ICUM

UTUM

INSTIT

M

FICIU

PONTI

MEN 355

YOLU

NOVA SERIES




424

The HMistory of Kizzawatna and the Date of
the Sunaffura Treaty®

Richard H. BraL

A number of scholars have dealt with the history of Kizzuwama‘,
usually tangentially while discussing the history of Hatti, from which come
most of the primary sources. As a result of their work, most of the out-
line of the history of Kizzuwatna is now known. However there remain a
number of problems, particularly with the placement of kings about whom
nothing is known or whose ireaties with Hatti do not preserve the name
of the Hittite treaty partner. This article will attempt to present a new
solution to these problems,

What is known about Kizzuwatnan history may be semmarized as
follows. During the Hittite Oid Kingdom, what was later known as Kiz-
zuwatna would appear (o have been a part of Hatti known as the province
of Adaniya’? An Cld Hittite land grant with an Old Hittite royal seal

*1 wish to thank H, G, Gitterbock and 8. Kofzk for reading this paper and making
many valuable suggestions. I wish to siress that they bear no responsibility for any mis-
takes that may remain.

The abbreviations used will conform to those used by The Chicago Hittite Dictiong-
Y.

" Goetze, Kizzuwatna and the Problem of Hittite Geography (New Haven 1940}, with
bibliography of previcus works; Qtten JCS § (1551) 129-132; Meyer, MTO 1§ (1953} 108.
123; Wiseman, The dlalakh Tablets (London 1953} 5.10; Goetze, JCS 11 {1937) 71-73:
Heuwink ten Cate, The Records of the Farly Hittite Empire {Istanbul 1970) 56-79; Kam-
menhuber, Die Arier im Vorderen Orient (Heidelverg 196%) $7-109; Liverami, 04 12
{1972) 267-297; Gumey, CAH® II/1 (Cambridge 1973) Chapters 6, 15; Drower, CAR® 11/}
Chapter 10, esp. 434ff; Otten, MDOG 103 {1971) 59-68; Oller, The Autobiography of
Idrimi: A new text edition with philological and historical commentary (PhD dissertation,
Univ, of Pennsylvania 1977, University Microfilm No. 78-6628) 148-173; Kitmmel, RILA
5 (1980 628-629; Del Monte, (24 20 (1981) 203-221; Kilhne, RAJ 25 (1878) = BBYO 1
(1982) 203-264; Wilkelm, Grundziige der Geschichte und Kuliur der Hurriter {Grundziige
45; Darmstadt 1982); Korodec, RAJ 28 (1981} = 47D Reihefi 19 (1982) 168-172.

*Thers is no yeason to believe with Det Monte, OA 20, 204, that Adantya should not
be considered an integral part of Kizzuwaina, simply because Adaniya is mentioned in
the Sunadfura treaty in the context of the laying out of the boundaries of Kizzuwatna, In
fact, the text would seem to indicate that Adaniva should be considered an integral part,
if not the primary part, of Kizzuwatna. One sentence (KBo 1.5 iv 56-57) reads: * What-
ever is on the side of the land of Hauti, let the Great King keep; whatever is on the side
of the country of Adaniya, let Sunaifura keep.” The other passages iv 53-35, iv 59-6!
and iv 63-66 are similar (all ed. Goetze, Kizz. 50-51). Thus the Great King is to Hawi
as Sunadfura is 1o Adaniva. Whether or not this section is paraphrased from an earlier
treaty, it thus seems that in the time of Suna$ura, Adaniya was more or less synony-
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which was found at Tarsus on the plain of Adana, and which mentions a
number of villagers, at least one of whom has a Hurrian name’, appears
to testify to the fact that an Old Hittite king was able to make land grants
in Adaniva and hence ruled it directly.

When the Hittites acquired Adaniya/Kizzuwatna can only be conjec-
tured. Adaniva may have already been Hittite at the timne of Hattudili I's
first campaign into Syria®. In this campaign, Hattusili’s first target was
Alzlah. From Alalah he went against Urdu, Tkakali, and Ta$hiniya. The
sub-kingdom of Alalah guarded the eastern end of the Beilan Pass/Syrian
Gates for its overlord kingdom, Yamhad; the western end of this pass is
in Adaniya/Kizzuwatna’. Thus for a Hitfite king in possession of Kizzu-
watna, Alalah would have been a logical first target for a Syrian campaign.
With the Beilan Pass opened by the elimination of Alalah, Hattusili could
then have proceeded north, knowing that he could easily reach friendly
territory either by going back through the Beilan Pass or by going across

mous with Kizzuwatna. {Cf the opinion of Gumey, CAH® II/1 661, “The country of
Adaniya {= Adana), the central part of Kizzuwatna™) There is no reason to assume that
in the time of Ammuna it was any different. See also n. 10. For a discussion of Del
Monte’s argument concerning Lawazantiya, see n. 15,

Y Goetze, JAOS 39 (1939) 2ff (= LS 28). The names in question are [[ldahakap,
Mantiya and Kazal...]. Mantiva is considered Hurrian by Laroche, GLH 166, Hur-
rians constituted a considerable percentage of the population of Kizzuwatna, See Goetze,
Kizz. 5ff., and more recently Kimmel, RL4 5, 6291 The seal impression on this text
was made by the same seal {SBo 1.88) that scaled landgrant LS 7 and fragment 835/b,
both found on Biiyikkale at Bofazkdy (see H. G. Gliterbock, SBo 1, 52). These three
seal impressions now form Faston's “group C” (D.F. Easton, JCS .33 [1981] 3-43).
“Group C” cannot be onomastically related to the other OH groups of seals, but on
stylistic grounds Faston would placé it between the seal type of Muriili 1 and those of
Alluwampa/Tahurwaili,. In attempting to narrow down the range of possibilitics, he
notes that although SBo 1.88 is more closely related to the seals which he dates to
Murgili T than to those of Alluwamna, Tahurwaili and Huzziya (II), it most closely
resembles the seal of Iiputah3u of Kizzuwatma. He then reasons that since Ammuna lost
Adaniva (and thus Tarsus) he is an unlikely candidate for the cwner of the seal, and that
since Huzziya I is closer in time to IEputahfu, he should be preferred.

However, I do not see in the loss of Adaniya by Ammuna and the similarity
between the Tarsus seal and that of Iiputahdu sufficient evidence for attributing this seal
to Huzziya. Since the revolted province of Adaniya probably became the independent
Kizzuwatna {see text below), and since there  is no reason fo suppose that the Hittites
regained it at any point between the loss of this province under Ammunz, and the recog-
nition of its independence by Telipinu, Huzziva I seems a much less likely candidate to
be the owner of the Tarsus seal than Ammuna. Ammuna at least held Adaniya at the
beginming of his reign. Moreover, the similarity between the Tarsus seal and that of
I3putah#u may readily be explained by making the assumption that when Kizzuwatna
gained its independence under Ammuna its kings adopted the current Hittite royal seal
type for their own use, and that they continued to use this siyle into the next generation.
Thus without altering Easten’s overall scheme,.l would suggest that the Tarsus seal
should be dated to either Zidanta I or Amoumna, before the Hittites lost Adaniya/Kizzu-
walna.

1KBo 10.21 1521 || KBo 10.1 obv. 6-10.

s Tor the Beilan Pass route see 4 Handbook of Asia Minor prepared on behalf of the
Admiralty and War Office [of Great Britain} {181%) 1V/2, 32 and route (52+)102, and
outline map showing routes.




426 Richard H. Beal

the Bahge Pass/Amanus Gatess. He then could have cleared the n
western approaches to Yamhad (Ursu” and vicinity) before rery
home, presumably via Lawazantiya® and the road through the Tauryg,
‘Had Adaniya/Kizzuwatna been hostile fo Hattu8ili, he could nos have
crossed its territory, and therefore he would have needed (o take a royie
by-passing Kizzuwatna. The roads from Hatti that by-pass Kizzuwaing
debouch into Syria from Maras toward Gaziantep or Islahive®, on or near
what would have been the northwest corner of Yamhad, and in or near
the region of Urfu. In order to attack Alalah under these circ
Hattdili would have had to proceed south with hostile territo
sides (Yamhad to the cast, and Adaniya across the Amanus to the west),
and UrSu and Aleppo threatening his rear — this in order to hit the
southwest corner of Yamhad, Then he would have had to double back 1o
hit the cities near to the place where he first supposedly entered Svyria,
This does not seem likely, Moreover, with a hostile or neutral Adaniys
on the west end of the Beilan Pass, what purpose would the elimination of
Alaleh have had? Since we know that Alalah was the first target and
since Alalah would only have been a natura) first target in Syria for g
Hittite king holding Adaniya/Kizzuwatna, Hattu$ili’s first Syrian campaign
makes the most sense when one assumes that he was controlling Adan-
iya/Kizzuwatna at that time,

Adaniya seems to have successfully revolied and become the indepen-
dent country of Kizzuwatna in the dark days of Ammuna., “The lands
revolted against him (Ammuna). (These included) ... the city of Gal-
miya3, the land of Adaniya, the land of Arzawiya, the city of Sallapa
(etc.)” ! The leader of the Adaniyan revolt and the first king of Kizzu-
watna may have been Parivawatri, father of the ISputah§u who was king of
Kizzuwatna'' one generation later. Pariyawatri is not vet attested with the

orth-
Ining

umstances,
Iy on both

¢ For this pass see ibid, 32 and route 9l. For the
92. See also Alkim, JKF 4 (1965} 1-41 with map 1.

? For the location of Urfu west of the Euphrates and north of Karkemi? see Garstang
and Gurney, Geogr. 55i. For further discussion ses Del Monte and Tischler, RGTC 6,
476.

! This city was used by Hattodili I as a headquarters during his siege of Uriu. (See
RBo .1l ¢bv. 21 = CTH 7, zd. Gitterbock, Z4 44 [193§] 116-117) Cf Kimmel, RLA
5, 628, :

*In A Handbook of Asia Minor see for exam
ar Elbistan, whence to Maras, th
hive,

0 {KUR~e-mig—q 57 Kl~ti-ri-ri-e—ep URU)_ Jx~la-ad VRUGal-mioyaeqf XORURU4_gg
pi-yld-gf (FURURYAr 2.4y URUSal-la-pa-as |, )] KUB 11.5 obv. 14-15 restored from
KBo 3.1 4 1-2, KUB 11.1 i1 7.8 {= BoTU 23 DAB) = Telipinu § 21 ii 1-2; sce Gurney,
CAH? 1171 661, 670; Carruba, Fs Giiterbock 371, Kitmmel, RLA 5, 128; Kithne, RAJ 25,
210, See also below note :5.

! Goetze, Kizz. 73, Goetze AJ4 39 (1935) S356: AJ4 40 (1936) 210ff The tiny

fragment KBo 18.61 mentions "Pal-lli-ya? .. ] in line i 3 and =Pariyaw(aira ...} in line

nearby Hasan BevH Pass see route

ple the roads from Kayseri to Goksun
en route 13% to Gaziantep {Aintab} or rdute 140 1o Isl-




watng
U near

T near
ances,
both
west),
it the
wk 1o
Syria.
aniya
on of
t and
for a
paign
\dan-

2pen-
lands
Gal-
lapa
izzu-
ng of
1 the

Toute

sstang
iC 6,

{See
RLA

aksun
isla-

(~de-
from
LY,
T 25,

tiny
| line

The History of Kizzowatna 427

title of king nor yet assoclated with the revolt, so this suggestion must
remain hypothetical. His son ISputabiu is attested from a seal found at
Tarsusi% On this seal I&putahdu claims the title Great King. He is also
firmiy tied to the Hittite chronclogy by an equality? freaty he made with
Telipinu'™. Presumably Telipinu was forced by unsettled conditions at
nome and abroad to recognize the independence of this erstwhile Hittite
province in return for peace and friendship®.

i 5. Kammenhuber suggests {drier 107) that this fragment might be evidence for a suc-
cession of kings: Pilliya {contemporary with Zidanta I}, Panyawatri (contemporary with
Ammuna/Huzziva [} and [fputahfu (contemporary with Telipinu). Kiimmel, RLA 5, 628,
rightly doubts this consiruction. KBo 18.61 is in NS, so ductus is of no help in deter-
mining who is being referred to. It preserves virtnally no context except two direct
speech particles. Who is speaking or what is being quoted is entirely unclear. As there
is at least one later Parivawatrl known, any reconstruction posited from this tny frag-
ment will have to be conjectural, Moreover, even if one were to accept this text as
evidence for a succession Pilliya—Pariyvawatri in Kizzuwatnma, one need not accept Kam-
menhuber’s assertion that this Pilliva reigned contemporancously with Zidanta I, thus
rejecting the evidence that the province of Adaniya became independent Kizzuwatna in
the reign of Ammuna. If Ammuna lost Adaniya/Kizzuwatna, then this Pilliva and Par-
tyawatri could only have reigned during Ammuna’s, Huzziya I's and perhaps part of Teli-
pinw's reigns. (For this construct see Kilhne, R4T 25, 212) Only about one generation
of time is involved, so perhaps this Pilliya, if he existed, was aged when he revolted, or
perhaps he and Pariyawatri were brothers. In sum, a Pilliva I rather than Pariyawatri
could have been the first king of Kizzuwatna, but the evidence is very shaky, and does
not, in anv case, imply that Pilliva was on the throne before the reign of Ammuna.
Note: the Idrimi-Filliya treaty should not be taken as evidence for this carlier Pilliya, see
below n, 20.

2 Goetze, Kizz, 73, AJA4 39, 535

13 See below n. 41, -

14 KUB 4.76, KUB 31.82 (both Akkadian), KUB 31.81, KBo 19.36, KBo 19.37 (Hit-
tite) = CTH 21. On KBo 19.37 see the comment of Kiimmel, RL4 5, 628.

15 ¥t should be noted that Lawazantiya, which Lahha incited to revolt (waggarivat) in
an attempt to block Telipinw’s return to Hatti from a Syrian campaign (BoTU 23A ii
20-21, see also KBo 12.8, KBo 12.9) may, if onc takes waggariya—- literally, have stiil (see
ahove n. 8) been part of, or a tributary of, Hatti during Tehpinu’s reign (Landsberger,
JCS & {19547 50 and Carruba, Fs Giiterbock T8L, 87). Against Landsberger and Carruba,
however, this does not mean that Kizzuwatna was not an independent country in the
period between Ammuna and Telipinu or that it was, {ike Lawazantiva, also a Hittite
tributary in that period. The name . “Kizzuwatna™ 15 not attested before Telipinu, but
given the scarcity of information it is rather dangerous to conclude from this argument ex
silentio that Kizzuwatna did not exist. Moreover, there is no compelling reason 10 con-
nect this Lawazantiya incident with Kizzuwatna. That Lawazantiva lay “im Herzen des
Landes Kizwadna™ is an unproven assumption by Landsberger. See Kithne, R4T 25, 212
with n. 84. Sec also the opinions of Kammenhuber, drier 94 n, 288, and Del Monte, 04
20, 204,

That Lawazantiva is an important city in Kizzuwatna Iater on is undoubted, but
Lawazantiva need not have been a part of Kizzuwatna in the time of Telipinu and Iipu-
tah¥u. Lawazantiva is first attested with Kizzuwatna in the time of Pilliya (KUB 7.20
obv. 5). Perhaps Telipinu’s suppression of Lahha’s revol: in Lawazantiva (“{The gods]
placed it/him in my hands™ Tel. pr. ii 21-22 and CTH 20) was not as complete as he
implied. Perhaps he only succeeded in doing what needed io be done to force his way
through the reoad-block, and then on his departure, the area was again lost to the Hittites
to be eveniually annexed by Kizzuwatna. Alternatively, Telipinu did reestablish IMHittite
control, but when Pilliva broke with Hatti (and aligned himseclf with Mittanni, see below)
perhaps he also seized from Hati this outlving and strategic piece of territory in the
Anti-Taurus. For the location of Lawazantiva, see Garstang and Gurney, Geogr. 532-53,
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Tahurwaili apparently succeeded Telipinu'¢ and he coniinued Teji
pinu’s policy toward Hatti’s southern neighbor by making a parity 7 el

with Eheyz of Kizzuwatna'®, Hreaty
In Hatti, after the reigns of Tahurwaili and Telipiny’s son-in-law Ally
wamna, there follow the ill-attested reigns of Hantili I, Zident~ 11, ang

Huzziya II, who occur fogether in an offering list!%, As the Telipinu pro-
clamapicn mentions three predecessors of Telipinu with these same names
a number of scholars have argued that the offering lists are out of order:
and that therefore Hanulill, ZidantaIl and HMuzzivall do not eX15E20,
However, their existence 1s assured by the fact that the wife of the Zidanta
of the offering Iists is named Iyaya, whereas the name of the wife of the
Zidanta in the Telipinu Proclamation ends in -f@ or -ta?. A parity® treq.
ty exists between a Zidanta and Pilliya of Kizzuwatna®, The Zidanta can
only be Zidanta I1?* for, as already mentioned, Kizzuwatna (called Adan-
lya} was part of Hatti until the reign of Ammuna, son of Zidantal. There
is also some question of the identity of this Pilliya who is contemporary
with ZidantaIl. A Pilliya, presumably of Kizzuwatna, has a treaty with

and Goetze, JOS 16 (1962) 31£ n. 19, For other opinions see the compilation by Del
Monte and Tischler, RGTC 6, 238,

6 Carruba, Fs Glterbock 73-93, Bin-Nun, JCS 26 (1974) 112-120. Note that
. F. Easton, JCS 33, 24-30, has now argued that the order of kings Tahurwaili and Aliu-
wamna should be reversed.

7 See below n. 41.

B Otten, MDOG 103, 65,

WERUB 11.9 1, transhi.  Otfen, MDOG 83 (1951) 67, 1307/z, copied and transhit.
Otten, Dieg hethitischen historischen Quellen und die altorientalische Chronologie (Wiesha-
den 1968) 125,

0 Their existence was first denied by Cavaignac, RA4 3 (1936) 239, followed by
Hardy, AJSL 38 (1941} 216, Laroche, Anadofu 2 {1955) 5, Cornelius, JCS 12 (1938) 103L
with n. 17, Kammenhuber, Arfer 40, For a summary of their views see Oller, [drimi 163
n. 37. .

2 RBin-Nun, THeth 5, 93 n. 145, The existence of these kings was first suggested by
Forrer, 2B0TU 13*-29*. For further arguments in their favor see Landsberger, JCS B,
491, Goetze, JCS 11, 54.55, Otten, Die hethitischen historischen Quellen 8-%, Riem-
schneider, RLA 4 {1575) 536, Oller, Idrimi 163ff, with n. 37, Kithne, RAJ 25, 212 with
n. 86, and Easton, JCS§ 33, 33. TFor evidence tending to confirm the existence of Huzziya
Il see now D. F. Easton, JCS 33, 24-26, 33.

2 See below n.-41. )

BKUB 38.108, ed. Otten, JCS 5, 129 (as 629/c). )

* Apainst Meyer, MIO 1, 108f, 123, Laroche, Anadolu 2, 12, Kammenhuber, Arier
97¢, Wilkelm, Hurriter 33, 141 see Landsberger, JCS 8, 49, Goetze, JCS 11, 728, Tad-
mor, in World History of the Jewish People 11 {ed. B. Mazar) (1961 {Heb.] = 1970 {Eng.)
981, Klengel, Geschichte Syriens 1 227, Otten in Fischer Weligeschichie 3 (1965) 1275,
Garelli, Nouvelle Clio: L'histoire et ses problemes 2 (1969) 308T, Gurney, in CAH® 1I/1
661, Carruba, Fs Gilterbock 87ff.,, Qller, Idrimi 159ff, 163, Kilmmel, RLA 5, 628, Klen-
gel, UF 13 (198%) 270 n. 5, Kiihne, R4 25, 211f The ducius of the treaty is inconclu-
sive as to which Zidanta is responsible for the treaty. See Riister, 51BoT 20 p. VI and
the comments by Oller, Idrimi 162-163, Del Monte {04 20, 203f) admits: © Lattribu-
zione del irattate al primo {Zidanta] ¢ ad un secondo sovranc di Guesto nOmMe, POSIErOe
a Telipinu, dipende in ultima analisi esclusivamente dall’accertamento dell'effettiva esis-
tenza di un Zidanza IL” However, the existence of Zidanta I now seems firmly estab-
lished.
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his neighbor across the Amanus, Idrimi of Alalah®. As the treaty is
signed under the aegis of Baratarna of Mittanni, both Pilliva and Idrimi
are presumably his tributaries?s, Several scholars® call Idrimi’s contem-
porary Pillival, and Zidanta’s contemporary PilliyaIl. Their reason for
doing this involves the lack of references to Egypt in the archives from
Alalah IV. These archives date to the time of Idrimi and his successors.
This is 2 time when these scholars suppose that there was major Egyptian
interference in this area. This reasoning has been convincingly refuted by
Oller; there is no evidence that the Egyptians ever occupied Alalah?.

35 AT 3. For the date of Idrimi and all matters concerning him see Oller, Idrimi,

%S0 Drower, CAFP 11/1 434 and accepted most recently by Kihne, R4F 23, 211
with n. 72, Wilhelm, Hurriter 36, however, assumes exactly the opposite: the treaty
proves that while Idrimi is subject to Baratarna, Pilliva is not. If Wilhelm were correct,
then one would have a case of a tributary malking a treaty with a foreign power. This is
highly unlikely: if a treaty needed to be made with a foreign power, Baratama would
have made it in his own name. The crux of the problem is the statement in the Pilliva-
Ldrimi treatv that it becomes operative when Baratarna swears the oath with Idrimi
Contrary to Oller, Idrimi 160, the clause is phrased to indicate that it is the swearing of
an oath between Baratsrna and Idrimi, rather than Baratarna’s permission, that is re-
quired. Contrary to Wilhelm’s conclusion the phrase clearly shows that it is Idrimi who is
not vet & tributary, What seems to have happened is that after Idrimi had conguered the
Alalahian portion of his patrimony from Mittaoni, he and Baratarna agresd to make
peace. Before this was formalized, Baratarna ordered treaties drawn up between his new
tributary and his previous tributaries in order to see to it that they all would get along.
However, Baratarna would not have wanted these treaties to be valid in the event that
something went wrong and that he and Idrimi did not commit themselves to ecach other
before the gods. Therefore these intra-empire treaties only became operative when the
main treaty tving Idrimi 1o the Mittannian empire had been swom. Thus Idrimi and
Alalah were becoming part of the Mittannian Empire, of which Pilliva and Kizzowatna
were already part. For the primary-point of this discussion ses Klengel, .5 1, 245 n. 38.
For the opinions of others see the discussion of Oller, fdrimi 160 n. 27. Baratarna is ot
attested as “King of Mittanni” only as King of the Hurrians. However, he rules a ter-
ritory that is known as Mittanzi a reign or so later. He is attested as king at Nuzi (HSS
13.165:2-3) as is SauStatar (HSS 9.1) and at Alalah (the Idrimi inscr. and AT 3y as is
Saudtatar (AT 13-14),

7 Garelli, Nowvelle Clio: L’histoire et ses problémes 2, 308f, Gurney, in C4IP 11/1
6701 with n. 6, Kuhne, RAS 25, 2128

18 Olter, Idrimi 167-173. The “Campaigns” of the Egyptian king Thutmoesis 11 into
the area north of modern Flamath were no more than extended raids. They began in his
33rd vear when he reached the Fuphrates via the area of Aleppo. Several times there-
after he plundered Nuha$fe, once interfering in the succession there. These are admit-
tecly neighbors of Alalah (located at Tell Atchana, near modern Antakya). After the
campaign of Thutmosis’ 38th year, Alalah even thought it wise to send friendly gifts o
Thutmosis. Its gifts, like those of Babylonia and Assyria, were regarded as tribute by the
Egyptians. It is possible that Alalsh and the other cities of Mukis were included 1N some
of Thutmosis’ conquest lists, but there is no particular reason to believe that he actually
went through, let alone attempted to hold, any of Mukif. By Thutmosis’ 42nd year,
however, he had lost control even of the coastal town of Irqata, near modern Tripoli,
well to the south of Alalah. After retaking Irgata, he turned injand and ravaged the
country side around Tunip, without taking the city. Even further south, three small cities
near (Jaded had to be captured from Mittannian garrisons. With the Mittannians disput-
ing possession of this area so far south of Alalah, a mere four years aiter Alalah’s “pay-
ment of tribute”, it can be seen that Egyptian influence in the north was at best ephe-
meral. See CAH? I/t 444-449 with further bibliography and Klengel, Geschichte Syriens
1 235, 111 189 :

Orientalia — 28
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Nor do we have the correspondence of the kings of Alalah, which might
have mentioned Egyptian military or diplomatic activities,
1$ not unthinkable that Pilliya at some point in his reign s
ailied with Hatti, while at another time to become a tributary
Thus this is no real reason to posit two Pilliyas and to deny
liva could have been a contemporary of Zidanta 1129,

There remains the question of when Pilliya subjected himself 1o My
tanni. This might have preceded his treaty with Zidanta II,
states that cities that each has taken from the other are to be retumed,
It seems more likaly, however, that Hatti and Kizzuwata had a major
rupture at seme point after this treaty, for in the next generation at Alal-

MOr@over, it
aw fit tp be
of Mittanps,
Mac the Byl

$ this treaty

* With Landsberger, JOS 8, 49, Tadmor, in World History of the Jewish Peaple 11
98L, Klengel, Geschichte Syriens 1 227, Oten in Fischer Weligeschichre 3, 127£, Oller,
Tdrimi 159, 163§, Kimme!, R7.4 5, 628, Klengel, UF 13, 270 n. 5.

The possibility of the existence of an earlier Pilliya, contemporary with Ammuna,
has been noted above, n.11. Even if one accepts the existence of this Pilliva I, one
should not make Idrimi of Alalah his contemporary, For the problems with chronologies
which do this, ses below n. 49, ‘

M KUB 36108 obv, 3.3, ed. Otten, JCS 5, 129, Del Monte, (04 20, 205. Kithne,
RAT 25, 2164, 221 with n. 195, attempts to support the position that Kizzuwatna was a
Mittannian tributary in the period preceding the Zidanta-Pilliya treaty and that Kizzuwal-
na’s Mittannian overlordship and defection to Hatli can be given approximate dates
based on Egyptian chromology. He notes that Thutmosis I in his 23rd vear fought,
amoeng others Naharina (Mittanni): Hurrians ‘and QBJ. The latler Mittannian ally has
been assumed to be Kizzuwatna. In his 33rd and 41st year, Thutmosis Il received pre-
seats from Haitl. ' Kithne assumes that until Hatti had acquired a friendly power in Kiz-
zuwatna, 11 would have been effectively cut off from access 1o Egypt. With Kizzuwatna
in Hittite hands, however, the embassy could have traveled from 2 Kizzuwatnan port to
a port in the Egyptian empire avoiding the intervening Mittannian controlled North
Syria. Kithne therefore suggests that Hatti’s embassies 1o Egypt could only have gotien
through if hetween Year 23 and Year 33, Kizzuwatna had defected from Mittanni to
Hatti. Thus, in sammary, Kiihne reasons that Kizzuwatna went from the Hittite side in
the time of Telipinu and Tahurwaili, to the Mittannian side by the 23rd year of Thut-
mosis IfI.  Sometime after Year 23 and before Year 33, Kizzuwatna returmed to the Hit-
tite fold and the Zidanta [I-Piliiva treaty was concluded. Kizzuwatna was {still?) in the
Hittite fold in Thutmosis's Year 41.

Unfortunately for Kithne's argument, the dates of the Hittite embassies t0 Thutmosis
[T are of relevance to Hittite-Kizzwwainan relations only if Hittite messengers could not
have gotten from the Anatolian plateau to the Mediterranean without going through Kiz-
zuwatna.  However, according to the Akkadian language Suna¥fura treaty, the western
border of Kizzuwatna meets the sea at Lamiya., Lamiva is identified with classical
Lamos, medern Lamas, halfway between Tarsus and Silifke. (See Goetze, Kizz, 50f, 58
and Del Monte and Tischler, RGTC 6, 242) Thus the road from the Platean from
modern Karaman via the Gk Su {Calycadnus) vailey to Silifke would have been outside
Kizzuwatnan control. If the Hittites controlled, or were at peace with those who con-
trolled this road, then they would have been able to gel an embassy to Egypt, by sea,
without going through. Kizzuwatna. Thus, the two dates of the Hittite embassies to
Egypt need not be relevent to Hittite-Kizzuwatnan relations, This leaves the Year 23
date for a supposed Mittanniar domination of Kizzuwama (QDJ) standing in chronolog-
ical isolation, and as such it could refer to a domination either before or after the Zidan-

ta Il-Pilliya treaty. Moreover, as Kithne himself notes {p. 217 with n. 144}, there are
zood reasons to doubt even the equation of QD with Kizzuwatna. Unless this can be
established, the Year 23 date like the other two, is of no use for a reconstruction of
Hittite-Kizzuwatnan refations. Kiihne's theory is ingenious, but very weakly groundsd.
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ah, we find Nigmepa®, vounger son of Pilliva’s treaty partner Idrimi,
bringing suit in a boundary dispute against a Sunaddura®, presumed to be
a king of neighboring Kizzuwatna, since a king by this name is aftested
there®. Both are then tributaries of Mittanni, as the case is heard before
Saudtatar®, much as the kings of Hatti and Karkemi§ later hear dispute-
between their various Syrian tributaries.

In addition to I¥putahiu, Eheya, and Pilliya, there are three attested
lings of Kizzuwatna whose exact placement is not known. A king Padda-
ti88u is attested from the fragmentary Akkadian version of a parity?® treaty
that he made with a Hittite king?’. Unfbrtunately the name of this Hittite
king is not preserved. This Akkadian language treaty is stylistically quite
similar to the Akkadian language ISputah8u and Eheya treaties®®. Thus
these three kings should probably be grouped together. As Kizzuwatnan
kings are already atiested for the generations Ammuna, Huzziva I/Teli-
pinu, Tahurwaili/Alluwamna as well as for Zidanta II, it seems most likely,
then, that Paddatiifu reigned immediately after ISputah$u and Eheya, in
which case his Hittite treaty partner would probably have been Hantili T1.
Piliya’s treaty, being i Hittite, cannot be closely compared stylistically to
the three Akkadian language treaty fragments. However, Zidanta Il fol-
lows Hantili II, so Pilliyva probably follows Paddati$iu.

BAT 15 AT 17, Ikdrimi’s son and intended successor as king of Muki§ was Addu-
nirari (Idrimi inscription lines 88-91, tr. ANET 538). As he is never zttested as king, the
question remains whether he briefly ruled or not.  See AT 6-7, Drower, CAH® II/1 4351,
Oller, Idrimi 154-155,

2AT 14.

3 Sunagura of Kizzuwatna is aftested 1n KBeo 1.5 and duplicates = CTH 41, ed
Weidner, PD {1923) 88f and Goetze, Kizz. 36ff. Kammenhuber, drier 65, followed by
Kiimmel, RLA 5, 68, consider AT 14 text as evidence too weak on which to_postulate 2
king Sunasfura of Kizzuwatna, contemporary with Nigmepa of Alalah and Saudtatar of
Mittanni, since in this text Suna3$ura is not called king or associated with Kizzuwatna.
However, it should be noted that the other party in the law case, Nigmepa, who is
known to be king of Alalah, is alse referred to without title. Moreover, the case was
settled by the overlord king Sauitatar, and thus the case presumably involved two differ-
ent tributary-states. As the case concerns a city, it was probably a border dispute {sce
Wisernan, A7 39). Kizzuwatna and Alalah share a common border and “Sunadfura™ is a
pame known to belong to a king of Kizzuwatna, Therefore, while definitive proof for the
Suna§Sura of AT 14 being the king of Kizzuwatna is lacking, the preponderence of evi-
dence presently available points to the conclusion that he was.

¥ Sauitatar's father was Parsatatar, who is as of yet not attested as king. This may
be luck of the find, however, as Baratarpa and Sandtatar are but rarely attested. Thus it
is unclear whether there is a king between Baratama and Saustatar. However, Sauftatar
is probably contemporary with the generation of the businessman Tehiptilla at Nuzi,
while Baratarnz is contemporary with the generation of his mother Winnerke; see
H. Lewy, AIPHOS 13 (1933) 284 n. 4, E. Cassin, JESHO 5 (1962) 114, Oler, Idrimi 163-
167. But see also Wilhelm, Acdn 24 {1976 appearsd 1979) 149-161.

¥ Ep. RS 17.237 (PRU 4.63-63), RS 17.396 (PRU 4.127-128), RS 17.341 (PRU 4.161-
1633, RS 19.81 {PRU 4.291}.

i See below n. 4L

¥RKUB 341 + 1815/¢c.+ 1818/¢c = CTH 26, ed, Mever, MT0Q 1, 1121

3 See Del Monte, 04 20, 209-213. .
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Even more problematical s another Kizzuwatnean King, Taiz
know from a land grant mentioning Kizzuwatna
later reconfirmed by a King Suna§§ura, and still later by ap Uinamed it
tite king®. No treaty between Talzu and ihe Hittites has vet he
All that seems certain 18 that he precedes a Sunagsura

The most difficult problem concerns the identity of a ryler
named Suna$iura attested at Bogazkdy in a numaber of treaty {r
some in Hitiite, some in Alkkadian?, Neither the Akkadian not

4, whg {g
n place names, whicy is

e foung

Agments,
the Hit.

Unforty.
nately, in all of these treaties the name of the Hittite king involveg is

broken. The well preserved Akkadian version was dated by Weidpes and
others to Muwattalli or Mursili 1142, but this was soon rejected in favor of
Suppﬂulmma 1% The treaty shows a pattern of strength under the current

FKUB 40,2 (= Bo 4889 = CTH 641, ed. Goetze, Kizz. 60ff  As Talzu
first (obv. 12) and Sunasura afterwards {rev. 15), Goetze fairly safely assumes that Talyy
is a predecessor of Sunafiura, For the placement of Talzu see below n. 85 AS neither
Talzu, nor Suna$fura, nor the author of KUB 40.2 has had his title preserved and as the
languags of the text i¢ younger than that of the Hittite Sungffura treatiés, Kammenhuper
{Arier 99) doubts Goetze’s conclusion that this Talzu and Sunadsura are kings of Kizy.
watna, However, the acts of granting large tracts of land and revepues and the making
of statues of the gods seem very much Lke royal acts. (See Goetze, Kizz, 70 n 272:
“Hardly anybody will doubt that the document is a royal inscription.™) Ag Suna$iurg is
a known king of Kizzuwatna, it seems very likely that Talzy, Suna¥ura, and the text’s
author were kings ruling Kizzuwatna. Thart the language of a text written by a successor
of Suna¥urz is later than that of the freaties made by Sunafura himself is o pe
expected. The magnitude of the difference in the relative ages of the texts can he
explained by assuming that somes tima elapsed before it was felt necessary to reconfirm
the grants or that our iext is a later copy.

“KBo 1.5, KUB 314 (both Akkadian), KUB 8.81 + KBo 19.39 and KUR 36.127
(both Hittite), = CT 4LIA-B, CTH 410, CTH 131, Akk. ed, Weidner, PD 88ff ang
Goetze, Kizz, 36-42, 50~51: Hiltite ed. Del Monte, 04 20, 214ff. See also Houvwink ten
Cate, Records 43f, 60, 81, and Oetiinger, StRoT 22, 69,

H8ee Kiimmel, R4 5, 629 “auf anndhernd parititischer Grundlage”. For in-
stance, in the Akkadian irealy Sunasfurz or his son must come, when he is summoned,

1o pay homage to the Hittite king, but he is to be treated as an honored guest and need
net bring tributs, The Hitute king, on the othe

r hand, does not appear to have to come
0 pay homage to Sunaiurs, For a full discussion of the nature of these treaties see
Liverani, 04 12, 267-297, el Monte, 04 20, 216ff, and KoroSec, R4 28, 168-172.
The latter sees the Akkadian language treaty as preserving an original parity treaty (ii 49
- ifi 36) with a section added somewhat later in which Suna$$ura is only a Hitlite tribu-
fary, albeit an extraordinarily privileged one, '
it is difficult to ascertain whether the Sunagiura treaties are less paritetical than the
earlier Hittite-Kizzuwainan treaties, due to the fragmentary nature of the eariier treaties.
It may be merely a fortuitous accident that all preserved clauses in the earlier treaties are
paritetical.

is mentigned

2 Weidner, D 8% n. & Forrer had suggested Muwatalli in SP4W 1919, [036. i

* Forrer, Forsch, (1929} 39, “aus historischen Griinden dem Suppilufiama”, Wil
helm, Hurriter 43, dates the Akkadian gunaﬁura treaty to Tudhaliva II.  This is appar-
ently based on the similarity of the Ifuwg incidents mentioned in the Sunagiora treaty (=
PD No. 6) obv, & to the T¥uwa incidents that occurred in the time of Suppﬂuliuma’s
father and that are related in the Sattiwazg treaty {= PD No. 1) sbv. 107 Those dating
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king’s grandfather, weakness under his father, and swrength again under the

1w

current king. “Formerly, in the time of my grandiather, Kizzuwaina was
{on the side) of Hatti. Later, Kizzuwatna released itseif from Hatt and
turned toward Hurr. ... Now Kizzowaina is on the side of Hattl ™%
This pattern was believed to fit the time of Suppiluliuma quite well®.
Additionally the dispute between the current Hittite king and the Hurrlans
over Iuwa can be nicely paralleled from Suppiluliuma’s time®.
However, Suppiluliuma I is contemporary with Tufratta of Mittanni,
whereas the Sunaddura of Kizzuwatna known from the suit brought against
him by Nigmepa of Alalah*’ is contemporary with Saudtatar of Mittanni,
who reigned about three generations before TuSratia, that is in the time of
Tudhaliva Il of Hatti®¥®, To scive this chronological problem, iwo
Sunasturas have been postulated, Sunadfural contemporary with Saustatar
and Sunadiura II contemporary with Suppiluliumal  The Akkadian lan-
guage Sunaiura treaty is then placed in the reign of SunagSura II while the
Hittite language fragments of a Suna¥fura treaty, which do not visibly

the SunaiSura treaty to Suppiluliuma [ can point to Suppiluliuma’s own campaigns inio
Tduwa mentioned in the Sattiwaza treaty (= PD No. 1)} obv. 14-24,

“KBo 1.51 5-7, 30 pananum ana panfi albi abiya ¥IURY K izaywarni §a SORURYEH gpdi
Abbasi arkdnum WRIRGKizmwiani ana FRRURLY iptur anla ¥PRHurdd ishur o
inanng SRV R zzywaini o "RUHaitl, Note: Weidner, PD 91, translated “{Ein Teil) des
Landes Hatti”, and Goetze, Kizz. 37, “(Part) of Hatti Country™. But when a predicate is
a genitive it means “To belong to” not “to be part of ™. Compare [BoT 1.30 obv. 2-3:
KUR-¢ ¢l {-as-pdi nepes tekanna ERIN.MES-az 410-ad-pdr “ The land belongs to the Storm-
god alone. Heaven, earth and the people belong to the Stormgod alone”. “Part of”
simply makes no sense here. Thus I would suggest that the treaty indicates not that
Kizzuwatna had been reduced and incorporated as a provinee, but that it was an auton-
omous tributary or allied ciient state, thus it “belonged to the Land of Hatti™, as Gurney
translated in C4AH? 1I/1 676 and 679,

4 Strength under_ Tudhaliya I and Arnuwanda I, collapse under Tudhaliva II1,
sirength again under Suppiluliuma 1. See CAEP H/I 676-682.

% KBo 1.1_obv. 3-24 and duplicates = PD No.1 (CTH 51) Sattiwaza treaty.

“ For the suna$fura-Nigmepa dispute see above n. 32

# Tufratta’s father was Suttarna II (EA 29:18f) and his grandfather was Artatama 1
(EA 29:16). According to KBo 1.3 + KUB 3.17 (PD No. 2) obv. § Saultatar is Sattiwa-
z2’s great-grandfather, Lo, Tufratta’s grandfather, However, it is Likely that at least one
generation has been omiited (Weidner, PD 38 n. 3) and that Saudtatar is Sattiwaza’s greai-
great-grandfather, ie. Tulratta’s great-grandfather. The small fragment KUB 23.14 (ed.
Carruba, SMEA 18 [1977] 172 seemns to supply independent evidence lnking Sautatar
with Tudhaliva II It is a text of Arnuwanda [: “to me (that is) to Ar[nuwanda]” {iil 3).
Column ii, howaver, refers to events in the tme of his father Tudbaliva II. arradmid
ISME “my father heard” (i 7), and mentions several of the places it is known that
Tudhaliya I{ campaigned: ISuwz (i 8) and ASfuwa (i 9). In line i | Carruba reads
w8atufl-[ta~far]l. This restoration seems sound. The Tud? sign preserves all but the final
vertical and the shape can be paralleied just below in line i1 2 and in i1 8. Other siggs
such as i pf, and ka cannot of course be ruled out. However, as line i 3 reads apel $4
RURVRUHw{ri] ¥ of him, of the land of Hurri”, the reading in il I, =Sausitaiar], while not
the only possibility, seems likely. Thus, the counting back of generations in Mittanni
and Haitl and this unfortunately broken text both peint to the contemporaneity of Tud-
haliva 1 and Sauitatar. .
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transiate any sections of this Akkadian wreaty and are in Middle Hittite
with Middle Script, have been placed in the reign of Sunagura 1%

. 9 kirst put foreward by Meyer, MTO 1, 122 The problem of the plucement of
Sunaftura “1” is ted to the problem of the placement of Pilliva. The placement of th v
kings has been the subject of considerable speculation. Hese

Those who {like this anthor and those cited above n.29) accept th i i
Zidanta II-Pilliya-Idrimi-Baratarna usuaily put §u31a§§ura “I”)a gefe;aﬁgnsﬁci?ﬁﬁg
Zidantz II, that is three or four generations before Suppiluliuma 1, 1n or around the rei n
of Tudhaliya II. This gives the synchronism Tudhaliya IT-Suna$$ura “1™-Migmepa sgn
of Idrimi-Saudtatar. : '

Meyer, MICO 1, 1221, who did not accept the existence of Zidanta 11 and who
believed in a synchronism Zidanta (H-Pilliya-Idrimi-Baratarna, put the Hittite language
Sunatiura treaty of Supaffura 17 one generation after Zidanta (1) in the reign of Am-
muna, This maintains the synchronism SunaSfura “17-Nigmepa (son of Idrimi)-Bau§ta-
tar. However, subsequent research was to show that the Hittite language Sunagura trea-
ties are written in Middle Hittite, whereas the Telipinu edict, writien, according to
Meyer's scheme, onme generation later, is in Oid Hittite, This does not bode well for
Meyer's placement of the Hittite Sunaidura treaties,

Withelm, Hurriter 33, 36, 43, follows Meyer in disbelieving in the existence of Han-
tili I1, Zidanta 1T and Hueziya 1% and in seeing a synchronism Zidanta ({-Pilliya-Idrimi-
Baratarna. However, he places Sunadfura “I” contemporary with a Tudbaliya “17, two
gencrations before Sunaddura “II”, whom he makes to be a contemporary_with a Tudhal-
fya who is a composite of my Tudhaliva I and Tudhaliva IIT (father of Suppiluliuma I},
(For further discussion of Wilhelm’s chronology see below n. 85) Wilhelm suggests that
the two Suna$luras could be the same if Sunadfura had an extremely long reign. In any
event, Sunaifura is on the throne three generations before Suppiluliuma I, safely within
the Middle Hittite peried. However, even after Wilhelm has eliminated Hantili- 11,
Zidanta 11 and Huzziya 11, he is left with four Hittite kings (Ammuna, Huzziva I, Teli-
pinu, Tehurwaili, Alluwamna), not all of whom can be considered negligible, between the
king whom he considers to be contemporary with Idrimi (Zidanta [1]) and the king whom
e considers to be contemporary with his son Nigmepa Tudhaliys “17)

Gurney, CAF? II/1 670 with n. 3, and Kithne, RAL 25, 220f, 228, improve upon the
ahove schemes by accepting the evidence for the existence of Hantili 11, Zidanta II, and
Fhuzziya J1 and the evidence that Kizzuwatna only became independent during the reign
of Ammuna. However, in using the synchronisms {Ammuna)-Pilliya [-Idrimi-Baratarna
and Zidanta II-Pilliva If, they have much the same chronological problems as Meyer and
Wilheln. Gurney, like Meyer, places Suna¥fura “1” around the time of Telipinu. The
Hittite treaty fragments he assigns to Suna$¥ura “I%, arguing that since Sunaddura “17
was & tributary of Mittanni, he could not have had = treaty with Hati. Gurney forgets
that countries can change alliances. Furthermore, Gurney overlooks the evidence show-
ing tae contemporaneity of SauStatar and Tudbaliya Ii, which would cause difficuities for
his scheme. (See n. 43.) Kihne chooses to put Sunad§ura “I17 three or four generations
hefore Suppiluliuma [ and roughly contemporary with Tudhaliva 1L However, he is left
with the unlikely scepario of five kings of Kirzzuwatna {Pariyawatri, I3putahdu, Eheya,
Pilliva II, and Paddatifu) or seven kings of Hatti (Fluzziva I, Telipinu, Tahurwaili, Allu-
wamna, Hantili 11, Zidanta 11, Huzziya ID) ruling between the kings whom he considers 10
be contemporary with Idrimi of Alalah (Pilliya I and Ammuna) and the kings whom he
considers 1o be contemporary with his son Nigmepa (Suna#$ura I and Tudhaliva II).

A solution to this “dilemma” was come up with by Kestemoni, Diplomatique et
droit international en dsie occidentale (1600-1200 av. J.CJ (Louvain-la-Neuve 1974) 428
with n. 304, Kestemont postulates three Suna8fura: the first is contemporary with Nig-
mepa of Alalah, the second is the treaty pariner in the Middie Hittite dialect treaty frag-
ments and the third is the treaty partner of Tudhaliya 1T or Suppiluliuma [ in the Alka-
dian language treaty.

Kammenhuber, 4rier 65, 98 with n. 288 (followed by Otten, Fischer Weltgeschichie 3,
142€.¢ and Kimmel, RLA 5, 128f), considers the “archaisch-junghethitische Fragmente”
10 be insufficient evidence to postulate a SunaSiura other than the one coniemporary with
Zuppilufiuma L Nor does she consider AT 14 as evidence for a Middle Hittite
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it is my contention that one should not create a second lking of the
same name unless the evidence demands it. Can the Akkadian language
Sunaiiura treaty be moved back to Tudhaliya IT's reign? There is no lin-
guistic reason not to date it to Tudhaliya IT instead of Suppiluliumal. In
fact, in a receni study of Bofarkv Akkadian, Durham concludes that the
treaty should be redated to the period before SuppiluliumaI®. Thus the
problem is mainly a historical one. The treaty seems to show a series of
autonomons Kizzuwatnan kings, in a position to choose which side of the
fence they are on. [Does this situation reaily fit the time of Suppilulivma
and his immediate predecessors? I think not.

There is evidence that Kizzuwatna was noi an independent or even a
semi-independent country in the time of Suppiluliuma. During the reign
of Suppiluliuma’s second queen, Henti, that is fairly early in his reign,
Suppiluliuma installed his son Telipinu as “priest of Kizzuwaina™ That
this is no ordinary priestship may be seen from the fact that the decree
installing him reads like a “vassal” treaty®. Telipinu must acknowledge
only crown Prince Arnuwanda for lordship in Hatti and is to support him
and do good things for him32. The king's and queen’s friends are to be
“The Priest™’s friends and their enemies are to be his enemies®. Fur-
thermore, he is not to conceal anyone who slanders the king or his rule’.
These do not read like instructions for temple personnel but like terms of
a “vassal” treaty. Additionally during Suppiluliuma’s Syrian campaigns,
one would expect a king of Kizzuwatna, if he existed, to be leading his
armies into Syria in support of the Hittite army. No king of Kizzuwatna
is ever seen. Instead one sees Telipinu the “Priest” (of Kizzuwatna) iead-
ing armies in support of Hittite causes in Syria®. It seems likely, then,
that Telipinu’s fitle “Priest of Kizzuwatna™ was more or less equivalent to
that of “king” of other Hittite appanage states®®,

It has been suggested by Goetze’” and Houwink ten Cate®® that Teli-

Sunafiura (see above n. 29), so she posits but one SunadSura contemporary with Suppitu-
liuma L

Del Monte, 04 20, 215-220, leaves it open whether the Hittite SunaSfura treaty frag-
menis date to Suppiluliuma I or to Tudhaliva the congueror of Aleppo.

% Durham, Studies in Bogazkoy Afkadian (Iarvard PhD diss., 1976) 71-72 as quoted
in Melchert, Ablative and Instrumental in Hittite (Harvard PhD diss. 1977y 100.

SUKATE 19.25, KUB 19.26 = CTH 44, ed. Goetze, Kizz. 12-16.

S2KUB 19.25:10-14 ¢of KBo 5.3 1 9 (Huqgana §2) SV 2, 106-107.

SKUR 19.26:7-18 ¢f. KBo 1.4 il 6-7 (Tette) PD 60-61.-

5 KUB 19.26:19-26 ¢f KRo 5.3 i 32ff (Huggana §15) SV 2, 116-117.

#KBo 5.6 it 10 (DS}, See Goetze, Kizz. 16, though note, even tributary kings are
subject to the king's jurisdiction in quarrels with each other, see above n. 35

% Kilmmel, RLA 5, 62092 and Wilhelm, Hurriter 45 agree that these references indi-
cate that the kingship of Kizzuwatna had been abolished and that Kizzuwatpa had been
annexed by Hatti,  See, however, below n. 85,

T Kizz. 12 n. 52.

58 Records 69.
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piny was not the first Hittite “Priest of Kizzuwatna”, but rather that he
had a predecessor, another Hittite royal prince named Kantuzili,  Unfyy.
tunately the evidence for this is rather weak®. If however, Goeize and
Houwink ten Cate are correct, thea this would show that Kizzuwatng was
incorporated into Hatti even earlier than Telipinu’s installation. -

There is, in fact, furthver evidence that Kizzuwatna was already inegr-
porated in the reign of Suppiluliuma’s father, Tudhaliya 111, We have
from the reign of Hattudili 11l a text that relates how bad things were for
the empire in the period preceding the accession of Suppilulioma T and
how the empire was stripped of this or that territorys, This text, howev.
er, does not mention that Kizzuwatna had been lost: in fact it implies
ekactly the opposite. The relevant section of the text is in the foliowing
form: enemy x invaded, devastated territory v and made Hittite City 7 the
border®. Omnec paragraph® reads, “From this direction the Armatanan
enemy [came] and devastated Hatti-Land. They made the city of Kizzu-
watna the border”. Goetze admitted®: “The text under discussion counts

¥ There is a Kantuzzili who is seen as an army commander {as Telipinu was to be
later) in a MH fext (KUB 23.16 iif 5, 7 and in iext fragments considered by Giiterbock
to belong to the beginning of the Deeds of Suppilubima {D5 Frag. 2 = BoTU 31 = Bg
2984+KUB 14.23 and DS Frag. 3 = BoTU 32 = KUB 14.22, both ed. Giiterbock, JCS 10
[1956] 59-60). These texts unfortunately do not preserve a title “ Priest of Kizzawatna ®
or any other title for this Kaptuzzili. He is probably a royal prince, however: DS Frag,
2 1 20 reads mKantulzzili x “Dludhaliya where x could be either bUMY (50 Giiterbock) or
SE8, “Kantuzzili [son/brother] of Tudhaliva”. Goetze and Houwink ten Cate (see above
notes 57-38) suggest that the installation of XKantuzl as “ Priest of Kizzuwatna™ may he
reflected in KUB 17.22 iv 1.5 “[X* tablet not finisthed. The words of Kaniuzzili, when
they make f[someone] the priest of Tefub and Hepat [in Kizzuwatlna, they do the priest-
ship-ritual [as follows]” (Restorations that differ from those in Goetze, K72z, 12 1. 52 and
Houwink ten Cate, Records 69 n. 83, courtesy of ¥, G. Giiterbock). Goetze and Houwink
ten Cate must, however, assume that Kantuzzili wrote the ritual for his own and his
successors’ enihronements. This seems unlikely at first glance, though it is of course
possible that these are the words which Kantuzzili as brsi(?y officeholder in 2 new office
wrote (or had ghost-written) and spoke at his, the first(7), enthronization. Royal authors
of rituals are known: *“ When Paliiva, King of Kizzuwatna, set up the Stormgod of Kiz-
zuwatna, he recited (to) him thus” (KUB 7.20 obv. i-3). Mare importantly, there is a
library catalogue enmtry that begins “The words of Kantuzzili, the [Chief] Priest (and)
royal prince” (KUB 30.56 iii 7, ed. Laroche, CTH (81f, noted in Houwink ten Cate,
Records 69 with n. 83), Thus we have a King Pilliva and a prince Kantuzzili authoring
rituals — ordinary ones to be sure and not their enthronement rituals — and we have a
Kantuzzili who is prince, priest and author of a ritual. There is some evidence, albeit
circumstantial, linking this Kantuzzili to a MH Kantuzzili {as opposed to the laier general
Kantuzzili in the Annals of Murdili 11, sec 4M 86). A certain MH prince Parlywarrl is
sometimes associated with a prince Kantuzzili (KUB 36.118:3, ed. Carruba, SMEA 13,
1921) and somstimes with a prince-priest {KUB 45.47 1 404T, ii 4%, iii 24f%, KBo 20.62 1
10f). Perhaps this MH Kanwmzzili is to be identified with the priest and prince who is
the author of the rituals. This MH prince and priest Kantuzzili can then perhaps be
equated with the prince and general Kantuzzili who was active during Supptluliuma’s
father’s reign.
8KBo 6.28 (= CTH 88 = Hekur Pirwa decree), ed. Goeize, Kizz. 21-22.
& Lines 6-15.
8 Lines 13-14.
8 Goetze, Kizz. 26.
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Kizzuwatna as a city in Hittite territory.” He must assume that the ref
erence is an anachronism, introduced due to Kizzuwaina's position as a
Hittite province at the time the text was wrilten {Hattugili I, Must one
assume a mistake by the Hittite scribe? The only reason for assuming
that Kizzuwatna was again independent under Suppiluliumal is the
SunaSfura treaty, and this treaty does not even mention Suppiluliu-
ma 4,

There is, moreover, evidence that Kizzuwatna was incorporated even
earlier than Suppiluliuma’s father's reign.  In the I3minka Protocol, the
men of I¥mirika swear an oath of loyalty to Arnuwanda I of Hatti and 10
his family%. These men of Iimirika are stationed in various cities in Kiz-
zuwatna® by the king of Hatti and their function is to act as a roval gen-
darmarie: “If in the land a single city is ireasonous, you men of I¥mirika
should arrive there ... and kill the men jof that city], and send (the rest
of) the transplantees to His Majesty (the king of Hatti), You may take
the cattle and sheep for yourselves, But if a single household in a city is
treasonous, kill the men of that house, and send the servants to [His
Majesty] and take the cattle and sheep for yourselves. If a single man is
treasonous, [kill hlim.”$ They are to report all sedition that they hear,
whether it is from the mouth of the highest official or the lowest man. It
is interesting that the highest ranking official in Kizzuwatna who might
speak sedition is the margrave (BEL MADGALTI), a Hittite provincial
governor®. There is no mention of a tributary king, whom one might
expect to be the highest ranking authority in Kizzuwatna, In fact the very
important problem of the relationship between these Hittite ‘gendarmes
stationed in Kizzuwatna and the tributary king of Kizzuwatna is nowhere
menticned in the preserved instructions. Thus this text, too, points to a

 That this texi shows Kizzuwatna {o be part of Hatti is accepted by Withelm, Hur-
riter 44, See, however, below n. §5.

#KUB 2641 obv. and XUB 23.68 + ABoT 58 rev, 7-10, 23-28 (CTH 133}, ed.
Kempinski and Ko8sk, WO 5 (1970) 192ff. Tor the date, see ibid. p. 215, and alse Hou-
wink ten Cate, Records 61, contra Gurney's conclusion CAE? TI/1 680,

“KUE 23.68 + ABoT 5§ rev. 1-24, Na’aman, UF 6 (1874) 270, following the ten-
tative suggestion of Kempinski and Kolak, W0 3, 216, suggests that the I¥mirika proto-
col's signatories were “persons connected with Waukanni who had received estates in
Bmernga and Kizzuwatna, most probably from the ruler of Mitanni”. However, the sig-
natories are called LUMES KUR YRU[§mirika, “men of I$mirka” Since LOMES KUR
URHHaiti means “Hittites”, LOMES TR0y means “Huorrans 7, and LUMEY KUR
URUAfisri means “ Egyptians”, this must mean that these pecple are ethnically I3mirikans,
“In Kizzowatna his city is GN® probably indicates that when stationed in Kizzuwatna,
they were in that city. These people are never called WasSukkannians (LU.MEY URUI 4.
Sulckanri). Nor is there evidence that these men are all Hurrians (LG.MES Hirrd). In fact
only two of the names might be Hurrian, the remainder being Luwian (Kempinski and
Kolak, W0 5, 212-213).

S KUB 23.68 + ABoT 58 obv. 25-28.
% Thid. obv, 21-22.
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Kizzuwatna already incorporated into Hatti before-guppﬂuliumaf
fact, as early as the time of Armuwanda 19,

Moreover, ﬂ'ns proFocol may give still further evidence for this incor.
poration. The signatories of the protocol are described with the following
formula “PN, the ISmirikan, his city is GNi, but in Kizzuwama his Clty iy
GNy”. For several of the ISmirikans their “city in Kizzuwatna is Wadiuk-
kann;l”. Wa'§§ukkanm is well kIlIOWp .as the capital of the Mittannian
Empire and its appearance as a city in Kizzuwatna has caused great con-
sternation. It has been suggested that at this time Mittanni had annexed
Kizzuwatna and “Politisch interessant ist, dass der hethitische Kénig spi-
terhin den Bund Mittanni-Kizzuwatna lediglich als Kizzuwatna bezeich-
net”™.  After a Mittannian annexation of Kizzuwatna, one could under-
stand Adana or Kummanni being called a city in Mittanni, but that -
WasSukkanni would be called a city in Kizzuwatna is unlikely in the
extreme. Between 1941 and 1945 was Berlin ever called a city in Austria,
Poland or France, or was Paris ever called a city in Algeria? One could
of course postulate that there was a city with the homophonrous name
Waddukkanni that was located in Kizzuwatna. It would, however, be
otherwise unattested. Moreover, in the ISmirika Treaty Wadfulkkanni oe-
curs beside Irridi and Urudsa™, which are also known as Mittannian cities,
both admittedly on or near the western borders. If one rejects the idea of
two homophonous Wasiukkanni’s, there remains the possibility suggested
by Goetze’, namely that Kizzuwatna had expanded into what was Mittan-
ni, engulfing Mittannian territory at least as far as the Mitfannian capital
WasSukkanni. {Vienna in 1939-45 could have been said to be a city in
Germany, or Algiers in France). It is generally agreed that a Hittite war
against Mittanni would have made the supposed Kizzuwatnan expansion
possible, assuming that Kizzuwatna was an ally of Hatti. Then, however,
Kizzuwatinan territory would have lain between Hatii and her North Sy-

and, in

# This point is accepied by Wilhelm, Hurriter 44, See, however, below n. 83,

70 Kempinski and Kofak, #0 5, 216, =

Tt Urud%a was part of Humri in the period jusi preceeding the Sunasiura Treaty:
“Whoever of the land of Hiurri, be they] merchants or be they men of the city of Urudsa
.. 7 (KBo 1.5 iv 5-6). By the time of Hattudili 11, the city may well have been part of
Kizzuwatna if one can trust the inference that proximity in the list of towns in the Sahu-
runuwa decree indicates geographical proximity (KUB 26.43 obv, 40-41 with dupl. KUB
26.50 obv. 35, ed. Imparati, RIHA 32, 28f, ¢f. Kempinski and Kofak, WO 35, Z13L).
Whether UrudSa is or is not 10 be equated with Urfu (Goetze, Kizz. 42{T) is irrelevant to
the ISmirika Protocol, as Urusia on independent evidence can be placed on or near the
border between Mittanni and Kizzuwatna. It should be noted that Garstang and Gurney,
Geogr. 55f. reject the identification of Urfu with modern Urfa (see Goetze, Kizz. 4211
with bibliography, and instead suggest somewhere west of the Euphrates, north of Kar-
kemis, i.e, a region between Mittannd and Kizzuwatna,

2 Goetze, Kizz. 47-48, 76; Houwink ten Cate, Records 61, disbelieved by Kiimmel,
RILA 5, 6270




nd, in

incot“
Owing
fiijf is
188uk-
Inian
con-
1exed
. Spé-
‘eich-
nder-
that
t the
stria,
:ould
1ame
, be
I oc-
ities,
a of
sted
tan-
aital
¥ in
war
sion
Vver,

Sy-

aty:
15
t of
ha-
UB
).
Lto
the
£y,

211

ar-

iel,

‘The History of Kizzuwatna 439

rian possessions such as Aleppo™. Would even an allied power be trusted
with such a huge chunk of territory that se separated two parts of the
empire™? I suggest not. Rather, I would suggest that if Goetze’s theory
is correct, then this would further illustrate that in Armuwanda’s reign Kiz-
zuwatna was not a tributary state, but a fully incorporated part of the
empire, to which the Hittites had simply added their recently congquered
territory. :

There remains the problem of when this Hittite annexation of Kizzu-
watna tock place, From a ritual” securely dated to Murdili II, we know
that a Tudhaliya moved DINGIR.GE:™ from the City of Kizzuwaina to
Samuha in Hatti. Since MursiliIL, having just called himself the son of
Suppilulivma (0), refers to this Tudhaliyva not as his grandfather (4B7-
ABIYA), but as his ancestor {4BBAYA), it is probable that he meant to
refer not to his grandfather TudhaliyaIll, but to the earlier Tudhaliya I,
his great-great-grandfather™. 1t scems unlikely that a tmibutary king of
Kizzawatna would have allowed his overlord to move Kizzowatnan gods
out of Kizzuwatna. Nor does the admittedly sparce ritual context men-
tion such a tributary king. One couniry can carry away its neighbor's
gods only when it has absolute control over it. Thus it would appear
likely that there was no Kizzuwatnan tributary king to forbid the move or
that it occwrred during a Hittite conquest of the country™. Thus it ap-

" The Aleppo Treaty seems to indicate that Aleppo was taken by a Tudhaliva and
continued in the possession of Hattudili I, and that no change took place in its status
between Hattudili 1T and the accession of Suppiluliuma T (sce below pp. 440fT., with n. 88},
Therefore in the time of Arnuwanda I when this alleged expansion of Kizzuwatna took
place, Aleppo would have been a Hittite possession.

™ Goetze, Kizz. 761 _

S UMMA fUTU-ST mMursiii LUGAL.GAL DUMU ®Suppiluliuma LUGAL.GAL UR.SAG
ABBA-YA-zakan kuwapi *Tudhaliya¥ LUGAL.GAL DINGIR.GEs I5TU £.DINGIR.GEs VRUKz-
zuwaini arha Sarrier nanzan INA "RVSamuha EOINGIREM hanfi iyar “Thus His Majesty,
Muriili, the Great King, son of Suppiluliuma the Great King, the hero, when my fore-
father Tudhaliya, the Great King, separated the DINGIR.GEg from the temple of DINGIR.GEs
in the City of Kizzuwama and made her a separate temple in the city of Samuha (a city
mn eastern Hatti)” KUB 32,133 1 1-4 (= CTH 482).

" For a discussion of whether to translate DINGIR.GEs as “The Black Goddess”,
I5tar/Saudga, “ihe Moongod(dess)”, or “the Deity of the Night” see Goelze, JCS 20
(1966) 51, Lebrun, Samuha (1976) 28-31, Wegner, AQAT 36 (1981) 163-163,

"1 owe thanks to H. G, Giiterbock for pomting this out to me. That it was Tudhal-
iya I who moved the deity (Lebrun, Samuha 31), either for cultic reasons or to protect
it from one of his innumerable ¢nemies {e.g. Armatama), cannot definitively be ruled out.
However, contrary to Kempinski and Kosak, W0 5, 214 with n. 83, one should not asso-
ciate this removal of the deity from Kizzuwatna to Hatti with Kizzewama's defection
from Hatti to Mittanni as reported in the Akkadian language Suna$3ura trealy, even if
one continues to date this treaty to Suppiluliuma I ¥ seems hardly likely that a iribu-
tary king of Kizzdwatna would have allowed his former ally to remove a deity of Kiz-
zuwatna from the country to protect this deity from his new ally! It is to be remem-
bered that the Sunadura treaty does not say that Kizzuwatna was conguered by Mittanni,
but that it defected (voluntanly) to Mittanni (Akk. saparu for Hitt, nai-).

78 Kihne, RAJ 25, 264 n. 233,
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pears that Tudhaliva I, whether for reasons of war or for purposes of the
cult, moved the deity from one portion of his kingdom 1o anothey
Therefore this text, I would cautiously suggest, shows that Kizzuwatna waé
or became an incorporated part of Hattl in the time of Tudhaliya 1179

Possibly this incorporation was described in an unfortunatels Loorly
preserved section of the joint annals of Tudhalivail and Arnuwands |
(KUB 23.21 obv. 2-11)%. One of the chief cities of Kizzuwatna, Adaniya,
is mentioned together with a bridge®. (Adaniva [Adanal is the place where
from time immemorial the main East-West road has crossed the Sevhan
[Saros] river.) Two other Kizzuwatnan towns are also mentioned? The
verb wetenun “1 built™ or “I fortified” is preserved twice, While building
and fortifying do not necessarily indicate that a territory is to be directly
ruled by the Hittites®, it does indicate that an extra effort has been mad;:
1o prevent its loss. The territory cannot simply switch sides. The garri-
sons must first be eliminated. This text indicates a reduced Kizzuwatng
with or without a tributary king, and doés not show the virtually autono-
mous Kizzuwatna seen in the Sunasiura treary®.

If the Sunasiura treaty were dated te Suppiluliumal, then it would
show a kingdom of Kizzuwatna defecting to the Hurtians in the period
preceding Suppiluliuma’s reign.  However, the above examples cumula-
tively show a Kizzuwatna already reduced to a Hittite province during the
period of the joint reigns of Tudhaliya Il and Amuwanda I%. Moreover,

7 This point is accepted by Wilkelm, Hurriter 44, See, however, below n. 85.

SOKLUER 23.21 cbv. 2-11 (= CTH 143}, ed. Carruba, SMEA 18, 166-167.

& Thid. obv, 5.

B {WRU Zulnnahara (line 4) is mentioned with Adaniva, Tarsus and Kummani in the
Hifuwa Festival KUB 20.52 i 13 (see Garstang and Gurney, Georg. 61), thus it ton is
presumably in Kizzuwatna, [VRUSinjuwanda (line 6) is restored from BoT1N 1788 = KBo
3.54; 16-17 where it occurs with Zunnshara, It adjoins the border of the Hulava-River
Land in KBo 4.10 obv, 26, tr. Garstang and Gumey, Geogr. 67. See Houwink ten Cate,
Records 59 with n. 10-12,

% 8See AM 72-73 where Murdili reorganizes Mira, builds garrisons and installs
Mashuiluwa as king,

% Withelm, Hurriter 44 agrees that this annals passage mavy refer to the incorporation
of Kizzuwatna. See however below n. 85 See also Kiihne, RAJ 25, 223f

# Wilhelm, Hurriter 43ff, accepts that Kizzuwatna was reduced to a Hittite province
in the fime of the joint reigns of Tudhaliva II and Amuowanda I (See above nn. 36, &4,
69, 79, 84.) He also accepls that the Akkadian language Sunasiura treaty dates to some-
what earlier in the reign of Tudhaliya 11 Wilhelm, however, does not take the obvious
next step of saying that since documenis from the reigns of both Tudhaliva I and Arnu-
wanda I are written in Middle Hittite dialect, therefore. the MH Hittite language
Sunaddura freaty fragments should also be dated to Tudhaliya II.  This is because Wil-
helm equates the father of Suppiiuliuma I (my Tudhaliya I3, with Tudhaliva 11, the
father of Arnuwanda I (following Kammenhuber, see Carruba, SMEA 18, 140 scheme B,
with bibliography). Thus he dates the Akkadian language Supaffura treaty ong genera-
tion before Suppiluliuma I There is, however, a Sunafura contemporary with Sauitatar,
who ruled aboui three generations before Suppiluliuma I. It is to this Supaf§ura that
Withelm dates the Hittite language Suna$Sura ireaty-fragments, ie., he places them two
generations before the Alkkadian language treaty and shortly before Kizzuwatna defected
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the text of Hattufili 11T indicates that the province of Kizzuwatna was not
lost to the Hittites. but remained Hittite, even in the Empire’s darkest
days. Support for this text comes from a fragmentary section of the Alep-
po Treaty®. This fext reads in summary: Aleppo was conquered and
burned by Tudhaliya (I orll). Afterward, Aleppo, in an unspecified man-
ner, “sinned against” Mittanni. The King of Mittanni then gave some
cities and territory belonging to Aleppo to Aftata and Nuhaie as a reward
for their suppert. IHe also gave them a sealed deed to the territory (23-
27). Then, however, Aleppo “sinned against” Hattudili 1T of Hatti in an
also unspecified manner. The people of Aftata and Nuhaile again must
have taken the side opposite Aleppo, this time siding with Hartti, for Hat-
tudili gave them the same (or more) citdes and territory belonging to Alep-
po “as a gift”, and he too gave them a sealed deed fo the territory (28-
32). This is the situation until the accession of Suppiluliuma I (33). For
Kizzuwatna to have been in a position to become a tributary of Mittanni,
as it was before the Sunafura treaty, its territory must have been conti-
guous with that of the Mittannian Empire, that is, it is unlikely that there
was a corridor of states who were nol Mittannian tributaries separating
Mittanni from its-tributary Kizzuwatna. If the Miftannian Empire in-
cluded Kizzuwatna and was hostile to Hatti, then Hattuiili could not have
gotten his army down from the Anaioclian plateau, let alone detached
pieces from the far side of the ldngdom of Aleppo in order to reward
Aftata and NuhaS8e. Moreover, it seems unlikely that even the most fool-
hardy Syrian state would have agreed to side with Hatti against Mittann
no matter what it was promised, if the nearest Hittiie army which could

to Mittanni according o the Akkadian language freaty. (Hg suggests, however, that the
Sunai$ura who made the treaty with Tudhaliva 17 and the Sunadfura who made a treaty
with Tudhaliyva IT's grandfather might be the same person, if this Suna$$ura had an
excepnonal]y long reign.}

The main problem with Wilhelm's reconstruction is equation of Tudhaliva 11 with
the father of Suppiluliuma I This equation does not square well with the Deeds of
Suppilulivma. Arnuwanda I, who was coregent and a leading general for his father Tud-
hatiya Il, would have been by Wilhelm's reconstruction, Suppiluliuma’s senior brother.
Yet he is never mentioned in the Deeds. Nor does it seem likely that the death of
Tudhaliya, the cvents of the not inconsiderable independent reign of Arnuwanda I, as
well as the events surrounding the irregular succession of Suppiluliuma could have becn
described In the missing ca. 11 lnes of the Deeds (see Giiterbock, JCS 10, 43, and Car-
ruba, SMEA 18, 143). Moreover, as we have seen, there i3 reason to believe that Tud-
halzya 11, father of Armmuwanda I, was contemporary with Saustatar and thus should be
placed not one but three generations before Suppilulivma 1. Thus Tudkativa II, father of
Amuwanda, is to be distinguished from Tudhaliva II¥ father of Suppﬂuhuma L The
references to the annexation of Kizzuwaina wauld then date to Tudhaliva II and Arnu-
wanda I, two and three genmerations before Suppiluliuma mspecnve{y, and Sunassura El
contemporary of Tudhaliya II, would date about three generations before Suppiluliuma
and thus would be contemporary with Saultatar.

8 X Bo 1.6 obv. 19-32 (= CTH 75) ed. Weidner, PD §2-85: see the new edition of the
lines in question by Na'aman, JCI 32 (1980) 341
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come to belp the siate protect its newly gotten gains from Mittannian
retaliation was over one hundred miles away on the other side of severa]
mountain ranges, blocked by Kizzuwatna and the other states of the Mit-
tannian empire. If, however, as we have seen from other sources, Kizzy-
watna remained a Hittite province even in Tudhaliva III's dark days, then
the Hittite army weould have been just on the other side of the Amanus,
within rather easy striking distance of Syria, and thus this plaving off of
Hatti versus Mittanni by the Syrian states would make sense.

The Aleppo Treaty does not indicate that there was any change in
Hittite relations with Aleppe betwsen the time in Hattu$ili II's reign when
Aleppo was again overrun by the Hittites, and the accession of Suppiluliu-
ma 1. Yet if the Suna$8ura treaty is dated to Suppiluliuma, then Kizzu-
watna was a Mittannian tributary from sometime in the reign of Suppilu-
liuma’s predecessor(s) until sometime after his accession. Under these cir-
cumstances, it is unlikely that Aleppe would have failed o be on the Mit-
tannian side during the last part of Suppiluliuma’s father’s reign, a change
that almost surely would have been noted in the Aleppo Treaty.

These problems would be solved by dating the Akkadian language
Sunasdura treaty to Tudhaliva II, by which I mean the conqueror of Alep-
po and hushand of Nikalmati®’, The dispute with the Hurrians over

7 Gurney (Fs Merigg® = Studia Mediterranea 1 [1979] 220-221) and Kofak (Tel Aviv
7 [1980) 1863-167} split this Tudhaliya II into two different kings, “Tudhaliva 1™ the con-
queror of Aleppe, and Tudhaliva II, the husband of Nikalmaty, and place Hattusili 11
between them. While T agree with Gurney and KoSak that the Aleppo treaty mandates a
sequence of Tudhaliva ... Hattu$ili 1Y ... Suppiluliuma I, T hesitate t¢ accept their inser-
tion of “Tudhaliya I” and Hattudili 11 between Huzziya II and Tudhaliya I, As we
have seen, Zidania II {s tied to Idrimi who is tied to Baratarna. Furthermore, Tudhaliva
IT is probably tied to Saudtatar (KUB 23.14, see above n. 43), and, by my reconstruction,
to Sunadfura, who is tied to Nigmepa and Sauftatar. Baratarna and Idrimi scem to have
belonged to the generation immediately preeding that of SauSatar and Nigmepa, with the
possibility of an ephemeral king between each of them.

By Gumey and Kodak's reconstruction, one would have to put no less than three
Hittite kings (Huzziva IT, “Tudhaliya 17, and Hattugili II) into the period between Zidan-
ta II and Tudhaliva II, that is between the times of Baratarna and Saundtatar or Idrimi
and Nigmepa. Nor can one dismiss “Tudhaliya I” and Hattudili I as ephemeral.
“Tudhzliya I” would have had to bave reigned long enough to have been able to con-
quer his way to Aleppo and to have secured these conquests, while Hattu§ili IT also must
have ruled long enough for the events described in the Aleppo treaty to have transpired.
This seems to be a lot to fit in between the reigns of Idrimi and his son Nigmepa at
Alalah, This reconstructon would also create the problem of how Aleppo could bave
been conguered by “Tudhaliya 17 held by Hattudili II and apparently remained Hittite
until Suppiluliuma I, while Alalah and Kizzuwatna to the west of Aleppo were Mittan-
nian in the time of Sau$tatar and Tudhaliya IL

Alternately, to save_Gurney and Kosak's reconstruction, one could make “ Tudhaliva
I™ contemporary with Sauftatar. However, this would assume not a one but a three
generational mistake in the geneology of Tudratta given in KRo 1.3 + XUR 3.17 rev. §, or
a sizeable lengthening of the genecrations of Mittannian kings as compared to Hittite
kings. More importantly, one would have to deny or explain away the Hnk between
Tudhaliya II and Sauftatar given by KUB 23.14.

Neither of these possibilities seems satisfactory, However, rejecting the new recon-
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444 Richard H, Beas

fSuwa would cause no problem, for Tudhaliya’s badly broken
form us that he too fought the Hurrians there 8,

annals in.
The pattery of Hittite

net conflict with what we know for sure about T
decessors. We know that Tudhaliya himself was
Huzziva 11, his predecessor, however, we know nothing. Np treaty be.
tween Huzziye 1T and a king of Kizzuwatng has yet been found. We do
know however that Huzziya's predecessor Zidanta If had a freaty with pil.
liva of Rizzuwama®, who at another point in his reign became a tnbutary
of Baratarna of Mittanni®, If the filiation of these three kings is ROrmal
that is father to son (for which there is no evidence PTo or con)9, Qm;
would have a reconstruction as follows.
(Zidanta II) Kizzuwatna under Pilliyva had a treaty with the Hittites, Later
Pilliya led Kizzuwatna into the Mittannian camp, becoming a tributary of
Baratarna. During the father’s generation (Huzziva I and Talzu{(?) Kiz-
Zuwaina remained in the Mittannian camp, and there was no treaty with
the Hittites”. When Sunaura came to the throne he was 3 tributary of

udhaliya 11 ang Bis pre-
a mighty king, About

Under Tudhaliya's grandfather

struciion involves “leaving the placement of Hatrusili 11 as an unsobved problem. It
remaing to be seen whether there is some other solution to the Hatrafili 11 problem
which does not create difficuities with synchronisms between the Hittites and their neigh-
bors. I plan to discuss these matters in a future article.

In any case, the acceptance of Gumey and Kofak's reconstruction does not invalidate
my argument that there ig but one Suna$fura, who is a coniemporary of Saundtatar,
Moreover, the redating of the Sunaifurg freaty does not create any more synchronistic
difficulties for the reconstruction than were already inherent in it

SKUB 2311 rev. it 27 1L ] the land began hostilites / [....] he seized and
to/against him the king of Hurri .1 went to fight [in7] Buwa...” Meyer’s objection

; i $8ura treaty mentions a king of the Hurrians, while
the Hittite treaty speaks of a King of Mi i

Mittanni, is no reason for not moving the Akkadian
language treaty back to Tudhaliva IT's reign, for Tudhaliva’s g

nnals also speak of fighting
the King of the Hurrians KUB 23.11 rev, i# 28).

The fact that the Sunaiura ireaty mentions that Sunadura must supply troops to the

Hitiites for campaigns against Mittanni and Arzawa {KBo 1.5 iv 19 in no way proves
that Kizzuwatna was contiguous to either of these countries. These WO were probably
wo of the more formidabie enemies of both Suppiluliuma and Tudhaliva Ji.

tite tributaries in Aratolia (e Mada, Peda$a and Lugga I
at Qaded. Thus this clause in the Sunasura treaty does not necessitate dating the treaty

0 a time when it might be theorized that Kizzuwaina was bordered by both Mittanni
and Arzawa.

¥ See above n. 23.

% See above n. 26, Nete there may have been a short lived king between Baratarna
and Saudtatar in Mittanni (see above n. 34) as

well as a shert lived king between Idrimi
and Nigmepa at Alalah (see above i. 31).

' For an alternative to the theory that Tudhali
in Hatti, see my forthcoming article.

2 Kimmel, R4 3 629 “Talm mibie jedenfalls in die Zzit der Abhingigkeit von
Mittanni gehéren ™.

ya II founded a new Hurran Dynasty
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Saudtatar. After a while, however, he returned Kizzuwatna to the Hittite
fold. Thus the relations between Hatti and Kizzuwatna under kings Zi-
danta II to Tudhaliva II would mirror the pattern of Kizzuwatna being
Hittite under the current king’s grandfather, being subsequently lost to
Mittanni, and being regained by Hatti under the current king that one sees
in the Suna$dura treaty.

The redating of the Suna¥3ura treaty also has the advantage of pairing
a known Kizzuwatnan king with almost every known generation of Hittite
king?. Thus Ammuna pairs with Pariyawatri; Hurzziya I and Telipinu
fone generation) pair with ISputah$u; Tahurwaili and Alluwamna (also
probably one generation} pair with Eheya, Hantili II with Paddati$$u, Zi-
danta II with Pilliya, Huzziya II with Talru, and Tudhaliya II with
Sunagdura. At that point Kizzuwatna was incorporated and ruled by
“Priests” Kantuzzili, possibly the son of Arnuwanda, and Telipinu the son
of Suppiluliuma I (see chart). Importantly, in addition, the redating elim-
inates the necessity of creating a second otherwise unattested Sunadiura.
Equally importantly, no readjustment of Near Eastern chronoclogy is re-
quired except the elimination of Sunasfura 1%

in summary, Kizzuwatna was a Hittte province until the time of
Ammuna when it rebelled and gained its independence. It was allied with
the Hittites from the time of Telipinu and IsputahSu unti! that of Zidanta
It and Pilliva. At that time it switched sides to become a tributary of
Mittanni. Suna@lura part way through his reign returned it to the Hittite
foid. As Kizzuwatna was an important state, not greatly inferior to Hatti,
that had joined Hatti voluntarily, it was able to negotiate a near-parity
treaty® with Hatti, Sometime after Sunasdura joined Harti, perhaps dur-
ing the joint reigns of Tudhaliya II and Arnuwanda J, something happened
causing Hatti to annex Kizzuwatna. Subseguently it was ruled by Hittite
princelings having the title “Priest of Kizzuwatna”. How Kizzuwatna was
ruled after Suppiluliuma I made the “Priest” Telipinu king of Aleppo is
uninown, but Kizzuwatna remained Hittite down to the end of the em-
pire.

The Criental Institute
11535 East 58th Street
Chicago, HL 60637

% See chart. This would of course not work as neatly if one accepts Gurney and’
Kofalk’s insertion of a “ Tudhaliva 1” and Hattudili 11 into the kinglist, but see above note
87,

% Tadmor, in The World History of the Jewish People 11 98-95.

9 See above n. 41,
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