
games ostensibly grouped together (e.g. “physical games”) is commendable, but not
always convincing.

That this tablet, whose first words are “my city is Babylon”, should have been
found in Nippur is interesting: one may compare the case of the so-called
“Aluzinnu Text”, entirely unknown in first-millennium Nippur while among the
most popular texts in elementary school tablets in Babylon and its vicinity, for
which a MB forerunner from Nippur has now been found. The written traditions
of southern and northern Babylonia, starkly divided in the first millennium, seem
to have been closer in Middle Babylonian times.

Typos abound (e.g. p. 3 dating to this period, p. 19 eighth [2×], p. 25 does not
imply, p. 26 fn. 188 stable, p. 28 fn. 197 remove the), and a more careful proofread-
ing would have been desirable. The author should be thanked for making these
tablets accessible, and for her efforts to read these difficult texts.

Enrique Jiménez
Ludwig-Maximilians-Universität München, Germany

AGNÈS GARCIA-VENTURA and LORENZO VERDERAME (eds):
Perspectives on the History of Ancient Near Eastern Studies.
x, 340 pp. University Park, Pennsylvania: Eisenbrauns, 2020. $129.95.
ISBN 978 1 57506 836 7.
doi:10.1017/S0041977X21000331

In their introduction to this volume of 18 essays, the editors distinguish between dif-
ferent stages in the historiography of an academic discipline (in this case, ancient
Near Eastern studies). A first more “descriptive” stage collects basic data about indi-
vidual researchers and the institutions in which they worked, while a second “ana-
lytic” stage makes use of this data to address broader questions of intellectual
history, such as the way “political context affects and shapes research”. Given the
uneven development of the historiography of ancient Near Eastern studies, it
makes sense that the editors chose to include both kinds of studies.

Most historiographical research to date has been on the inter-war period and the
effect on Assyriology of the rise of Nazism. Accordingly, the essays in the volume
that deal with this period are more sophisticated and will likely be of wider interest.
They include not only all six essays in Part 1 (“The edge of the abyss: the study of
Antiquity under totalitarian threat”) but also (to my mind) Eva von Dassow’s excel-
lent article “Nation building in the Plain of Antioch from Hatti to Hatay” and the
short survey of Assyriology in Turkey by Selim Ferruh Adalı and Hakan Erol.
Taken together, these eight essays form a kind of book-within-a-book that tells a
complex story interweaving racial and nationalist ideologies, colonial politics, insti-
tutional rivalries, and heartfelt concern for scholarship. Many chapters provide rich
bibliographies that will surely assist future research, as well as generous excerpts
from unpublished correspondence and other archival documents.

Some highlights: in Silvia Alaura’s essay on the correspondence between
Albrecht Goetze and Hans Gustav Güterbock from the 1930s and 40s, we find
two pioneers of Hittitology worrying about how to rebuild their field from the rubble
of the Second World War: Sebastian Fink’s reassessment of language and race in the
work of Benno Landsberger and Wolfram von Soden results in a far more complex
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picture of the latter than is commonly encountered (including in Jakob Flygare’s
contribution, which presents von Soden’s scholarship as more conventionally moti-
vated by racist ideology); Pietro Giammellaro gives an account of Italian fascist
propaganda that equated the British Empire with the ancient Phoenicians (and
hence, by the convoluted logic peculiar to such thinking, with the Jews); and
Patrick Maxime Michel’s contribution on Woolley’s excavations in Syria in the
1930s raises the question of whether archaeological finds were thought best divided
according to a principle of equity or equality.

Von Dassow offers an elegantly constructed and theoretically sophisticated essay
about the many fallacies that arise in the common attempt to construe ancient peo-
ples as collective historical actors. The piece deftly interlinks excavation history on
the plains of Antioch, the interpretation of the finds, and the ideologically charged
modern political history of this contested region located at the border between the
emergent Turkish and Syrian states. Those who read the volume’s sequence of chap-
ters in order will find many themes recapitulated in von Dassow’s essay. But
whereas many of the earlier pieces seem to treat the influence of political ideology
on scholarship as circumscribable to radical rightwing regimes, von Dassow insists
that the problem is far more ubiquitous. “Were we to examine our scholarship or our
politics”, she writes, “we would find the premises of racial thinking still shaping
interpretations and policy”.

While von Dassow is surely right that racial and nationalist ideologies can func-
tion deep within scholarly work, her instinct to smell a rat may sometimes take mat-
ters too far. In this respect, Adalı and Erol’s contribution comes as a welcome
balance. They insist that it is “critical not to directly connect the history of
Assyriology and Hittitology in Turkey with an anachronistic view of Turkey’s quer-
ies of Turkish ethnicity in ancient history . . . These ideas have only indirect influ-
ence on certain aspects of cuneiform historiography in Turkey; they are not the
driving force”. I am not in a position to officiate in this debate; I can thank the edi-
tors for giving these two Turkish scholars space to voice a position that runs counter
to current mainstream academic fashion.

The editors are also to be applauded for seeking to expand historiographical
study to such countries as Portugal, Belgium, China, and Iran. (A discussion of
Soviet Assyriology would have been welcome.) These essays tend not to provide
much more than a basic skeleton of who studied what with whom; at best, they pro-
voke curiosity about how the recounted scholarly activities might have interacted
with local culture and politics.

And yet, though the editors defend these descriptive essays as belonging to a pre-
liminary stage in historiographical work, many of the pieces in the volume seem to
hold the view that when functioning properly scholarship proceeds according to its
own inner rules, uninfluenced by external political and cultural pressures. That is,
they call into question the central conceit of historiographical work as the editors
define it. Flygare, for instance, distinguishes between the introduction and conclu-
sion of von Soden’s 1936 article on Babylonian science, which have “no scholarly
value” because “deformed by ideology”, and the central portion of that article,
which “has scholarly value even today”. A positivist commitment to objective schol-
arship still runs disproportionately deep in ancient Near Eastern studies; we’d bene-
fit from an historiographical study that elucidates why this is so.

As their letters reveal, Goetze and Güterbock were torn between their anti-fascist
political views and their commitment to advancing Hittite scholarship. Since
German archaeological institutions continued to function in Turkey after the Nazi
takeover, many relevant discoveries were being made by scholars with close ties
to the regime in Berlin. In their post-war correspondence, Goetze and Güterbock
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try to assess their colleagues’ complicity, often more generously than one might
expect. Alongside Goetze’s principled refusal to accept a professorship at
Marburg after the war, I found these letters humbling because they show serious
scholars struggling in a world in which one’s commitments don’t easily align.

Aaron Tugendhaft
Bard College Berlin, Germany

BARTOMEU OBRADOR-CURSACH:
The Phrygian Language.
(Handbook of Oriental Studies. Section 1 The Near and Middle East,
Vol. 139.) xvi, 681 pp. Leiden: Brill, 2020. ISBN 978 90 04 41998 8
(hardback), ISBN 978 90 04 41999 5 (e-book).
doi:10.1017/S0041977X21000057

Phrygian is an Indo-European language of Anatolia, known for its distribution of
fragmentary texts attested from circa the eighth century BC to the third century
AD. Specialized publications have long treated Phrygian philology and linguistics.
The present volume seeks to meet the need for an accessible and comprehensive
synthesis. It is a revised version of the author’s 2018 PhD dissertation “Lexicon
of the Phrygian inscriptions” from the University of Barcelona. The 681-page
tome introduces the linguistic and lexical aspects of Phrygian along with editions
of all texts available (including mentions of the few texts inaccessible to
Obrador-Cursach) at the time of its publication.

Chapter 1 summarizes the volume’s purposes and methodology. Chapter 2 elu-
cidates the dating, writing material, archaeological contexts, provenances, and typ-
ology of Phrygian texts. Chapter 3 tackles details and problems of the Phrygian and
Greek alphabets used for Phrygian inscriptions, with discussions of Old Phrygian
letter-forms 18, 19, 21, 22, 24 listed in CIPPh (C. Brixhe and M. Lejeune,
Corpus des inscriptions paleo-phrygiennes, Paris, 1984). Obrador-Cursach treats
the problematic CIPPh letter-forms no. 20 and 23 as variants of <k>. The author
addresses the difficulties in ascertaining the value of certain letter-forms and also
discusses the problems in assessing the Greek script for New Phrygian inscriptions.
Most of them are known today from their earliest hand-copies and only 20 out of
188 of these texts have survived and are presently available for collation. A desid-
eratum is an exhaustive and critical study of Phrygian palaeography, with photos
and drawings of the inscriptions and all attested letter-forms. A promising project
in this direction is Paleography and Dating of the Old Phrygian Inscriptions: The
Earliest Phases (starting 2020) carried out by Rostislav Oreshko as part of the
European Research Council’s project “Contexts of and Relations between Early
Writing Systems” at Cambridge University.

Chapter 4 delineates the fundamentals of Phrygian phonology, morphology, and
syntax, including difficult topics such as the mutation of stops (Lautverschiebung).
This is followed by a discussion of Phrygian’s place among Indo-European lan-
guages, emphasizing its linguistic affinities with Greek dialects in light of phono-
logical, morphological, and lexical isoglosses. The chapter ends with discussions
of bilingualism, loanwords and personal names attested vis-à-vis languages in con-
tact with Phrygian: Greek (emphasized especially due to Middle/New Phrygian and
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