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The History of Kizzuwatna and the Date of
the Sunas§ura Treaty*

Richard H. BeaL

A number of scholars have dealt with the history of Kizzuwatna!
usually tangentially while discussing the history of Hatti, from which comé
rposl 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 treaties 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 summarized as
follows. During the Hittite Old Kingdom, what was later known as Kiz-
zuwatna would appear to have been a part of Hatti known as the province
of Adaniya2. An Old Hittite land grant with an Old Hittite royal seal,
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There Is o reason to believe with Del Monte, 04 20, 204, that Adaniya sh'ould not
be consu}f,red an integral part of Kizzuwatna, simply because Adaniya is mentioned in
the Sunas$ura treaty in the context of the laying out of the boundaries of Kizzuwatna. In
fact, the text would seem to indicate that Adaniya should be considered an integral ban
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 Hatti, let the Great King keep; whatever is on. the side
of the country of Adaniya, let SunasSura keep.” The other passages iv 53-55, iv 59-61
ands iv §§-66 are similar (all ed. Goetze, Kizz. 50-51). Thus the Great King is to Hatti
as Sunalura is to Adamyg. Whether or not this section is paraphrased from an earlier
treaty, it thus seems that in the time of Suna3ura, 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
1o testify to the fact that an Old Hittite king was able to make land grants
in Adaniya and hence ruled it directly.

When the Hittites acquired Adaniya/Kizzuwatna can only be conjec-
tured. Adaniya may have already been Hittite at the time of Hattusili I's
first campaign into Syria%. In this campaign, Hattusili’s first target was
Alalah. From Alalah he went against UrSu, Ikakali, and TaShiniya. 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/Kizzuwatnas. Thus for a Hittite 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 Gurney, CAH® 1I/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.

3Goetze, JAOS 59 (1939) 2ff. (= LS 28). The names in question are [[ldahakap,
Mantiya and Ka’za{.... Mantiya 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 Kiimmel, RLA S5, 629ff. The seal impression on this text
was made by the same seal (SBo 1.88) that sealed landgrant LS 7 and fragment 835/b,
both found on Biiyiikkale at Bogazkdy (see H. G. Giiterbock, SBo 1, 52). These three
seal impressions now form Easton’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 Easton would place it between the seal type of Mursili I and those of
Alluwamna/Tahurwaili. In attempting to narrow down the range of possibilities, he
notes that although SBo 1.88 is more closely related to the seals which he dates to
Mursili 1 than to those of Alluwamna, Tahurwaili and Huzziya (II), it most closely
resembles the seal of ISputah$u of Kizzuwatna. He then reasons that since Ammuna lost
Adaniya (and thus Tarsus) he is an unlikely candidate for the owner of the seal, and that
since Huzziya 1 is closer in time to I§putah3u, he should be preferred.

However, 1 do not see in the loss of Adaniya by Ammuna and the similarity
between the Tarsus seal and that of ISputah$u sufficient evidence for attributing this seal
to Huzziya. Since the revolted province of Adaniya probably became the independent
Kizzuwatna (see text below), and since there is no reason to suppose that the Hittites
regained it at any point between the loss of this province under Ammuna, and the recog-
nition of its independence by Telipinu, Huzziya 1 seems a much less likely candidate to
be the owner of the Tarsus seal than Ammuna. Ammuna at least held Adaniya at the
beginning of his reign. Moreover, the similarity between the Tarsus seal and that of
Iiputah$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 style into the next generation.
Thus without altering Easton’s overall scheme, I would suggest that the Tarsus seal
should be dated to either Zidanta I or Ammuna, before the Hittites lost Adaniya/Kizzu-
watna.

4KBo 10.2 i 15-21 | KBo 10.1 obv. 6-10.

s For the Beilan Pass route see 4 Handbook of Asia Minor prepared on behalf of the
Admiralty and War Office [of Great Britain] (1919) 1V/2, 32 and route (52+)102, and
outline map showing routes.
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the Bahge Pass/Amanus Gates®. He then could have cleared the north-
western approaches to Yamhad (Ur§u? and vicinity) before returning
home, pres_umably via Lawazantiya® and the road through the Taurus
Had AQanlya/szzuwatna been hostile to Hattusili, he could not havé
crossed.ns territory, and therefore he would have needed to take a route
by-passmg Kizzuwatna. The roads from Hatti that by-pass Kizzuwatna
debouch into Syria from Maras toward Gaziantep or Islahiye®, on or near
what \yould have been the northwest corner of Yamhad, and in or near
the region of UrSu. In order to attack Alalah under these circumstances
Hattu§1h would have had to proceed south with hostile territory on both’
sides (Yamhad to the east, and Adaniya across the Amanus 10 the west)
and UrSu and Aleppo threatening his rear — this in order to hit thé
sc?uthwest corner of Yamhad. Then he would have had to double back to
hlt'the cities near to the place where he first supposedly entered Syria
This does not seem likely. Moreover, with a hostile or neutral Adaniya.
on the west end of the Beilan Pass, what purpose would the elimination of
Alalah have had? Since we know that Alalah was the first target and
s1r}c§ Alglah would only have been a natural first target in Syria for a
Hittite king holding Adaniya/Kizzuwatna, Hattusili’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 revolted and become the indepen-
dent country of Kizzuwatna in the dark days of Ammuna. “The lands
reyolted against him (Ammuna). (These included) ... the city of Gal-
miya$, the land of Adaniya, the land of Arzawiya, the city of Sallapa
(etc)”'°. The leader of the Adaniyan revolt and the first king of Kizzu-
wa_ltna may have been Pariyawatri, father of the ISputah$u who was king of
Kizzuwatna!! one generation later. Pariyawatri is not yet attested with the

¢ For this pass see ibid. 32 and route 91 i
9. 7S}9e atl:o lAlkjm, JIFF aoes 1_12 le wifh };;);pt}i? nearby Hasan Beyli Pass see route
or the location of UrSu west of the Euphrates and north of i§
4 ) D of Karkemis see Garstan,
226. Gurney, Geogr. 55f. For further discussion see Del Monte and Tischler, RGTC 6g,
8 This city was used by Hattusili I as a head. i is si
KBo Los oty A 1l quarters during his siege of UrSu. (See
e obv. 21 = CTH 7, ed. Giiterbock, Z4 44 [1938] 116-117)) Cf. Kiimmel, RLA
°In A Handbook of Asia Minor see for example th i
or Elb ple the roads from Kayseri to Goksun
e n, whence to Maras, then route 139 to Gaziantep (Aintab) or route 140 to Isla-
0 [(KUR-e-ma-as-$i ku-u-ru-ri-e-et URY), . ]x—lg-g§ URU j
el ; . . Jx-la-as Gal-mi~ya-a§ KURURU4 g,
I’gB J(;[zg tlzs '(“;’ZURIU(Ar-za—u—zl—_ya URUSq/_[g-pa-as .. )] KUB 11.5 obv. 14-15 restored fr‘(i)‘:n
KBo s il/il 66-1’ 67}){}3 Cla i-rlu l;; 7;% S'?oZUk2§7fII?’A’B) = Telipinu § 21 ii 1-2; see Gurney
s N > ute -5 Ki ; Kii .
210.“ %e b Carruba, rboc ; Kiimmel, RLA4 5, 128; Kiihne, RATJ 25,
oetze, Kizz. 73; Goetze AJA 39 (1935) S35ff.; AJ4 40 (19 i
; C : . 36) 210ff.
fragment KBo 18.61 mentions =Pal-[i-ya? ...] in line i 3 and “‘}(’ariya)w[atra .. ’lilllfl Eﬁz
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title of king nor yet associated with the revolt, so this suggestion must
remain hypothetical. His son I3putah3u is attested from a seal found at
Tarsus'Z. On this seal Iputahdu claims the title Great King. He is also
firmly tied to the Hittite chronology by an equality!® treaty he made with
Telipinu'%. Presumably Telipinu was forced by unsettled conditions at
home 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), Pariyawatri (contemporary with
Ammuna/Huzziya I) and ISputahSu (contemporary with Telipinu). Kiimmel, RLA 5, 628,
rightly doubts this construction. KBo 18.61 is in NS, so ductus is of no help in deter-
mining who is being referred to. It preserves virtually 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 Pariyawatri known, any reconstruction posited from this tiny frag-
ment will have to be conjectural. Moreover, even if one were to accept this text as
evidence for a succession Pilliya—Pariyawatri in Kizzuwatna, one need not accept Kam-
menhuber’s assertion that this Pilliya reigned contemporaneously with Zidanta I, thus
rejecting the evidence that the province of Adaniya became independent Kizzuwatna in
the reign of Ammuna. If Ammuna Jost Adaniya/Kizzuwatna, then this Pilliya and Par-
iyawatri could only have reigned during Ammuna’s, Huzziya I's and perhaps part of Teli-
pinu’s reigns. (For this construct see Kiihne, RAI 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 Pilliya T rather than Pariyawatri
could have been the first king of Kizzuwatna, but the evidence is very shaky, and does
not, in any case, imply that Pilliya was on the throne before the reign of Ammuna.
Note: the Idrimi-Pilliya treaty should not be taken as evidence for this earlier Pilliya, see
below n. 29.

12 Goetze, Kizz. 73, AJA 39, 5351

13 See below n. 41.

14KUB 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, RLA 5, 628.

15 It should be noted that Lawazantiya, which Lahha incited to revolt (waggariyat) in
an attempt to block Telipinu’s return to Hatti from a Syrian campaign (BoTU 23A ii
20-21, see also KBo 12.8, KBo 12.9) may, if one takes waggariya- literally, have still (see
above n.8) been part of, or a tributary of, Hatti during Telipinu’s reign (Landsberger,
JCS 8 [1954] 50 and Carruba, Fs Giiterbock 781, 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, like Lawazantiya, also a Hittite
tributary in that period. The name “Kizzuwatna” is 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 to con-
nect this Lawazantiya incident with Kizzuwatna. That Lawazantiya lay “im Herzen des
Landes Kizwadna” is an unproven assumption by Landsberger. See Kiihne, RAI 25, 212
with n. 84. See also the opinions of Kammenhuber, Arier 94 n. 288, and Del Monte, OA
20, 204.

That Lawazantiya is an important city in Kizzuwatna later on is undoubted, but
Lawazantiya need not have been a part of Kizzuwatna in the time of Telipinu and I3pu-
tahSu. Lawazantiya is first attested with Kizzuwatna in the time of Pilliya (KUB 7.20
obv. 5). Perhaps Telipinu’s suppression of Lahha’s revolt in Lawazantiya (“[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 to be done to force his way
through the road-block, and then on his departure, the area was again lost to the Hittites
to be eventually annexed by Kizzuwatna. Alternatively, Telipinu did reestablish Hittite
control, but when Pilliya broke with Hatti (and aligned himself with Mittanni, see below)
perhaps he also seized from Hatti this outlying and strategic piece of territory in the
Anti-Taurus. For the location of Lawazantiya, see Garstang and Gumey, Geogr. 52-53,
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'.l'uhur'waili apparently succeeded Telipinu'® and he continued Teli-
pinu’s policy toward Hatti’s southern neighbor by making a parity!” treaty
with Eheya of Kizzuwatna '8,

In Hatti, after the reigns of Tahurwaili and Telipinu’s son-in-law Allu-
wamr?a, there follow the ill-attested reigns of Hantili II, ZidantaIl, and
Huzny_a II, who occur together in an offering list!9. As the Telipim; pro-
clamation 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 Hantili I, ZidantaIl and Huzziyall do not exist2,
However, their existence is assured by the fact that the wife of the Zidanta
of the offering lists is named lyaya, whereas the name of the wife of the
Zxdar?ta in the Telipinu Proclamation ends in -§a or -fta?!. A parity 2 trea-
ty exists between a Zidanta and Pilliya of Kizzuwatna?, The Zidanta can
pnly be Zidanta II** for, as already mentioned, Kizzuwatna (called Adan-
%ya) was part of Hatti until the reign of Ammuna, son of Zidantal. There
1s_also some question of the identity of this Pilliya who is contemporary
with Zidantall. A Pilliya, presumably of Kizzuwatna, has a treaty with

and Goetze, JCS 16 (1962) SIf n. 19 ini ilati
Monltée e ibon RGTC)‘ 2! 231;;. . For gther opinions see the compilation by Del
Carruba, Fs Giiterbock 73-93, Bin-Nun, JCS 26 (1974) 112-120. Note that

D. F. Easton, JCS 33, 24-30, has i ili
B mamon, JCS 33, 2430, now argued that the order of kings Tahurwaili and Allu-

17 See below n. 41.

'; Otten, MDOG 103, 65.

YKUB 11.9 ii, translit. Otten, MDOG 83 (1951) 67; 1307/ i i
Otton, DI 9 S ] N | 67; 1307/2, copied apd translit.
deneli o Sl)e 1hzeguttschen historischen Quellen und die altorientalische Chronologie (Wiesba-

20 Their existence was first denied by Cavai

gnac, RHA 3 (1936) 239, foll
H_a;ldy, /14:IISL 58 (1941) 216, Laroche, Anadolu 2 (1955) 5, Comel(ius, }CS 12 (?92;36?05?1
nw1t3 L n. 17, Kammenhuber, A4rier 40. For a summary of their views see Oller, Idrimi 163
2 Bin-Nun, THeth 5, 93 n. 145. The existence of these ki
s N . . ngs was first s ted b
ngx_’reré 2BoTU 13*-29* For further arguments in their favor see landsberggf,eflgS 8y
h., Goetze, JCS 11, 54-55, Otten, Die hethitischen historischen Quellen 8-9 Riem:
Is]c 8%elg[ell& é%als‘:i 4 513;53)35%3, Oéler, Idrimi 163ff. with n. 37, Kiihne, RAI 25 2’12 with
. 86, on, , 33. i i xi ¢ i
T sex mow D12 Exston. JCo 33’054?\519(?%1;?3 tending to confirm the existence of Huzziya
22 See below n. 41.
2 iUB 26&08, edMOtten, JCS 5, 129 (as 629/c).
gainst Meyer, MIO 1, 108f, 123, Laroche, Anadolu 2, 12, Kammenhub, ?
97f, Wilhelm, Hurriter 33, 141 see Landsberger, JCS 8, 49, Goetze, JCS L 7or, Ta
glg?‘r’ ;21 World History of the_.lew:sh People 11 (ed. B. Mazar) (1961 [Heb.] = 1970 iEng )]
: - X engel, Geschgchte ,Syrze_ns 1 227, Otten in Fischer Weltgeschichte 3 (1966) 1271
arelli, Nouvelle leox L'’histoire et ses probléemes 2 (1969) 308f., Gurney, in CAH? w1
6611, l(]:;rruba, Fs Giiterbock 87'f.f., Oller, Idrimi 15911, 163f1., Kiimmel, RLA 5, 628, Klen-
gel, 13 (1981) 270 n. 5, Kiihne, RAI 25, 211f. The ductus of the treaty is inconclu-
s;lve as to which Zidanta is yesponsnble for the treaty. See Riister, StBoT 20 p. VIII and
the comments by Ollef, la'rtr_m 162-163. Del Monte (04 20, 203f) admits: “L’attribu-
zuz;_xel.dgl trattato al pnmo_[Zxdama_] o ad un secondo sovrano di questo nome, posteriore
a Telipinu, dipende in ultima analisi esclusivamente dall’accertamento dell’effcttiva esis-

tenza di i » i i
i s?x @ 1 un Zidanza II.” However, the existence of Zidanta II now seems firmly estab-
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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 Pilliya and Idrimi
are presumably his tributaries2. Several scholars?’ call Idrimi’s contem-
porary Pilliyal, 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 a 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?.

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

26 S0 Drower, CAH? 1I/1 434 and accepted most recently by Kihne, RAI 25, 211
with n.72. Wilhelm, Hurriter 36, however, assumes exactly the opposite: the treaty
proves that while Idrimi is subject to Baratarna, Pilliya is not. If Wilhelm were correct,
then one would have a case of a tributary making a treaty with a foreign power. This is
highly unlikely: if a treaty needed to be made with a foreign power, Baratarna would
have made it in his own name. The crux of the problem is the statement in the Pilliya-
Idrimi treaty 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 Baratarna and ldrimi, rather than Baratama’s permission, that is re-
quired. Contrary to Wilhelm’s conclusion the phrase clearly shows that it is Idrimi who is
not yet a tributary. What seems to have happened is that after Idrimi had conquered the
Alalahian portion of his patrimony from Mittanni, he and Baratarna agreed to make
peace. Before this was formalized, Baratarna ordered treaties drawn up between his new
tributary and his previous tributaries in order to scc 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 each other
before the gods. Therefore these intra-empire treaties only became operative when the
main treaty tying Idrimi to the Mittannian empire had been sworn. Thus Idrimi and
Alalah were becoming part of the Mittannian Empire, of which Pilliya and Kizzuwatna
were already part. For the primary-point of this discussion see Klengel, GS 1, 245 n. 58.
For the opinions of others see the discussion of Oller, Idrimi 160 n.27. Baratarna is not
attested as “King of Mittanni” only as King of the Hurrians. However, he rules a ter-
ritory that is known as Mittanni a reign or so later. He is attested as king at Nuzi (HSS
13.165:2-3) as is Sautatar (HSS 9.1) and at Alalah (the Idrimi inscr. and AT 3) as is
Saustatar (AT 13-14).

27 Garelli, Nouvelle Clio: L’histoire et ses problemes 2, 308f., Gurney, in CAH? 11/1
670f. with n. 6, Kiihne, RAI 25, 212f

3 Oller, Idrimi 167-173. The “Campaigns”™ of the Egyptian king Thutmosis 1II into
the area north of modern Hamath were no more than extended raids. They began in his
33rd year when he reached the Euphrates via the area of Aleppo. Several times there-
after he plundered NuhaiSe, once interfering in the succession there. These are admit-
tedly 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 to
Thutmosis. Its gifts, like those of Babylonia and Assyria, were regarded as tribute by the
Egyptians. It is possible that Alalah and the other cities of Muki§ were included in 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 Muki§. By Thutmosis’ 42nd year,
however, he had lost control even of the coastal town of Irgata, near modern Tripoli,
well to the south of Alalah. After retaking Irqata, he turned inland and ravaged the
country side around Tunip, without taking the city. Even further south, three small cities
near Qade§ 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 after Alalah’s *pay-
ment of tribute”, it can be seen that Egyptian influence in the north was at best ephe-
meral. See CAHP II/1 444-449 with further bibliography and Klengel, Geschichte Syriens
1 235, IiI 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. Moreover, it
is not unthinkable that Pilliya at some point in his reign saw fit to be
allied with Hatti, while at another time to become a tributary of Mittanni.
Thus this is no real reason to posit two Pilliyas and to deny that the Pil-
liya could have been a contemporary of Zidanta 112,

There remains the question of when Pilliya subjected himself to Mit-
tanni. This might have preceded his treaty with ZidantaII, as this treaty
states that cities that each has taken from the other are to be returned .
It seems more likely, however, that Hatti and Kizzuwatna had a major
rupture at some point after this treaty, for in the next generation at Alal-

» With Landsberger, JCS 8, 49, Tadmor, in World History of the Jewish People 11
98f., Klengel, Geschichte Syriens 1 227, Outen in Fischer Weligeschichte 3, 1271., Oller,
Idrimi 159ff., 163ff., Kiimmel, RLA4 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 Pilliya I, one
should not make Idrimi of Alalah his contemporary. For the problems with chronologies
which do this, see below n. 49.

®KUB 36.108 obv. 3-5, ed. Otten, JCS 5, 129, Del Monte, 04 20, 205. Kiihne,
RAI 25, 216f,, 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 Kizzuwat-
na’s Mittannian overlordship and defection to Hatti can be given approximate dates
based on Egyptian chronology. He notes that Thutmosis III in his 23rd year fought,
among others Naharina (Mittanni): Hurrians and QDJ. The latter Mittannian ally has
been assumed to be Kizzuwatna. In his 33rd and 41st year, Thutmosis III received pre-
sents from Hatti. Kiihne assumes that until Hatti had acquired a friendly power in Kiz-
zuwatna, it would have been effectively cut off from access to Egypt. With Kizzuwatna
in Hittite hands, however, the embassy could have traveled from a Kizzuwatnan port to
a port in the Egyptian empire avoiding the intervening Mittannian controlled North
Syria. Kiihne therefore suggests that Hatti’s embassies to Egypt could only have gotten
through if between Year 23 and Year 33, Kizzuwatna had defected from Mittanni to
Hatti. Thus, in summary, 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 IIl. Sometime after Year 23 and before Year 33, Kizzuwatna returned to the Hit-
tite fold and the Zidanta II-Pilliya treaty was concluded. Kizzuwatna was (still?) in the
Hittite fold in Thutmosis’s Year 41.

Unfortunately for Kiihne’s argument, the dates of the Hittite embassies to Thutmosis
IIT are of relevance to Hittite-Kizzuwatnan 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 SunasSura treaty, the western
border of Kizzuwatna meets the sea at Lamiya. Lamiya is identified with classical
Lamos, modern Lamas, halfway between Tarsus and Silifke. (See Goetze, Kizz. 50f, 58
and Del Monte and Tischler, RGTC 6, 242)) Thus the road from the Plateau from
modern Karaman via the Gok Su (Calycadnus) valley 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 get 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 Mittannian domination of Kizzuwatna (QDJ) standing in chronolog-
ical isolation, and as such it could refer to a domination either before or after the Zidan-
ta II-Pilliya treaty. Moreover, as Kiihne himself notes (p. 217 with n. 144), there are
good reasons to doubt even the equation of QDJ 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 relations. Kiihne’s theory is ingenious, but very weakly grounded.
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ah, we find Nigmepa?!, younger son of Pilliya’s treaty partner Idrimi,
bringing suit in a boundary dispute against a Sunasiura??, presumed to be
a king of neighboring Kizzuwatna, since a king by this name is attested
there33. Both are then tnibutaries of Mittanni, as the case is heard before
Saustatar®, much as the kings of Hatti and Karkemi$ later hear disputes
between their various Syrian tributaries?:.

In addition to ISputahSu, Eheya, and Pilliya, there are three attested
kings of Kizzuwatna whose exact placement is not known. A king Padda-
ti35u is attested from the fragmentary Akkadian version of a parity?¢ treaty
that he made with a Hittite king®’. Unfortunately the name of this Hittite
king is not preserved. This Akkadian language treaty is stylistically quite
similar to the Akkadian language ISputah$u and Eheya treaties3®. Thus
these three kings should probably be grouped together. As Kizzuwatnan
kings are already attested for the generations Ammuna, Huzziya I/Teli-
pinu, Tahurwaili/Alluwamna as well as for Zidanta II, it seems most likely,
then, that Paddati$Su reigned immediately after ISputah$u and Eheya, in
which case his Hittite treaty partner would probably have been Hantili 1.
Pilliya’s treaty, being in Hittite, cannot be closely compared stylistically to
the three Akkadian language treaty fragments. However, Zidanta Il fol-
lows Hantili II, so Pilliya probably follows Paddatissu.

AT 15, AT 17. Idrimi’s son and intended successor as king of Mukis§ was Addu-
nirari (Idrimi inscription lines 88-91, tr. ANET 558). As he is never attested as king, the
question remains whether he briefly ruled or not. See AT 6-7, Drower, CAH? 11/1 435f,
Oiller, Idrimi 154-155.

2ZAT 14. )

33 8unassura of Kizzuwatna is attested in KBo 1.5 and duplicates = CTH 41, ed.
Weidner, PD (1923) 88ff. and Goetze, Kizz. 36ff. Kammenhuber, Arier 65, followed by
Kiimmel, RLA 5, 68, consider AT 14 text as evidence too weak on which to_postulate a
king Suna$iura of Kizzuwatna, contemporary with Nigmepa of Alalah and Squhatar of
Mittanni, since in this text Sunasiura 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 also referred to without title. Morgover, the case was
settled by the overlord king §au§tatar, and thus the case presumably involved two differ-
ent tributary-states. As the case concerns a city, it was probably a border dls:pute {see
Wiseman, AT 39). Kizzuwatna and Alalah share a common border and “ Sunasdura” is a
name known to belong to a king of Kizzuwatna. Therefore, while definitive proof for the
Sunai¥ura of AT 14 being the king of Kizzuwatna is lacking, the preponderence of evi-
dence presently available points to the conclusion that he was. ] )

3 Saustatar’s father was Parsatatar, who is as of yet not atiested as king. This may
be luck of the find, however, as Baratarna and Sauitatar are but rarely attested. _Thus it
is unclear whether there is a king between Baratarna and SauStatar. However, SauStatar
is probably contemporary with the generation of the businessman Tehiptilla at Nuzi,
while Baratarna is contemporary with the generation of his mother Winnerke; see
H. Lewy, AIPHOS 13 (1953) 284 n. 4, E. Cassin, JESHO 5 (1962) 114, Oller, Idrimi 165-
167. But see also Wilhelm, AcAn 24 (1976 appeared 1979) 149-161.

35 Eg, RS 17.237 (PRU 4.63-65), RS 17.396 (PRU 4.127-128), RS 17.341 (PRU 4.161-
163), RS 19.81 (PRU 4.291).

36 See below n. 41.

37KUB 34.1 + 1815/c + 1818/c = CTH 26, ed. Meyer, MIO 1, 112fI.

38 See Del Monte, 04 20, 209-213.
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Even more problematical is another Kizzuwatnean king, Talzu, who is
know from a land grant mentioning Kizzuwatnan place names, which is
later reconfirmed by a King Sunassura, and still later by an unnamed Hit-
tite king®. No treaty between Talzu and the Hittites has yet been found.
All that seems certain is that he precedes a Suna§iura.

The most difficult problem concerns the identity of a ruler or rulers
named Sunasiura attested at Bogazkdy in a number of treaty fragments,
some in Hittite, some in Akkadian“®. Neither the Akkadian not the Hit-
tite treaties are full parity treaties, that is, while many of the clauses are
paritetical others show that Hatti was the dominant partner4. Unfortu-
nately, in all of these treaties the name of the Hittite king involved is
broken. The well preserved Akkadian version was dated by Weidner and
others to Muwattalli or Mursili 1142, but this was soon rejected in favor of
Suppiluliuma I4*. The treaty shows a pattern of strength under the current

39 KUB 40.2 (= Bo 4889) = CTH 641, ed. Goetze, Kizz. 60ff. As Talzu is mentioned
first (obv. 12) and Sunaiiura afterwards (rev. 15), Goetze fairly safely assumes that Talzu
is a predecessor of Suna3ura. For the placement of Talzu see below n.85. As neither
Talzu, nor Sunas$ura, nor the author of KUB 40.2 has had his title preserved and as the
language of the text is younger than that of the Hittite SunasSura treaties, Kammenhuber
(4rier 99) doubts Goetze’s conclusion that this Talzu and Suna$iura are kings of Kizzu-
watna. However, the acts of granting large tracts of land and revenues and the making
of statues of the gods seem very much like royal acts. (See Goetze, Kizz. 70 n.272:
“Hardly anybody will doubt that the document is a royal inscription.”) As Sunasiura is
a known king of Kizzuwatna, it seems very likely that Talzu, SunasSura, and the text’s
author were kings ruling Kizzuwatna. That the language of a text written by a successor
of SunasSura is later than that of the treaties made by Suna$fura himself is to be
expected. The magnitude of the difference in the relative ages of the texts can be
explained by assuming that some time elapsed before it was felt necessary to reconfirm
the grants or that our text is a later copy.

“KBo 1.5, KUB 3.4 (both Akkadian), KUB 8.81 + KBo 19.39 and KUB 36.127
(both Hittite), = CTH 41.IA-B, CTH 41.11, CTH 131, Akk. ed. Weidner, PD 88ff. and
Goetze, Kizz. 36-42, 50-51; Hittite ed. Del Monte, O4 20, 214ff. See also Houwink ten
Cate, Records 43f., 60, 81, and Oettinger, StBoT 22, 69.

' See Kiimmel, RL4 5, 629a “auf annihernd parititischer Grundlage”. For in-
stance, in the Akkadian treaty Sunadiura or his son must come, when he is summoned,
to pay homage to the Hittite king, but he is to be treated as an honored guest and need
not bring tribute. The Hittite king, on the other hand, does not appear to have to come
to pay homage to SunadSura. For a full discussion of the nature of these treaties see
Liverani, O4 12, 267-297, Del Monte, OA4 20, 216ff, and Korosec, RAI 28, 168-172.
The latter sees the Akkadian language treaty as preserving an original parity treaty (ii 49
- iii 36) with a section added somewhat later in which SunasSura is only a Hittite tribu-
tary, albeit an extraordinarily privileged one.

It is .di_fﬁcult to ascertain whether the Suna$3ura treaties are less paritetical than the
earlier Hittite-Kizzuwatnan treaties, due to the fragmentary nature of the earlier treaties.
It may be merely a fortuitous accident that all preserved clauses in the earlier treaties are
paritetical.

42 Weidner, PD 88 n.8. Forrer had suggested Muwatalli in SPAW 1919, 1036.

# Forrer, Forsch. 2 (1929) 39, “aus historischen Griinden dem Suppiluljama”. Wil-
helm, Hurriter 43, dates the Akkadian Suna$Sura treaty to Tudhaliya III. This is appar-
ently based on the similarity of the ISuwa incidents mentioned in the Suna§iura treaty (=
PD No. 6) obv. 8ff. to the ISuwa incidents that occurred in the time of Suppiluliuma’s
father and that are related in the Sattiwaza treaty (= PD No. 1) obv. 10f. Those dating
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king’s grandfather, weakness under his father, and strength again under the
current king. “Formerly, in the time of my grandfather, Kizzuwatna was
(on the side) of Hatti. Later, Kizzuwatna released itself from Hatti and
turned toward Hurri. ... Now Kizzuwatna is on the side of Hatti.”#
This pattern was believed to fit the time of Suppiluliuma quite well4s,
Additionally the dispute between the current Hittite king and the Hurrians
over I§uwa can be nicely paralleled from Suppiluliuma’s time?.
However, Suppiluliuma I is contemporary with Tusratta of Mittanni,
whereas the Sunasiura of Kizzuwatna known from the suit brought against
him by Nigmepa of Alalah*’ is contemporary with Sauitatar of Mittanni,
who reigned about three generations before Tusratta, that is in the time of
TudhaliyaIl of Hatti*®. To solve this chronological problem, two
SunaiSuras have been postulated, Suna$$ura I contemporary with Saustatar
and SunasSurall contemporary with Suppiluliumal. The Akkadian lan-
guage Sunagura treaty is then placed in the reign of Sunagura I while the
Hittite language fragments of a Suna$ura treaty, which do not visibly

the Sunasura treaty to Suppiluliuma I can point to Suppiluliuma’s own campaigns into
Jiuwa mentioned in the Sattiwaza treaty (= PD No. 1) obv. 14-24.

44 KBo 1.5 1 5-7, 30 pananum ana panli albi abiya KVRURUKjzzuwatni $a KURURUHqi[|
ilbbasi arkanum XURURUKjzzy[wlatni ana KURVRUHq(tf]i iptur anla XJVRHurri ishur ...
inanna XURURUK zzuwatni §a URVHatti. 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 IBoT 1.30 obv. 2-3:
KUR-¢ 810-as-pdt nepes tekanna ERIN.MES-az ¢]0-as-pdt “ 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 province, but that it was an auton-
omous tributary or allied client state, thus it “belonged to the Land of Hatti”, as Gurney
translated in CAH? 1I/1 676 and 679.

45 Strength under Tudhaliya 11 and Amuwanda I, collapse under Tudhaliya III,
strength again under Suppiluliuma 1. See CAH? 1I/1 676-682.

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

47 For the §una§§ura-Niqmepa dispute see above n. 32.

48 Turatta’s father was Suttarna II (EA 29:18f) and his grandfather was Artatama I
(EA 29:16). According to KBo 1.3 + KUB 3.17 (PD No. 2) obv. 8 Saustatar is Sattiwa-
za’s great-grandfather, i.e. Tudratta’s grandfather. However, it is likely that at least one
generation has been omitted (Weidner, PD 38 n. 3) and that Sautatar is Sattiwaza’s great-
great-grandfather, i.e. Tufratta’s great-grandfather. The small fragment KUB 23.14 (ed.
Carruba, SMEA 18 [1977] 172) seems to supply independent evidence linking Saustatar
with Tudhaliya II. It is a text of Arnuwanda I: “to me (that is) to Ar[nuwanda}” (iii 3).
Column ii, howaver, refers to events in the time of his father Tudhaliya II: attasmis
ISME “my father heard” (ii 7), and mentions several of the places it is known that
Tudhaliya II campaigned: 13uwa (ii 8) and ASSuwa (i1 9). In line ii 1 Carruba reads
mSa-"us'-[ta-tar]. This restoration seems sound. The Tus? sign preserves all but the final
vertical and the shape can be paralieled just below in line ii 2 and in iii 8. Other signs
such as is, pi, and ka cannot of course be ruled out. However, as line ii 3 reads apel SA
KURVRUHyrri] “of him, of the land of Hurri”, the reading in ii 1, Saus{tatar], while not
the only possibility, secems likely. Thus, the counting back of generations in Mittanni
and Hatti and this unfortunately broken text both point to the contemporaneity of Tud-
haliya II and Saustatar.
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translate any sections of this Akkadian treaty and are in Middle Hittite
with Middle Script, have been placed in the reign of Sunasiura I%.

. “First put foreward by Meyer, MIO 1, 122ff. The problem of the placement of
Suna$Sura “I” is tied to the problem of the placement of Pilliya. The placement of these
kings has been the subject of considerable speculation.

Those who (like this author and those cited above n.29) accept the synchronism
Zidanta I1-Pilliya-Idrimi-Baratarna usually put SunasSura “1” a generation or so after
Zidanta II, that is three or four generations before Suppiluliuma I, in or around the reign
of Tudhaliya II. This gives the synchronism Tudhaliya II-Sunas$ura “1”-Nigmepa, son
of Idrimi-Saustatar.

Meyer, MIO 1, 122ff,, who did not accept the existence of Zidanta H and who
believed in a synchronism Zidanta (I)-Pilliya-Idrimi-Baratarna, put the Hittite language

unasiura treaty of Suna$$ura “I” one generation after Zidanta (I) in the reign of Am-

muna. This maintains the synchronism Sunas§ura “1”-Nigmepa (son of idrimi)-Sausta-
tar. However, subsequent research was to show that the Hittite language Sunassura trea-
ties are written in Middle Hittite, whereas the Telipinu edict, written, according 1o
Meyer’s scheme, one generation later, is in Old Hittite. This does not bode well for
Meyer’s placement of the Hittite SunasSura treaties. )

Wilhelm, Hurriter 33, 36, 43, follows Meyer in disbelieving in the existence of Han-
tili 11, Zidanta II and Huzziya 11 and in seeing a synchronism Zidanta (I)-Pilliya-Idrimi~
Baratarna. However, he places Suna3$ura “I” contemporary with a Tudhaliya “I”, two
generations before SunagSura “I1”, whom he makes to be a contemporary_with a Tudhal-
lya who is a composite of my Tudhaliya II and Tudhaliya III (father of Suppiluliuma I).
(For further discussion of Wilhelm’s chronology see below n. 85.) Wilhelm suggests that
the two Sunas$Suras could be the same if Sunasura had an extremely long reign. In any
event, Sunasiura is on the throne three generations before Suppiluliuma I, safely within
the Middle Hittite period. However, even after Wilhelm has eliminated Hantili II,
Zidanta 11 and Huzziya I, he is left with four Hittite kings (Ammuna, Huzziya 1, Teli-
pinu, Tahurwaili, Alluwamna), not all of whom can be considered negligible, between the
king whom he considers to be contemporary with Idrimi (Zidanta [I]) and the king whom
he considers to be contemporary with his son Nigmepa Tudhaliya “17).

Gurney, CAH3 11/1 670 with n. 5, and Kiihne, RAJ 25, 220f, 228, improve upon the
above schemes by accepting the evidence for the existence of Hantili II, Zidanta II, and
Huzziya II and the evidence that Kizzuwatna only became independent during the reign
of Ammuna. However, in using the synchronisms (Ammuna)-Pilliya I-Idrimi—Baratarna
and Zidanta II-Pilliya II, they have much the same chronological problems as Meyer and
Wilhelm. Gurney, like Meyer, places Sunas§ura “I1” around the time of Telipinu. The
Hittite treaty fragments he assigns to SunasSura “I”, arguing that since Suna$ura “I”
was a tributary of Mittanni, he could not have had a treaty with Hatti. Gurney forgets
that countries can change alliances. Furthermore, Gurney overlooks the evidence show-
ing the contemporaneity of Saustatar and Tudhaliya 11, which would cause difficulties for
his scheme. (See n.43.) Kiihne chooses to put Sunasura “I” three or four generations
before Suppiluliuma I and roughly contemporary with Tudhaliya II. However, he is left
with the unlikely scenario of five kings of Kizzuwatna (Pariyawatri, ISputahsu, Eheya,
Pilliya II, and Paddatis$u) or seven kings of Hatti (Huzziya I, Telipinu, Tahurwaili, Allu-
wamna, Hantili 11, Zidanta II, Huzziya II) ruling between the kings whom he considers to
be contemporary with Idrimi of Alalah (Pilliya I and Ammuna) and the kings whom he
considers to be contemporary with his son Nigmepa (Sunas$ura I and Tudhaliya I).

A solution to this “dilemma” was come up with by Kestemont, Diplomatique et
droit international en Asie occidentale (1600-1200 av. J.C.) (Louvain-la-Neuve 1974) 428
with n. 304. Kestemont postulates three SunasSura: the first is contemporary with Nig-
mepa of Alalah, the second is the treaty partner in the Middle Hittite dialect treaty frag-
ments and the third is the treaty partner of Tudhaliya III or Suppiluliuma I in the Akka-
dian language treaty.

Kammenhuber, Arier 65, 98 with n. 298 (followed by Otten, Fischer Weltgeschichte 3,
142f.; and Kiimmel, RLA 5, 128f.), considers the “archaisch-junghethitische Fragmente™
to be insufficient evidence to postulate a Sunas§ura other than the one contemporary with
Suppiluliuma I. 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 king of the
same name unless the evidence demands it. Can the Akkadian language
Sunaggura treaty be moved back to Tudhaliya IT's reign? There is no lin-
guistic reason not to date it to Tudhaliya II instead of Suppiluliumal. In
fact, in a recent study of Bogazkdy Akkadian, Durham concludes that the
treaty should be redated to the period before Suppiluliuma I%°. Thus the
problem is mainly a historical one. The treaty seems to show a series of
autonomous Kizzuwatnan kings, in a position to choose whiclvl side of the
fence they are on. Does this situation really fit the time of Suppiluliuma
and his immediate predecessors? 1 think not.

There is evidence that Kizzuwatna was not 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 Kizzuwatna”. 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 him®2. 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) lead-
ing armies in support of Hittite causes in Syrias. It seems likely, then,
that Telipinu’s title “Priest of Kizzuwatna” was more or less equivalent to
that of “king” of other Hittite appanage statesss.

It has been suggested by Goetzes’ and Houwink ten Cate that Teli-

Sunag$ura (see above n. 29), so she posits but one Suna$§ura contemporary with Suppilu-
humla)ell' Monte§ OA 20, 215-220, leaves it open whether the Hit}it; 1guna§§ura treaty frag-
uppiluliuma I or to Tudhaliya the conqueror o eppo.
men;s) 83;61:1;31, Stpu;t)iies in Bogazkdy Akkadian (Harvard PhD diss., 1976) 71-72 as quoted

in Melchert, Ablative and Instrumental in Hittite (Harvard PhD diss. 1977) 100.

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

2 KUB 19.25:10-14 cf. KBo 5.3 i 9 (Hugqgana §2) SV 2, 106-107.

$3KUB 19.26:7-18 cf. KBo 1.4 ii 6-7 (Tette) PD 60-61.

4 KUB 19.26:19-26 ¢f. KBo 5.3 ii 32ff. (Huqqana § 15) SV 2, 116-117. )

ssKBo 5.6 ii 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. o

s6 Kiimmel, RLA 5, 629a and Wilhelm, Hurriter 45 agree that these references indi-
cate that the kingship of Kizzuwatna had been abolished and that Kizzuwatna had been
annexed by Hatti. See, however, below n. 85.

57 Kizz. 12 n. 52.

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

There is, in fact, further evidence that Kizzuwatna was already incor-
porated in the reign of Suppiluliuma’s father, Tudhaliya IIl. We have
from the reign of Hattusili IIT a text that relates how bad things were for
the empire in the period preceding the accession of Suppiluliuma I and
how the empire was stripped of this or that territory . This text, howev-
er, does not mention that Kizzuwatna had been lost; in fact it implies
exactly the opposite. The relevant section of the text is in the following
form: enemy x invaded, devastated territory y and made Hittite city z the
border®!. One paragraph®? reads, “From this direction the Armatanan
enemy [came] and devastated Hatti-Land. They made the city of Kizzu-
watna the border”. Goetze admitted3: “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 text (KUB 23.16 iii 5, 7) and in text fragments considered by Giiterbock
to belong to the beginning of the Deeds of Suppiluliuma (DS Frag. 2 = BoTU 31 = Bo
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 Kizzuwatna ”
or any other title for this Kantuzzili. He is probably a royal prince, however: DS Frag.
21 20 reads ™Kantu[zzili x =Dludhaliva where x could be either DUMU (so Giiterbock) or
SES, “Kantuzzili [son/brother] of Tudhaliya”. Goetze and Houwink ten Cate (see above
notes 57-58) suggest that the installation of Kantuzili as “Priest of Kizzuwatna” may be
reflected in KUB 17.22 iv 1-5 “[X® tablet not finisjhed. The words of Kantuzzili, when
they make [someone] the priest of Tesub and Hepat fin Kizzuwat]na, they do the priest-
ship-ritual [as follows]” (Restorations that differ from those in Goetze, Kizz. 12 n. 52 and
Houwink ten Cate, Records 69 n. 83, courtesy of H. G. Giiterbock). Goetze and Houwink
ten Cate must, however, assume that Kantuzzili wrote the ritual for his own and his
successors’ enthronements. This seems unlikely at first glance, though it is of course
possible that these are the words which Kantuzzili as first (?) officeholder in a new office
wrote (or had ghost-written) and spoke at his, the first(?), enthronization. Royal authors
of rituals are known: “When Palliya, King of Kizzuwatna, set up the Stormgod of Kiz-
zuwatna, he recited (t0) him thus” (KUB 7.20 obv. 1-3). More importantly, there is a
library catalogue entry that begins “The words of Kantuzzili, the [Chief] Priest (and)
royal prince” (KUB 30.56 iii 7, ed. Laroche, CTH 181f,, noted in Houwink ten Cate,
Records 69 with n. 83). Thus we have a King Pilliya 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 later general
Kantuzzili in the Annals of Murgili II, see AM 86). A certain MH prince Pariywatri is
sometimes associated with a prince Kantuzzili (KUB 36.118:3, ed. Carruba, SMEA 18,
192f)) and sometimes with a prince-priest (KUB 45.47 i 40ff., 11 4ff., iii 24fF., KBo 20.62 i
10f). Perhaps this MH Kantuzzili 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 Suppiluliuma’s
father’s reign.

“KBo 6.28 (= CTH 88 = Hekur Pirwa decree), ed. Goetze, Kizz. 21-22.

6! Lines 6-15.

62 1ines 13-14.

63 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 Kizzuwatna’s position as a
Hittite province at the time the text was written (Hattu$ili III). Must one
assume a mistake by the Hittite scribe? The only reason for assuming
that Kizzuwatna was again independent under guppiluliumgl is the
Sunagfura 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 I3mirika Protocol, the
men of I§mirika swear an oath of loyalty to Arnuwanda I of Hatti and to
his family®>. These men of I$mirika are stationed in various cities in Kiz-
zuwatna® by the king of Hatti and their function is to act as a royal gen-
darmarie: “If in the land a single city is treasonous, you men of ISmirika
should arrive there ... and kill the men [of that city], and send (the rest
of) the transplantees to His Majesty (the king of Hatti). You may.tak.e
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 h]im.”¢” 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 provingal
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
mentioned in the preserved instructions. Thus this text, too, points to a

6 That this text shows Kizzuwatna to be part of Hatti is accepted by Wilhelm, Hur-
j . e, however, below n. 85.

rzteré;l(ugez&“ obv. and KUB 23.68 + ABoT 58 rev. 7-10, 25-28 (CTH 133), ed.
Kempinski and Kosak, WO 5 (1970) 192fl. For the date, see ibid. p. 215, and also Hou-
wink ten Cate, Records 61, contra Gurney’s conclusion CAH® 11/1 680. ] .

66 KUB 23.68 + ABoT 58 rev. 1-24, Na’aman, UF 6 (1974) 270, follc3w1.n.g the ten-
tative suggestion of Kempinski and Kosak, WO 5, 216, suggests that the I3mirika proto-
col’s signatories were “persons connected with WalSukanni who h'afl received estates in
I3meriga and Kizzuwatna, most probably from the ruler ofv Mlt?nrz’l . However, the sig-
natories are called LUMES KUR YRVUISmirika, “men of ISmirika Since LU.MES KUR
URUHqtti means “Hittites”, LU.MES MURUHurri means “Hurrians”, and LU._ME.S_ KUR
URUAfjsri means “Egyptians”, this must mean that these people are ethnically I3mirikans.
“In Kizzuwatna his city is GN” probably indicates that vy!len stationed in Klzigrjvamz},
they were in that city. These people are never called Wassqkkanmgms (LU.MES Was-
Sukkanni). Nor is there evidence that these men are all Hurrians (LO.MES Hurri). In fact
only two of the names might be Hurrian, the remainder being Luwian (Kempinski and
Kosak, WO 5, 212-213).

67 KUB 23.68 + ABoT 58 obv. 25-28.

8 Ibid. obv. 21-22.
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Kizzuwatna already incorporated into Hatti before Suppiluliumal and, in
fact, as early as the time of Arnuwanda 19, ’
Moreover, this protocol may give still further evidence for this incor-
poration. The signatories of the protocol are described with the following
formula “PN, the I3mirikan, his city is GN,, but in Kizzuwatna his city is
GN,”. For several of the ISmirikans their “city in Kizzuwatna is Wagguk-
kanni”. WasSukkanni is well known as the capital of the Mittannian
Empire and its appearance as a city in Kizzuwatna has caused great con-
stérnation. It has been suggested that at this time Mittanni had annexed
Klzz.uwatna and “Politisch interessant ist, dass der hethitische Konig 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 coulci
of course postulate that there was a city with the homophonous name
WasSukkanni that was located in Kizzuwatna. It would, however, be
otherwise unattested. Moreover, in the ISmirika Treaty Wa§§u‘kkanni’ oc-
curs beside Irridi and Uru$Sa’, which are also known as Mittannian cities
both admittedly on or near the western borders. If one rejects the idea o%
two homophonous WasSukkanni’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 Mittannian capital
WasdSukkanni. (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
pqssible, assuming that Kizzuwatna was an ally of Hatti. Then, however,
Kizzuwatnan territory would have lain between Hatti and her North Sy-

% This point is accepted by Wilhelm, Hurri

:? Een'}?inski s a I(g§ak, %'/ 05 216t rriter 44. See, however, below n. 85.
. russa was part of Hurri in the period just preceeding the Sunass :

W‘poever of the land of Hlurr, ‘be they] merchants or ‘:)e they rﬁen of tl‘:ga;sl];r?)f Eﬁﬁggg

-..7 (KBo 1.5 iv 5-6). By the time of Hattusili III, 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. 3§: ed. Imparati, RHA4 32, 28f, cf. Kempinski and Ko3ak, WO 5 .213f )
Whet}w; Urussa is or is not to be equated with Uriu (Goetze, Kizz. 42ﬁ'.5 is irrelévant to
the I$mirika Prolo_col, as Urud8a on independent evidence can be placed on or near the
border between Mittanni and Kizzuwatna. It should be noted that Garstang and Gurne
Geogr. 55f. reject the identification of UrSu with modem Urfa (see Goetze, Kizz 42131,"’
with blphograph_y, and instead suggest somewhere west of the Euphrates n(;rth of' Kar-
kemlﬁ, c;.e. a region between Mittanni and Kizzuwatna. ' ar
RLA S %621;%. Kizz. 47-48, 76; Houwink ten Cate, Records 61, disbelieved by Kiimmel,

———
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rian possessions such as Aleppo”. Would even an allied power be trusted
with such a huge chunk of territory that so separated two parts of the
empire™? 1 suggest not. Rather, I would suggest that if Goetze’s theory
is correct, then this would further illustrate that in Arnuwanda’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 conquered

territory.

There remains the problem of when this Hittite annexation of Kizzu-
watna took place. From a ritual” securely dated to Murdili I, we know
that a Tudhaliya moved DINGIR.GEs™ from the City of Kizzuwatna to
Samuha in Hatti. Since Muriili I, having just called himself the son of
Suppiluliuma (I), refers to this Tudhaliya not as his grandfather (4BI-
ABIYA), but as his ancestor (4BBAYA), it is probable that he meant 1o
refer not to his grandfather Tudhaliya III, but to the earlier Tudhaliya I1,
his great-great-grandfather”™. It seems unlikely that a tributary king of
Kizzuwatna would have allowed his overlord to move Kizzuwatnan gods
out of Kizzuwatna. Nor does the admittedly sparce ritual context men-
tion such a tributary king. One country 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 occurred during a Hittite conquest of the country’™. Thus it ap-

13 The Aleppo Treaty seems to indicate that Aleppo was taken by a Tudhaliya and
continued in the possession of Hattudili JI, and that no change took place in its status
between Hattugili II and the accession of Suppiluliuma I (see below pp. 440ff,, with n. 86).
Therefore in the time of Arnuwanda I when this alleged expansion of Kizzuwatna took
place, Aleppo would have been a Hittite possession.

74 Goetze, Kizz. 76f.

s UMMA ¢uTUu-SI ®Mursili LUGAL.GAL DUMU wSuppiluliuma LUGAL.GAL URSAG
ABBA-YA-zakan kuwapi ®Tudhaliya§ LUGAL.GAL DINGIR.GEs ISTU E.DINGIR.GEs URVKiz-
zuwatni arha Sarriet nanzan INA_URUSamuha E.DINGIRUM hanii iyat “Thus His Majesty,
Mursili, the Great King, son of Suppiluliuma the Great King, the hero, when my fore-
father Tudhaliya, the Great King, separated the DINGIR.GEs from the temple of DINGIR.GEs
in the City of Kizzuwatna and made her a separate temple in the city of Samuha (a city
in eastern Hatti)” KUB 32.133 i 1-4 (= CTH 482).

76 For a discussion of whether to translate DINGIR.GEs as “The Black Goddess”,
I3tar/Sausga, “the Moongod(dess)”, or “the Deity of the Night” see Goetze, JCS 20
(1966) 51, Lebrun, Samuha (1976) 28-31, Wegner, AOAT 36 (1981) 163-165.

771 owe thanks to H. G. Giiterbock for pointing this out to me. That it was Tudhal-
iya III who moved the deity (Lebrun, Samuha 31), either for cultic reasons or to protect
it from one of his innumerable enemies (e.g. Armatama), cannot definitively be ruled out.
However, contrary to Kempinski and Ko§ak, WO 5, 214 with n. 83, one should not asso-
ciate this removal of the deity from Kizzuwatna to Hatti with Kizzuwatna’s defection
from Hatti to Mittanni as reported in the Akkadian language Suna$3ura treaty, even if
one continues to date this treaty to Suppiluliuma I. It seems hardly likely that a tribu-
tary king of Kizzuwatna 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 Sunadiura treaty does not say that Kizzuwatna was conquered by Mittanni,
but that it defected (voluntarily) to Mittanni (Akk. saparu for Hitt. nai-).

78 Kiihne, RAI 25, 264 n. 233.
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pears that Tudhaliya Il, whether for reasons of war or for purposes of the
cult, moved the deity from one portion of his kingdom to another.
Therefore this text, I would cautiously suggest, shows that Kizzuwatna was
or became an incorporated part of Hatti in the time of Tudhaliya 117,

Possibly this incorporation was described in an unfortunately poorly
preserved section of the joint annals of TudhaliyaIl and Arnuwandal
(KUB 23.21 obv. 2-11)®. One of the chief cities of Kizzuwatna, Adaniya,
is mentioned together with a bridge®!. (Adaniya [Adana] is the place where
from time immemorial the main East-West road has crossed the Seyhan
[Saros] river.) Two other Kizzuwatnan towns are also mentioned®2. 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®3, it does indicate that an extra effort has been made
to prevent its loss. The territory cannot simply switch sides. The garri-
sons must first be eliminated. This text indicates a reduced Kizzuwatna
with or without a tributary king, and does not show the virtually autono-
mous Kizzuwatna seen in the Sunad$ura treatys,

If the Suna$$ura treaty were dated to Suppiluliuma I, then it would
show a kirigdom of Kizzuwatna defecting to the Hurrians 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 Arnuwanda I%. Moreover,

" This point is accepted by Wilhelm, Hurriter 44. See, however, below
©KUB 23.21 obv. 211 (o CTH 143), ed. Carruba, SMEA 18, 166.167
* Ibid. obv. 5. ' '

N 82 [URUZu]nnahara (line 4) is mentioned with Adaniya, Tarsus and Kummani i
HiSuwa Festival KUB 20.52 i 13 (see Garstang and szey, Georg. 61), thus it lt?)othiz
presumably in Kizzuwatna. [VRYSinjuwanda (line 6) is restored from BoTU 17Bf = KBo
i.aS4 d '16-11(; wgelr(e) 1tboc02116rs WitCh; Zunnahara. It adjoins the border of the Hulaya-River

nd in o 4.10 obv. 26, tr. Garstang and Gurn . 67. i
Tond i Kpo 410 cbv. 2 g urney, Geogr. 67. See Houwink ten Cate,

83See AM 72-73 where Murdili reorganiz i i i i
Mathutiens o oy g es Mira, builds garrisons and installs

8 Wilhelm, Hurriter 44 agrees that this annals passage may refer t i i
of Kizzu}vama. See however below n. 85. See als% Kiighne, }IQAI 25,0252?. fhcorporation
¥ Wilhelm, Hurriter 43fT., accepts that Kizzuwatna was reduced to a Hittite province
in the time of the joint reigns of Tudhaliya II and Amuwanda I. (See above nn. 56, 64
69, 79, 84) _He also accepts that the Akkadian language Sunassura treaty dates to séme-’
what earlier in the reign of Tudbaliya II. Wilhelm, however, does not take the obvious
next step of saying that since documents from the reigns of both Tudhaliya II and Arnu-
wandﬁ I are wntten in Middle Hittite dialect, therefore the MH Hittite language
Sunassura treaty fragments should also be dated to Tudhaliya II. This is because Wil-
helm equates the father of Suppiluliuma I (my Tudhaliya III), with Tudhaliya II, the
fa}her pf _Amuwanda 1 (following Kammenhuber, see Carruba, SMEA 18, 140 SChCl’I’lC B
with bibliography). _Thus he dates the Akkadian language Suna$sura treaty one genera:
tion before Suppiluliuma I.  There is, however, a Sunas$ura contemporary with Saustatar,
who ruled about three generations before Suppiluliuma I. It is to this Sunadiura tha{
Wilhelm dates the Hittite language Sunasiura treaty-fragments, i.e., he places them two
generations before the Akkadian language treaty and shortly before Kizzuwatna defected
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the text of Hattusili I1T 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 text reads in summary: Aleppo was conquered and
burned by Tudhaliya (I orll). Afierward, Aleppo, in an unspecified man-
ner, “sinned against” Mittanni. The King of Mittanni then gave some
cities and territory belonging to Aleppo to AStata and NuhaSSe as a reward
for their support. He also gave them a sealed deed to the territory (23-
27). Then, however, Aleppo “sinned against” Hattu$ili II of Hatti in an
also unspecified manner. The people of AStata and Nuha$§e again must
have taken the side opposite Aleppo, this time siding with Hatti, for Hat-
tugili gave them the same (or more) cities and territory belonging to Alep-
po “as a gift”, and he too gave them a sealed deed to 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 Sunaiura 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 not Mittannian tributaries separating
Mittanni from its tributary Kizzuwatna. If the Mittannian Empire in-
cluded Kizzuwatna and was hostile to Hatti, then Hattusili could not have
gotten his army down from the Anatolian plateau, let alone detached
pieces from the far side of the kingdom of Aleppo in order to reward
Astata and Nuha§8e. Moreover, it seems unlikely that even the most fool-
hardy Syrian state would have agreed to side with Hatti against Mittanni
no matter what it was promised, if the nearest Hittite army which could

to Mittanni according to the Akkadian language treaty. (He suggests, however, that the
Sunaifura who made the treaty with Tudhaliya II and the Sunasiura who made a treaty
with Tudhaliya II's grandfather might be the same person, if this Sunasdura had an
exceptionally long reign.)

The main problem with Wilhelm’s reconstruction is equation of Tudhaliya II with
the father of Suppiluliuma I. This equation does not square well with the Deeds of
Suppiluliuma. Arnuwanda I, who was coregent and a leading general for his father Tud-
haliya II, 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 events of the not inconsiderable independent reign of Arnuwanda I, as
well as the events surrounding the irregular succession of Suppiluliuma could have been
described in the missing ca. 11 lines of the Deeds (see Giiterbock, JCS 10, 43, and Car-
ruba, SMEA 18, 143). Moreover, as we have seen, there is reason to believe that Tud-
haliya 1), father of Amuwanda I, was contemporary with Sauitatar and thus should be
placed not one but three generations before Suppiluliuma I. Thus Tudhaliya II, father of
Arnuwanda, is to be distinguished from Tudhaliya III father of Suppilulivma 1. The
references to the annexation of Kizzuwatna would then date to Tudhaliya II and Arnu-
wanda I, two and three generations before Suppiluliuma respectively, and Sunai§ura, a
contemporary of Tudhaliya II, would date about three generations before Suppiluliuma
and thus would be contemporary with Sautatar.

8 KBo 1.6 obv. 19-32 (= CTH 75) ed. Weidner, PD 82-85; see the new edition of the
lines in question by Na’aman, JCS 32 (1980) 34if.
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come to help the state protect its newly gotten gains from. Mittannian
retaliation was over one hundred miles away on the other side of several
mountain ranges, blocked by Kizzuwatna and the other states of the Mit-
tannian empire. If, however, as we have seen from other sources, Kizzu-
watna remained a Hittite province even in Tudhaliya III’s dark days, then
the Hittite army would have been Jjust on the other side of the Amanus,
within rather easy striking distance of Syria, and thus this playing 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 Aleppo between the time in Hattusili II's reign when
Aleppo was again overrun by the Hittites, and the accession of Suppiluliu-
ma I. Yet if the SunasSura treaty is dated to §uppiluliuma, 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 Aleppo would have failed to 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
Sunassura treaty to Tudhaliya II, by which I mean the conqueror of Alep-
po and husband of Nikalmati®”. The dispute with the Hurrians over

EGYPT
Thutmosis III
Amenhotep 1I
Amenhotep III

_~Ikhnaton
Semenkare
Tutankhamun

~~~~Thutmosis IV

MITTANNI
Parsatatar(?)
Artatama I-~__
Suttarna IT~~_
Arta§umara __
Tusratta-—~

|

{

ALALAH

Ammitakum

Ilimilimma I
Addunirari(?)
Ilimilimma II
Itur-addu

8 Gurney (Fs Meriggi® = Studia Mediterraneq 1 [1979] 220-221) and Kosak (Tel Aviv
7 [1980) 163-167) split this Tudhaliya 1I into two different kings, “Tudhaliya 1" the con-
queror of Aleppo, and Tudhaliya II, the husband of Nikalmati, and place Hattusili II
between them. While I agree with Gumney and Kosak that the Aleppo treaty mandates a
sequence of Tudhaliya ... Hattusili I . .. Suppiluliuma I, I hesitate to accept their inser-
tion of “Tudhaliya 1” and Hattusili II between Huzziya II and Tudhaliya II. As we
have seen, Zidanta 1I is tied to Idrimi who is tied to Baratarna. Furthermore, Tudhaliya
I1 is probably tied to Saustatar (KUB 23.14, see above n. 43), and, by my reconstruction,
to Sunas8ura, who is tied to Nigmepa and Saustatar. Baratarna and Idrimi seem 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 Gurney and Kosak’s reconstruction, one would have to put no less than three
Hittite kings (Huzziya II, “Tudhaliya 1”, and Hattusili II) into the period between Zidan-
ta Il and Tudhaliya II, that is between the times of Baratarna and Saustatar or Idrimi
and Nigmepa. Nor can one dismiss “Tudhaliya 1” and Hattu$ili I as ephemeral.
“Tudhaliya I” would have had to have reigned long enough to have been able to con-
quer his way to Aleppo and to have secured these conquests, while Hattusili II 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 reconstruction would also create the problem of how Aleppo could have
been conquered by “Tudhaliya 1” held by Hattusili II and apparently remained Hittite
until Suppiluliuma I,_while Alalah and Kizzuwatna to the west of Aleppo were Mittan-
nian in the time of Saustatar and Tudhaliya II.

Alternately, to save Gurney and Kosak’s reconstruction, one could make “Tudhaliya
I” contemporary with Sauitatar. However, this would assume not a one but a three
generational mistake in the geneology of Tusratta given in KBo 1.3 + KUB 3.17 rev. 8, or
a sizeable lengthening of the generations of Mittannian kings as compared to Hittite
kings. More importantly, one would have to deny or explain away the link between
Tudhaliya II and Saustatar given by KUB 23.14.

Neither of these possibilities seems satisfactory. However, rejecting the new recon-
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ISuwa would cause no problem, for Tudhaliya’s badly broken annals in-
form us that he too fought the Hurrians there®. The pattern of Hittite
strength-weakness-strength vis-a-vis Kizzuwatna laid out in the Sunaiura
treaty for the current Hittite king and the preceding two generations would
not conflict with what we know for sure about Tudhaliya II and his pre-
decessors. We know that Tudhaliya himself was a mighty king. About
Huzziya 11, his predecessor, however, we know nothing. No treaty be-
tween Huzziya II and a king of Kizzuwatna has yet been found. We do
know however that Huzziya’s predecessor Zidanta II had a treaty with Pil-
liva of Kizzuwatna®, who at another point in his reign became a tributary
of Baratarna of Mittanni®. If the filiation of these three kings is normal,
that is father to son (for which there is no evidence pro or con)®! one
would have a reconstruction as follows. Under Tudhaliya’s grandfather
(Zidanta II) Kizzuwatna under Pilliya had a treaty with the Hittites. Later
Pilliya led Kizzuwatna into the Mittannian camp, becoming a tributary of
Baratarna. During the father’s generation (Huzziya II and Talzu(?)) Kiz-
zuwatna remained in the Mittannian camp, and there was no treaty with
the Hittites®?.  When SunasSura came to the throne he was a tributary of

struction involves leaving the placement of Hattusili IT as an unsolved problem. It
remains to be seen whether there is some other solution to the Hattusili II problem
which does not create difficulties 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 Gurney and Kosak’s reconstruction does not invalidate
my argument that there is but one Sunas$ura, who is a contemporary of SauStatar.
Moreover, the redating of the Sunasiura treaty does not create any more synchronistic
difficulties for the reconstruction than were already inherent in it.

# KUB 23.11 rev. iii 27ff; “[....] the land began hostilities / [... ] he seized and
to/against him the king of Hurri [.. ] I went to fight [in?] ISuwa...”. Meyer’s objection
(MIO 1, 122) that the Akkadian Sunaiura treaty mentions a king of the Hurrians, while
the Hittite treaty speaks of a King of Mittanni, is no reason for not moving the Akkadian
language treaty back to Tudhaliya II’s reign, for Tudhaliya’s annals also speak of fighting
the King of the Hurrians KUB 23.11 rev, iii 28).

The fact that the Sunassura trealy mentions that Suna$$ura must supply troops to the
Hittites for campaigns against Mittanni and Arzawa (KBo 1.5 iv 19fT) in no way proves
that Kizzuwatna was contiguous to either of these countries. These two were probably
two of the more formidable enemies of both Suppiluliuma and Tudhaliya II.  Against
such enemies the Hittite Great King normally seems to have mobilized as many of his
allies as he could, regardless of strict geographic proximity. For example the King of
Karkemi§ came with troops to aid Muréili against Arzawa, and troops from various Hit-
tite tributaries in Anatolia (e.g. Ma$a, Pedassa and Lugqa) sent troops to aid Muwattalli
at QadeS. Thus this clause in the Suna$iura treaty does not necessitate dating the treaty

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

89 See above n. 23.

% See above n. 26. Note there may have been a short lived king between Baratarna
and Saustatar in Mittanni (see above n. 34) as well as a short lived king between Idrimi
and Nigmepa at Alalah (see above n. 31).

°' For an alternative to the theory that Tudhaliya I founded a new Hurrian Dynasty
in Hatti, see my forthcoming article.

2Kiimmel, RLA 5§ 629: “Talzu miiBte jedenfalls in die Zeit der Abhingigkeit von
Mittanni gehoren ™.
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Saustatar. After a while, however, he returned Kizzuwatna to 1h§ Hmn‘e
fold. Thus the relations between Hatti and Kizzuwatna }Jnder kings Zl-
danta II to Tudhaliya II would mirror the pattern of Kizzuwatna being
Hittite under the current king’s grandfather, being subsgquently lost to
Mittanni, and being regained by Hatti under the current king that one sees
i Suna$iura treaty. .
" th"Ie“hjurI:iating of th)c; Sunag§ura treaty also has the advantz?ge of pa.m.ng
a known Kizzuwatnan king with almost every @own gfeneratlon of H.ltme
king?*. Thus Ammuna pairs with Pariyawam;.lliuzuya I and Te11p1lnu
(one generation) pair with ISputah3u; Tahurwa.11.1 and. Alluwampvat (a Zs.o
probably one generation) pair with Eheya, Hantili Il with Pad.datlssu, Zi-
danta II with Pilliyva, Huzziya 11 with Talzu, and Tudhaliya II with
SunasSura. At that point Kizzuwatna was incorporated apq ruled by
“Priests” Kantuzzili, possibly the son of Arnuwand'af and Tehplng the §on
of Suppiluliuma 1 (see chart). Importantly, in ad@mon, the redavtmg Ellm-
inates the necessity of creating a second otherwise unattested Sunassura.
Equally importantly, no readjustrzlent of Near Eastern chronology is re-
quired except the elimination of Suna§_§ura. I1%4. . ' . )
In summary, Kizzuwatna was a Hittite province until the _ume .0
Ammuna when it rebelled and gained its independence. ;1 was alhec.i with
the Hittites from the time of Telipinu and Isputah3u until that gf Zidanta
II and Pilliyva. At that time it switched sides to becomc? a 1r1butary .of
Mittanni. Suna$$ura part way through his reign retumed.lt t(? the Hlttlt?
fold. As Kizzuwatna was an important state, not greatly. inferior to Hat.n,
that had joined Hatti voluntarily, it _was able to negouate; a near—pilnty
treaty? with Hatti. Sometime after Suna$Sura joined Hatu, %erhaps ur(-1
ing the joint reigns of Tudhaliya II and Arnuwanda 'I, somethihg happ§n§
causing Hatti to annex Kizzuwatna. Subsequently it was rgled by Hitute
princelings having the title “Priest of szzuwatna”: .How.Klzzuwatna was
ruled after Suppiluliuma I made the “Priest” Telipinu king of Aleppo is
unknown, but Kizzuwatna remained Hittite down to the end of the em-

pire.
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i if one accepts Gurney and
93 hart. This would of course not wg}'lg as neatly if one
Ko§ak’sse§nscenion of a “Tudhaliya 1” and Hattuiili II into the kinglist, but see above note

87 % Tadmor, in The World History of the Jewish People 11 98-99.

95 See above n. 41.
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