Alala variants: (1) 20.08, 22.04, 22.08, 22.11, 22.1212, 22.17, 30.04,
30.05, 31.09, 31.12, 31.13, 31.17, 32.01, 32.03)14(10.05, 42.01, 42.06, 42.12, 44.04, 60.01, Z
7,10, 14, 21, 24, 28, 64, 67; (2) 30.15, 31.0108042.02, 42.03, 50.03, 50.04, 50.05,, 8.
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IK: the “older” variant from a Hittite point of vievs ithe one with a single vertical
(=%). In most of the “later” shapes the horizontals;ept for the bottom one, have been
supplanted by a verticaj|¢). The UrSu-Text shows the “older” variant only. €Th
Labarna-Letter has na.*

Ko 2 e

Ursu

KU: in spite of its many varieties, it is clear thdtet“older” shape J¥F),
characterized by a range of either horizontalslamted wedges on the left, is the most
common one. The UrSu-Text and Labarna-Letter Haédlder” variant only’

KU A HE ¥E 5
AT 4F B & 4F

FF.
Ursu ‘4«( r‘z
Lab.  o&F

LI : for the “later” shape only those forms were codrtteat show two verticals, but
the actual “later” Hittite shape, characteristic fioe 13th century and consisting of four
Winkelhaken an the left followed by a fifth and twerticals €¥), does not seem to be
attested as s In fact, the variants with twticads mostly look like the “older” shape
with an extra vertical® In theLl-variant of the Labarna-Letter the last two horizbsmare

3 Attestations for Alala variants: (1) 10.03, 20.01, 20.02, 20.03, 202@.07 20.08 20.09,
20.09A, 21.03, 22.02, 22.06, 22.13, 22.18, 31.0813 40.13, 42.0442.12 42.14, 43.10, 44.01,
44.04,44.05 51.04, 51.05, 60.01, Z 5, 6, 11, 15, 21, 46584,60, 69, 78; (2) 10.03, 21.01, 21.04,
22.06, 22.11, 23.03, 23.050.05 30.06, 30.15, 31.1@0.01, 43.04,44.05 2 4, 12, 17, 19, 34, 57,
(3) 30.05 42.12 Z 61; (4)21.02 22.01, 22.03, 22.04, Z 24; ($0.08 32.01; (6)20.07 (7) 31.12;
(8) 21.02 (9) 10.02, 20.1121.02 22.01, 22.02A, 22.05, 22.08, 23.04, 30.12, 3140.01, 40.04,
43.12,51.01, 51.03, 51.10, Z 10, 34, 77, 93.

37 Attestations for Alala variants (selection only): (1) 22.13, 32.01; @).02 (3) 20.02 (4)
20.02 23.03; (5) 50.01: (6) 20.05, 20.06; @).04 (8) 21.04 (9) 22.02, 50.02; (10) 10.02, 22.01,
22.10, 22.23, 22.24, 30.03, 30.14, 31.01, 32.087433.08, 50.04, 51.07.

3 Attestations for Alalla variants: (1) 10.02, 11.020.01, 20.02A, 20.03, 20.04, 20.05, 20.07,
20.08, 21.01, 21.02, 21.03, 21.04, 21.07, 22.00R22.04, 22.06, 22.08, 22.09(A), 22.13, 22.22,
22.24, 22.27, 22.28, 23.02, 23.03, 23.04, 23.05)628 30.04 30.08, 30.12, 30.13, 30.15, 30.18,


Administrator
Note
I don't know if it is possible at this stage to add a footnote, but if so, I'd like to have one here saying: "For this particular shape see Wilhelm 2010: 259 Fig. 2."


The Ductus of the AlalaVIl Texts 11

written at a slight slant, a variant that is alswowkn at AIaI:.’g.39 The variant most
frequently seen in the UrSu-Text has the two valticjust as in the AlalaVIl texts;
interesting is one variant with five horizontalatihas Alala VIl parallels as welf?

LI 7 T A HN 9y wF M4
AW e AW B A T
4y
Ursu 3 8T 65y
Lab. A7

QA: the UrSu-Text shows the “older” form onl)( whereas the Labarna-Letter has
the “later” shaped).*

QA ¥
ANOA AF
Ursu =
Lab. A

SAR: the UrSu-Text has only the “later” shagell) with the two verticals instead of
just one. The Labarna-Letter hassar.*?

31.01, 31.02, 31.03, 31.04, 31.07, 31.08, 31.0923131.13, 32.02, 32.03, 32.04, 40.01, 40.02,
40.05, 40.06, 40.13, 42.03, 42.04, 42.05, 42.0714243.06, 43.09, 43.12, 44.02, 44.03, 44.04,
44.05, 50.04, 50.08, 50.09, 51.02, 51.03, 51.0916@®0.027 2, 6, 9, 10, 11, 12, 15, 19, 20, 21,
23, 24, 27, 28, 29, 31, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 4245, 46, 54, 56, 57, 58, 62, 75, 77, 94,42,

(3) 22.18; (4) 30.14, 43.08; (5) Z 4; (6) 40.04; Z723; (8) 10.03; (920.0 (10) 20.0630.04A);
(11) Z 16; (12) 22.02, 22.05, 43.13; (13) 22.2@)(10.01; (15) Z 3?

°Cf.z2.

0 Ct. Z 4:31.

1 Attestations for Alala variants: (1)20.05 21.07, 22.0222.06 22.10, 30.05, 30.18, 31.02,
31.13, 42.03, 42.05, 42.06, 42.08, 42.09, 42.1M1433.07, 43.09, 44.01, 51.04, 51.09, 60.01, Z
4, 6,9, 16, 21, 35, 45, 46, 68, 73; (2) 40.09031(3) 10.01, 10.020.05 22.06 (4) 22.01, 22.14,
22.21, 32.03, 43.08, Z 12; (5) 22.08, 30.12, 3131304, 40.08,51.01, 2 2, 7.

2 Attestations for Alala variants: (1)20.01, 22.03, 22.04, 22.08, 22.123.03 30.08, 30.15,
40.01, 42.01, 42.02, 42.06, 42.12, 50.07, 51.042716, 53, 55, 92; (220.01 20.08 22.23,
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SAR A ¥

#HA  Hn By ey #F Hp
Ursu ﬁﬁ cag

TAR: is a relatively infrequent sign at Alalahat is not attested in either the UrSu-
Text or Labarna-Lette?.

TAR /%

AL

Anp—

URU: is a very stable sign with few deviations, thesmionportant of which is the
variant with a single vertical instead of the reguiwo. In general the head of the first
vertical is at the same level as the upper horaamt just beneath it, as we see it also in
the classic OS form. That same upper horizontalt i8lalah VII very often somewhat
indented vis-a-vis the lower two, which are usualigre or less equally long. Sometimes,
however, the middle one clearly protrudes. Thatesahape can be observed in the Hittite
manuscript KBo 22.2 of the Zalpa-Tale (see alrestutyve)™

URU 8T 287 BT 23 BF AT ET

OIS (S g
Ursu A&7

Lab. p§7

32.03; (3)20.08 20.12, 23.04; (4) 21.01, 21.02, 21.04, 21.0702222.06,23.03 30.06, 30.07,
31.16, 31.19, 40.05, Z 3, 46; (5) 31.06, 31.137Z7B; (6) 51.05; (7) 31.02; (8) 40.05.

3 Attestations for Alala variants: (1) 20.05, 21.12, 22.03, 22.04, 30.@518, 44.05, 60.01, Z 24,
35, 60, 66, 75, 79: (2) 22.08, Z 2; B)35.

“ Attestations for Alala variants (selection only): (5) 51.01; (6) 51.07) 43.02, Z 44 (next to
[1]), (8) 22.28: (9) 22.04, 22.24, 23.01, 23.0408330.12, 51.06, 60.03, 61.04.
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6.REMARKS ON SOME OTHER SIGNS

AK: The “older” Hittite shape used as a point of canmgpn is HZL no. 81/6 and the
one found in KBo 25.184 ii 72.They are closer to the Aldla/Il signs in that they end
in a single horizontal, whereas most Hittit&-signs end with two. The essential
difference between the “older” and “later” shapeswever, is the many horizontals that
are significantly reduced and partially replacedveytical wedges in the “later” form.
Seen from that perspective, the AlaMll signs mostly show the variant with the many
horizontals, although the very reduced and singdlifilater” shape is attested as well in at
least six texts. Many other forms can be considassttansient between the two. Because
of the enormous variety of shapes and the diffycaftfinding exact matches for most of
them with Hittite variantsak is not included in the above If§tNote that with Klinget
the “later” AK already occurs in a text that Stefkeates to the end of the 14th century
and which otherwise does not contain significaatett” shape$’

The UrSu-Text shows four variants that are all siéie at Alala VIl as well;
however, it does not show the “later” Hittite shapbe Labarna Letter has the variant
with horizontals only which seems to be among tlestirequent ones at Alda/Il.

NG - -SH - -Spe=-u
CaanliEe o SHE SRS 22
- E- B L SBE o HE PR
FE- B 5 e B
Usu BB - oBER ER
Lab. 3

ANSE: can have the shape regularly encountered paBa@y (‘GIRXTAB"), but very
often has the shape defined a&sRxPA".

“5 Compare also the more regular shape ibid. ii 5.

“% Attestations for Alala variants: (1) 10.0210.03 20.06, Z 75; (2) 22.28, 42.07, 43.07, Z 77; (3)
22.02, 22.05, 22.28, 30.07, 30.08, 42.06, 60.035,53, 73; (4) 11.01, 40.03; (5) 22.04, Z 35; (6)
42.08; (7) Z 53; (8) 20.01, 20.02, 21.04; 19).03 20.03, 20.04, 20.18, 22.01, 22.09; (2@)03
22.11, 22.1330.05 (11) 22.03 30.05 (12) 22.06, 30.11, 42.14, Z 4, 36, 46; (13) 22.(13})
42.19; (15) 23.04, 31.06, 42.01; (16) 21.07, 32(23) 42.04; (18Y 53; (19) 44.04; (20) 43.09;
21) 10.01.

57 Klinger 1996: 35 n. 15; the text in question isBWB5.37+ and thek signs are attested in i 38
and iv 8.

*8 Starke 1985: 302.

9 This is KUB 25.37+KUB 35.131+132+KUB 51.9, showisgme older-looking sign shapes (

E, TAR, URU) along with youngenk. Starke’s table (1985: 302) also has a “la®; but the hand
copy displays an “oldEn only (i 14).
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E: generally has the head of its first vertical wedgpvering around the upper
horizontal, sometimes clearly below it as we fibhdni OS and MS texts+, cf. e.g.
20.02, 20.07 etc.). A rarer variant has the sigartisg with four instead of two
horizontals (cf. 20.07, occurring next to the magular shape).

DUMU: often shows the variant with an inscribed vett{&a, e.g., 32.02:6).

HA: almost always has its usual shapesfwith two Winkelhaken, but there are a
few instances of the variant with a single Winké&kra (21.07:16, 31.03:19 [but with two
ibid. 21, 22], Z 2:25).

ID/DA: comes both with and without the broken or doui®aded middle horizontal
(@ ).° Regularly, the bottom horizontal is protruding-&isis the upper ones (cf.
for ID 21.02:6, 16, 30.11:7, 31.01:13, 32.03:4, 32.042005:4, 42.14:7, Z 74:2; f@A
cf. 22.03:18, 22.28:3, 11).

NI: comes with no verticals inscribed (e.g. 20.09%th one (e.g. 21.01), or two
(e.g. 20.12:13, 22.18).

SAITA: as already indicated abovey can have no inscribed vertical (e.g. 20.07:1),
one (e.g. 20.17:14, 30.04:8) or two (e.g. 20.0912Q7). SA can also come with no
vertical (e.g. 20.15 passim), or only a single (#®02:6 [next tarA in the same shape],
20.05, 30.04:9 [next toA in the same shape]; in 21.04 several differenpebafSA can
be found next to one another).

7.0THER OS FEATURES AS FOUND IN THE ALALA VII TEXTS

One feature said to be typical of OS is the ligadike (igaturartig®) writing of
combinations likeA-NA, not just in the Akkadian preposition, but also Hittite
combinations. Of course, the preposition is presergractically every Alala VIl text
and overwhelmingly shows the same ligature-likegpelthat is characteristic of OS texts.

Likewise characteristic of OS is the occasionaklata personal determinative. In
fragments considered OS, we find it in KBo 8.42?el2, as well as in what seem to be
late copies of original OH compositions (KBo 3.323, ii 30, KUB 43.75 rev. 4 (f),
KUB 31.4 obv. 1 (2x)). In the AlalaVII texts this is very common, and we see it also
the UrSu-Text (KBo 1.11 obv.! 3, rev.! 1%).

The Alalah VII corpus shows close proximity to tHatite texts in sound values as
well.>® Polyphony is limited and we encounter the samgeasf values that we see in
Hittite, including the use of thei-sign for wA. Readings that are rare in Hittite and/or
restricted to often very specific uses (el LIK, MIL*®), are mostly likewise infrequent
and/or restricted to specific contexts at Alallnteresting is the rare usefasTA (e.g.,
22.03:2), which also occurs in the UrSu-Text (KB&1lobv.! 23, 30). This value is not

0 However, according to my experience with Hittitagiments it is at times extremely hard to see
whether the middle horizontal is broken or not.

°L Cf. Neu 1980: xivf., Starke 1985: 22f.; for exaegbfa-NA see HZL no. 364.

*2 For the use of personal determinatives in gerselEdzard 2003-2005.

>3 For more on this see Kloekhorst forthcoming.

> Cf. Catsanicos 1994: 310.

%% Cf. Catsanicos 1994: 311f.
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listed under HZL 335 and might be an important argnt to date the UrSu-Text in the
immediate chronological vicinity of the Aldlaorpus.

As far as Sumerograms or Sumerographic combinatamasconcerned, there is
about an 80% overlap between those attested iiteHiéxts and those in the Alala/1l
texts. It is more telling, though, if the overlapncerns a Sumerogram or Sumerographic
combination that is characteristic for the Alaleorpus. This may be the case for the
LU.AZzU/UzU “diviner, divination priest”, or AkkadiamarQ, although definitive proof is
still lacking. Whereasar( is Sumerographically rendered elsewhere in Mesopiain
texts as I(U.)MAS.SU.GID.GID andLU.HAL (from MB onwards), the writingU.AzUu/UzuU
seems specific to Alaler® That same Sumerogram is very well attested frofazat the
late 15th century at Bazkdy, especially in Hurrian texts and is a norien for
“diviner”.>" The'’Azu is also attested in compositions that seem toagk bo the Old
Kingdom, but all relevant manuscripts date to ti8hlcentury® so the date of
introduction of this Sumerogram must remain uncerta

Another link with Alald VII is the inspiration it might have provided ftire later
formulae (UGAL.GAL i8Sima anaPN ana NiG.BA-Su iddinand the vindication clause
urram &ram ... & iraggun) in the Landschenkungsurkundeas already observed by
Kaspar Riemschneider back in 1988.

Finally, the so-called paragraph lines are a featery typical of Hittite texts. There
is practically no Hittite text that does not hakiern®® Scribes aHattu$a and elsewhere in
the Hittite empire structured their texts into megful sections by way of horizontal
lines. Transitioning to a completely different tojpir composition (e.g., iBammeltafely
could be indicated by double paragraph lines. Qfre® the corpora of AlaiaVvil and
the Hittite ones from Bgazkoy and elsewhere are very different in charatter Alaléy
texts are almost exclusively and narrowly admiatste, that is, predominantly
bookkeeping in nature, whereas the Hittite tex&s @ostly narrative, be it historical
prose, mythological, liturgical or otherwise. Yairizontal lines are customarily used at
Alalah to separate a list of witnesses or a dating foanftdm the body of the recoPdpr
to set off a total sum of an entire text or parh ¢éxt>?

° Cf. CAD B s.v.barQ 121a.

> For a listing (up to 1982) of attestations see cRiti Daddi 1982: 290-297; the
(LU.)MAS.SU.GID.GID is attested only in a single text, it seems, KBdl87(+ KBo 39.293) rev. 9
(omen, NS). TheL(0.)MAS.5U.GID.GID was not yet in HZL, but is mentioned in RistereuNL991:
54.

%8 Cf. Gérke 2010: 244-256.

%9 Cf. Riemschneider 1958: 331 with n. 38, refertiad\IT 41 = 20.06; the same text also has the
vindication clause witlhurram $ram ... &z iraggum cf. Riemschneider 1958: 330-334.

€0 For paragraph lines amandleistersee Waal 2010: 95-105.

L ct. e.g. 20.01, 20.02, 20.07, 20.08, 20.13, 2@0618, 21.01, 21.03, 21.04, 21.07, 22.01, 22.03,
22.04, 22.06, 22.10, 22.11, 22.12, 22.13, 22.20Q2323.05 (double §8!), 30.07, 30.15, 31.01A,
31.08, 31.10, 31.11, 31.14, 44.02, 44.03, Z 60928, 53, 54, 59, 73, 77.

2 . e.g. 40.05, 40.06, 42.01, 42.02, 42.04, 42409)6, 42.07, 42.08, 42.09, 42.12, 42.12, 42.19,
43.04, 43.07, 43.13, 44.01, 44.04, 44.05, 721, 4,180, 11, 13, 16, 19, 20, 22, 23, 37, 38, 39, 40
42,45, 47, 51, 54, 56, 57, 60, 67, 69.
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Apart from the paragraph lines that mark coherentities within a composition,
Hittite scribes also employed the so-calRahdleister{fig. 1).

Similarly, at Alald there are quite a few cases where the end ofetties marked
by such a horizontal line, just like the lateandleisteof a Hittite tablef®> Sometimes,
albeit rarely, there is a line marking the bottohth® obverse, but it cannot be ruled out
that sometimes a natural break in the adminiseatiéxt happens to coincide with the
bottom of the obvers®. Although the Alala VIl practice does not come close to the
Hittite one — probably largely due to the differena attested genres — it does show
that the roots of what became standard in Anateéiee present at Alala The UrSu-Text
has clear paragraph divisions; for the Labarnaek dtiis is difficult to say, since it is a
ruled tablet.

8.CONCLUSIONS

Returning to the Alala material itself, it is clear that, with the exdeptof the sign
EN, and to a certain exteBRR, the scale clearly tips in favor of the “older’agles. This
means that in a situation of borrowing, these stisgne the ones most likely to be
adopted. This brings the Aldlaorpus and Hittite OS closer together: both show a
combination of “older” and “later” sign shapes, floemer being the most frequent. The
only difference is that the “later” ones are usemferoften at Alala than inHattuSa. The
combination of “older” and “later” makes it posgbio see the AlalaVIl ductus as a
serious candidate for the source of the Hittiteetionm, and to explain the occasional
early appearance of some of the “later” sign fonrmidattusa. If so, we do have to assume
a selection or reduction in the “later” variantgecuse, as we saw, the “later” variants
occur in Alala VII more often than they seem to do in OS manpseriTwo scenarios
are conceivable: either this selection was alreaghfemented by the Syrian scribes, or it
was an innovation of the first generation of Hattiicribes learning the foreign script. The
first can only be true if in AlalaVIl one scribal hand favored the “older” shapehjlev
another exclusively showed “later” sign forms.Hat had been the case, it would suffice
to assume that one or more scribes with a preferfarche “older” forms were the ones
that got carried off and that, as a consequencat wh call OS is the result of historical
coincidence. In reality, what we see is that thees@lalah VIl text that, for instance, has
“older” LI also shows “later'lk or AK, or “older” SAR occurs next to “laterfa, etc.
There is no systematic pattern here, nor can theadly be: the shapes that we
Hittitologists call “older” and “later” forms oftehave an inverse relationship from the
point of view of the history of cuneiform writingy igeneral. What w Il “oldeAR,
for instance, is in the evolution of the sign atijuhe more recent shic—! The same goes
for the signsAL, AZ/UK, IK, LI, andQA:

83 Cf. e.g. 10.01, 21.02, 21.03, 22.12, 23.01, 3(B0415, 31.01, 31.05, 31.06, 31.07, 31.08, 32.03,
40.03, 40.06, 42.02, 42.04, 42.08, 42.09, 42.10,4242.12, 42.15, 43.02, 43.11, 43.13, 50.01,
50.04, 51.04, 51.05, 51.06, Z 14, 15, 22, 29, 8848, 52, 56, 73, 74.

84 Cf. 42.04, 43.14 (3x §!), 51.07, Z 15, 28.
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This deviation from the Babylonian norm characesiAlald as peripheral, as a
backwater from a Babylonian point of view, and isti@ng argument against considering
the older Hittite cuneiform to be a direct borrowiinom Babylonia. We therefore have to
assume that the AldlaVIl ductus must have been adopted wholesale alwitly its
varieties of sign shapes in the ratios given abdts implies that if it was indeed in the
course and as a result gattusili I's (and Mursili I's) campaigns to NortlreSyria that
cuneiform writing finally found its way into Hitét society, a selection and reduction of
the imported shapes must have taken place betvaeemament of introduction and the
moment where we can say that the typical Hittiteetiorm had finally established itself.

This is not a problem: it seems quite a naturat@ss for a society that formerly had
no script to reduce the number of variants thasaen as needless when it starts learning
and using a newly acquired writing system. The micg foreign scribes teach a first
local generation and probably instruct them in thé inventory of signs as they
themselves have developed and have always used Tty are not the ones likely to
simplify the system. It is the first local geneaais that will try to weed out variants they
consider redundant among the hundreds they ndednio already. This selection was, as
a consequence, not dictated from above — or at tedsat first — but the choices were
made individually and for convenience’s sake. Inggal, the most frequently used forms
will have won out over the less frequently usedwieer, in such a scenario the latter
ones may still pop up here and there: differentdetts may remember different
variants®

As just mentioned, this selection and reductiorsledipes is likely to have taken
place between the moment of introduction and thenemt where we can say that the
typical Hittite cuneiform had established itseledently, | have suggested the middle of
the 16th century as therminusad or antequemfor the latter moment: this on account of
the oldest datable attestation of the Hittite ctanei, the ax of Ammuna, who must have

% Depending on how centralized one wants to imatfieeemergence of a Hittite chancery, it is

not inconceivable that at a certain moment a staliwigtion of sign shapes became decreed from
above. But the final rise to prominence of theétatshapes in the 13th century may be more
easily explained by assuming these sign forms ndigappeared completely.
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reigned around that tinf8 The fact that thus far we know of no true and llggauthentic
originals in the Hittite cuneiform from before th& of Ammuna points to a low volume
in writing for internal purposes in the period bktintroduction of the cuneiform script
and its first appearance around 1550. Historicalheaking, this is not surprising.
Assuming we date the introduction of the scripth® reigns oHattusili I and Mursili I,
we see it really taking off under Telipinu at thedeof the 16th century. In between, the
early kingdom fell victim, it seems, to internatifg and lost most of whafattusili and
MurSili had ever gained. On the international dipédic front there was little incentive
for writing and the domestic situation we can ouglyess at, because of an almost
complete lack of documents. Yet we may assume tlzre is evidence to support this,
that there was indeed some activity.

As Guterbock already wrote, it must not necessarilgl specifically have been the
settlement of Alala that provided the unique inspiration for the Hdtductus. We have
to realize that many of the AldlavIl records did not originate there. Quite a fewsp
have been sent there frodalab/Aleppo. The fact that these do not stand ouheir
ductus already shows that there was something dikmore general northern Syrian
cuneiform variant. Neither do we have to assume ttha introduction of cuneiform in
Hittite society was a one-time event. Bafhattusili and MurSili campaigned extensively
in Syria: whileHattusili brought down Alalg they were both responsible for capturing
Aleppo and for the subsequent fall of the kingddinvamhad. The Labarna-Letter and
the Annals ofattuSili attest to contacts with towns other thast fhose two. They may
also evince a finally perceived need of a scriptoth external and, more importantly,
internal purposes. During their reigns, the Hittiiéing class seems to at last have been
ready for writing, and repeated exposure to wridleauments may well have made them
realize this. The script that offered itself camanf northern Syria, and Aldlavil is our
only real substantial example of the type of cureif used there. The time gap between
Hattusili/MurSili and Ammuna amounts to little ove® years, a century at best, which
seems more than enough to bridge the altogetheremptiarge gap between the ductus as
exemplified by the Alala VII texts on the one hand, and the ax of Ammund toe
somewhat latekandschenkungsurkundeh Telipinu on the other. It is interesting to see
that thus far the very first document that can &id $0 have been written in the typical
Hittite cuneiform variant, the ax of Ammuna, stilas theSA without any inscribed
verticals®’

9. AFINAL NOTE ON PALEOGRAPHY

A comparison of the 278 Aldlarecords on the one hand, and the UrSu-Text and
Labarna-Letter on the other, makes it abundandgrchow important it is to have a large
sample when trying to describe the characterisifca certain ductus. The cumulative
picture resulting from the Alalatexts shows unity in diversity: although there are
sometimes many variants, there also is an unmiskakaverall tendency. Were we to

% Cf. van den Hout 2009a and 2009b.
7| see no compelling reason to doubt (cf. Klengelle1999: 73 n. 188) the authenticity of the
ax.
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have had a single text only, just as we do in #eeof the UrSu-Text and the Labarna-
Letter, we would inevitably have extrapolated frdmere. One easily assumes an entire
corpus, if there ever was one, to have behaveda's @only exemplar. The AlaiaVll
corpus shows how dangerous such an assumptionoisvhibt extent the diversity is
linked to the provenance of certain documents withe corpus (e.g., those sent from the
capital Aleppo) remains a task for the future. Biwg unity of the Hittite texts found at
half a dozen locations across the empire doesnmoediately favor such a hypothesis: a
centrally organized power is likely to have work#dough a centrally controlled
bureaucracy®

10. OUTLOOK

The observations described here give rise to samtber considerations that can
currently only be hinted at. First of all, the agpsnce of certain sign forms in Hittite
texts that are closer to the Alal¥Il ductus than to the Hittite OS can have inténes
implications. For instance, the sign forms of KB®.151, that enigmatic oracle report
that some have described as OS and others a¥ M8, strikingly similar to what we
have seen above as typical for AlaMl: © compare the signsk (obv.? 3, 6, 8, rev.? 5),
SA (obv.? 11),TA (obv.? 8, 9 et passim), aneu (obv.? 11, rev.? 2, 13). Combined with
the strange spellings in that text, KBo 18.151asanly likely to be Old Hittite but also
becomes a good candidate to be one of the eatdielst completely written in Hittite,
when there was not yet a standardization of sgglfiTo a lesser extent KBo 22.1, the
“old Hittite” instruction, shows similar feature®oth in sign forms and spellings. |
already noted the “lategN, while theak sign (11, 17) is the same one as used in KBo
18.151 and fits the AlalaVIl shapes much more than the classic OS ones)raady
observed by @uz Soysal? An examination of the photo of KBo 22.1 furtheggasts
that theSA signs may not show any inscribed verticdl§uture research may identify
other tablets that belong to this grddp.

Secondly, the appearance of several “later” shap&sS and their gradual increase
in MS — as opposed to the traditionally advocateitiecabrupt change around 1250 BC

8 Cf. van den Hout forthcoming.

%9 Cf. the overview of opinions in Soysal 2000: 1G&wn. 45 and 46.

0 As already observed by Schwemer 2004: 79; note Sbgsal 2000: 109 had already drawn
attention to the non-B@zkdy shapes of the signs, SA andTA.

" See Soysal 2000: 92-94 for possible Aaldl or at least north Syrian connections for tHé P
Zikiltu attested in KBo 18.151 obv.? 2 and 7. Footaer possibly very early attempt to write
Hittite in KBo 1.11, see van den Hout 2009b: 9idépeating an older suggestion by Kempinski
1983: 33 n. 20.

2 Soysal 2000: 109.

'3 Ct. Bittel et al. 1975: 45 Abb. 35. | am also gfat to Willemijn Waal for allowing me to use
her photos of this tablet; for some of the aberspetlings see Kloekhorst forthcoming.

" Willemijn Waal (pers. comm.) draws my attentiorthe interesting observation that both tablets
KBo 18.151 and KBo 22.1 share the same “cushioapelthat she also sees in the OS Zalpa text
KBo 22.2, the OS Anitta text KBo 3.22, and the @8at KBo 20.33. For more on this see Waal
2010: 20-36, esp. 24.

5 Cf. Klinger 1998: 368.
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— may throw a new light on the origins of the sighat have always been considered
characteristic of what we call New Script (NS). W8 saw, we have tacitly accepted the
appearance of “later” shapes in manuscripts thatcissified as OS, where one finds
examples of “later"AL, Az/UK, EN, IK, SAR, UN, andURU. MS manuscripts routinely
contain “later”Az/uk andsAR (next to the “older” shapes), as well as, EN, IK, and
URU. Since none of these shapes were independentlgiapemd, but are the familiar
Mesopotamian ones, they were assumed to be duddmal influence, although it was
not quite clear exactly when and how. The evideuggests that they were always there,
albeit initially very infrequent. Having been weddeut mostly perhaps by the earliest
generations of native Hittite scribes, they puamappearance only occasionally. These
shapes signal a return to the more standard Oldyl&abn forms. Was it the
combination of their existence, albeit largely damnin the Old Hittite kingdom, with
the necessary feedback from Babylopia through @sing and ongoing diplomatic
contacts over the course of Hittite history ancksirg among the Hittite ruling class to be
part of that world culturally that triggered thesiganges? Just as any script allows for
more variants over time, just so the “later” shaplest were less favored initially
gradually took on a second life: they even becdmepredominant variants in the 13th
century. Clearly, this last consideration needsemesearch, but giving up the principle
of paleographic purity of OS makes this a viabléap

Returning to the topic of this paper, we may ngkmwant to see the “later” shapes
in OS manuscripts as betraying a 13th century h&naeen the clear propensity of Alala
VII scribes towards the “older” shapes (that, frarBabylonian point of view, present a
Syrian innovation), it seems no longer realisticdtequalify the ductus they used as a
forerunner of the Hittite ductus because of thes@nee of “later” sign shapes. If we were
to adopt the principle that a single “later” shapea diagnostic sign automatically betrays
a manuscript as having been written in, say, thl &8ntury, and if we were to describe
OS as a pure, unadulterated script phase, solelyisting of a single set of shapes, then
we have to accept a lowering of dates by severalides of some cherished manuscripts.
Also, the number of possible forerunners of theicgfpHittite cuneiform would be
severely limited. Any type of cuneiform that usddtér” shapes would be immediately
disqualified. Instead, | suggest, these “later’pasamight lay bare the origins of the
Hittite cuneiform from a forerunner that showed ianilgr mix but with specific
preferences for one or the other variant. The ¢arraiof the Alalah VIl texts seems to
be exactly the kind of script we should be lookiog
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Fig. 1. Drawing of a Hittite tablet showing the salled Randleisten
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