The Hieroglyphic Luwian Signs L. 255 and 256 and once again KARATEPE XI

Theo van den Hout, Chicago

Rarely has a scholar shaped an entire field as David Hawkins has Hieroglyphic Luwian studies.  He has done so, moreover, in a wholly open, accessible and generous manner, always welcoming and thereby stimulating younger colleagues.  It is due largely to the seeds he sowed that in recent years Luwian has become an absolutely essential part of Hittite studies.  To continue the agricultural metaphors in the spirit of this modest contribution, I wholeheartedly wish him many more years of fruitful labour and for us to continue to reap those fruits for a long time to come.

1.  Introduction
Hieroglyphic Luwian (HLuw.) inscriptions contain several attestations of a word (L. 255/L. 256)kaluna- or (L. 255/L. 256)karuna- c. “granary.”  With its sg. acc. kal/runan it belongs to those a-stems that do not show i-motion.  The meaning “granary” seems well established based on a combination of contexts with the verb suwa-/susu- “to fill” (see below 1, 4, 5, 6), the mention of cereal (6 and possibly also 5) and a (cereal?) measure (3) as well as the shape of one of the inscriptions in the form of a grinder or a scoop of some kind (3).  The Phoenician version of the bilingual karatepe inscription gives ªqrt as the corresponding word but its meaning is based on the HLuw. text.
  The attestations are as follows:
(1) Karatepe VII 

(“manus<”>)su-wá/í-ha-ha-wa/i ( pa-há+ra/i-wa/i-ní-zi(urbs) ( (<”>L. 255”)ka-ru-na-zi “and I filled the Paharean granaries.”

Note:  ed. Hawkins 2000:49;  for the photo and handcopy see Çambel 1999:Pls. 59-60
(2) Hama 8 §2

a-wa/i (“L. 255”)ka-la/i/u-na-na ((ego ( (manus+manus)pa-ha-la-x-x ...

 “(This) granary I myself for Baªalatis ...”

Note:  ed. Hawkins 2000:410 w. Pl. 214.
(3) Iskenderun §§3-4 

a-wa/i ( za (( -na-i (“L. 255/6”)ka-ru-na-na (“capere”)u-pa-ha-i
wa/i-tu-u-ta-i 4xmille 4xcentum a-ta (“capere”) ( u-pa-ha ( zi-i-na (“L. 255/6”)zi-pa-ta-na-ti

“I brought/established this granary and I brought into it 4400 <measures of cereal?> here with this zipatani.”

Note:  ed. Hawkins 2000:259 w. Pls. 110-111.  The circle or square inside the determinative is missing, possibly abraded, so that one cannot distinguish between L. 255 and L. 256;  note that similar details are missing in other signs in this inscription.  Instead of taking it as a variant of domus (likewise without the inner markings) as suggested by Laroche, 1960 sub 255, Meriggi, HhGl. 213 (sign no. 220), and Marazzi, Geroglifico Anatolico 184, I read it as L. 255/L. 256 following Hawkins.  According to Hawkins 2000:259, the monument has the form of a “grinder.”  On zÏn as the abl. of the demonstrative za- and the shape of this monument as a kind of scoop see  P. Goedegebuure, forthc. in ICH 6.  On the verb upa- used twice in this passage see  Melchert 2004 and Yakubovich 2005.
(4) Karkamiå A30h

≠(deus)ku+±avis (L. 256)ka-*282-na neg‹ rel-i-sa-ha su-su-tá

“No one used to fill Kubaba’s(?) granary.”

Note:  ed. Hawkins 2000:177 w. Pl. 61.
(5) Mara‰ 8

(L. 255/256)ka-la/i/u-na-≠wa/i?± ( (L. 255/256)ka-la/i/u-na x-ta ( (≠manus±?) su-wa/i-ha

“I filled granary on granary.”

Note: ed. Hawkins 2000:253 w. Pls. 106-107. Hawkins reads twice L. 255 but the hand copy gives L. 256; the photos are difficult to judge.  For the sign rest preceding suwa/iha see Hawkins, ibid. 254.
(6) TEL AHMAR 5 §2

a-wa/i za-a-zi ( (L. 256)ka-la/i/u-na-zi mi-i-sa-‘ ( tá-ti-i-sa ( manus.hordeum su-wa/i-ta ... ( za-a-zi-wa/i ( (L. 256)ka-la/i/u-na-zi ( rel-sa ( x  x [ ... ]

“My father filled these granaries (with) ... barley ... and whoever ... [ ... ] these granaries [ ... ].”

Note:  ed. Hawkins 2000:232 w. Pls. 95-96.
(7) TEL AHMAR 5 §16

za-a-zi-pa-wa/i ( (L. 256)ka-la/i/u-na-zi ( REL-i-sa ( (SA›)sa-n[i]-ti-i

“He who will topple these granaries”

Note:  ed. Hawkins 2000:232 w. Pls. 95-96.
The determinative signs L. 255 and 256 preceding kal/runa- “granary” both represent a square with in its center either a small circle (L. 255) or another smaller square (L. 256).  Probably due to its resemblance with domus, Emanuel Laroche (1960 sub no. 255) tentatively interpreted it as a “Sorte de bâtiment.”  Based on the meaning of the word, Massimiliano Marazzi (1998, 103 n. 3) suggested to assign it the value horreum “granary.” 

The same signs are used as determinatives in two other instances:  once with the word zipatana/i- in iskenderun §4 (see above 3) and once with mariyana(/i)- in karatepe XI.  The use of the determinative with zipatana(/i)- presents no problem.  Although often depicting a single specific object, the use of determinatives in HLuw. can be extended to a wider range of words all sharing a certain association with the object depicted by the determinative.  Think of the foot sign that is used not only with the word for foot itself but also with a series of words denoting different activities that imply movement.  In the case of zipatana(/i)- we are dealing with a measure of content that is well-known from Hittite sources where it is often but not exclusively used with cereals.
  That this word shares the determinative with a word meaning “granary” is hardly surprising. 

More problematic is the occurrence of L. 255 with the word max+ra/i-ia-ní-zi in 

(8) karatepe XI

rel-pa-wá/í ( (“L. 255”)max+ra/i-ia-ní-zi ( arha ( ma-ki-sa-ha

The Phoenician version (Phu/A I 8, Pho/B I 5’ and PhSt/C I 14-15) reads

(9) wåbrt mlœm

This passage has been discussed by many scholars.  The main difficulty is that three of the four key terms, the two HLuw. words mariyana/i- and makisaha and Phoen. mlœm, are all hapax legomena.  The fourth, Phoen. åbrt might be a hapax as well depending on whether it occurs once more as a sg.1 pers. imperfect (ºåbr) on the statue of the Stormgod at Karatepe (PhSt/C IV 20).  The likely context is that of the destruction of a statue of Baªal-KRNTRYÅ.  The most recent editor, Röllig (apud Çambel 1999, 66-68), notes how “the reconstruction and reading of this part of the text [is] extremely difficult … [and] a satisfactory elucidation … impossible.”  Yet, instead of the reading ºåbb from åbb “to cut out, hew, destroy” in earlier editions he follows a reading by Lipinπski with an r for the last letter.  
Although differing considerably in the details, there are two basic interpretations of KARATEPE XI, both taking their cue from the Phoenician version.  In the first of these åbrt is taken as a verb “I broke” from the root åbr, known from Hebrew and, for instance, Akkad. åebËru “to break.”  Phoen. mlœm is much less straightforward but with the next clause referring to the removal of evil in the land (XII-XIII:  “and the evils which were in the land, I [remov]ed out of the land”) and the verb “breaking” in XI being compatible at least with adversaries, it has been derived from the root known in Hebrew as lyœ “to be unruly” and rendered as “proud, rebels, dissenters” vel sim. (see  the very useful discussion of the Old Testament evidence by Schwemer 1996, 33-34). 

Completely different is the explanation by Stanley Gevirtz (1990) who took Phoen. åbrt as a noun and the clause as a further extension of the preceding phrase “thanks to Baal and the gods” and then continued “and the assembly of the (divine) intermediaries.”  He arrived at the meaning “assembly” by linking Phoen. åbr to Hebrew œbr “to heap (up).”

On the HLuw. side ma-ki-sa-ha is an obvious sg. 1 pres. indicative of an imperfective (-sa-) verbal stem makis(a)- which makes Gevirtz’ analysis of XI as a noun clause less plausible (cf. Younger 1998, 31f.).  Although nothing is said about it in the commentary the sa in ma-ki-sa-ha is not visible in the handcopy and at best only with difficulty on the photo (for both see Çambel 1999:Pls. 59-60): the stem therefore might as well be maki(ya)-.  The translation of HLuw. maki(sa)ha as “I broke” is completely dependent on the Phoenician åbrt in its verbal interpretation.  If so, the Phoenician “proud, rebels” vel sim. would have to find its equivalent in max+ra/i-ia-ní-zi.  Hawkins (2000:60) tentatively wondered whether we have here a first millennium reference to or reminiscence of the Hurrian maryannu, the Mittanian warrior elite.  Problem, however, is that the maryannu are otherwise attested in second millennium sources only.  Quite ingenious and avoiding the maryannu problem is Daniel Schwemer’s (1996, 30-35, now also mentioned as a possibility by Hawkins 2004, 364) recent derivation of mariyaninzi from the Hitt. verb mad- “to resist” with rhotacism of the dental:  “ich zerbrach?/vernichtete? die Rebellen.”  However, none of the explanations mention the fact that max+ra/i-ia-ní-zi shares its determinative with kal/runa- “granary” and zipatana(/i)- (a (cereal) measure) or tries to account for it. 

2.  The signs L. 255 and L. 256

In the late 1990’s the excavators at Bo©azköy-Æattuåa brought to light a series of underground silos meant for the storage of cereals and other agricultural products.  Similar structures have been found at Alaca Höyük, Kaman-Kalehöyük and Ku®aklı.  As explained by Jürgen Seeher (2000 and 2006) underground silos provide a secure method for long-term storage successfully keeping out rodents, all kind of bacteria and fungi as well as water.  Such silos were found on Büyükkaya in the north-east corner of Bo©azköy and in the Lower City lining the postern wall about halfway between the acropolis Büyükkale and the area surrounding Temple 1.  In most cases the walls of the silos did not yield much information on how they were once prepared, that is, whether they were plastered or covered with other materials like straw or reed.  But well preserved in all cases are the floors of the silos.  The silos are either rectangular or square, and the floors are paved with stones.  Three types of silos can be distinguished depending on the drainage system.  The square ones on Büyükkaya have a small drain still clearly visible in the center of the floor (see fig. 1
).  The more rectangular ones on Büyükkaya had a drain hole on the side.  Those in the Lower City, finally, had a floor consisting of multiple layers of stones through which excess water could simply trickle down.  According to Seeher (2000:278 and 270 respectively) the latter date at the latest to around 1400 BC, the ones on Büyükkaya with the drain hole to the (later) 13th century. 

The term used in Hittite texts to refer to such silos is the Sumerogram ÉSAG.  In his Alimenta Hethaeorum Harry Hoffner (1974:34-37, see also A. Fairbairn/S. Omura 2005:15-23) already described them as being structures dug into the ground.  Given the general meaning of kal/runa- as “granary” the design of both L. 255 and L. 256 makes perfect sense as two-dimensional renderings of the later type of silos with the central drain as they would have appeared to any viewer and Marazzi’s suggestion
 to transcribe them as horreum is therefore fully justified.  As far as the supposed view from above is concerned, there does not seem to be an overall principle in depiction for the recognizable pictographic signs of the Hieroglyphic Luwian sign inventory other than the way objects normally appeared to the viewer.  An interesting interchange between a bird’s eye view vs. a (more frequent) side view can be seen, for instance, in the LIS sign (“quarrel, disagreement”) which in its Iron Age form (L. 24) shows a stamp seal seen in side view between the profiles of two individuals facing each other while the Empire Period shape (L. 23, cf. Hawkins apud S. Herbordt 2005:300) has one or two plain circles between them in which I propose to see the seal impression(s) left on a tablet as seen from above by the reader of the tablet.  The difference between the two signs L. 255 and 256 (having either the small circle or the small square) does not seem essential and if necessary one could think of horreum and horreum€ to keep them apart. If the identification proposed here is correct the meaning of kal/runa- can be narrowed down to “underground silo/granary” as opposed to architectural structures with a silo function above ground.

According to Hawkins (2000:261 and 371) the word zipatani would also occur in tell tayinat 2 frag. 1b, but preceded in the latter text by the determinative for stone objects lapis.  This would suggest “that the latter is some variant of” L. 255/L. 256. However, the reading of zipatani in tell tayinat requires an order of reading the signs that is not found elsewhere in the same monument:  as Hawkins himself (ibid. 261) concedes, the more “natural” reading would yield zi-ta-pa-ni-i.  Given the extremely fragmentary context it seems safer to keep zipatana/i- separate from a possibly different noun zitapana/i- in TELL TAYINAT than to draw conclusions on the nature of the determinatives on the basis of this very uncertain reading. 

3.  HLuw. max+ra/i-ia-ní-zi and Phoen. mlœm
If we assume that the determinatives L. 255 and 256 depict a concept belonging to the world of agriculture (underground silo) a direct link for mariyana(/i)- with Hitt. a.åàmariyana- (since only the dat.-loc. mariyani is attested an i-stem mariyani- is equally possible) seems attractive.  The CHD L-N s.v. glosses it as “a kind of field” as do others based on the Sumerian determinative A.ÅÀ “field” (cf. J. Tischler, HEG L-M s.v. mariyani, J. Puhvel, HED M s.v. mariyana-, B. Christiansen 2006, 359).  It is attested only in a single composition, one of the rituals of the woman Ambazzi (CTH 429), performed for a child or even a baby
:

(10) (“’The one who has uttered an evil day, an evil word over the child, [may he/she ... ] it back to that place!  May you (pl.) give back to the child life, health, long years, future, growing up, heroism, valour (and) strength!’”)  GIÅpaddur–ma–kan apiy[a AN]A A.[Å]Àmar[iyan]i åuææai  “He/She dumps (the contents of) the basket there on the mariyana-field.”  (§ ... §) 

k[aåa ÆUL-la]muå EME.MEÅ A.ÅÀmariyanÏ åuææ[a]i  “N[ow] he/she scatters the [ev]il tongues on the mariyana-field.  (‘[What evil] the evil person has spoken against me before the deity, be it [the Sun deity, b]e it the Stormgod, be it the Tutelary deity,’)  kinun–a x[ ... ]x ÆUL-luå EME.MEÅ-uå INA A.ÅÀmari[ya]nÏ åuææawe[ni ANA DUMU-RI–]ia–kan ÆUL-luå EME-aå Q¸TAMMA merdu  ‘now w[e] dump ... (and) the evil tongues on the mari[ya]na-field and [for the child] let the evil tongue likewise vanish!’”

Note:  KBo 10.37 12-17, 21-26, ed. Christiansen 2006, 198-201.

Jaan Puhvel suggested a figura etymologica between mariyana- and the verb mer-, mar- “to vanish, disappear” tentatively analyzing it as coming from a PIE *mryono- “lethal place.”  Although not expressing herself quite as explicitly, the most recent editor of the text Birgit Christiansen also saw the mariyana-field as “eine Art Abfallstätte” (2006, 240) where the evil tongues are brought in order to get rid of them.  Disposing of ritual ingredients in places with a negative connotation was certainly practiced but also remote areas or even holy spots could be used as such (seeV. Haas, RlA Bd. 7, 253f., see also Haas apud H. Hauptmann 1975:64-70, for the burial of a piglet nailed to the ground in Yazılıkaya Felsspalte D).  So, although a play of words between mariyana- and mer, mar- is possible or even likely, the mariyana-field was not necessarily a place rife with feelings of taboo.  Looking for a connection with cereals or crops one might adduce HLuw. mara/iwali- (SULTAN HAN §§6 and 15, see Hawkins 2000:466, id. 2004, 364 “beneficial vegetation, ‘barley’?”;  for a possible Hitt. derivation marawalliya/i- “Kornfeld” seeJ. Lorenz/E. Rieken 2007, 476f.;  to what extent mar- in Hitt. marnuwa-, marnuwant-, a beverage “made from a cereal” [CHD L-N s.v.] might be related remains unclear).  In this case a mariyana-field would be a field for the growing of cereal crops, a grain field.  The determinative L. 255 might either go with the field or, perhaps more likely, mariyaninzi could stand for *mariyaniyinzi “that which belongs to the mariyana-field > mariyana-field crops” with the regular syncope -iy(a)- > -i- in HLuw.  For the latter phenomenon compare, for instance, 

(11) KARATEPE XVI (Ho.)

á-pa-sa-há-wa/i-ta-‘  tá-ti-i  (“THRONUS”)i-sà-tara/i-tí-i  (“SOLIUM”)i-sà-nu-wà/ì-há-‘

“and I made them sit on their father’s (lit. fatherly, paternal) throne”

Note:  ed. Hawkins 2000:50.  The dat. sg. tatÏ stands for contracted tatiyi from the derived stem tatiya- “fatherly, paternal, father’s ...”

4.  Phoen. (w)åbrt and HLuw. ma-ki-sa-ha 
With this reinterpretation of (L. 255)mariyaninzi it is clear that the rendering of the verb maki(sa)ha as “I broke” vel sim. based on the Phoen. version is no longer possible.  As already mentioned, Gevirtz’ interpretation of Phoen. åbrt as a noun leaves the sentence without a verb which is difficult to reconcile with the obvious HLuw. verb maki(sa)ha.  Theoretically, if we were to combine Gevirtz’ derivation of the Phoen. form from a root linked to Hebrew œbr “to heap up” with the verbal interpretation of other scholars we would arrive at “I heaped up, accumulated.”  The Hebrew root is attested with grain as object, for instance, in the Biblical story of Joseph when he accumulates grain for Pharaoh (Gn 41, 49 “Joseph garnered grain in quantities like the sands of the sea” [tr. New American Bible]).
  However, although Gevirtz’s conclusions on the writing of Semitic sibilants in the Phoenician version and the possibility of linking the Phoen. radicals åbr to Hebrew œbr instead of åbr seem not to have been objected to, at least not explicitly, such a link seems unlikely.
  But there is a second root åbr in Hebrew meaning “to buy grain” with a noun åéber “grain.”  It is not inconceivable that in Phoenician a contamination of the two roots *œbr “to heap up” often used with grain and a root *åbr “to buy grain” led to a merger.

The HLuw. stem maki(sa)-, with the -sa- extension forming an imperfective from the shorter stem maki-, can be considered a cognate of Hitt. mekk(i)- “much, many, numerous, plentiful.”  To what extent this word is attested in other Anatolian languages beside Hittite, has been a matter of some debate (seeTischler, HEG M 181-185).  Given the regular loss of initial and intervocalic voiced velars in Luwian, it has been claimed that CLuw. *maya- (in mayalla/i- “adult” and its gen. adj. mayaååa/i-) continues PIE *meg’h€-.  According to Craig Melchert (1987, 184 n. 5, cf. also id. 1994, 255), however, the velar should be preserved when followed by a laryngeal as is the case here.  Hypothetically, he expects the Luwian continuation of that stem to have been either *makk- or *mazz-.  The latter form would show the assibilation before a high vowel.  The only form of *meg’h€- attested thus far would be HLuw. ma “much” from the endingless sg. nom.-acc. neut. *meg’h€ > *mak with regular loss of the final stop.  This proves an original *mak, because if it had been *maz the sibilant would have been preserved (cf. Melchert 1994, 278).  Just like the Hebrew œbr in the Joseph story, the Hitt. root is attested with grain (or more general crops) as well.  In his Proclamation the Hittite king Telipinu (c. 1500 BC) proudly says:  nu–kan æalkiuå EGIR-an ma[(knunun)] “I made the crops abound again” (KBo 3.1 iii 44 w. dupls. KUB 11.1 iii 8, KBo 3.67 iii 1 + KUB 31.17:5, ed. I. Hoffmann, THeth. 11, 46f.).

5.  KARATEPE XI in context

The resulting interpretation of KARATEPE XI rel-pa–wa (“L. 255”)mariyaninzi arha maki(sa)ha would be something like:  “so I accumulated the mariyana-field crops” with the adverb ARHA reinforcing (“in great quantities” vel sim.) the meaning of the verb as in KARATEPE §LI (DEUS)TONITRUS-huzas ARHA usanuwamis “Tarhunzas the highly (ARHA) blessed.”  This has consequences for the function of the initial rel-pa.  As convincingly argued by Petra Goedegebuure (1998) the initial rel-pa is a focus particle with “emphatic or reinforcing use.”  In karatepe the particle generally functions to mark a climax or to conclude a string of clauses in a resumptive manner.  As noted by Hawkins (2000:60, 62, 66) in his commentary the latter function seems the one most frequently used.  Compare the following two sequences: 

XIX-XXIV “And I built strong fortresses [ ... ] on the frontiers, wherein were bad men, robbers, who had not served(?) under Muksas’s house, and I, Azatiwatas, put them under my feet. So (rel-pa) I built fortresses in those places, so that Adanawa might dwell peacefully.”

Note:  tr. Hawkins 2000:51.
LI-LV “And may Tarhunzas the highly blessed and this fortress’s gods give to him, to Azatiwatas, long days and many years and good abundance , and let them give him all victory over all kings. And so (rel-pa) let this fortress become (one) of the Grain-God and the Wine-God, and so (rel-pa) the nations that dwell in (it), let them become (those) of sheep, oxen, the Grain-God and the Wine-God!”

Note:  tr. Hawkins 2000:55f.
This explanation accounts for six (XXIII, XXXI, XXXV, XL, LIII-LIV) out of the seven instances of rel-pa in karatepe, the seventh one being XI, the clause under consideration here.  The same usage of rel-pa can be observed in other HLuw. texts (see Goedegebuure 1998, Melchert 2002).  All cases have in common that the use of the particle is tied to the preceding context.  It never serves to introduce a new topic.  As rightly noted by Hawkins, the climactic or resumptive function is not discernable in XI in any of the previous interpretations.  Rather, it seems to introduce something new, contrasting his constructive contributions with the destructive one of “breaking the rebels.”  After having listed all his benefactions for the material life of the people of Adana:

IV-X: “I caused Adanawa to prosper, and I extended(?) the Adanawa plain on the one hand towards the west and on the other hand towards the east, and in my days there were to Adanawa all good things, plenty and luxury, and I filled the Paharean granaries, and I made horse upon horse, and I made army upon army, and I made shield upon shield, all by Tarhunzas and the gods”

Note:  tr. Hawkins 2000:49f..
Azatiwata continues in XII by saying: 

XII-XIII:  “but (–pa) I removed the evils which were in the land, out of the land.”

This may have been a reason for Melchert (2002, 227) to say that the REL-pa in XI is not the focus (or asseverative particle as he calls it) but the subordinating REL-i with the regular contrastive -pa, functionally equivalent to Hitt. -ma:  “while on the other hand I un-__ed the mariyanni.”  However, in this case the following -pa of XII has no longer any function.  In KARATEPE, once a contrast has been introduced by -pa subsequent clauses continuing the contrast do not repeat the particle.  Compare:

XXV-XXX:  “I defeated the strong fortresses towards the west that eminent kings who were before me had not brought down but (-pa) I, Azatiwata, did defeat them, brought them down and settled them towards the east in my territory.

Note:  ed. Hawkins 2000:52.
Contrastive -pa thus occurs only one at a time in KARATEPE while there is one instance of serial -pa just like Hitt. -ma “marking the correlation of single words in adjacent clauses appended to all but the first member of a series” (CHD L-N -ma 91).  This is the case in the sequence KARATEPE VIII-X just quoted (“Horse (˜) upon horse I made, army (-pa-) upon army I made, shield (-pa-) upon shield I made”).  

In the interpretation of KARATEPE XI offered here REL-pa has its resumptive function and caps the long list of Azatiwata’s positive contributions to the land of Adana while the -pa of §XII has its full force contrasting the good things he brought into the land with the evil ones that he forced out.  Azatiwata’s filling of the granaries created the conditions that made his land and people prosper so that animals bred, armies marched and the land was safe.  The final sentence of this sequence, XI, takes up again the theme of agricultural wealth that made it all possible:

IV-XIII:  “I made Adanawa prosper and extended(?) the Adanawa plain on the one hand towards the west and on the other hand towards the east, and in my days Adanawa enjoyed all good things, plenty and luxury.  I filled the Paharean granaries, and I made horse upon horse, army upon army, shield upon shield, all through Tarhunzas and the gods.  I thus accumulated the mariyana-field crops in great quantities while I removed out of the land the evils that were in the land.”
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� Hoffner 1974:36f., identified the Hittite term behind ÉSAG as being a stem ending in -na-.  Although Luw. kal/runa- would fit this, to my knowledge no Hitt. *kaluna- or *karuna- is attested.  A Hitt. term for above ground grain storage is (É)åeli/a- for which see CHD Å see v. forthcoming.
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