[bookmark: _Ref372993549][bookmark: _Toc386921501]Spellings and linguistic awareness in the Middle Assyrian Laws

Martin Worthington

One of the best sources of evidence for Akkadian linguistic awareness is spelling.  For, far from being mere phonetic transcriptions of spoken language, spellings can reflect all sorts of mental processes involving language.  The intricacies of disentangling orthography from pronunciation are well illustrated by the representation of the vowels conventionally known today as /i/ and /e/.
This paper will study the distribution of i and e on Manuscript A of the Middle Assyrian laws.  We will both uncover evidence for a sound change which has long been expected to exist, and find a case of a writer applying a higher degree of linguistic awareness to his spelling than several of his contemporaries.
[bookmark: _Toc386921502][bookmark: _Toc387323996]The problem of i vs e

For some consonants (C), the cuneiform script does not distinguish between Ci and Ce.  For example, the sign whose conventional modern name is LI can be read both li and le, and in such cases it is impossible to detect whether the writer intended Ci or Ce.  There are, however, four consonants (t, b, m and š) which each have pairs of signs, one – at least in certain periods – more associated with Ci and one more with Ce.[footnoteRef:-1]  The modern conventional readings of these pairs of signs are, therefore, ti and te; bi and be; mi and me; ši and še.   [-1: * I am grateful to Cale Johnson and Julia Levenson for inviting me to the conference which gave rise to the present volume, and I am grateful to the volume editors for their good-humoured patience (all the more so since the gestation of this paper was unusually complicated).  I am further much indebted to Rosemary Rodd of the Cambridge University Computing Service for much-needed technical help after it transpired that use of squiggly brackets had thrown the (electronically generated) bibliographical references into utter disarray!  Marie Besnier and Bert Kouwenberg kindly read and commented on a draft of this paper.
 In theory, this applies also to ni/ne, but in practice ni already does service as né in most periods, and such is clearly the case on our manuscript.] 

Sometimes one finds e.g. te where one expects ti, or vice-versa, and in such places it can be difficult to establish whether the anomaly is orthographic or phonetic.  The quandary is well articulated by Wolfram von Soden in the introduction to his Akkadisches Syllabar: 

[bookmark: _Ref315820065]“Viele Texte [... MW] schreiben häufig bi, mi, ši und ti für be, me, še und te.  Ob solche Schreibungen nur aus der Vorliebe für die Zeichen bi usw. zu erklären sind oder manchmals auch Aussprachenuancen widergeben, etwa ein geschlossenes e statt eines ä-artigen offenen, lässt sich noch nicht für alle Fälle ausmachen. Man wird daher eine Umschrift ú-ši-ṣi genau so gelten lassen müssen wie das sich an die normale Schreibung ú-še-ṣi anlehnende ú-še20-ṣi”.[footnoteRef:0] [0:  von Soden, Syllabar (4th ed.) (1991) xxiv. Contrast the simplistic pronouncement of Reiner, LAA (1965) 32: “Violence is done to the system itself if the syllabic value še20 is assigned to the sign ŠI when there is, and the texts in fact use, the available sign ŠE to write this syllable”.] 


Thus, given a spelling ú-ši-ṣi where grammar leads us to expect ú-še-ṣi, is the writer simply using the sign ŠI to represent /še/?  Or does the writer truly intend to indicate something phonetically different from /še/?[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  The picture is all the more complex because, as von Soden implies, the sounds /i/ and /e/ were very probably unstable entities: even if a writer did use a spelling to indicate an aberration from ‘normal’ pronunciation of e.g. /e/, his or her ‘normal’ /e/ might have been quite different from someone else’s.] 

On the level of isolated occurrences, such questions are very likely hopeless.  Progress can however be made with them by studying patterns, where there is enough evidence to reveal them.  But we will see in the following that it is not always easy to indentify patterns, even for general phonological principles.
[bookmark: _Toc368841515][bookmark: _Toc386921503][bookmark: _Toc387323997]Orthography and the change of i to e before r

Descriptions of Akkadian phonology have, with varying degrees of confidence, long put forward the idea that there was a sound change whereby i changed to e before r.  At the same time, it has been recognised that spellings do not always reflect the change, raising the question of the relation between spelling and pronunciation.  We will review the sequence of main statements: 

1887 – the idea of i changing to e before r seems to have originated with Paul Haupt,[footnoteRef:2] who remarked on it en passant, as a self-evident fact:  [2:  The notion that the idea is Haupt’s springs from Delitzsch’s attribution of it to him (see fn. 7).  For an earlier statement on i vs e see Sayce, Grammar (1872) 29:  “I interchanges also with e”; and “Its pronunciation [of e, MW] differed but slightly from that of i, as is shown by the interchange of the two vowels (see suprà), and the fact that many characters have indifferently e and i as their vowel-sound”, p. 33).] 


“only in a few exceptional cases did it [sc. e, MW] develop from an i under the influence of a following r, as in unammer ‘I made brilliant’ for unammir, uštešer ‘I directed’ for uštešir, umâ'er ‘he sent’ for umâ'ir -*iumahhir”.[footnoteRef:3]   [3:  Haupt, The American Journal of Philology 8/3 (1887) 283.] 


It is not clear whether by “exceptional cases” he meant that the change is regular but rarely seen because the environement in which it arises (/ir/) is itself rare, or that /ir/ can “exceptionally” change to /er/, but usually doesn’t.

1889 – in the first Akkadian grammar to appear after Haupt’s statement above, Friedrich Delitzsch cautiously reported Haupt’s idea as an “assumption”: [footnoteRef:4] [4:  Delitzsch attributes to Haupt the idea that ḫ has the same effect on i as r.  I am unable to find this in Haupt’s publications.  This has no bearing on the present enquiry, and there are not enough attestations on manuscript A of the Middle Assyrian Laws to study the phenomenon there.] 


[bookmark: _Ref315516322]“Im Anschluss an diese beiden ersten vokalischen Lautwandlungen sei noch der von Haupt angenommene Übergang von i in e unter dem Einfluss eines unmittelbar folgenden r oder ḫ erwähnt”.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Delitzsch, Grammatik (1889) § 36.] 


“Für ein vielleicht aus urspr. i unter dem Einfluss eines folgenden r oder ḫ hervorgegangenes e s. § 36”.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Delitzsch, Grammatik (1889) end § 28.] 


1906 – the next important grammar was that of Arthur Ungnad, who treated Haupt’s idea more favourably that Delitzsch (though Haupt’s name is dropped, and remains so in all the works we will go on to quote)

“Unter Einfluss von ḫ, r (selten anderen Lauten) wird i oft zu e: uma3er ich sandte; utemmeḫ ich fasste”.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Ungnad, Grammatik (1906) §5bα.] 


1907 – in his short grammar of Akkadian, Bruno Meißner likewise adopted Haupt’s idea: 

	“i wird vor r und ḫ häufig als e gesprochen: uštêšer für uštêšir = er hat geleitet; tâmeḫ für tâmiḫ = haltend; meṭirtu erscheint als μιτερθ = Regen”.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Meissner, Grammatik (1907) § 20i.] 


Meißner was the first scholar to adduce the evidence of the ‘Graeco-Babyloniaca’ (late tablets bearing Akkadian and Sumerian in both Cuneiform and Greek script).  See Knudzen below, sub 1989-1990.

1926 – Ungnad added more detail to the new version of his grammar, but the basic position was unchanged: 

“Unter Einfluss von ḫ, r (selten anderer Laute, so im Ass. m)[footnoteRef:9] wird i oft zu e: uma3er ich beauftragte; eragam er erhebt Anspruch (= iragam),[footnoteRef:10] liššaṭer möge geschrieben werden; utammeḫ er fasste und utemmeḫ (§5aβ); hierher vohl auch Inf. von Verben tertiae r wie sekêre(m) versperren, aus sakârim (§5aβ), wozu sekêru, sekêra Neubildungen sind; ass. šanîte(m) aus šanîti(m)”.[footnoteRef:11] [9:  As we shall see below, this addition was inspired by Landsberger’s 1924 review of Lewy’s edition of the Middle Assyrian Laws. ]  [10:  For this example see already Ungnad, ZDMG 62/4 (1908) 723.]  [11:  Ungnad, Grammatik (1926) 5b.] 


1952 – in the first edition of his Grundriss der akkadischen Grammatik, von Soden introduced the variable of whether /i/ and /r/ formed a single syllable (in which case, he maintained, the change to /er/ was obligatory, despite the large number of apparent exceptions), or were part of two different syllables (in which case he envisaged some variability): 

“i wurde als e gesprochen wohl immer vor silbenschließendem r und ḫ (trotz sehr vieler Schreibungen mit i, s. § 8 b): z. B. bab. utēr ‘er brachte zurück’ < utīr (ass. uta’’er), ḫašeḫ ‘er braucht’ usw. In offener Silbe vor r und ḫ schwankte die Aussprache anscheinend (s. § 75 g)”.[footnoteRef:12] [12:  von Soden, GAG (1st ed.) (1952) 9h.] 


1956 – André Finet’s grammar of the Mari letters views the change as possible but not systematic. Von Soden’s distinction about syllable boundaries is not adopted, and it is not specified (though it is probably intended) that /i/ should be the first of the two sounds concerned: 

“La voyelle i peut se transformer en e sous l’influence d’une laryngale ou d’un 
r”.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  Finet, L'accadien (1956) § 5g. His examples include: ha-še-eh vs ha-ši-ih ; wu-e-er ; ú-wa-e-er vs [l]i-wa-i-ir-ma ; me-hi-ir tuppiya vs mi-hi-ir tuppiya.] 


1964 – in revising Ungnad’s grammar, Lubor Matouš left Ungnad’s position on the change of /i/ to /e/ before /r/ intact (though he changed the treatment of the genitive ending): 

“Unter Einfluß von ḫ, r wird i oft zu e: uma’’er ‘ich beauftragte’, utammeḫ ‘erfasste’. Aus der Genitivendung -im wird unter Umständen im späteren Ass. -e, namentlich im Genitiv (z.B šanīte ‘der anderen’ aus šanītim) und bei der Ventiv-Endung -nim”.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  Ungnad and Matouš, Grammatik (1964) § 6b.] 


1966 – Erica Reiner’s Linguistic Analysis of Akkadian did not explictly comment on the issue of i changing to e before r, but her comments on i vs e as genitive endings suggest that she was sceptical of the idea: 

“The possible allophonic distribution of /i/ versus /e/ seems impossible to state at the present time and conceivably never will be stated, owing to the ambiguities of the writing system”.[footnoteRef:15] [15:  Reiner, LAA (1965) 66.] 


1968 – Karl Hecker’s grammar of Old Assyrian implies that i regularly goes to e, citing three examples and two counter-examples.[footnoteRef:16]  Hecker also notes that the noun which he normalises as tīrtum always has i,[footnoteRef:17] and that the shift to e does not happen before ḫ.[footnoteRef:18] [16:  Hecker, GKT (1968) 16d: „Für die Behandlung von i vor e beachte: [examples of the shift]“.]  [17:  Hecker, GKT (1968) 17e.]  [18:  Hecker, GKT (1968) 16d.] 


1971 – Walter Mayer’s grammar of Middle Assyrian does not specifically address the question of a change of /i/ to /e/ before /r/, but, by stating that i and e are used interchangeably within and at the end of words, he implies that such a development would at least be hard to prove: 

“Der Unterschied zwischen e- und i-haltiges [sic! MW] Zeichen ist in der Keilschrift nur bei wenigen Zeichen! [text: Zeilen, MW] ausgebildet.  Selbst diese werden – wie schon aA – im In- und Auslaut durchweg promiscue gebraucht”.[footnoteRef:19] [19:  Mayer, GMA (1971) § 9. This section of Mayer’s work is not mentioned in the reviews by Hecker, WdO 7/1 (1973), Lambert, BSOAS 36 (1973), Postgate, BiOr 31 (1974), or Freydank, OLZ 70 (1975).] 


1989-1990 – in his analysis of Babylonian pronunciation as revealed in Greek transcription, Knudsen came to a conclusion similar to Meissner’s, giving the “rule” he expresses as “i → [e]/ _ h, r”, and commenting that: 

“A former version of the rule well-known from earlier Akkadian converts i to e before h [x] and r in non-initial syllales.  However, in initial syllables and in particular in word initial position the rule does not apply as in Standard Babylonian irat (cstr.) ‘breast’ and iherri ‘he digs’.  Inflected forms like irtu and ihri are orthographically ambiguous [sc. in Cuneiform, MW]. The late tradition has extended the environment of the shift i > e to all positions before h and r, even word initially”.  

Knudsen cites the examples μιτερθ < miṭirtu, miṭertu “a type of canal” (Sollberger Iraq 24, A2); βερ < birri (gen.) “lattice” (Geller ZA 73); εξξερ < ihri “he dug” (Sollberger Iraq 24 A2).[footnoteRef:20] [20:  Knudsen, Orientalia Suecana 38-39 (1989-1990) 72-73.] 


1995 – in the third edition of his Grundriss, von Soden made no modification to the position expressed in the first edition.[footnoteRef:21] [21:  von Soden, GAG (1995) § 9h.] 


1996 – Giorgio Buccellati’s Structural Grammar of Babylonian stated that i and e are in free variation in Babylonian.[footnoteRef:22]  The three examples cited (šīru/šēru, immirū/immerū and ušatmiḫ/ušatmeḫ) are all vulnerable to the idea of /i/ changing to /e/ before /r/ and /ḫ/. [22:  Buccellati, Structural Grammar (1996) 32.] 


1997 – John Huehnergard’s Grammar of Akkadian echoed von Soden’s position: 

“The vowels i and ī were apparently pronounced as e and ē, respectively, when they occurred before the consonants r and ḫ.  This sound change is not consistently indicated in the writing system, however, so that byforms are frequently attested”.[footnoteRef:23] [23:  Huehnergard, Grammar (1997) 45.] 


He adds a note on “1cp verbal prefixes”, which are “affected ... infrequently”, giving the examples “irakkab, less often erakkab, ‘he mounts’; iḫalliqā, less often eḫalliqā, they (f.) escape”.

2000 – Jakko Hämeen-Anttila’s Sketch of Neo-Assyrian Grammar adopted a position similar to that of Erica Reiner and Walter Mayer: 

“Because of the defective discrimination between i and e in the cuneiform writing system, it is difficult to analyse the allophonic variation in the phoneme /i-e/”.[footnoteRef:24] [24:  Hämeen-Anttila, Sketch (2000) 27.  ] 


2001 – Bert Kouwenberg accepted the change of /i/ to /e/ before /r/, using this to explain e-colouring in the Old Babylonian forms ešebber and ešber: 

“On ešebber, ešber, etc., with the change i → e before r, cf. GAG § 9h”.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  Kouwenberg in Veenhof Anniversary Volume (2001) 225 n. 2.] 


2004 – Mikko Luukko’s discussion of variation in Neo-Assyrian refined Hämeen-Anttlia’s position, noting that, while one could envisage “almost free variation of [i] and [e] in writing”, they are “usually distinguished from one another” at the start of words.[footnoteRef:26] [26:  Luukko, Variation (2004) 86-87.] 


2005 – Rebecca Hasselbach tentatively took up the idea of a change /i/ to /e/ before /r/ in her grammar of Sargonic Akkadian, which accords significance to the exceptions: 

“The sign È is often followed by either a guttural or /r/, which suggests that the sign can stand for the syllable /ye/, although not all attestations of È allow this interpretation, as in the case of /yillakam/ where a lowering of i > e cannot be postulated with certainty”.[footnoteRef:27] [27:  Hasselbach, Sargonic Akkadian (2005) 87-88. Her n. 182 (p. 88) remarks further that “It is possible, though, as suggested in section 2.4.3 that /ll/ lowered i > e”.] 


2011 – Michael Streck’s grammar of Old Babylonian envisages the change /i/ to /e/ before /r/ occurring, though “not consistently”: 

“Die Umlaute /a/ > /e/ und /i/ > /e/ (letzterer in der Keilschriftorthographie nicht immer sicher fassbar) erfolgen oft in der Umgebung von /r/ oder /ḫ/, allerdings nicht konsequent”.[footnoteRef:28] [28:  Streck, Lehrbuch (2011) § 26c.] 


2011 – Huehnergard maintained his position (identical wording and page number)

2017 – Bert Kouwenberg’s Grammar of Old Assyrian confirms Hecker’s presentation, but restricts the phenomenon to short i: “ĭ tends to become ĕ before r”.  He points to II-weak verbal forms such as lu-wa-e-er “let me instruct” and tù-ta-e-ra-am “you gave back to me”, contrasting with e.g. ú-kà-i-lu “he held” (sub.) and i-ma-i-id “it will become much”; also to “atypical or broken” spellings, such as ni-me-eḫ-e-er “we met” and lu-šé-e-er “let me release”. He notes that aberrations with ĭ such as ú-ta-i-ra-šu do occur, but – except for the noun ti-(i)-ir-tum, as noted by Hecker –“far less frequently”.[footnoteRef:29] [29:  Kouwenberg, Grammar (2017) 96.] 


[bookmark: _Ref314910919]What to make of this long sequence of statements?  As with several of the fiddlier aspects of Akkadian, the situation seems to be largely impressionistic, and words like “wohl” and “apparently” (as indeed my own “perhaps”, cited in fn. 32) betray unease in several of the discussants.  While a few scholars cite an example or two, little concrete evidence has been advanced in favour of the change /i/ to /e/ before /r/, and most of the views above have to be taken on trust (a situation not helped by the fact they are contradictory). For this reason, I expressed scepticism of it in my learner’s grammar of Babylonian,[footnoteRef:30] and Erica Reiner seems to have been more sceptical still. [30:  Worthington, Complete Babylonian (2010) 282: “Some scholars believe that i changed to e before r or h (a variant of this idea is that it happened only when a appeared earlier in the word)... The same comment [i.e. “It is uncertain whether this was really so, but being aware of the idea will help you to understand the normalizations produced by scholars who subscribe to it”, MW] applies as above, though the evidence in favour of this idea is perhaps stronger”.] 

But I now have to revise my position, because hard evidence can be found, and it is manuscript A of the Middle Assyrian Laws which supplies it.  Equally, the manuscript’s few exceptions to the tendency will raise questions about the nature of the interplay between pronunciation and spelling.

[bookmark: _Toc386921504][bookmark: _Toc387323998]MS A of the Middle Assyrian Laws

In the following, we will study spellings of i and e on ‘manuscript A’ of the Middle Assyrian Laws.[footnoteRef:31]  The two main strands of our investigation will be: the change i > e before r, and i vs e in singular status rectus case endings. [31:  Published in cuneiform by Schroeder, KAV (1920) no. 1.  Weidner, AfO 12 (1937-1939) 50 and Tf. IV pointed out that there were erasures in the tablet’s colophon absent from Schroeder’s copy.  Transliteration in Driver and Miles, Assyrian Laws (1935) 380-425.  Photo, copy and transliteration at http: //cdli.ucla.edu/P281779 (accessed 5.x.2017).  A useful survey of other manuscripts of the Middle Assyrian laws is offered by Saporetti, Leggi (1998) 235-236.  ] 

	‘Manuscript A’ of the Middle Assyrian Laws is a long and well-preserved tablet whose colophon dates it to day 2 of the month ša–sarrāte, in the eponymate of Saggiu (msa-/gi/-ú), who probably held office in the reign of Ninurta-apil-Ekur in the early twelfth century.[footnoteRef:32]  The tablet was (like MS B of the Laws) found in a city gate next to the Anu-Adad temple at Assur.[footnoteRef:33]  As Ernst Weidner suggested,[footnoteRef:34] this find-spot is probably connected to the function of city gates in Mesopotamia as a site for legal proceedings.[footnoteRef:35] [32:  The eponymate of Saggiu was argued by Weidner, AfO 12 (1937-1939) 49 to fall in the reign of Tiglath-Pileser I.  That it might instead fall in the reign of Ninurta-apil-Ekur was first suggested by Saporetti, Eponimi (1979) on the basis that the erased signs in the colophon (see previous fn.) probably included this king’s name.  This position has since found widespread acceptance, e.g. Freydank, Beiträge (1981) 68 (pointing out the unlikelihood of two eponyms called Saggiu, this name being rare), and Postgate, BAB (2013) 58 fn. 51.  Saporetti, Leggi (1998) 66 remained cautious (“naturalmente si tratta solo di congetture”). There was also a Saggiu (probably the same person as Saggiu-the-eponym) who was palace administrator (mašennu) in the eponymate of Ragiššānu (Jakob, Verwaltung und Sozialstruktur (2002) 102 and 108), who was eponym shortly after Saggiu-the-eponym (Freydank, Beiträge (1981) 74).]  [33:  See Pedersén, Archives and Libraries vol. 1 (1985) 39 no. 17.]  [34:  Weidner, AfO 12 (1937-1939) 48.]  [35:  On this see May in The Fabric of Cities (2014) 95-100, with Biblical parallels.] 

	We will first consider the evidence the manuscript can contribute to the question of the change ir > er, and then other cases.

[bookmark: _Toc386921505][bookmark: _Ref386921591][bookmark: _Toc387323999]The manuscript’s evidence for ir > er

Forms and spellings on our manuscript relevant to the question of a change /i/ to /e/ before /r/ are of several kinds.  In the list below, (1)-(3) support the idea of the change, while (4)-(6) are at odds with it.

	Supporting cases

1) The change /ir/ > /er/ is attested to by the vowel sign e: 

	/ir/ > /er/
	contrasting with

	ub-ta-e-ru and similar forms of burru: 
i.7, 75, 90, ii.22, ii.42, 49, 64, 77 (ú-ba-e-er), 89 (ú-ba-e-er), 94, 100, v.98, vii.4, 94

	uk-ta-i-nu and other forms of kunnu: 
i.8, 91, ii.43, 50, 65, 95, 101, v.99, vii.5, 95


	G participle: 
ba-e-ru-ta
i.9
	G participle: 
d]a-i-ka-nu-te
i.100, [ii.1]

na-i-ka-na and other forms/spellings of the same lexeme
ii.35, 38, iii.24, 35, 39, viii.24, 31, 35, 36, 47

	other: 
(no relevant forms)
	other: 
a-i-la
ii.52




All forms in the left-hand column belong to the middle-weak verb burru.  One might wonder whether the e (in place of “etymological” i) derives not from the presence of r, but somehow from the weakness.  This, however, seems unlikely, given that there is no e-colouring in present forms on the same manuscript: anāku ú-ba-ar (ii.75), ú-ba-ar-ka (ii.87). By analogy with the preterite uba’’er, these spellings presumably represent uba’’ar.

2) The change /ir/ > /er/ is suggested by the use of a Ce (consonant+e) sign: [footnoteRef:36] [36:  In a case such as mu-um-me-er-ta, the sign transliterated as er is not a useful indicator, as it could just as easily be read ir.  And so for equivalent cases: it is only the signs in bold which are useful indicators.] 


	/ir/ > /er/
	contrasting with

	mu-um-me-er-ta (iii.21, 24, 35, 40)

ga-me-er (vi.43, 80)

a-me-ra-a-nu
vii.14, 18

a-me-ra-a-ni
vii.9
	ba-ti-qa-an-šu (v.82)

ṣa-bi-ta-áš-ša (v.74)

ṣa-bi-ta-an-ša (v.93)




These are almost all PāRiS- forms (the exception is mummerta), and all those in the left-hand column are written with the sign ME. This is worth noting, given the uncertainties to be explored below over how this manuscript uses ME.

3) The change /ir/ > /er/ is visible by proxy, in the verbal infix te (assimilated from original ta): 

	/ir/ > /er/
	contrasting with

	it-te-ke-e-er (iii.65)[footnoteRef:37] [37:  At iii.65, the transliteration in Driver and Miles (p. 396), wrongly has -ti-.] 

it-te-ke-er (vii.15)

(from orig. *ittakir)
	tal-ti-ri-iq (i.25, 34, 58)




In equivalent morphological contexts which have no r, the infix *ta usually (18 out of 20 times)[footnoteRef:38] appears as ti, while in III-e verbs it appears as te (3 examples).[footnoteRef:39] [38:  The 18 examples with ti: ta-(at-)ti-din(-ši) (i.28, 37, iii.16, viii.43), it-ti-din (v.27), ta-at-ti-ṣi-ma (ii.26), it-ti-ni(-ik)-ku(-ka/-ú-uš) (ii.68, 74, 84, 86), taq-ti-bi (iii.33, 37), iq-ti-bi-a-áš-še (ii.16), iq-ti-bi (ii.67), ir-ti-bi (iv.4), ir-ti-ši(erased)-ú-n[é-eš-šu] (v.39), tar-ti-i-ši (i.84), i-it-ti-ši-iq?-ši (i.94), iz-zI-bI-El (iv.21). The two exceptions are te-te-ti-iq (ii.15) and e-te-zi-ib-ši (v.21), both from first-weak e-verbs. The former is particularly interesting, because of the use of ti and te side by side.  With so few examples it is difficult to know how to interpret them.  It is not impossible that both instances are errors of attraction (see Worthington, Principles (2012) § 3.2.12).]  [39:  ta-ah-te-e-pe (i.79), tah-te-pe (i.86), il-te-qé (vi.47).] 


	Exceptions

4) The verbal subject prefix i- does not change to e- before r when the latter is the first radical: 

i-ra-ak-ku-su-né-eš-še (vi.98), i-ra-ak-ku-zu (v.103), i-ra-ak-ku-su(-suffixes) (v.86, vi.98)

This may indicate that, more generally, the change does not happen at the beginning of a word, but in the absence of further examples this is hard to prove.  One can equally imagine that the change /i/ > /e/ did take place phonetically in the above instances (i.e. irakkusū was pronounced /erakkusū/), but that the subject prefix i- was written with the vowel sign I to facilitate parsing – i.e. a spelling with E would make it look like a first-weak verb.

5) The form tal-ti-ri-iq (i.25, 34, 58).  Here the i before r results from assimilation of an erstwhile a (*taltariq) ) to the i before q, so this could be considered a special case: there might have been pressure to pronounce both vowels the same (avoiding **talteriq).

6) Two forms, each spelled twice, which do not seem to conform to a particular pattern: 

i-qa-ab-bi-ru-ši (vii.97, 101), ši-ir-qí(-ša) (i.62, iv.12)

For these, there is no obvious explanation.[footnoteRef:40]  We are left wondering whether the departure from the pattern is in pronunciation or spelling. [40:  For ši-ir-qí one can hypothesise ad hoc that disambiguation (whether graphic or phonetic) was reponsible, to distinguish the noun širqu from the imperative of šarāqu ‘to steal’.  For iqabbirūši, one could surmise that, since in Babylonian the verb has e-colouring, the vowel e was avoided (whether in writing or in speech) to make it purely Assyrian.  Unfortunately, neither hypothesis is easy to substantiate.] 


[bookmark: _Toc386921506][bookmark: _Ref386921874][bookmark: _Toc387324000]3rd f. sg. accusative and dative suffixes

Benno Landsberger observed that our manuscript writes 3rd f. sg. dative suffixes (from older ‑šim) as še, and 3rd f. sg. accusative suffixes (identical to older -ši) as ši.  The pattern is solidly established, with 60 examples of accusative -ši,[footnoteRef:41] and 11 examples of dative ‑še.[footnoteRef:42]   [41:  [e]-ep-pu-šu-ú-[(xx)]-ši (i.13), ú-ša-hi-zu-ši-ni (i.61), i-pa-aṭ-ṭar-ši (i.64), i-laq-qé-e-ši (i.68), ub-ta-e-ru-ú-ši (i.75, vii.94), i-mah-hu-ṣu-ši (i.77), i-it-ti-ši-iq?-ši (i.93), it-ti-ak-ši (ii.19, ii.28, ii.33, ii.63, iii.31), i-it-ti-a-ak-ši (ii.37), ta-ti-din-ši (iii.16), ta-al-qí-ú-ši-ni (iii.29), ud-du-ši-i-ni (iii.45), iš-ku-nu-ši-i-ni (iii.98; for the construction with the person in the accusative see e.g. CAD Š/I 123b f 2’), iš-ku-nu-ši-ni (v.22), i-bu-ak-ši (iv.18), i-id-dan-ši (iv.28, iv.66, viii.27, 32), ú-še-ši-ib-ši (iv.84), e-te-zi-ib-ši (v.21), ah-zu-ši-ni (v.61), la-a ah-zu-ši-i-ni (v.63), ub-ba-la-a-ši (v.71), i-mah-ṣu-ú-ši (v.75), ub-la-áš-ši (v.79, v.97), i-ṣa-ba-ta-aš-ši (v.90), ub-ba-la-áš-ši (v.91), e-ta-mar-ši-ma (v.95), i-iṣ-ṣa-ab-ta-áš-ši (v.96), ú-pa-ṣa-an-ši (vi.3), ú-ša-kal-ši (vi.53), i-laq-qé-áš-ši (vi.75), ú-ša-ku-lu-ú-ši (vi.95), ša i-ra-’a-mu-ši-ni (vi.97), ú-ša-ku-lu-ši (vi.102), ú-ša-ku-lu?-ši (vi.108), ú?-ša?-ku-lu-ši (vi.112), e-hu-zu-ši-ni (vi.110), ú-zak-ka-a-ši (vii.44), ú-ša-aṣ-li-ši (vii.84, 88), uk-ta-i-nu-ú-ši (vii.95), i-za-qu-pu-ú-ši (vii.96, 100), i-qa-ab-bi-ru-ši (vii.97, 101), ú-ma-an-ze-e-’-ši (viii.22), ú-tar-ši (viii.28), i-laq-qé-ši (viii.29), i-id-da-an-ši (vii.36), [up-ta]-zi-ru-ú-ši (vii.104), i-sa-ma-ak-ši (viii.37), i-id-dan-ši (vii.45).]  [42:  iq-ti-bi-a-áš-še (ii.16), id-di-na-še-ni (iii.106), id-di-na-áš-še-en-ni (iv.15), e-zi-ba-áš-še (iv.88), ú-še-bi-la-áš-še (iv.90), i-qar-ri-ba-še (iv.101), id-da-na-áš-še (v.16), id-da-na-áš-še (v.18), i-id-du-nu-ni-eš-še (vi.67), il-ṭu-ra-áš-še (vi.92), i-ra-ak-ku-su-ni-eš-še (vi.98).] 

This clearly shows that a difference existed in the mind of the writer between the 3rd f.s. dative and accusative suffixes, and is strongly suggestive of a difference in pronunciation.  Indeed, Bert Kouwenberg notes that the shift of /i/ to /e/ under the influence of following mimation already happened in Old Assyrian, as evidenced by spellings such as ana wa-ṣa-e-ma “in order to depart”, ana ra-dí-e-em “for the escort”.  He comments that “corresponding forms with i after a syllable boundary are relatively uncommon”, e.g. ša na-da-i-im “(what is) to be deposited”.[footnoteRef:43] [43:  Kouwenberg, Grammar (2017) 96-97] 


[bookmark: _Toc386921507][bookmark: _Toc387324001]Genitive singular case endings

The patterns in the genitive singular were recognised in outline by Julius Lewy and Benno Landsberger. To present them, we will divide forms according to their grammatical state – basic (status rectus) vs possessive (status possessivus). We will occasionally cite other forms. 

[bookmark: _Toc386921508][bookmark: _Toc387324002]The vowel signs i and e

Our manuscript offers the following evidence: 

	
	basic state
	possessive state

	i
	
	ú-ṣa-i-ša iii.32
ú-ku-la-i-ša vi.65
ú!(text: é)-kul-la-i-ša vi.79
ša-ku-li-i-ša vi.104

	e
	am-mi-e-em-ma iii.43
aš-šu-ra-ie-e iii.46
ša-na-ie-e iv.26
ur-ki-e iv.102, vi.76
GAL-e vi.24
DUMU-e vi.29, 32, 79, vii.99
	



There is a clean division between i and e in the writing of genitive singular case endings: e is used in the basic state (i.e. in word-final position), i in the possessive state (i.e. before a possessive suffix).

[bookmark: _Toc386921509][bookmark: _Toc387324003]The signs ti and te

The same distribution applies to the CV sign pair ti/te, for which the evidence is more plentiful: 

TI vs TE
	
	basic state
	possessive state

	ti
	i.5?
	25 examples: i.21, 34, ii.25, 41, iii.15, 28, 41, 83, 88, 99, 101, iv.5, 10 (qa-ti-šu), 11, 54, 78, 91, 102, vi.49, 76, 95, 109, vii.3 (qa-ti-šu-nu), 28, 42

	te
	48 examples: i.78, 85, 95, ii.14, 31, 73, 85, iii.51, 93, iv.25, 28, 44, 66, 83, 92, 96, v.4, 5 (-te-em-ma), 7, 9, v.23, 26, 28, 44, 56, 59, 62, 64, vi.12, 16, 29, 42, 71 (-te-ma), 73, 86, 86! (-te-em-ma), 90, 97, 104, vii.36, viii.17, 18, 23, 25, 32, 34, 39, 46
	


p. less than 0.0001

The number of examples is impressive, and furnishes a distribution which has high statistical significance. The possible exception will be discussed below.

[bookmark: _Toc386921510][bookmark: _Toc387324004]The signs bi and be

The use of bi and be is harder to compare: 

	
	basic state
	possessive state

	bi
	(no examples)
	30 examples: 

ŠÀ-bi-šu/ša ii.40, 62, 99, iii.38, iv.19, 100, vi.69, vii.68, 72, 76, 78, 80, 84, 88, 93, 98, 102,

a-bi-ša(-ma) iii.82, 95, 103, 107, iv.13, 24, 50, 56 ([a]-bi-ša-ma), 82, v.20, viii.7 ([a]-bi-i-ša), 13 (a-bi-i-ša), 35

	be
	(no examples)
	



One difficulty is that – owing to the rarity of nouns and adjectives with stem-final b in Akkadian – we have no data for the basic state, from words with stem-final b.  Another is that, though there are 30 attestations of bi for the possessive state, they all pertain to the same two words (libbu and abu, occurring with different possessive suffixes).  One could, at a pinch, envisage idiosyncratic forms or spelling conventions for these two frequently occurring nouns, and question whether it is legitimate to draw generalising inferences about how this manuscript treats the possessive state in general.
	On the other hand, looking at other forms on the manuscript, be appears when morphology and/or phonology lead one to expect /be/ (or /bē/).  First, the spelling be-da-at (iii.48) conforms to the how the manuscript treats statives and verbal adjectives of middle weak verbs which in Babylonian would have ī (i.e. it usually gives them ē).[footnoteRef:44] Secondly, the word which in Babylonian would appear as rebītu “square” again has ē for Babylonian ī on this manuscript, as is shown by the plene -e- in the spelling re-be-e-te (ii.14, v.59, 62, viii.17).  The sign BE is again used in the absence of plene -e- : re-be-te (ii.31, v.42, 56, v.64).   [44:  ze-e-zu (iii.84), me-e-et (iii.95, iv.25, vi.11, 22, 28, 85, vii.38), me-e-te (iv.25, vi.29), me-e-tu (iv.67), me-tu-ú-ni (vi.89), me-et (vi.27), me-e-et-ma (vi.28), me-et-te (iv.44).  Exceptions (whether phonetic or orthographic): mi-ta-at (vii.57, 70), mi-ta-a-at (vii.99).] 

Likewise, one also finds BI where morphology leads one to expected it: mu-ra-bi-a-ni-šu (vi.6), mu-ra-bi-ta (vii.83).
	On balance, then, it seems likely that our manuscript did use bi and be in the same distribution as ti and te, and it is simply through accident of usage that we do not have direct evidence of this in the genitive singular basic state.

[bookmark: _Toc386921511][bookmark: _Toc387324005]The signs ši and še

The distribution of ši and še is only partly visible, again owing to lack of evidence: 

	
	basic state
	possessive state

	ši
	(no examples)
	(no examples)

	še
	i.95, ii.34, vi.55, viii.17
	(no examples)



As with bi/be, the distribution of ši/še is compatible with that of ti/te, but we have so little evidence it is hard to be sure.  That said, the manuscript’s use of ši and še in dative and accusative endings (see § 5) lends plausibility to the idea that they would have been used for a clear division in the genitive singular.

[bookmark: _Toc386921512][bookmark: _Toc387324006]The signs mi and me

The case of mi/me is the most complex, because it is the only one which clearly contradicts the distribution of i and e, and ti and te: 

	
	basic state
	possessive state

	mi
	U4-mi v.56, vi.14 
	e-mi-šu/ša iv.42, 44, 52, 65

	me
	al-tam-me ii.31
e-me iv.20
	e-me-šu iv.27, 40



Here, both forms (basic and construct state) are written with both MI and ME.  To these may be added the ‘mixed’ spelling e-mi-e-ša (iv.17).  This raises the question (discussed below) of whether exceptions cluster here because of some phonological peculairity attaching to the sound /m/ and its influence on neighbouring vowels; or if the sign pair mi/me is being used differently from i/e and ti/te.

[bookmark: _Toc368836572][bookmark: _Toc386921513][bookmark: _Toc387324007]Summary 

To summarise the findings from our manuscript: 

1) it almost always has e before r where from the morphology one would expect i, lending strong support to Haupt’s idea of a sound change.  Of the exceptions, (4) and (5) can be explained easily.  This leaves only the two forms (each attested twice) cited sub (6), which are hardly enough to gainsay the pattern.
The observation that the manuscript displayed such a pattern was available in nuce already in 1921, when Julius Lewy remarked that in the Middle Assyrian Laws, MS A, “Vor r und ḫ wird auch im Wortinnern die Schreibung mit e festgehalten”.[footnoteRef:45]  It is regrettable that his observation has fallen into oblivion, because it is of great use: Lewy recognised – though he does not appear to have realised the significance of his recognition – that the writer of the manuscript demonstrably conformed in most cases to a rule “i goes to e before r”, thereby once and for all confirming the rule’s existence.[footnoteRef:46] [45:  Lewy, Verbum (1921) 6-7 n. 2.]  [46:  The question of which varieties of Akkadian the rule is applicable to is, of course, a different story.] 

All in all, our manuscript’s evidence for a change i > e before r is strong.

2) it maintains a clear distinction between i and e in accusative and dative suffixes (signs ši and še respectively).

3) in the genitive singular it maintains a clean division between basic state /e/ and possessive state /i/ when the sign pairs involved are i/e and ti/te; to these, another pair (bi/be) can very probably be added.  A fourth pair (ši/še) is in principle consistent with the same pattern, but has too few attestations to be certain.  The fifth pair (mi/me) appears to gainsay the pattern.
[bookmark: _Toc387324008]Comparison with other Middle Assyrian corpora

It is worth briefly setting the above distribution in the context of other Middle Assyrian writings – an exercise which is all the more necessary since, as Jussi Aro pointed out, it is far from clear how representative of Middle Assyrian at large the spellings on Manuscript A of the Laws are.[footnoteRef:47]  While a full survey of Middle Assyrian spellings of i and e cannot be undertaken here, the following examples show that, even by Middle Assyrian standards (though of course we should allow this category some inner variability), our manuscript’s consistency is noteworthy. [47:  Aro, ZA 62/2 (1972) 275: “Dabei hätte vielleicht eruiert werden können, ob die Gesetzestafel KAV 1, die besonders durch ihre Pleneschreibungen auffällt, auch sonst eine abweichende Tradition vertritt”.] 

The palace administrator archives from Assur (13th-11th centuries) contain three spellings at odds with the patterns in manuscript A of the Middle Assyrian laws: [footnoteRef:48] ša kurtu-um-mi (7: 10), a-na nap-šal-ti /ša/ mú-la-l[i] (90: 12-13), hu-ub-te-šu? (42: 4).  The same volume also includes a further case – a-na šal-lu-mi (MARV (I) 10: 5) – which, being followed by i-Anlaut, could conceivably be a sandhi spelling. [48:  The archive is published by Prechel and Freydank, Palastverwalter (2014).] 

Spellings on tablets from Tell Billa (near Assur),[footnoteRef:49] dating to the first half of the 13th Century, largely conform to the patterns on our manuscript,[footnoteRef:50] but there are two, maybe three exceptions: [ki]-i ša-pár-ti (4a: 2), [a]-na ta-kúl-ti? (8: 6), ina kur-ti (51: 13, as part of a personal name) [49:  The inscriptions are published by Finkelstein, JCS 7/4 (1953).]  [50:  E.g. in the first twenty tablets: ki ša-pár-te (3: 16), i-na ad-ra-te (4: 6), ki ša-pár-te (4: 12), eqel me-re-še (5: 11), ṭēh ta-hu-me (5: 13), a-na re-ú-te (6: 17), a-na ta-kúl?-te (7: 8), [i]-na ad-[r]a?-te (10: 13), a-na ši-pi-ir-te (11: 6), pa-ha-at šal-lu-me / il-lat (20: 18-19).] 

Spellings on the 13th Century tablets from Dūr-Katlimmu (modern Tell Šēḫ-Ḥamad), on the Habur river, again largely conform, but include several exceptions: [footnoteRef:51] [51:  Cancik-Kirschbaum, Briefe (1996).] 

	Tablet 9, a royal letter to Aššur-iddin, has the possessive state ša še-lu-i-ka (line 12), matched by i+na lìb-bi-ka (12, 36) and i+na lìb-bi-ka-a (39).  If read thus, i+na lìb-be-ku-nu (31) is anomalous, but one could also envisage ina libbe ‘there’,[footnoteRef:52] followed by a word beginning ku-nu- (the rest of the line is unfortunately broken).  The spelling ki-i pa-ši-ri (41) has i before r. [52:  As at Prechel and Freydank, Palastverwalter  92, 1. Rd. 2’: i]+na lìb-be.  Taking the sign BE as a logogram in the passage above would not appear to give good sense.] 

	Tablet no. 2, a letter sent from Sîn-mudammiq to Aššur-iddin, largely follows the same conventions as manuscript A of the Middle Assyrian laws.  Basic state genitive singulars end in e (er-re-te, 9; ma-a-te, 14; mu-še, 22; ṭé-me, 25; ša-aṣ-bu-te, 26; ma-ṣa-ar-te-ma, 21), while equivalent possessive states end in i (ša-am-nu-ti-šu, 50; ṭé-mi-šu-nu, 52).  The change /ir/ to /er/ is twice reflected, and once not (mi-še-er-t[a], 11; ut-ta-e!-ru-ni, 50; za-i-ru, 51).
	Yet tablet no. 3, a letter sent by the same sender to the same addressee in the same eponymate (hence quite possibly inscribed by the same person), differs.  It once uses te in the possessive state (a-na ma-ṣar-te-ia, line 25), while it twice uses me in forms of namāšu (ú-na-me-ša-ni, 34; ú-ta-me-ša-ma, 39), contrasting with mi in spellings of elmeltu “elmeltu-grass” (il-mi-il-ta, 34; il-mi-il-tu-šu-nu, 36), which curiously is spelled with me (and el) on tablet no. 2 (el-me-el-te, line 17).
Tablet no. 7, a letter where both sender and recipient are lost, has three spellings which contradict the change /ir/ to /er/: ma-i-ra-a-ni (r.6’’, r. 13’’), za-i-ra-ma (15’’).
	Tablet 12, a letter from Qarrād-Aššur to Aššur-iddin, has one basic state genitive singular ending in i (áš-šúm ṭé?-x-mi, 22; ) and two in e (pa-ni-te, 27; na-áš-pér-te, 40).  The only case of etymological i before r appears as e (ú-ta-še-ru, 35).
	Tablet 22, a letter from Samīdu to Ninuāyu, offers an interesting contrast between basic state genitive singular endings i and e in the phrase lā ša mu-še u la ša ka!-lu-mi (6). The other forms on the tablet have e: [ú]-ṣa-e (8), an-ni-te-ma (22).  The only aberration thus involves the sign MI.
Spellings on the slightly later (c. 1200 BC) tablets from Tell Chuēra, in modern-day Syria, largely demonstrate the same patterns as our manuscript,[footnoteRef:53] though they do include two exceptions: lu-ta-áš-ši-/ir/ (5: 8) and si-i-ra gibil / li-se-[er]-ru (12: 17-18).  There is also some variability: am-mi-ša (2: 17, 12: 3) vs. am-me-e-ša-ma (9: 24). [53:  The inscriptions are published by Jakob, Tell Chuēra (2009), who on basis that all eponyms mentioned in the cache fall in reign of TN I dates them to “in die Regierungszeit Tukultī-Ninurtas I. vor der Wende vom. 13. zum 12. Jahrhundert” (p. 1).] 

Evidence is also forthcoming from the 11th century Middle Assyrian tablets from Giricano, in South-East Turkey.[footnoteRef:54]  Here we have basic state genitives ending in both ‑bi and ‑be:  [54:  Radner, Giricano (2004).] 


basic state genitive -bi
dunni–ša–!ú-zi-bi (1: 5-6, 4: 11)
dumu ez-bi (3: 5)

We also find the expression [g]u4 la še-bi / gu4 sig5 ‘lā š. ox, good quality ox’ (10: 17-18), where še-bi may either represent the accusative of šēbu ‘old’ with unexpected ending, or a rare word in the genitive.[footnoteRef:55]  If the latter, še-bi belongs with the above examples. [55:  In theory, it could be a PiRS- form of šiābu ‘to be old’, but the PiRS- forms is not normally used for verbs of being.] 


basic state genitive -be
i+na ugu ú-li-[b]e (3: 4)
[mu]nusnin-at–dku-be (14: 2)
[dumu] giš-e (11: 18) (with Radner ad loc., short form of ṣillī-ašihi/ašehe)

Most of these examples are names.  Scepticism has often been expressed over whether one can expect names (particularly foreign ones) to obey a language’s sound laws,[footnoteRef:56] but this scepticism would seem to bear on the names not being inflected at all, rather than on their being inflected with -e vs -i.  It seems fair, therefore, to use them as evidence in the present context.[footnoteRef:57] [56:  E.g. Güterbock, American Journal of Archaeology 87/2 (1983) 138 on the equation of Hittite “Ahhiyawa” with the Achaeans: “I do not think that phonetic laws apply to foreign names”.]  [57:  Saporetti, Onomastica (1970) 514 reports the name Uzibu (or rather Uzēbu, following the diminutive pattern PuRayS- ?) occurring with genitive -bi and non-genitive -bu on same tablet (VDI 80, 71: 1 (-bi), 10 (-bi), 4 (-bu)).] 

	Also interesting is the spelling dumu mki-di-te-i (8: 26), which suggests that the sign te is being used for /ti/.
Few as the Giricano examples are, one can conclude from them that matters were by no means as straightforward at Giricano as on our manuscript of the Laws.  However, what one can infer from this far-flung provincial site about language in the Assyrian heartland is a different matter.
	By and large, then, the other Middle Assyrian sources we have examined agree with the patterns on our manuscript.  But they have a sprinkling of irregularities against which our manuscript stands out as highly consistent.  It is also noticeable that, as on our manuscript, a high proportion of the exceptions involve the signs MI/ME.
[bookmark: _Toc386921514][bookmark: _Toc387324009]Analysis


Our manuscript’s spellings raise questions: why, if it usually conforms to a pattern in phonology/spelling, does it occasionally depart from it?  What can this tell us about how the writer thought about language, or spelling, or both?  How does this realte the the writer’s vernacular?  These questions will be taken up below.

[bookmark: _Toc386921515][bookmark: _Toc387324010]Lewy and Landsberger

It is interesting to contrast the different attitudes brought to our manuscript by Julius Lewy and Benno Landsberger, who between them already detected most of the patterns displayed above.  
Lewy developed a sophisticated and creative interpretation of the manuscript’s spellings. It seemed to him

“... als versuche der Scheiber bisweilen das gegebene Schema einer historischen, aber nicht sehr reichen Orthographie zu gunsten grösserer Deutlichkeit zu durchbrechen, ohne es zu wagen in seiner Reform consequent zu sein. Den gleichen Eindruck gewinnt man aus dem allerdings nur scheinbar ganz regellosen Wechsel von te und ti im casus obliquus auf t endender Stämme z. B. mutu oder ḳâtu und der fem. Substantiva und Adjektiva auf tu; hier wird consequent der Genitiv mit folgendem Suffix mit ti geschrieben, z. B. mu-ti-šu (mehr als 15 Mal ausnahmslos), aber ohne Suffix mu-te (IV 92 u. ö.).

Thus Lewy noted the pattern for ti/te, and intepreted it in terms of a conscious spelling reform, introduced “for the sake of greater clarity”.  It is a pity he did not elaborate: quite possibly, he was suggesting that the distribution of ti vs te in the basic and possessive state was intended as a disambiguation to aid reading, so that, upon seeing something like a-na qa-ti, one knew that the sign group was not yet finished, and that one must expect a suffix.  If so, Lewy’s idea anticipated insights from decades later, which still have to gain wide currency.[footnoteRef:58] [58:  Refs in Worthington, Principles (2012) § 5.4.] 

Noting that genitive nouns whose spelling terminates with a V sign use both i and e, Lewy concluded “man kann nur einen merklichen Einfluss der Schreibung der t als letzten Consonanten vor dem casus obliquus-Vokal aufweisenden Bildungen auf andere, vocalisch auslaufende Nomina im Genitiv feststellen”.[footnoteRef:59]  This too is a sophisticated way of thinking about things: Lewy does not see the writer as slavishly transcribing sounds in a strictly phonetic way, but rather as using a spelling convention in one context (nouns and adjectives with stem-final t) which in turn influences spellings in other contexts.  In Lewy’s model, then, spelling becomes a working ‘level’ of the writer’s mind which has its own quirks. [59:  Lewy, Verbum (1921) 8.] 

	Lewy’s way of thinking about spellings were swept aside by Landsberger’s review of his work, which interpreted the spelling patterns on our manuscript as bald reflections of a phonological rule: 

“i und e gehen weder in der Sprache noch in der Schrift durcheinander. Gerade in diesem Punkte hat unser Text Klarheit geschaffen, indem wir daraus folgendes Lautgesetz ablesen können: Vor dem m der Mimation (bei Substantiv, Verb, Pronomen) wird i zu e, das sich auch nach dem Verschwinden der Mimation hält”.[footnoteRef:60] [60:  Landsberger, OLZ 27/12 (1924) col. 721.] 


In this reading, our manuscript is simply written phonetically, and we lose the idea of a writer making spelling choices.
Landsberger’s position seems never to have been challenged (except indirectly by Walter Mayer), and it is presumably the source of several statements on Middle Assyrian morphology in von Soden’s Grundriss.[footnoteRef:61] Yet it is no more than one way of reacting to the evidence marshalled by Lewy.  Indeed, it runs into several problems, two of which Landsberger himself addressed, and two which he did not.  [61:  GAG § 9h: “Ebenso wird die Genetivendung –im bab. jünger zu i, ass. aber zu e (§ 63 d), und entsprechend das Pron.- Suff. –nim (§ 42 g ; 82 d) bab. zu –ni, ass. zu –ne (m/nA –ne auch vor Pron.-Suff., s. § 82 d)”.  GAG § 63d: “Aus der Gen.-Endung –im wird spat-aA und m/nA –e, m/spB aber –i (§ 9 h)”. GAG § 42k: dative –še is “mA (-im > -e wie im Gen. des Nomens, s. § 9 h. 63 d)”.] 

First, other manuscripts of the laws, which Landsberger believed to reflect an older text, have -ti not -te in the status rectus.  Landsberger’s explanation – “wahrscheinlich hat hier eine Eigentümlichkeit des Dialektes erst später Eingang in die Schriftsprache gefunden”[footnoteRef:62] – was never the only possibility, and looks weak now that i to e before mimation is already documented in Old Assyrian. [62:  Landsberger, OLZ 27/12 (1924) col. 722 n. 1.] 

Secondly, if the writer was faithfully representing a “sound law”, why the odd behaviour of mi and me?  Here, to explain cases of unexpected me Landsberger came up with the ad hoc explanation that /i/ changed to /e/ after /m/; whereas to explain cases of unexpected mi he positived Babylonianisms.  This looks like special pleading: why are there no clear Babylonianisms among the much more numerous examples of te?
Thirdly, a model in which the behaviour of i and e is purely phonetic sits awkwardly with other spelling traits on the manuscript.  One can point in particular to the use of initial plene spellings and to the uses of s and z, which are conspicuously inconsistent.[footnoteRef:63]  Landsberger would have our writer operate completely phonetically in one sphere (i and e), but make ad hoc choices in other spheres. [63:  E.g. mu-uz-za (iii.105, iv.85, iv.101) vs. mu-us-sa (iv.95, iv.98, v.11, vi.8, vi.46, vi.89, vi.90).] 

Fourthly, if the writer was working to a ‘phonological rule’, how widely was this rule applied?  We have already seen that other Middle Assyrian writers occasionally departed from it.  It may be instructive to compare mimation in Hammurapi’s laws and letters.  Reading these, one might well derive the impression that there were morphological ‘rules’ about the placement of mimation.  And, in a sense, so there must have been.  But it is not clear that these were rules active in the spoken language of the time.  As Leonid Kogan and Sergey Loesov point out, mimation is used unsystematically already in documents older than Hammurapi.[footnoteRef:64]  Hammurapi’s use of it is, then, at best archaising and quite possibly artificial.  One wonders whether the regularities one observes on our manuscript of the Middle Assyrian laws might have similar status.  Certainly, our other sources suggest that the writer was not just writing down ‘spoken Middle Assyrian forms’. [64:  Kogan and Loesov, BuB 2 (2005) 743 fn. 2.] 

It seems likely, then, that we need a mixed model: yes, there was (as per Landsberger) a strong tendency for Middle Assyrian to convert i to e in certain contexts.  But the change was not so simple that all writers understood it equally well, and indeed we need not suppose it had spread through the language with perfect consistency.  For the writer of our manuscript to produce such regularity we probably need more than just the ability to transcribe the language faithfully: also a high degree of linguistic and orthographic awareness.

[bookmark: _Toc386921516][bookmark: _Toc387324011]The problem of mi and me

Spellings with the signs mi and me on our manuscript are particularly problematic, because they contain a number of anomalies concentrated in a small number of attestations.
The only case of mi for expected me in the genitive singular is U4-mi (v.56, vi.14).  This can be explained as an aid to reading: after the sumerogram U4, -me might have looked to the reader like the plural marker MÉŠ, so -mi might deliberately have been used instead.
Cases of me for expected mi are more numerous, and some at least very likely reflect economy of writing: the sign me (two wedges) is quicker and easier to inscribe than mi (ten wedges).  This probably explains e-em-me-ed (i.39) alongside e-em-mi-id (ii.62, iii.39) and e-em-mi-du (i.45).[footnoteRef:65]   [65:  Prima facie, spellings such as i-na-kI-EŠ (ii.53) might cause one to wonder whether /i/ in a closed final syllable changed to /e/, so that /ēmmed/ would in fact be the spoken form.  However, the spelling ra-ki-i-EŠ (iv.72) strongly suggests that signs eC are being used for iC.  This would apply also to iz-zi-bI-El (iv.21), ul-ta-aṣ-lI-Eš (ii.99) and ú-na-ak-kI-EŠ (iii.79).] 

Sometimes, however, alternative explanations suggest themselves.  For example, our manuscript offers the spelling e-me-šu (iv.27, 40) alongside e-mi-šu/ša (iv.42, 44, 52, 65).  While this could simply be ‘wedge-economy’, nominative e-mu-ša (vi.48) suggests that our manuscript inflects the possessive state of the word emu ‘father-in-law’ like abu and ahu, with a case-vowel before the suffix.  This being so, one can imagine pressure from the basic state being exerted onto the possessive state, which in the genitive singular would find itself embattled between /i/ and /e/. One wonders whether the spelling e-mi-e-ša (iv.17) reflects this, perhaps as a soft auto-correction.
All in all, one wonders whether in the sources we have examined (MS A of the laws, and others) the signs MI and ME are used interchangeably (MI with the readings mi, mé; ME with the readings me, mì) when representing the case vowel – elsewhere, e.g. in the word mimma, mi continues to be used consistently (13 examples of mi-im-ma on our manuscript).[footnoteRef:66]  It is unsettling, and indicative of how rudimentary our understanding of the psychology of cuneiform orthography still is, that we do not know whether such a restriction to a particular morphological context was possible! [66:  i.25, 48, iii.25, 81, 86, 97, iv.12, 77, 80, 88, 89, v.17, vi.37.] 

[bookmark: _Toc387324012]Conclusions

The points which emerge from the foregoing study are that: our writer clearly operated under phonological principles governing the distribution of (C)i and (C)e (showing inter alia that the long-suspected shift of /i/ to /e/ before /r/ is bona fide, at least for the variety of Akkadian represented by our manuscript).  But this did not find equal reflection across the syllabary: the writer seems to have conceived of the relations between the signs i and e, and ti and te, differently from that between mi and me.  The latter pair are used interchangeably, though – curiously – only in certain morphological contexts, whereas the former are not.  
Since other documents suggest that the phonological patterns were not as clear-cut as our manuscript suggests, we probably have an element of artificial standardisation (not unlike mimation in the Codex Hammurapi).  This may have been partly aimed at helping the reader, but either way we have evidence of great linguistic awareness on the part of the writer.
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