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PREFACE

On December 12-13, 2003 friends, colleagues, and Hittitologists gathered for a
symposium at the University of Leiden to celebrate the 65™ birthday of Johan de Roos,
better known to many as Han. Organized by Co Roodenberg, director of the Nederlands
Instituut voor het Nabije Oosten (NINO) and Wilfred van Soldt, Professor of Assyriology
at Leiden, the symposium had asked contributors to focus on the period that Han devoted
most of his attention to: The Life and Times of Hattusili IIl and Tuthaliya IV.

As so many Hittitologists, Han started out as a classical philologist and taug%lt Latin
and Greek at a high school before coming to the University of Amsterdam as assistant to
Philo Houwink ten Cate. He taught classes and was extremely active in committees and
university administration. In 1987-1988 he was visiting professor at the Nf)rth-East
Normal University in Changchun and helped set up Hittite and Anatolian studies at the
new Ancient Near Eastern Civilizations program there. In 1990 he moved to Leiden to
become director of the NINO but kept teaching Hittite language and history both in
Leiden and Amsterdam, at the latter university as professor of Hittitology for the Allard
Pierson Foundation since 2002.

Han’s dissertation and most of his articles center around the couple of the Hittite
Great King Hattusili 11T and Puduhepa around the middle of the 13th centur}f BC. Almost
all contributors focused on some topic fitting the overall theme and their papers are
printed in this book. Jiirgen Seeher and Harry Hoffner were not able to attend jbut kindly
sent us their papers for inclusion in this volume. Discussions continued during coffee
breaks, lunches and dinner and Han’s typical manner guaranteed an atmosphere of
joviality and lively discussions. Especially gratifying was the presence of many young
students, a tribute to Han’s standing as an inspiring teacher.

All contributors are thanked for their cooperation in publishing the proceed.ings. of the
symposium in timely fashion, Co Roodenberg for including them in the publlcgt}ons of
the NINO and especially Carolien van Zoest for her unrelenting help in editing the
manuscripts.

Chicago, December 2004 Theo van den Hout

THE SUDDEN RETURN OF URHI-TESSUB
TO HIS FORMER PLACE OF BANISHMENT IN SYRIA

Philo Houwink ten Cate

In this paper I shall try to deal with an important aspect of the diplomatic and thus
international crisis which took place during the final decade of the first half of the 13th
century B.C.E,, as reconstructed by Professor E. Edel in that part D of the two magisterial
volumes of his ‘Die adgyptisch-hethitische Korrespondenz aus Boghazkéi in babylonischer
und hethitischer Sprache’, which is devoted to the correspondence between Ramses II and
the Hittite royal couple concerning Urhi-Te$3ub. This international crisis initially
involved Hatti-land and Babylonia on the one hand and Egypt on the other.! References to
the above-mentioned international crisis occur in D 4-14, the letters nos. 23-33, dating
from the period after the conclusion of the Treaty between Egypt and Hatti-land, 1259
B.C.E. in the Egyptian time reckoning, but already 1258 in that of Hatti-land and
Babylonia, and also in the letter KBo 1.10 + KUB 3.72 = A. Hagenbuchner THeth 16
(1989) No. 204, 281-300.> My main subject in this paper is the degree of support for
Urhi-Te$8ub during this, by me presumed ‘second stay in Niya.” Two duplicates of a
Hittite ‘deposition in court’ offer additional information regarding the political situation
in the southeastern part of the Hittite confederacy during the time these letters were
written,

In his volume II which contains the commentary, Edel recognizes three different
phases or stages within the subgroup D 4-14: 2a) Urhi-Te33ub stays in Egyptian
controlled territory (D 4); 2b) Urhi-Te$Sub sojourns in Northern Syria and thus actually
within the Hittite sphere of influence (D 5-12); 2¢) Urhi-Te$3ub is again in the hands of
the Hittite authorities (D 13-14).> The numerical preponderance of group 2b) is highly

! Cf E. Edel, 1958, KBo 1.10 + 11.57-71, but see too M.B. Rowton, 1960, 16-18 for a first group of modifications
and Rowton 1966, 244-249 for another treatment of the chronological framework which led to new improvements,
partly based on recent discoveries of the Egyptologists E. Edel and W. Helck. From early beginnings before the 2™
World War onwards up to the completion of the highly important project on 16.4.1986, when Professor Edel submitted
the manuscripts of both volumes to the Rheinisch-Westfilische Akademie der Wissenschaften, the famous Egyptologist
Edel constantly worked on this project, incorporating his own ideas and proposals as well as the numerous reactions of
a substantial number of Assyriologists and Hittitologists (see the preface).

? See the reviews by H. Freydank 1990, 308-313; G. Beckman 1992, 174-179; F. Starke 1992, 5-6, 804-815; R.H.
Beal 1993, 245-250; A. Archi 1996, 170-174.

) ? Professor W. Helck 1963, 87-97 conclusively proved that the Hittite draft KUB 21.38 for a letter of Pudubepa
was destined to be sent to Ramses II and thus actually belonged to Elmar Edel’s ‘Corpus’. Because in Obverse 11-12
Puduhepa wrote “Since Urhi-Te$8ub is there (with You)” and she encourages Ramses II to “ask him whether it is not so

or [it is not so] (as I have just told You),” this draft proves that in the end the two parties agreed that Urhi-Te$%ub
should be handed over to the Egyptian authorities.
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significant since it shows that for a fairly long period Urhi-Te3Sub must have lived in
hiding in a part of North or Middle Syria. D 4 (=AHK no. 23 = KBo 18.16) is the first
letter of this part of the ‘Dossier’ which unmistakably refers to the Treaty, based on
Parity.* It is a very remarkable letter since within a framework in which Ramses II
elaborates on a remark made by Hattusili$ III in his letter to which D 4 forms the reply, by
stressing that the two countries had not simply resumed their (good) relations, but that the
deposition of the Silver Tablet had, on both sides, taken place so that the two rulers were
now bound by their oaths. Towards the end of the preserved part of the letter, the Pharach
laconically assures that at some later moment he will give a reply to the question which
Hattusili§ III had posed to him regarding ‘the matter of the (town of) Qadesh’, viz. about
the battle of Qadesh. It thus would seem that Ramses II was trying to diffuse criticism
levelled at him by his treaty partner. Ramses II writes: 10" “[So (sprich) zu] meinem
[Bruder:] und was mein Bruder [mir in Betreff des UrhiteSub] geschrie[ben] hat, 11’ [mit
den Worten: siehe, i]ch schrieb dir [seinet]weg[en] immer wieder [durch die Hand meiner
Boten], 12’ [und sie haben] meine Tafeln vo[r meinem Bruder vorge]lesen, [aber du hast
nicht geantwortet].” 13’ “[So] hast [du ge]sagt. Ic[h] habe keine Schreiber [die die Tafeln
gelesen hitten. Und du] 14’ [schriebst an mic]h, den Kénig des Landes Agypten, deinen
Bruder, in [sehr] freund[licher Weise, und ich] 15’ [freute mich sehr]” etc. etc.

If the name of Urhi-TesSub had rightly been restored for 1.10’, Professor Edel’s
handling of this passage and his general interpretation of this letter would have the
distinct advantage of not merely indicating that “the affair of Urhi-TeSSub” may have
taken place after the conclusion of the Treaty, but also that an earlier group of letters from
Hattusa must have been disregarded in Egypt.5

In his highly useful synopsis of the passages dealing with Urhi-Te$Sub in the letters
belonging to subgroup 2b), Professor Edel summarizes the contents of the 1l. KBo 1.15 +
19 (+) 22 (=D 5) Rev. 35-44 as follows: “R. erklért genauer, Urhite3ub halte sich in
Nordsyrien auf mit seinen Anhdngern, die ihn als rechtméssigen Ko6nig behandeln und
besonderen Wert auf die Feststellung legten, dass UrhiteSub mit einer Konigstochter
verheiratet sei. Die Bevolkerung der oben genannten Vasalstaaten (Kizzuwatna, Aleppo,
KUR Subari, Qadesh (Qinsa) weigere sich, UrhiteSub auszuliefern, und drohe mit
Vergeltung falls UrhiteSub etwas bdses angetan werde; entsprechend solle auch Gutes
vergolten werden, das man UrhiteSub antue.”® Apparently Ramses II posed as if he could
not intervene, at the same time pointing out that he was highly impressed by the
considerable measure of support which still existed for the former ‘Great King.” It is very
clear that D 5, the well-known “Battle of Qadesh Letter”, constituted the acme of the
crisis. By that time Hattusili§ III and Puduhepa had understood that their own interests
were best served by a sort of luxurious internment of their most dangerous enemy on
Egyptian territory proper under the strict surveillance of Ramses II, but they had not yet

4 Cf. or. 23 Obv. [2]-9" of Edel 1994, 1, 56-57 and I, 85-86.
5 Ibidem Obv. 1013, cf. I, 56-57 and 11, 85-86.
8 Cf. E. Edel 1994 11, 88, 11. 63-86.
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heard that meanwhile Urhi-Te$Sub had escaped by crossing the border between Egyptian
occupied territory and the Hittite zone of central and northern Syria.

In the late fifties and the sixties of the preceding century claims which apparently
arose not too long after the conclusion of the treaty, mentioned by both E. Edel and W,
Helck and concerning the country of Zulapa, would seem to have caused such serious
frictions between the two powers that in the wake of those tensions Urhi-Te$$ub suddenly
turned up in either Egypt itself or in Egyptian controlled territory more to the north and
thus rather close to NuhadSe, his first place of banishment.” In a matter-of-fact manner
Professor M.B. Rowton remarked that his arrival as such would have sufficed to create an
atmosphere of crisis.® While from phase 2b) onwards HattusiliS III and Puduhepa had
understood that their best interests were served by a sort of luxurious internment of their
most dangerous enemy in Egypt, this did not apply to the phase 2a), the stage for which
we only have one source, D 4, in the correspondence with Egypt in addition to a
retrospective passage of KBo 1.10 +°, a letter sent by Hattusili§ III to Kadasman-Enlil II
(1258-1250 B.C.E.), the successor of Kadasman-Turgu. With respect to these two sources
it is highly likely that Hattugili§ III first had thought otherwise, requiring an extradiction
in conformance with the rulings of the Treaty.'® In view of the new dates for the reign of
Kadasman-Turgu'' one might even speculate whether the death of his Babylonian ally
and the latter’s succession by the still inexperienced Kadasman-Enlil II may have
furthered or forced Hattusili§ II’s embracement of a more resigned attitude: a military
adventure will not be lightly undertaken by a country experiencing a change in leadership.

It is rather likely and has already been noticed by Th.P.J. van den Hout that the two
duplicates of a likely Hittite ‘deposition in court’ - CTH no. 209.3 (A = KUB 8.79 (poorly
preserved); B = KUB 26.92, presumably column II, far better preserved)) is also relevant
to Professor Edel’s phase 2b), Urhi-Te$3ub’s ‘whereabouts’ on Hittite territory. The text
is deemed by a number of scholars to constitute a letter, cf. A. Hagenbuchner, o.c., no.
304, 399-405. Prof. van den Hout who dealt with two passages of this text, the second of
which preceded the first in textual order, cf. The Purity of Kingship (1998), 222-23 (B ii
5'-7") and in StBoT 38 (1995), 122-23 (B ii 8'-17’) hesitated on the second occasion
between a letter and a ‘deposition in court.” From its contents the second option is in fact

7 H. Otten 1981, 24-25 iv 29-33: “Entsprechend der Hochachtung fiir meinen Bruder tat ich keinesfalls <B&ses>,
sondern marschierte zurtick hinab gegen Urhi-Tesup und fiihrte ihn wie einen Gefangenen ab. Ich gab ihm im Lande
Nuhassi befestigte Stadte und dort verblieb er.”

¥ See M.B. Rowton 1966, 250"; Rowton also pointed to the fact that it is perhaps equally probable that the
extradition of fugitives still was a matter of major concern, also after the conclusion of the Treaty, cf. ibidem 248¢2.

? The decisive lines in KBo 1.10+ are the 1l. 66-70, cf. E. Edel 1958, 131-132 and A. Hagenbuchner 1989, Part II,
283-284 and 290-291.

' See E. Edel 1997, 42-65, par. 11+12 up to and including par. 19-20 and the Commentary, 95-98 for the
treatment of the extradition rules in the Treaty.

" Two recent proposals are 1276-1259 B.C.E. and ca. 1260, cf. respectively The International Colloquium on
Ancient Near Eastern Chronology (2™ Millennium B.C.), Gent, 7-9 July 2000, and K.R. Veenhof, Geschichte des Alten
Orients bis zur Zeit Alexanders des Grossen, ATD Ergénzungsreihe Band 11 (2001) Géttingen, 192, 314 and 345,
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preferable, since the badly preserved major part of the text in A (presumably the second
part of the Obv., and the first half of its Rev.) abounds in examples of the particle -wa(r)
expressing direct discourse, while this also holds good for the better preserved remainder
of the text, as far as it is available. UMMA ...-MA occurs on four occasions in A’s Obv.,
12',13', 14' and 21’. While initially ‘His Majesty’, the ‘Great King’, had been considered
to be the sender of the letter or the speaker of the text, H. Klengel hesitated over the
choice of the sender and of the addressee, but limited the choice to the ‘Great King’ and
the viceroy of Kargami$ of the period concerned. Albertine Hagenbuchner, o.c., II, 1989,
405 preferred the king of Kargami$ for the role of arbitrator between two vassal kings and
the sender of the letter and ‘His Majesty’ for the role of addressee. Prof. van den Hout,
0.c., 1998, 223 came to a similar choice, but also reckoned with the possibility that a
representative of the viceroy might have led the investigation, mentioning in this respect
Talmi-Tegsub.

The text consists of declarations of persons who are closely involved in two issues,
one being legal, the threat to the life of one of two opponents, presumably Kurabu, the
other matter being instead a financial affair concerning taxation, viz. a tribute, again in the
sphere of the Government and the Public Administration, in the terminology of the text
itself, “this affair of the towns, the affair of the tribute (arkamman) of (the town of)
Niya”, the capital of the region of that name. In the first 15 lines of the preserved part of
A’s Obv. one already encounters verbal forms of the verb kuen-, “to kill”, II. 4, 7' (with a
likely subject BenteSina, the king of Amurru), 10', 14’ and 15'. Bente$ina, who is
mentioned in the Treaty, is one of the two proponents of the text, the other being Kurabu,
who has been identified with the person whose life is being threatened. References to
“towns” start out in A’s Rev. 6/, 10" 12’ (“and [I] (or [he]) began to take the [town]s into
account, one by one”) and 14', while an early example of arkamman, ‘tribute’ (= taxation)
occurs in A Rev. 9. In my opinion it is highly tantalizing that A Rev. 14’ in an
unfoi'tunately broken context refers to a subgroup of the towns in question as 4-NA
URU.DIDLIHLA << zgrsiyas$ since for this Luwian term the following renderings have
been proposed: “guarantee” (F. Sommer, F. Starke), “safe conduct” (E.O. Forrer, E.
Laroche, H.C. Melchert), while J. Friedrich and J. Tischler also proposed “Gastrecht” and
“Schutzbrief” in their treatments of the noun. Apparently the concept “guarantee” covers
in a more general sense the abstract idea of “warranting a liberty”, while “free conduct to
and fro” and “the right to hospitality” constitute two practical expressions for this abstract
concept. J. Friedrich’s “right to hospitality” covers quite a number of passages: KUB 14.3
ii 62, 63, 65 and iii 2' (?) and KUB 8.73 Rev. 14"."2

It is actually very likely that both affairs of this ‘deposition in court’ are
interconnected in this sense that the threat to his, Kurabu’s (?) life had been triggered by
the fact that too little tribute had been collected from this group of towns belonging to the
region of Niya, which constituted a part of the larger entity of Nuha38e, mentioned in the

12 Actually “Gastrecht”, ‘the right to hospitality’, was a proposal submitted by H.G. Gilterbock to J. Friedrich, cf. the
latter HW', 260 (Gitterbock, brieflich “Gastrecht” (?)). This proposal fits perfectly to the usage in KUB 8.73, Rev. 14",
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Apology of Hattusili§ III as the region in which the towns were located which constituted
the first place of banishment for Urhi-Te33ub." Professor Edel, AHK II, 95 and 370-1
notified that ‘Der Name Nuha$$e in den Ramsesbriefen nicht begegnet, da dort durch
“Land der Subarder” (see above) ersetzt.’

Above I already mentioned that Professor van den Hout dealt with the best preserved
part of the text, treating two adjacent passages. I shall now quote this best part of the text
in textual order and in Van den Hout’s translations. But I believe that I should first
explain why I presume that the second issue, the matter of the tribute, may be of
relevance to the “whereabouts” of Urhi-Te§3ub during phase 2 b). The first paragraph of
this best preserved part shows a decisive juncture of the text; the two affairs are opposed
to one another. The matter of the tribute is “being altered”, lit. “taking a turn (viz. for the
better)”, possibly in practice meaning “(is) being rectified”, while the Oath, viz. the
declarations under oath (cf. A Obv. 17’) concerning the matter “of killing” or “of being
killed”, still is unfinished and thus continues."*

This decisive juncture of the text was brought to my attention through a highly
interesting remark made by Professor van den Hout in his philological commentary on
CTH 569 (1998), 223. His point of departure concerning the first paragraph consisted of
KUB 16.32 ii 27-30 = o.c. 180-1, which details that regarding ‘the Oath of the father of
“His Majesty” viz. Hattusili$ III, in connection with the “Urhi-Te33ub affair” in Niya one
“settlement” needed to be handed over to the sons of Urhi-Tessub, cf. o.c. 71, 180-1 and
223, respectively. The author remarked: “Since the King of Kargami§ or his
representative (Talmi-Te33ub (?) ...) seems to have been involved together with Katapaili
in assigning cities to descendants of Arma-Tarhunta and Urhite3Sub, there might be
reason to suspect some connection between the contents of KUB 8. 79//26.92 and this
subject in CTH 569. It seems impossible, however, to substantiate such a claim.”

It is especially “This affair of the cities, the matter of (the city of) Niya” in
combination with the “cities of “the right to hospitality”” and the well-known fact that the
city (viz. the capital) of (the land of) Niya belongs to the larger region of Nuha3Se which
suggest to me that one should seriously reckon with the probability that “the fortified
towns in the country of Nuha§§e” which Hattusili§ III gave to Urhi-Te3Sub did include the
“settlement” mentioned in CTH 569 and that they were located in the land of Niya and
that we should also reckon with the likelihood that, after the death of Nerikkailis and
Urhi-Tes%ub’s bribing of his warden,"” he might have taken refuge in his former, first
place of banishment where he might have been most welcome.

13 See above note 7.

RN Hagenbuchner 1989, 400-401 and 402 did not profit from E. Neu’s remark, but she did recognize the
opposition between the two matters.

15 The two letters E. Edel 1994 I Nr. 26, D 7, Rev. 1719’ and Nr. 28 D 8, Obv. 11'-14', on the pp. 72-73 as well
as II, 121-124 of the Commentary both treat the Death (?) of Nerikkailis and the Escape of Urhi-Te$3ub to the Hittite
zone of Syria.
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See now Th. P.J. van den Hout 1998, 223 for B ii? 5'-7' = Rev. 24'-26' and idem
1995, 122-3 for B ii 8'-17', as duplicated by A Rev. 24'-26' for B ii 8'-10".

§ 5. “Now, however, this affair of the cities, the affair of the tribute of the city of Niya
ch[anges],
6'. but the affair of killing does not change: they will certainly kill me!
7'. They will not let go of me! That divine Oath (is) one thing and that [... (is) an]other.
§ 8. “Welche Tafel ich fiir BenteSina aber im Palast aufbewahrte, die war bei Takuw[a]'é,
9. dem Mann aus Arijanta. Der kam zuriick und sagte mir: ‘Die Tafel des Palast[es]
10". hatte BenteSina und er gab sie dem Tattamaru (und sagte): “Meiner Majestiit
11'. sollst du (sie) zeigen™. Jener aber hat sie an der Wand zerschl[agen]’.
12'. Ich hitte je[n]em Mann nicht geglaubt. Aber als ich einige Boten schi[ckte],
13'. da kam keiner zuriick, und ich glaubte die Angelegenheit, und ich sagte]
folgendermassen:
14'. “Da des Bente3inas Angelegenheit nicht (auf)gegriffen worden ist, werde ich noch
15", einen anderen Mann schicken, und dessen Angelegenheit wird (auf)gegriffen werden.”

16'-17". Diese Geschichte vom Brechen der Tafel glaubte ich aus diesem Grund auch. Pihaddu,
der als mein Bote bei BenteSina war, ...”

From this point onwards also copy B is badly preserved. Unfortunately we can only guess
what the second argument of the speaker was. Has the story also been confirmed by
Pihaddu? Line 18’ preserves two personal names, “Dakuhili and Hilani...”.

Some remarks concerning details of the text, its translation or interpretation, are
probably useful. Contrary to the treatment of 1. 5' by A. Hagenbuchner, whose translations
differ from her transliteration, both Professor Neu and Dr. Th. van den Hout transliterated
at the end of B ii 5' u-e[-eh-ta-ri], while the sentence as a whole was introduced with an
adversative enclitic -ma, cf. E. Neu, StBoT 5 (1968) 119'7 and Th. van den Hout 1998,
223 (independently). This results in the opposition between the two subjects of the
Inquiry which, at least in my opinion, together with Van den Hout’s remark about the
connection with CTH 569, greatly enhances the chances to define the background to this
‘deposition in court’. Among the rather well-known functionaries mentioned in the
paragraph B ii 8'-18' Tattamaru stands out, cf. more in general Van den Hout’s excellent
treatment in the section of his Prosopography devoted to him, StBoT 38, 116-124. This
text warrants that he either did not want, or else that he did not dare to convey the clay
tablet which had been entrusted to him to its required destination, ‘His Majesty”, the
“Great King’. In consequence he thus destroyed it by throwing it against a wall, in doing
so exemplifying to the modern reader what should be done in preclassical antiquity in

1 Professor 1. Singer preferred the original choice of E. Laroche Takuw[a] to Takuh[ili], preferred by other
scholars since then.
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order to get rid of unwanted clay tablets! His behaviour confirmed the tone of the
synopsis of the passages dealing with Urhi-Te§$ub quoted in the beginning of this paper.
Takuwa was first disbelieved, while it later turned out that he had told the truth. The
sentence “The tablet which I kept, viz. preserved, for BenteSina in the Palace” (Bii 8' = A
Rev. 24') indicates that the sender, presumably the viceroy of Kargami§ (or his
representative), had royal status, while the oral message to him on the part of Takuwa that
Bente$ina had given this letter to Tattamaru with the order to proffer it to ‘His Majesty’
possibly intimates that the letter which Tattamaru broke (ii 9’ and 15'-16") presumptively
either being an earlier, final copy or an interim report which had needed to be read out to
Bentesina first, had been meant to reach the ‘Great King’ later.

Finally, if my assumption that, after his escape, Urhi-Te$8ub might have taken refuge
in his former, first place of banishment should turn out to be convincing, it goes without
saying that the renewed establishment of a sort of royal court in the small country of Niya
will have strongly affected the finances of the town or the towns in question. This
admittedly tentative scenario inevitably requires an attempt on my part to offer a
reconstruction of the preceding paragraph referring to these “cities of the right to
hospitality” in order to see whether it contains any information which might support this
daring working hypothesis: (A Rev. 14-18' =B ii 1'-4")

14'. ["ZAG.SES-a]s-mu "<GIM>"-an' A-NA URU.DIDLILHI.A << za-ar-§i-ia-as ku-i{n-ki LU
T(E-MI QA-TAM-MA)-pat’]

15", [up-pé-es]-ta am-mu-uq-qa-ua ha-tu-ga-nu-ua-ya-as me-mil-i a-ni Se-er]

16'. [me-mi-e]$-ta U-UL-ya-at-ta ha-tu-ga-nu-ua-an-z[ (i ar-ha-y)a-tak-kdn)

17", [U-UL) ku-it-ki da-an-zi ma-a-an-ya-at-tak-kdn [ (me-mi-an ku-is-ki an-da-an me-ma-i)

18'. [nu-ua-at-fla an-da ti-it-ta-nu-ua-an-zi mar-ri-ma-ul(a-ték-kdn U-UL ku-na-an-zi)]

14'. “When [Bentesina] (had) [sen]t me in [exactly (?)] the same manner as so[me messenger (of
his) to the cities of the right to hospitality,

15", he spoke to me with regard to the matter of frightening;

16’. ‘They will not terrify you, and they will [not] take

17'. anything away [from you]! If someone addresses a speech to you,

"”

18'. [then] they will come to an agreement [with y]ou, but they will not impetuously' kill you

After a highly tentative reconstruction of the beginning of the paragraph (merely 4 signs
of B ii 1’ are preserved), its remainder inspires more confidence. While the paragraph as a
whole confirms the reading of the predicate of the first lines 5'-6' (partly) of the following
paragraph, as proposed by E. Neu and Th.P.J. van den Hout, as well as the fine summary
of A. Hagenbuchner of the badly preserved parts of copy A, from the earliest beginning

17 S¢e for this translation of marri the CHD L-N, 185 A.
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onwards up to and including A Rev. 18', cf. o.c.,, 402-403, the following, tentative
‘conclusions’ may still be added: it would seem that 1) BenteSina strongly protected the
interests of Hattusili§ III and of the Confederacy. 2) Kurabu, presumably a high or even
the highest official in probably Nuhas3e/i, was put under pressure by both BenteSina and
the local leaders of the towns of the right to hospitality.
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L’ IMPORTANCE DES REVES
DANS L’EXISTENCE DE HATTUSILI 111

Alice Mouton”

Lorsqu’il s’agit d’examiner la documentation hittite faisant allusion au réve, nous
remarquons que le nombre de témoignages datant du régne de Hattusili III est supérieur a
ceux des autres périodes.! Nous pouvons ainsi avoir I’impression que le réve était pris
plus au sérieux a 1’époque de ce roi. Telle a en effet été la réaction d’A. Kammenhuber?,
de G. Frantz-Szab6®, de M. Popko* et de R. Lebrun® notamment. Il se pourrait cependant
que cette interprétation ne refléte qu’une facette de la réalité. Méme si, comme nous le
verrons, ladite Apologie de Hattu§ili III constitue un témoignage exceptionnel, je pense
que le réve était un phénomeéne tout aussi important dans la vie des souverains des
époques antérieures et postérieures. Le présent article tentera de faire la lumiére sur ce
point.

Les récits de songes datant du régne de Hattusili 111

Les textes datés du regne de Hattu$ili IIT qui mentionnent le réve peuvent étre subdivisés
en cinq groupes: 1-3) trois ensembles distincts de textes historiques, 4) des comptes
rendus oraculaires, et 5) des textes votifs.

1) Le premier ensemble textuel de nature historique constitue un témoignage
exceptionnel sur le réve. Il s’agit de 1’Apologie de Hattusili III (CTH 81) qui contient cinq
récits de songes. Dans le paragraphe 3 de I’édition de H. Otten® se trouve la description
d’un premier réve envoyé par la déesse Sausga au pére de Hattugili, Murgili II. Dans ce
réve, le frére de Hattusili, Muwatalli II, transmet 4 son pére un message en provenance de

*
Het is met grote vreugde, dat ik deze voordracht opdraag aan mijn vriend en leermeester Johan de Roos als
verder teken van mijn oprechte affectie en dankbaarheid.

! Les abréviations employées ici sont celles se trouvant dans H. G. Giiterbock/H. A. Hoffner/Th.P.J. van den Hout
(éd.), The Hittite Dictionary of the Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, L-N, Chicago 1989: xxi-xxix; CHD
P, Chicago 1997: vii-xxvi; CHD §, Chicago 2002: vi-viii.

2 Kammenhuber, THeth 7: 25.

3 Frantz-Szab6, 2013 représente I’illustration la plus claire de cette tendance: “In Khatti, major importance was
first attributed to dreams in the reign of Khattushili III and his spouse Pudukhepa.”

4 Popko, “Opisy marzen sennych w pi$miennictwie hetyckim”, PO 115/3, 1980: 254.

3 Lebrun, Samuha: 53.

6 KUB 1.1+1 13-17 et duplicats: Otten, StBoT 24: 4-5.
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Sausga. Par ce biais, la déesse demande & Mursili qu’il place HattuSili & son service
en échange de sa survie. Hattusili en personne regoit le second réve au paragraphe 4.’
Sausga lui annonce qu’elle I’a placé sous la protection d’une autre divinité en complément
de son propre soutien. Le paragraphe 9 décrit un autre songe de Hattusili dans lequel
Sauiga demande que I’ensemble de la famille du souverain entre au service de la
déesse. Dans le paragraphe 11, Sausga s’adresse & Puduhepa, I’épouse de Hattusili, pour
lui assurer qu’elle approuve les actions de son mari.” Ce méme paragraphe 11 décrit en
outre un réve qui apparait aux généraux limogés par Urhi-Tes3ub, réve les avertissant de
la victoire de Hattusili sur ce dernier.'

Ainsi, I’on voit que, dans son Apologie, Hattugili III tient & se représenter comme un
étre hors du commun bénéficiant d’une relation privilégiée avec Sausga depuis sa plus
tendre enfance. Manifestement, ces récits de songes sont avant tout des armes de
propagande.'!

2) Le deuxiéme texte historique datant du régne de Hattusili Il est KBo 6.29. 11 s’agit
d’un document relatif au conflit ayant opposé ce roi a son neveu Urhi-Tesub (CTH 85'%).
Hattusili y indique que son union avec Puduhepa a été exigée par Sausga par le biais d’un
réve. Ce contexte rappelle fortement celui dépeint dans I’Apologie, car il illustre
Iaffection que porte la déesse a Hattusili.

3) Le troisiéme texte historique, a savoir KUB 21.17, décrit un différend entre
Hattusili III et Arma-"U (CTH 86).!* Le contenu précis du songe qui y est mentionné n’a
pas ét¢ spécifié. Seul le fait que ce réve doive avoir un lien direct avec le litige est assuré.
Le texte ne précise pas non plus I’identité de la divinité qui semble avoir réclamé quelque
chose de Hattusili dans le songe. Ce dernier se borne a y affirmer sa volonté de respecter
les exigences exprimées par ce biais.

4) Les textes oraculaires constituent le quatriéme groupe de témoignages. La majeure
partie des comptes rendus d’oracle mentionnant le songe est datable du régne de Hattusili
I, méme si le nom du roi n’y est jamais cité. Les cas de KBo 24.124, KUB 22.61 et KUB
52.72 slgnt particuliérement clairs car ils font référence aux problémes de santé notoires
du roi.

7T KUB 1.1+ i 36-38 et duplicats: Otten, StBoT 24: 6-7.
8 KUB 1.1+ iii 4-5 et duplicat: Otten, StBoT 24: 16-17.
® KUB 1.1+ iv 7-16: Otten, StBoT 24: 24-25.

10 RUB 1.1+ iv 19-23: Otten, StBoT 24: 24-25.

11 .. . . . .
Le terme “propagande” est ici employé dans sa plus large acception, & savoir “action de vanter les mérites
d’une théorie, d’une idée, d’un homme..., pour recueillir une adhésion, un soutien” (Le nouveau Petit Robert, Paris
1994: 1799).

12 KBo 6.29 i 15-21: Gotze, Hatt. 46-47.
13 KUB 21.17 i 9-14: Unal, THeth 4: 22-23.
14 KBo 24.124 Vo 1'-2': Alaura, Eothen 10: 22-26; KUB 22.61 iv 21; KUB 52.72 Ro 5-6 ctc.
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5) Le demier groupe est formé par les textes votifs. Dans sa thése de doctorat, J. de
Roos avait déja signalé I’appartenance de la plupart de ces tablettes au régne de Hattusili
1" Il semble qu’il n’existe que deux exceptions: KBo 9.96 (qui pourrait dater du régne
de Muwatalli II) et KUB 15.5 (peut-étre 4 dater du régne d’Urhi-TesSub). Il faut préciser
que bien que KBo 9.96 ne contienne aucun récit de songes, KUB 15.5 nous fournit au
contraire une des plus longues énumérations de récits de réves comprises dans les textes
votifs hittites.'"® Quant aux autres textes votifs mentionnant le songe, ils sont le plus
souvent en relation avec les problémes de santé de Hattusili, comme en témoignent
notamment KUB 15.1, KUB 15.3, KUB 15.19 et KUB 48.123."

Les récits de réves datant du régne d’autres souverains hittites

Les récits de songes qui sont datés avec certitude de régnes antérieurs ou postérieurs a
I’époque de Hattusili III peuvent étre répartis en trois grands ensembles chronologiques:
1) les textes antérieurs & ’époque hittite impériale; 2) les textes de 1’époque impériale
précédant le régne de Hattusili III et 3) les textes postérieurs au régne de ce demier.

1) Parmi les textes datant de I’époque pré-impériale se trouve la description du rituel
magique de Walkui KBo 32.176 destiné & purifier une personne d’un réve insolite.'® A
'inverse, le rituel de naissance KBo 17.65 fait appel au réve dans le processus de
purification.'” Ces deux textes moyen hittites ne nous donnent cependant aucune
information relative 4 la vie d’un roi hittite en particulier. Une autre composition
remontant a I’époque moyen hittite fait toutefois figure d’exception. La priére du prince
Kantuzzili cite le réve parmi les techniques divinatoires existant a cette période.?’ La
divinité courroucée contre le prince est susceptible d’envoyer & celui-ci un message
onirique pour lui expliquer la raison de sa colére, c’est-d-dire la nature de son
manquement. La priére de Kantuzzili témoigne donc de I’importance que les membres de
la sphére royale attribuaient au songe dés I’époque moyen hittite.

2) Certains des récits de réves de I’époque impériale précédant le régne de Hattusili III
sont attribuables a: a) son pére Mursili II; b) son frére Muwatalli II.

a) Le récit d’un songe se trouve dans les annales de Mursili I1.2! Le texte fait alors
usage du sumérogramme MA.MU suivi du complément phonétique hittite & I’ablatif dans

15 de Roos, Diss. 51-62.

16 4¢ Roos, Diss. 203-214 ct 341-353.

17 4e Roos, Diss. 184-197 et 324-336; 198-200 et 337-340; 240-242 et 378-380; 303-309 et 442-448.
18 1 cbrun, ArOr 67/4: 601-608 ct Mouton, ZA 94/1: 85 -105.

19 KBo 17.65 Vo 17-19: Beckman, StBoT 29: 140-141,

2 KUB 30.10 Ro 24'-25". Lebrun, Hymnes 113 et 116; voir également la traduction de Singer, Hittite Prayers,
2002.

2l kB0 2.5 i 14-15: Gotze, AM: 180-181.
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un contexte relativement obscur.”? Le fait que le verbe ep- qui se trouve associé a ce
passage soit A la troisiétme personne du singulier semble indiquer que le réve n’a pas été
vu par Mursili, car ce dernier s’exprime a la premiére personne dans ce texte. A I’instar de
la pri¢re de Kantuzzili, celles de Mursili au sujet de la “peste” mentionnent le réve comme
un des moyens de communication disponibles entre les dieux et les hommes. Un troisi¢éme
texte datant du régne de Mursili doit étre cité. Il s’agit de I’ Aphasie de Murdili qui décrit
un message onirique en provenance du dieu de Porage.”® Le dieu “revendique” le
probléme d’élocution de Mursili. En effet, la main du dieu qui apparait en réve au
souverain symbolise la maladie elle-méme, car cette derniére est couramment désignée
par ’idiome “main (du) diew” (SU DINGIR) dans les textes cunéiformes.

b) La priére a Te3$ub de Kummanni représente le seul exemple de récit de songe
clairement daté du régne de Muwatalli 112 Le réve y est une fois encore cité parmi les
autres moyens de communication existant entre les dieux et les mortels.

3) Deux textes faisant allusion au réve pourraient étre datés du régne du fils de
Hattusili [I, Tudhaliya IV.% Le texte oraculaire KBo 16.98 témoigne d’un réve recu de la
déesse Soleil d’Arinna par le r0i.2® Th. van den Hout a suggéré que cet épisode soit a
mettre en relation avec celui de I’intronisation de Tudhaliya IV.>" Il faudrait ajouter KUB
5.1 qui, selon J. Orlamiinde®®, ferait allusion a des campagnes militaires menées par
Tudhaliya IV (et non par Hattusili IIl comme I’avait suggéré A. Unal®).

La lettre KUB 57.8 qui a été envoyée par Suppiluliuma 11, serait, si 1’on en croit A.
Hagenbuchner®', destinée au roi médio-assyrien Tukulti-Ninurta 1.* Bien que le contexte
dans lequel le réve apparait soit trop lacunaire pour étre intelligible, cette lettre constitue

2 Le sumérogramme MA.MU n’est utilisé que deux fois dans ’ensemble des textes hittites, P’autre attestation
étant KUB 22.70 Ro 41 (Unal, THeth. 6: 54-99).

3 KBo 4.2 iii 45-47 et duplicats: Lebrun, Hethitica 6: 104, 109-110 et van den Hout, “Some Thoughts on the
Composition known as Mur3ili’s Aphasia (CTH 486)” in: Fs Lebrun, 2 paraitre.

24 KBo 11.1 Ro 42: Houwink ten Cate/Josephson, RHA 25/81: 108, 117.

% Le texte trés lacunaire KUB 31.32 fait référence  un songe vu dans la ville de Samuha. Ce réve semble étre
mis en relation avec les personnes de Tattamaru et Halpa-ziti. Th. van den Hout Pattribuait au régne de Tudhaliya [V
(van den Hout, StBoT 38: 123) mais la datation de ce document fait encore 1’objet de débats (voir Heinhold-Krahmer,
AfO 48-49: 96).

26 kB0 16.98 ii 10: van den Hout, Purity: 98-99.

27 van den Hout, Purity: 93-95.

28 StBoT 45: 511-523.

29 KUB 5.1 iii 48: Unal, THeth 4: 72-73.

30 Kuhne/Otten, StBoT 16: 26 note 17 et Klengel, Geschichte des hethitischen Reiches, HAO U34,
Leyde/Boston/Cologne, 1999: 302-303.

3 Hagenbuchner, THeth 16: 331.

32 Concernant cette attribution, voir également Bemporad, in: de Martino/Pecchioli Daddi (éd.), Anatolica antica.
Studi in memoria di Fiorella Imparati, Eothen 11, Florence 2002: 86. Cet ouvrage sera par la suite cité sous forme de
I’abréviation Gs Imparati.
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un précieux indice de I’importance que le songe continue de revétir pour les souverains
hittites méme apres le régne de Tudhaliya IV.

Quelques réflexions sur le plus grand nombre de récits de songes dans les textes
datant du régne de Hattusili 111

Deux observations résultent de la bréve synthése ci-dessus: 1) I'impression de
prédominance des récits de réves dans les textes datant du régne de Hattusili III se
confirme; 2) les textes historiques attribuables a Hattugili IIl font maintes allusions au
songe.

Ces deux éléments méritent plus ample réflexion.

1) Dans son article publié dans le volume Gs Imparati, Th. van den Hout offrait une
vision d’ensemble de la littérature hittite, tentant de distinguer le plus clairement possible
le terme “bibliothéque” de celui d’*archive”. Pour lui, les textes destinés aux
bibliothéques sont ceux qui possédent un ou plusieurs duplicat(s). Eux seuls
constitueraient ce qu’il conviendrait d’appeler des sources littéraires, a I’inverse des
documents n’ayant pas de duplicats qui formeraient une ou plusieurs archive(s) vivante(s).

Si nous ordonnons les textes hittites mentionnant le réve en fonction des critéres
établis par Th. van den Hout, nous obtenons la liste suivante:

« Parmi les textes précédant le régne de Hattusili I, seule la priére de Kantuzzili ne
posséde pas de duplicat. Il y a cependant tout lieu de penser qu’elle était
susceptible d’étre copiée a I’instar des autres priéres.*

» Parmi les textes datant du régne de Hattu$ili III, trois sur cing ont des duplicats, a
savoir CTH 81, 85 et 86. En outre, il faut noter que seuls les textes oraculaires et
votifs ne possédent pas de copie.

» Pour le régne de Tudhaliya IV, les deux textes oraculaires KBo 16.98 et KUB 5.1
ne nécessitaient pas la création de duplicat. Il en va de méme pour la lettre KUB
57.8 datant du régne de Suppiluliuma II.

La distribution de ces textes parait abonder dans le sens de la théorie de Th. van den
Hout. En effet, tout comme cet auteur l’avait suggéré au sujet de I’ensemble de la
documentation hittite®*, il semblerait que seuls les regnes de Hattudili IIT et de ses
successeurs aient livré des textes non littéraires mentionnant le réve. Th. van den Hout
suggere que I’absence quasi compléte de textes non littéraires pour les périodes précédant
et succédant ce laps de temps puisse s’expliquer par la destruction des archives
antérieures (car leur contenu n’est plus d’actualité), et par I’abandon de la capitale hittite
apres le régne de Tudhaliya IV respectivement.

3 van den Hout, Gs Imparati: 864.

34 van den Hout, Gs Imparati: 867.
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Le résultat de cette observation s’impose de lui-méme: la premiére impression que
nous avions concernant les récits de réves de I’époque de Hattusili III s’explique au moins
en partie par le fait que seuls les textes non littéraires (et plus particuliérement les textes
oraculaires et votifs) datant de cette époque nous sont parvenus. La découverte d’une
archive appartenant & un autre roi hittite, par exemple celle de Muwatalli II se trouvant
sans doute quelque part dans la ville de Tarhunta$3a, pourrait changer cette situation.

2) L’utilisation fréquente du récit de réve dans les textes historiques de I’époque de
Hattusili III représente le second élément a examiner. L’ Apologie de Hattudili constitue
un témoignage exceptionnel par son nombre important de références a des messages
divins oniriques. Si nous la comparons aux autres compositions annalistiques hittites,
I’ Apologie est le seul texte appartenant a cet ensemble qui utilise aussi clairement le récit
de réve dans sa rhétorique. Nous pouvons considérer cette caractéristique comme une
originalité de Hattu§ili par rapport a ses prédécesseurs. Il faut toutefois rappeler qu’une
telle utilisation du réve se retrouve dans le discours d’autres rois du Proche-Orient ancien.
Le souverain de Laga$§ Eannatum de [’époque des Dynasties Archaiques décrivait déja, sur
sa célébre stéle des vautours, un réve qu’il affirmait avoir recu de son dieu personnel
Ningirsu et dans lequel ce dernier lui assurait la victoire sur Kis>® Aprés lui, son
“compatriote” Gudéa dépeignait dans son “cylindre A” trois songes qu’il avait regus des
dieux et plus particuliérement de Ningirsu.*® Contrairement a Eannatum qui voyait 13 un
moyen de légitimer ses actions militaires, Gudéa employait les “réves prémonitoires a
posteriori”™ pour justifier la construction dans la ville de Girsu du temple monumental de
I’Eninnu pour Ningirsu.

On pourrait également citer plusieurs textes historiques du premier millénaire. Au
sein de ses différentes inscriptions, le roi néo-assyrien Assurbanipal décrit quatre réves.*®
Ces derniers sont autant de messages divins faisant approuver par les dieux la suprématie
politique du roi. Dans deux de ces récits de songes, IStar joue un rdle équivalent & celui
joué par Saudga dans I’Apologie de Hattugili: elle y exprime son soutien pour le roi.
Enfin, le roi néo-babylonien Nabonide décrit également quatre réves dans ses inscriptions

3 vi 19-vii 14: Jacobsen, in: B. L. Eichler et al. (éd.), Kramer Anniversary Volume. Cuneiform Studies in Honor
of Samuel Noah Kramer, AOAT 25, Neukirchen-Vluyn 1976: 258-259.

36 Cyl. A iv 14-vi 13, ix 7=ii 11 et xx 7-11: Edzard, Gudea and his Dynasty, RIM Early Periods 3/1, Toronto
1997: 71-73, 76 et 81.

37 Jemprunte cette expression a Perrin, Les praticiens du réve. Un exemple de chamanisme, Paris 1992: 66 pour désigner
les réves dont le contenu est manipulé afin d’en faire a posteriori des prémonitions du destin extraordinaire du réveur.

38 Cyl. A ii95-102, iii 118-126 et v 97-103 par exemple: Streck, Assurbanipal und die letzten assyrischen Kdnige
bis zum Untergange Niniveh’s, VAB 7/2, 1916: 20-21, 32-33 et 48-49. Voir également Oppenheim, The Interpretation
of Dreams in the Ancient Near East with a Translation of an Assyrian Dream-Book, Transactions of the American
Philosophical Society NS 46/3, Philadelphie 1956: 249-250 et R. Borger, Beitrige zum Inschriftenwerk Assurbanipals.
Die Prismenklassen A, B, C=K, D, E, F, G, H, J und T sowie andere Inschriften, Wiesbaden, 1996: 30-31, 40-41 et 50.
Le nom de ’ouvrage d’Oppenheim cité ci-dessus sera dorénavant abrégé Dream-Book.
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annalistiques.*® Deux d’entre eux sont liés a I’édification du temple Ehulhul, contexte qui
fait écho aux récits de réves de Gudéa concernant I’Eninnu.

Quel est le point commun de ces différents souverains? Le fait que tous utilisent le
réve comme une preuve du soutien divin me parait indubitable. Ces rois considérent le
songe comme un procédé rhétorique efficace et n’hésitent pas a ’employer pour légitimer
leurs actions. Chacun d’entre eux cherche en effet a justifier une décision qu’il a prise,
qu’elle soit politique, économique ou religieuse. Qu’il s’agisse de 1’édification d’un
nouveau temple (dans le cas de Gudéa et de Nabonide), de leur installation sur le trone
royal (dans le cas de Hattusili), ou de décisions d’ordre militaire (dans le cas d’Eannatum
et d’ Assurbanipal), tous ces rois cherchent a légitimer leur acte.

Ainsi, les souverains de ’ancien Proche-Orient utilisent les récits de réves comme
éléments d’un discours apologétique dés le troisiéme millénaire, et I’ Apologie de Hattusili
III s’inscrit dans cette tradition. Le fait que Hattusili soit le seul roi hittite qui nous ait
livré un texte dans lequel un tel usage politique du récit de réve a été répété reste toutefois
un fait & constater.

Conclusion

Le nombre de textes mentionnant les réves est supérieur pour le régne de Hattusili III,
comme plusieurs savants I’ont déja remarqué. Ce phénomeéne doit s’expliquer par
I’absence presque compléte de documentation d’archive —dans le sens défini par Iarticle
de Th. van den Hout — pour les autres périodes de I’histoire hittite. Ce phénoméne ne peut
par conséquent pas illustrer une éventuelle montée en importance du phénomeéne du réve
dans la vie politique hittite. Dans ce cas précis, tout comme dans de nombreux autres
contextes, I’argument a silentio est dangereux. En outre, bien que I’utilisation du récit de
réve en guise d’arme rhétorique ne connaisse pas de paralléle clair dans I’historiographie
hittite, des cas analogues peuvent étre observés dans d’autres sources proche-orientales
anciennes.

Il demeure délicat de chercher a savoir pour quelle raison Hattugili III a décidé de se
servir des réves de cette fagon. Etait-il influencé par un roi voisin? Tout comme les textes
historiques mésopotamiens (dés le troisiéme millénaire), les lettres de Mari témoignent de
I’'importance que pouvait revétir le réve dans la vie politique de la Syrie ancienne au début
du deuxiéme millénaire, et plus particuli¢rement au cours du régne du roi Zimri-Lim, et ce
bien qu’aucun texte annalistique en tant que tel nous ait livré un récit de songe.** Devons-

° Inscriptions n® 1 col. i 16-33 et n® 8 col. vi, vii 11 et suivantes: Langdon, Die neubabylonischen
Kénigsinschriften, VAB 4, Leipzig 1912: 218-221 et 278-281. Voir également Oppenheim, Dream-Book: 250 et P.-A.
Beaulieu, The Reign of Nabonidus King of Babylon 556-539 B. C., YNER 10, New Haven/Londres 1989: 107-108
pour I’inscription n° 1. Inscription H2 i 11-14: Gadd, AnSt 8: 56-57.

40 Durand, Archives épistolaires de Mari I/1, Archives Royales de Mari XXVI/1, Paris 1988: 455-482 et Durand,
Documents épistolaires du palais de Mari 111, Littératures Anciennes du Proche-Orient 18, Paris 2000: 74-91.
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nous ¢n déduire que I’importance politique du réve était un héritage mésopotamien dont
béndficierent les Hittites par ’intermédiaire de la Syrie? Je ne pense pas qu’une telle
reconstruction soit nécessaire. Tout d’abord, les annales de Mursili II font déja usage du
récit de réve, méme si le contexte est trop lacunaire pour que 1’on puisse en dire plus a ce
sujet. En second lieu, la présence répétée de récits de songes dans 1’ Apologie de Hattusili
Il pourrait &tre simplement die & un choix personnel. Cette remarque s’inspire d’une
réflexion qu’A. L. Oppenheim livrait dans son étude pionniére sur le réve au Proche-
Orient ancien: “With regard to the distribution of dream-reports within the same literary
type of text, it can be observed that the frequency seems to depend not only on stylistic
conventions but also on the individual preferences of authors and compilers.”41 R. Lebrun
¢erivait quant a lui: “L’on peut penser que la soudaine importance prise par les réves sous
Hattusili 1T [...] trouve son origine dans ’action de certains scribes au sein de la cour
impériale; le role politique joué par certains chefs des scribes est indéniable et la mention
de réves-messages a portée politique ne doit pas étre étrangére a la pensée de ceux-ci.”*?
Encore une fois, il parait nécessaire de distinguer la supériorité artificielle en nombre des
textes d’archive mentionnant les réves du caractére atypique de 1’Apologie de Hattusili.
Quant & savoir si I’originalité de cette derniére composition découle d’un choix royal,
scribal ou d’une toute autre raison, il n’y a, me semble-t-il, aucun moyen de trancher
définitivement la question.

Enfin, les textes cunéiformes issus d’horizons trés divers indiquent clairement que
tous les habitants de I’ancien Proche-Orient considéraient le réve comme un phénoméne
essentiel. Ce phénoméne se caractérise a4 la fois comme une expérience intime et
universelle car vécue individuellement par chaque étre humain. Il n’est donc pas
surprenant que certains souverains aient eu ’idée de faire usage du récit de réve dans leur
thétorique. Le récit de songe constitue, & tout bien considérer, une figure de rhétorique
commode car difficile & contester.

“ Oppenheim, The Interpretation of Dreams in the Ancient Near East. With a Translation of an Assyrian Dream-
Book, Transactions of the American Philosophical Society NS 46/3, 1956: 187.

42 | ebrun, Samuha: 53.

MATERIALS FOR A BIOGRAPHY:
THE CORRESPONDENCE OF PUDUHEPA
WITH EGYPT AND UGARIT

Johan de Roos"

This volume contains the proceedings of a symposium on the occasion of my sixty-fifth
birthday, held in Leiden on 12-13 December 2003. I am grateful to the organizers of this
symposium for giving me the opportunity to talk about two topics which will be of
interest to Hittitologists and to discuss these with my colleagues and friends.

The main part of this paper consists of some observations on the story of Puduhepa,
one of the most influential and powerful women in Hittite history, perhaps even in a wider
history, even though my studies are not yet complete and need to be further developed.

But before we consider the subject of Puduhepa I should like draw

your attention to the animal which is shown on the front cover of the

present volume. Although it may look like a simple representation of a
funny little dog, in fact it represents Te$Sub, under whose auspices the
symposium was held. It is a drawing of a bronze figurine of a bull, one of the
pieces of Hittite art from our Leiden collection, and I should like to tell you how
it came to be here.

The object was first published as long ago as 1933 by the owner, Prof. Franz
M.Th. de Liagre Bo6hl, who described it as a votive bronze bull found at
Bogazkdy. At the same time he also published a ceramic votive horse from the
same site. Of the bull he writes:

Der Kunstwert dieses kleinen Bronzestieres is noch griosser als der des Tonpferdes.
Die Proportionen sind tadellos; ohne Zweifel handelt es sich um Handarbeit (im
Gegensatz zu den zahlreichen Apis- oder Osiris-Stieren, die meist fabrikmdssig aus den
beiden Halfien derselben Gussform zusammengeschweisst sind). Die Masse betrdgen: vorn
5 cm und hinten 3,5 cm Hohe; 6 cm Linge; das Gewicht nicht weniger als 130 Gramm.
Eigentiimlich ist der nach oben geringelte Schweif; offenbar ist das Tier in Angriffsstellung
gedacht, ein Bild verhaltener Kraff. :

* Many thanks to Mervyn Richardson for correcting the English text.

"In Anon., Aus fiinf Jahrtausenden morgenldndischer Kultur. Festschrift Max Freiherrn von Oppenheim zum 70.
Geburtstage gewidmet von Freunden und Mitarbeitern (Berlin 1933), pp. 9-12. Abbreviations according to CHD.
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Both the horse and the bull originally belonged to the collection of Prof. E.F.
Peiser in Konigsberg i.Pr. Bohl acquired both animals in August 1923 from
Peiser’s widow. Frau Peiser, in her letter of 25 April 1925 answering a request
fr.om Bohl, assured him that both objects had been dug up by H. Winckler during
his penultimate campaign in 1911, and that the excavator had presented them as a

personal gift to Peiser. The authenticity and origin of the objects are therefore
certain,

Before he was appointed in Leiden, B6hl had been Professor in Groningen,
and during that time he had donated several pieces of his collection to Groningen
University. However, when he died that collection was inherited by NINO here in
Leiden, where Bohl had been one of the directors for many years. As a result
NINO now possesses over 2000 objects, including many tablets, several of which
are presently on display in the National Museum of Antiquities. About eight

years ago an archive of B6hl’s writings, including his letters, was deposited in the
Leiden University Library.

The figurine is without parallels, both in a material and in a textual sense. In
the inventory texts prepared by S. Kosak, bronze is very rare. There is no mention
f’f *GUs ZABAR 4 agrantes “a bronze bull standing on four legs” either in the
inventory texts or in the votive texts.

| That, then, explains the relevance of the frontispiece for this volume. I shall
now turn to a description of what can be discovered about Puduhepa.

We may get to know about somebody rather well from official texts, such as historical
texts, rituals and festivals, court proceedings, oracles, inventory texts, rock reliefs and
seals. In texts like these we often read about Queen Puduhepa. But for most of the time
we cannot be sure whether she is referred to there as the author or merely an actor in the
narrative. But when it comes to documents like letters, prayers, votive texts and dreams
we find they provide an inside view of the person we knew only formally from elsewhere.’

Besides the really personal touch and personal expressions, letters have the important
advantage that they are often more outspoken in tone than official texts. Furthermore, we
usually know the identity of the addressee, which can help in dating the texts. Other;vise
this would be a difficult task for Puduhepa, for she had a long life: she reached at least
seventy-five or eighty, possibly even ninety, years of age before she died. Unfortunately
for determining the age at which Puduhepa died, we are dependent on the date fixed fo;
the demise of Ugarit. The last of her recorded activities is a letter from her to Nigmaddu
I of Ugarit, which, according to Itamar Singer, must be dated before 121 52

2 . . .
Basing her age on the correspondence with Nigmaddu III of Ugarit, who, according to I. Singer, reigned from
1225/1220-1215 (see his 4 Political History of Ugarit (1999), 691). If so Pudubepa could not be older than 75 when she
wrote her letter. By contrast Wilfred van Soldt, in his Studies in the Akkadian of Ugarit, Dating and Grammar (1989)
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Nevertheless, we are fortunate in that we can be more certain of the date of her birth,
which was about 1290. This assumes that when she was taken by Hattudili III after the
battle of Kades, in 1275 or 1274, she was about fifteen years of age. Since she was a
daughter of the priest Pentip3arri, who had performed an offering to I8tar, the protecting
goddess of Hattuili, in Lawazantiya for and with Hattugili, the two of them could easily
have met at that ritual. Hattusili already had some sons and daughters from unknown
women in Hattu$a and Hakpi3, but he was undoubtedly struck by her beauty, and also her
position as a daughter of a priest of I3tar. So after a short while he took her back with him
to Hakpi§, and she became the Queen of Hakpis. According to Volkert Haas, the name
Puduhepa means something like “Effective is Hepa(t)” 3 and it is striking that the city or
region where she was born, Kummanni or Kizzuwatna, is often mentioned. In Fraktin, on
the right side of the well-known rock relief, we read an inscription of the queen herself:
“Puduhepa, daughter of the land Kizzuwatna, beloved of the gods™. The relief could have
been a result of the initiative of Puduhepa, perhaps after the death of Hattusili, because
there is no inscription of Hattuiili, and because Hattusili is shown wearing the horned cap
of the dead (but this last argument is not compelling). If this is so, then we should
consider that it was constructed some years after 1239, the year when Hattudili is
supposed to have died after an active and hectic life of 74 years. He left Puduhepa, then at
least 51 years old, a widow.

It is all very well to know about her birth and her death, but what happened between
those times? Instead of repeating the many historical facts well-known to specialists, 1
shall rather try to give a description of Puduhepa in action, and to search for a better
understanding of her character, even though it may not be possible to reach a point where
we can say, “That’s typical of Puduhepa!”

We have no specific information for Puduhepa as a young girl. Her mother is never
mentioned, but once in a dream, KUB 31.77 I 4 ff., she sees her deceased father alive
again.5 She sees him during the night of the ritual of weeping, a ritual which never recurs

takes into account a longer period of reign for the Ugaritic kings, with the result that Puduhepa would then be in her
eighties.

3V. Haas, OLZ 73 (1978), 352 note 1.

4 Among other examples we find “Queen of the land of Hatti, daughter of the city of Kummanni”, in KUB 15.16+;
and on her seal on the treaty with Ramesses II she calls herself “Queen of the land of Hatti; daughter of the land
Kizzuwatna”, Lawazantiya is never mentioned in this respect, although Puduhepa lived there with her family when her
father was priest of Istar of Lawazantiya. This is mentioned by Hattu3ili in his Autobiography. I prefer the title
Autobiography to Apology, since Houwink ten Cate, in his Dynastic Marriages, has given good reasons for dating the
text to 1245, only about six years before his death, which would be rather late for an Apology. Perhaps “In praise of
Istar” is an even better title. According to Puduhepa, in her famous prayer KUB 21.27, she was given to Hattuiili by the
sun-goddess of Arinna or Hepat. Hattusili gives the credit to I3tar of Lawazantiya for his marriage with Pudulepa, when
the goddess offered her to Hattusili in a dream.

51 prefer to translate “I saw in a dream how my father was alive again” rather than “somebody like my father”,
taking man as “how” or “in some way”; there is no mention of kuiski.
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clsewhere, so that we are left in the dark in deciding whether or not this was a special
ritual, performed perhaps in order to see deceased relatives again. It is not at all clear
what the meaning of her father’s actions in this dream signify: he draws water from an old
well, which dates from the time of Puduhepa’s grandfather, and which he had brought
back into use; her father then says something about a dead wolf, which he may have
killed himself: this wolf comes alive again in a mysterious way when it is taken out of the
well. Without knowing the significance within the dream of the once dead but now
revived wolf, it is not possible to say whether Puduhepa’s memories of her father are
good or bad.

When Puduhepa first reached Anatolia with her husband, Hattusili spent some time in
the pacification of Hakpi§ before they became a couple, as the King and Queen of Hakpis.
In her famous letter to an unknown king, Puduhepa tells us about her arrival at her house,
simply denoted as an E, not an E.GAL or an E.LUGAL, but we still do not know where
and when this happened. 6 Accordmg to Edel, in his edition of the correspondence
between Egypt and Hatti (1994) this letter was certainly addressed to Ramesses II. We
can assume that the children of Hattusili at that time were in Hattu3a, and that there we
see Puduhepa aged twenty busily involved not only with her own pregnancy but also with
pregnant step-daughters and boys who had become officers. We are given the impression
of a very healthy and strong young lady, who rightly stresses her capabilities for her
duties. Ramesses can be assured that a daughter of Hattusili and Puduhepa will be well-
educated.

58' ... nu am-me-el an-na-a-an
59' ti-is-§a-a-an LUMES "RVHA-AT-TI me-mi-i§-kdn-zi ...
63' .. nu A-NA SES-IA ku-in DUMU.MUNUS pi-if-hi nu-us-i-[kd]n $4
MUNUS.LUGAL an-na-an ti-is-§a-an
64' [DINGIR.MES Q4-TAM-MA] GAM ha-ma-an-kdn-du ...
58'-59' And the Hittites praise my experience of bringing up: ...
63'-64' “[The gods] will give to my daughter, whom I will give to my brother,
that experience of bringing up [as well].”

Puduhepa wrote this letter before the marriage was consummated in 1246. Then she was
44 years old, and had already given birth to six sons and daughters. As for her own
pregnancies there is the attestatlon in her prayer, KUB 21.27, where she clearly states (I
quote Singer’s translatlon) : “This matter, I, Puduhepa, your maid, made into a prayer to
the Sun-goddess of Arinna, my lady, lady of the Hatti-lands, queen of heaven and earth.
Have pity on me, O Sun-goddess of Arinna, my lady, and hear me. Even among humans

¢ KUB 21.381 59 ff.
TE. Edet, AHK I n° 105.
¥ 1. Singer, Hittite Prayers (2002), 103 § 6.
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one speaks the following saying: ‘To a woman of the birthstool the deity grants her wish.’
Since I, Puduhepa, am a woman of the birthstool and I have devoted myself to your son,
have pity on me.” Then she asks: “Grant life to [Hattusili}, your servant!”

Because she promises to conduct the service of the cult for the gods, and to observe
its regulations and rituals, and to celebrate the traditional annual and monthly festivals for
the gods, religious duties which had been previously neglected, we can date this text
towards the beginning of her life in Hattu$a, when Hattusili was active in reinstalling
Nerik. She was really concerned about the health of her husband, which was to be her
concern for 36 years, from 1275-1239. At this time she would have been between 22 and
24 years old. According to KUB 21.38 I 57 ff,, Puduhepa became queen by appointment
of the sun-goddess of Arinna, the storm-god, Hepat and Saugka. Because she was already
Queen of Hakpi$ and Nerik, according to KUB 21.11 rev. 5£° (whether or not PUYRY

Nerik is the subject of the sentence or not) % what is meant here is perhaps Queen of
Hatti.

The dream mentioned in Hattusili’s Autobiography (IV 9-15), in which I$tar supports
Puduhepa by saying that she will protect Hattusili and make him priest of the sun-goddess
of Arinna, can be dated to the same time. What this means is that he will conquer Urhi-
Te33ub and will be great King of Hatti. From her childhood onwards, Puduhepa had been
a servant of the sun-goddess of Arinna'': ammuk-ma-za fPudubepa annalli§ GEME-KA.

It is striking that KUB 21.27 is a prayer by Puduhepa alone, without her husband.
From the beginning she has been very independent and self-supporting and due to her
education at home as the daughter of a priest, she was used to offerings, prayers, rituals
and vows. It is therefore quite understandable that she, more than any other, always tried
to please the gods by performing the compulsory religious duties. And when distress is at
its greatest, the rituals in Kizzuwatna, her homeland, are at their most powerful.

The independent attitude of the queen is very clear in her international
correspondence with Egypt and Ugarit. The correspondence with Egypt often concerns
the subject of the despatch of a daughter for marriage. Marriages of course played a very
important role in international politics, but motherly feelings also always play an
important role as far as Puduhepa is concerned.

Twice we find a mention of children of Puduhepa alone: once in KBo 4.12 rev. 8f,,
NUMUN fPudubepal; and then in a Ramesses letter, KUB 3.63 Obv. 7 ff., the sons of
Puduhepa: “the sons of my sister” (“sons” is restored). Strong motherly feelings and the
strong ties within the family of Hattusili and Puduhepa are also evident when Puduhepa
expresses her wish to send two of her sons to Egypt to make an inspection, to get news for

° V. Haas, Nerik, p. 15.
1 Cf. H. Otten, Puduhepa (1975), 17 with note 38.
WKUB212717.
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her about the situation of her duughlcr.12 We have no proof from any text about whether
or not there really cver was a member of the Hittite royal family at the court of
Ramesses, ' but there is no reason why Ramesses should not have been glad to welcome
the brothers to Egypt.l4 Citations from earlier letters, often quoted verbatim, give us
useful information, even though we do not have the original letters. A response which

includes the original questions or remarks reminds us of common practices in today’s
email exchanges.

In the Hittite letter KUB 21.38 (which may be the draft of a letter) we hear the very
self-confident queen talking to the world-leader RI-A-MA-$E-SA about her daughter. He
had complained that her daughter had not yet been presented to him, and the queen replies
(quote largely from the translation of Edel): “[Die Tochter verzdgere ich absichtlich] (9")
und du wirst es nicht miBbilligen konnen. Du wirst es akzeptieren (miissen); denn [ich
vermochte] sie dir bis jetzt [auf keinen Fall zu geben], mein Bruder. (10" Wie du, mein
Bruder, das Schatzhaus des Landes Hattuga kennst, ke [nne] ich es nicht; [denn das
Schatzhaus ist ein gebr]anntes Haus (11') was aber librig bliebe, das gab UrhiteSup der

GroBenl 5Go’ftheit. Da UrhiteSup dort ist, (12') so frage ihn, ob es sich so verhiilt, (oder)
nicht!”

This is a fa,mous passage which shows that Puduhepa, if she is speaking truthfully,
never saw the ENKISIB in its full glory, but only as a devastated E. But Ramesses, it
shou,ld be rtoted, is supposed to know the E KURYRVHATTI. Is this the same location as
the ENA4KIIS6IB from which Puduhepa is supposed to have taken the valuable presents for
Ramesses? ~ Perhaps Urhi-Te$3ub had already burned down the treasury of Hattu$a when
he began his quarrelling with Hattuiili, when Hattugili and Puduhepa were living in
Hakpis. Surely, in keeping with her role as the queen, she should have been able to see
the Treasury! But who in the world would believe that Puduhepa dares to say: “Ask Urhi-
TesSub, because he is with you, if it is true or not!” i

After having said “You can’t compare our daughter with any other daughter from
Babylon, Zulabi or As3ur, because she is much better”, Puduhepa goes on to complain
indirectly about the greed of Ramesses: “(15') Besitzt denn mein Bruder gar nichts?!
Wenn der Sohn der Sonne oder der Sohn des Wettergottes nichts hat, oder das Meer
nichts hat, (16') hast auch du dann nichts? Willst denn du, mein Bruder, dich an mir etwas
bereichern? Das entspricht weder gutem Ruf noch vornehmer Haltung!”

2 AHK 1n°51.
13 Nevertheless Hattusili is portrayed in the Abu Simbel marriage scene (cf. M. Liverani Or. 59 (1990), 207 ff).

Whether the vow of Puduhepa for curing the feet of Hattugili (KUB 15.3) has any relation with a planned visit to Egypt
is at the moment uncertain,

S0 1. Singer in AnSt 34 (1984), 112; and later F. Starke in E. Edel AHK 11 329.
15 AHK 1n° 105 obv.

'S T. Bryce, The Kingdom of the Hittites (1998), 312.
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These are just a very few citations from that letter of Puduhepa from the many other
sentences showing how self-confidently she wrote. It seems amazing that Ramesses in his
reply (see KUB 21.36,l7 but only thirteen lines are preserved) is content just to praise her
ability in educating her daughters, and he promises not to place these daughters on the
same level as daughters from other countries, like A3Sur or Zulabi (note that Babylon is
left out from his text). There is nothing in what we have remaining of his answer referring
to the tone of what Puduhepa had to say. Perhaps he was used to it. We also have letters
written to Ramesses by Hattugili on the very same subject of daughters, but they are more
factual and respectful than those from their mother Puduhepa.

There is another instance of her motherly concern for her daughters to be seen in a
letter from Ramesses, KUB 26.8918. Contained within his answer to a letter from
Puduhepa are a few citations from the letter she had sent. It becomes clear that she had
been concerned to receive a report from some Babylonian envoys about a Babylonian
princess who was living in Egypt in a distressed condition; she had had no contact with
her Babylonian countrymen, and all she could know was Gefiihiskdlte (what a wonderful
German expression!). Ramesses naturally in his reply denied anything of the kind: “How
could you believe this and how could you trust these words?” He even states that the
Babylonian envoys had been able to speak with the princess and that they were eating and
drinking together.

The reply of Puduhepa on this subject is in KUB 21.38 rev. 7ff., where we find her
own comments interspersed with citations from the letter of Ramesses, who had himself
cited Puduhepa’s earlier remarks, in which she complained that the Babylonian envoys
had had to stay outside in the fields. She admits that all her information was based on
hearsay, from the official envoy from the Babylonian king: “But because I have only
heard the story, I shouldn’t have written this to my brother, who was offended by my
words. And since it did hurt the soul of my brother, I will never do it again.” She goes on
to repeat these ideas in slightly different words.

Puduhepa stressed that she herself had taken the initiative to have two of her sons
married to Babylonian princesses, and to have another son married to a princess from
Amurru. Nowhere is Hattu$ili mentioned. Her idea of choosing two foreign daughters-in-
law brought fame to the Hatti-lands: “Enough girls are in our country, but these foreigners
are important for the whole country. When envoys arrive in Hattu8a, then that is glory for
us.” The queen knows that a good relationship with Babylon could be important against
the growing power of Assyria.

It is clear that Ramesses was expectantly waiting for his Hittite spouse for, nine
months after her arrival, they celebrated the happy birth of their daughter, Neferu-Re.

17 AHK In° 106.
18 AHK 1 n° 104.
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Happiness spread all over Hattu3a, as had been the case during her pregnancy. But the
birth of a son would really have brought unity to the two countries. In KUB 23. 105
grandfather Hattugili wrote to Ramesses after the birth of the child in a slightly acidic
tone: “Couldn’t you have created a son? But I’'m very glad with the daughter.” At the
same time we should not forget that Ramesses already had many sons, some of them by
queen Nefertari, and she had given many presents to Puduhepa, though she died before
the Hittite princess arrived in Egypt. 2 We can easily imagine Pudubepa proudly walking
around her palace wearing one of her twelve linen garments, and round her neck the
heavy twelve-row necklace of finest gold weighing 88 shekels (801 grams).

Although Puduhepa had made a request for her daughter to be recognised as
Ramesses’ principal wife, she was apparently sent to live in the Pharaoh’s harem in
Gurob, in the south-east Fayyum (but in a new house built espec1a11y) ! She also had
another house in Pi-Ramesse. An interesting detail in the correspondence is the request
from Puduhepa that the Kaska people, who were part of the dowry, should never be sent
back. Puduhepa was clearly pleased with the result of the marriage, for we read that
Ramesses, in one of his insibya letters (between 1237 and 1223), is reacting to a request
from Puduhepa to arrange a second marnage % At that time Tudhaliya was king. Was it
as a favour for Tudhaliya’s position that Puduhepa did indeed again send a daughter? We
know that there was a second marriage only from stelae in Koptos and Abydos. In 1218,
Ramesses’ sixty-first regnal year, there was still at least one Hittite princess alive in
Egypt.

Enough has been said about Egypt, and it is now time to look at the second best
corpus of international correspondence from Puduhepa and her husband Hattusili, the
letters exchanged between them and Ugarit. The subjects of these letters are very different
from the despatch of daughters and the arrangement of marriages in the Egyptian
correspondence. As Singer has remarked: “The royal house of Ugarit did not marry into

Hittite rogalty until the very end of the thirteenth century and even then with very limited
success.

So far only a very few Hittite texts have been found in Ugarit, and Ugarit is seldom
mentioned in Hittite texts. It seems as if there was no real personal contact between the
royal families, but only the decrees, edicts and royal decisions which were drawn up
officially in Hattusa.

¥ AHK I'n° 110.

2 AHK I n° 12; H. Klengel, Hattuschili und Ramses (2002), 98.
2 Klengel, op. cit. 130.

2 Ibid. 140-141.

B Ugaritic Handbook, 650.
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As well as Singer’s work, I have consulted Van Soldt’s publications on Ugarit, and
what 1 say relies heavily on the results of their research. We have at our disposal
correspondence with Ugarit from Hattusili and Puduhepa, from Hattusili alone, and from
Puduhepa alone (as was also the case in the correspondence with Egypt). It is, therefore,
interesting to discover under what circumstances the king and queen together decided to
send a message, and when only one of them was involved with a letter or decree. A
reason for Puduhepa to take the decisions alone at Ugarit in RS 17.133, to be dated about
1236, could be that Hattusili had already died and Tudhaliya was perhaps still too
inexperienced. But she wrote her letter to Nigmaddu III, RS 17.435+, when she was in her
seventies or eighties, as mentioned previously, when Tudhaliya had already been king for
some twenty years; that is on the assumption that Tudhaliya came to power in around
1237 and Nigmaddu reigned until 1215, The content of this letter, originally written in
Akkadian and translated into Ugaritic, 2% concerns us now inasmuch as there should be
some good reason for Puduhepa to have sent it in her own name without involving King
Tudhaliya. Besides the usual complaints about missing presents, and an answer to
Nigmaddu regarding his complaint about the caravans and horses which passed through
his country on their way from Hatti to Egypt without paying the official taxes, 2 we also
read something about Nigmaddu’s visit to the Hittite court (see lines 5-13). During his
visit to Hatti, Nigmaddu had been pleased by the fact that the face of the Hittite sun shone
upon him*® , which he mentions in a letter to his mother Sarelli (RS 16.379), but there is
no mentlon of the harsh treatment of his messengers, who had been cast into prison in
Hatti territory, and there is never any suggestion of a reference to the Hittite queen. So
perhaps Puduhepa was right to complain that he had not paid a visit to her. But in that
case it is impossible that Nigmaddu should have arranged the marriage with the H1tt1te
princess Ekli-Nikkalu and that he should have presented gifts to Puduhepa personally

Then how are we to explain RS 11.872 as a succesful audience with the queen? 28
Was this queen the wife of Tudhaliya, leaving Puduhepa as the great queen? Could
Puduhepa have written this letter when her relations with Tudbaliya and/or his wife were
not at their best?”

Another letter sealed by Puduhepa alone is an official edict of the Hittite king (RS
17.133) sent to Ammistamru I, who reigned, according to Singer, until 1235. 3% Here we
may assume that Hattugili was incapacitated or already deceased, and that Tudhaliya was

24 Van Soldt, Studies, 8.

25 S0 Singer op. cit. 674 and 700.

% Ibid. 695.

2 Ibid. 700.

28 Ibid.

% Perhaps KUB 22.70 is another proof of difficulties at the court at this time.
30 See G. Beckman, Hittite Diplomatic Texts (1996), 164.
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still too young to take decisions in judicial matters. It is remarkable that the verdict was
decided against the Hittite citizen Sukku®'. However, there is a problem with the date of
1235. Tudhaliya, as king of Hatti, had sealed the marriage and divorce of Ammistamru
and the princess of Amurru.>” This contradicts the suggestion that the date of 1235 was
the end of the reign of Ammistamru and the beginning of the reign of Tudhaliya. This
means that we would do better to date the end of Ammistamru’s reign to about 1225,
which would then mean that Puduhepa was probably in her eighties when she wrote her
letter to Nigmaddu.

Rounding off the Ugaritic correspondence, it is appropriate to emphasize the unique
position that Puduhepa held in the state affairs of Hatti; perhaps it was unique in the
whole world! On the other hand we may be able to find an equal in Sarelli, who remained
the queen of Ugarit over a period when three kings reigned at her side: her husband, her
son and her grandson. It is because we have many more important texts concerning
Puduhepa than we do concerning Sarelli that today we have chosen to place Puduhepa as
number one.

In conclusion I should like to underline the fact that there are so many texts giving us
the opportunity to get a better insight into the activities, behaviour and character of
Puduhepa, that it would be impossible to include in the space of this presentation any
more than her correspondence with Egypt and Ugarit. Not only have I had to leave out her
correspondence with other countries, but also the records of her private dreams, such as
KUB 31.71, her vows (which were not always for her beloved husband), her prayers, the
court proceedings, oracles (which are of special interest if we date KUB 22.70 to her
period), festivals, inventories and many more. That Puduhepa is worthy of a full
biographical study should, from what has been stated here, be clear to see by all of us
Hittitologists.

3! Singer op. cit. 678.
32 Ugaritica 111, 17-19.

THE URHI-TESSUB AFFAIR
IN THE HITTITE-EGYPTIAN CORRESPONDENCE'

Itamar Singer

Diplomatic contacts between Hatti and Egypt are first attested from the second half of the
15" century B.C.! During his Syrian campaigns Thutmosis III received presents from
Babylon, Assur and ‘Great Hatti’ (Helck 1971: 166 f.). It has been suggested that it was
on this occasion that the Kurustama Treaty was concluded between the two lands, but a
far better option might be the Year 9 campaign of his son Amenophis IT (1417 B.C.),
when a Hittite ruler, probably Tudhaliya I, sent an expedition to the Pharaoh suing for
peace (Singer 2004).

After the triumphant reign of Tudhaliya I Hatti sank into serious military failure, and
the vigilant Egyptians set up diplomatic contacts with its major rival in Anatolia, Arzawa
(EA 31-32). The centre of power shifted back to Hatti only when Suppiluliuma I seized
power in the mid-14" century B.C. At first, relations between the Hittite and Egyptian
courts were cordial and they exchanged letters and presents.> However, a border dispute
in the region of Qadesh and the murder of the would-be Hittite groom of the Egyptian
widow disrupted the peaceful relations, and for almost a century Hatti and Egypt became
fierce enemies.’ The dispute reached its climax at the Battle of Qadesh (1275 B.C.), as a
result of which the Egyptians were forced to renounce their claims to Qadesh and
Amurru.* After extensive negotiations peace was re-established, the Silver Treaty (1258
B.C.) marking the beginning of an era of unprecedented cooperation between the two
empires. The extensive exchange of goods, technologies and ideas must have had a
lasting effect on both cultures, as well as on their allies in the Levant. The material and
intellectual aspects of this mutual impact have yet to be explored in depth.’

The most important source for the study of Hittite-Egyptian relations during the Pax
Hethitica era in the second half of the 13™ century B.C. is the correspondence between the

*
This research was supported by the Israel Science Foundation (grant no. 671-061).

! The Middle Kingdom and Hyksos statuary discovered in Anatolia (Bittel 1970: 115 ff.) should probably be
attributed to the ‘antiquities trade’ of the Hyksos rulers (see Singer 1999: 614 f., with refs.), rather than to diplomatic
contacts during the Hittite Old Kingdom. For a recent survey on Hittite-Egyptian relations, see Archi 1997.

2 To this exchange of presents could belong the Hittite silver pendant discovered at Tell el-Amarna (Bell 1986).

3 Suppiluliuma’s angry reply to the news of his son’s death is recorded in KUB 19.20+, for which, see van den
Hout 1994 and Archi 1997: 4 f.

4 For various aspects of the battle and its results, see the articles assembled in Guidotti & Pecchioli Daddi 2002.

5 For some references to the various aspects of the cooperation between the two states and for the scattered Hittite
finds discovered along the trade route connecting them, see Singer in Guidotti & Pecchioli Daddi and Singer, forthcoming.
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two royal courts. Until recently only the Hittite end of this correspondence was known,
but recently an Akkadian fragment was discovered by the German expedition excavating
at Qantir, ancient Piramesse, hopefully anticipating more to come (Pusch & Jakob 2003).
On the tiny fragment only the end of Ramses’s name (Ri-a-ma- F$e’-5a1) and his title
(ENKURKUR.MES ‘lord of the lands’)® are clearly preserved, along with a few
disconnected vocables.” The fragment complements previous finds from Piramesse that
exhibit Hittite influence, notably the limestone moulds for 8-shaped shields (Pusch 1996),
found in a large complex identified as the headquarters of the royal chariotry, which could
accommodate some 700 horse studs, many of them probably of Anatolian origin.

Other Hittite-related finds were discovered long ago at Gurob (Medinet el-Ghurab) at
the entrance to Fayyum (Kemp 1978; Thomas 1981). Sir Flinders Petrie excavated in the
late 19" century the Royal Harem structure, which would have housed, among many
other women, the Hittite princess who married Ramses in his 34t year, Maat-Hor-neferu-
re‘. Among the administrative papyri found at the site, one fragment (U, recto of b, line 2)
refers to a list of garments belonging to her (Gardiner 1948: xi, 23 f.; RITA II: 155 ff.).

A Hittite presence might also be detected in the unusual burial customs attested at the
site, according to an intriguing new theory put forward by J. Politi (2001). In his
description of the so-called ‘Burnt Groups’, which can now be confidently dated to the
Nineteenth Dynasty (Bell 1991: 255 f.; Politi 2001: 111), Petrie noted a remarkable
custom: A hole was dug in the floor of a room, and into it personal objects were lowered
and burnt, after which the floor was covered again. The items included various personal
valuables, such as necklaces, toilet vases, kohl tubes, a mirror, a stool and articles of
clothing. The bodies were buried separately in Egyptian fashion, and since many of them
were light-haired and their graves contained Aegean pottery, Petrie (1891: 16) suggested
that they might have belonged to Achaeans. Recently, however, Janet Politi (2001) has
put forward an attractive comparison between this burial custom and the case described in
§ 27 of the Hittite Laws: ‘If a man takes his wife and leads [her] away to his house, he
shall carry her dowry in (to his house). If the woman [dies] th[ere] (in his house), then he,
the man, shall burn her personal possessions, and the man shall take her dowry for
himself.’® In other words, the burnt deposits within the houses at Gurob might have
belonged to the Hittite princess and her large retinue in the Royal Harem.’

6 For the rare title ‘Lord of the lands’, see Pusch & Jakob 2003: 150. A similar title, ‘Lord of all the lands’,
appears in Ugarit’s correspondence with Egypt, both in Akkadian (Ugaritica 5, no. 36, line 3: [be-l]i gab-bi
KUR.KUR.MES) and in Ugaritic (Ras Ibn Hani 78/3+30: 5/ K hwt; Milano 1983).

7 Provided that the tentative restorations are valid, they might contain a highly significant reference to the
beginning of a new reign, presumably Tudhaliya IV’s (Pusch & Jakob 2003: 150).

8 The translation is based on Beckman 1986: 16 and Hoffner 1997: 36 f., with a slight variation based on dupl. C.

9 No information on the size of the royal retinue that accompanied the Hittite princess to Egypt is extant, but one

might recall that Giluhepa, the Mittannian princess who married Amenophis III, was accompanied by no fewer than 317
ladies (Urk. IV: 1738).
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Finally, a recent discovery at Saqqara raises further hopes for new data relevant to
Hittite-Egyptian contacts. At the cliff-side cemetery on the eastern edge of the site a
French expedition has discovered the tomb of Netjerwymes, the treasurer and great
intendant of Memphis during the reign of Ramses II (Zivie 2002). According to the
excavator'® this high functionary bore an additional name, Pa-rekh-an, which is probably
the same as cuneiform Parihnawa, the well-known Egyptian messenger, who, among his
several missions, brokered the peace treaty between Hatti and Egypt (Edel 1976: 79,
Singer 1999: 674). One can only hope that the ongoing excavation of his tomb will reveal
some intriguing secrets from his prolific diplomatic career.

Obviously, finds relevant to Hittite-Egyptian relations are not restricted to Hatti and
Egypt. Along the lengthy caravan routes connecting the two lands various finds have been
discovered and more will undoubtedly follow once the important caravan stations in Syria
are further excavated. Meanwhile, there are several textual references from Ugarit (Singer
1999: 673 ff.) and some scattered finds from Palestine (Singer, forthcoming): an exquisite
Hittite ivory from Megiddo, which may perhaps symbolically represent the two Great
Kings who signed the ‘Silver Treaty’, and several seals, one of which belonged to a
‘charioteer’, i.e., a professional diplomat.

Even though the number of Hittite-related finds from Egypt and Canaan is on the rise,
the main source of information remains the extensive Hittite-Egyptian correspondence
discovered at HattuSa. Elmar Edel’s monumental publication of around one hundred
letters is a gold mine of information on various aspects of international relations, rivalled
only by the Amarna correspondence of a century earlier.'' However, with all due
admiration for Edel’s unparalleled mastery and unfailing efforts, much caution is needed
when utilizing his very extensive and often quite daring restorations.' In this article I will
concentrate on a single dossier, the one related to the infamous Urhi-Te$3ub affair, a
major international episode in the history of the 13" century B.C.B

Dossier D relating to the Urhi-Te$Sub affair contains fifteen letters in Edel’s
treatment.'* On closer inspection, however, one finds that the name Urhi-Te3Sub is
preserved, at least partially, in six letters only. In all other texts his name has been
restored by Edel, with different degrees of probability, on contextual grounds. Some of
these are certainly justified, especially in the case of the “double-track” correspondence of

10 Alain Zivie, written communication.

t Edel 1994. Cf. the reviews of Haas und Wegner 1996; Beckman 1997; Izre’el 1997; Zaccagnini 2000. Cf. also
Archi 1996: 172-174. References in the following pertain to the text numbers in Edel 1994 (abbr. AHK), namely, to
(vol.) I (transliterations and translations) and to (vol.) II (commentaries).

12 £ Zaccagnini 2000: 439 £.

13 I wish to thank Dr. Yoram Cohen for his valuable comments on my interpretation of these letters. The Urhi-
Te¥%ub affair has been discussed repeatedly over the years. See, in particular, Houwink ten Cate 1974 and 1994, and,
most recently, Bryce 2003: 213-222. The deposed Hittite king should be distinguished from another Urhi-Te$3ub, a late
13" century B.C. Hittite official from Karkami¥ attested in the documents from Ugarit (Singer 1999: 645 £.).

4 Nos. 20-33 in Akkadian, plus the Hittite letter of Puduhepa, no. *105; cf. Klengel 1999: 221 f.
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Ramses, i.e. the (nearly) identical letters addressed separately to Hattusili and Puduhepa
which mutually complete each other (AHK II: 19-21). However, in cases in which the
restoration is not supported by parallel contexts, Edel’s suggestions are tentative at best,
sometimes even farfetched. This should be candidly admitted precisely because of Edel’s
undisputed mastery of the field, which has led to uncritical adoption of his translations in
general studies and anthologies, sometimes without even marking the restorations. The
aim of the following survey, then, is to re-examine the information on the Urhi-Te3Sub
affair extracted from the Hittite-Egyptian correspondence, attempting to separate the
established facts from dubious textual and historical reconstructions.

Perhaps the best point of departure is no. 28, Ramses’s well-known response to an
inquiry by Kupanta-Kurunta, king of Mira.' The text has been discussed often because of
its importance for the Urhi-Tes$ub affair and for inner-Anatolian conditions.'®
Comprehension of the letter, even apart from the many damaged passages, is hindered by
the ambiguous use of pronouns and its unusual syntax. Following the introductory
formula, the better preserved paragraphs concerning Urhi-TeSSub read:

§3 Now I, the Great King, King of Egypt, have heard all the matters
(obv. 7-13)  which [you wrote] to me about. Concerning the matter of Urhi-TesSub,
it is not so! I have not d[one(?)] that which you wrote to me about.
Now, [the case(?) is] different. [Behold,] the good relationship which
I, the Great King, King of Egypt, established with the Great King,
[King of Hatti], my brother, in good brotherhood and good peace, the
Sun-deity and [the Storm-god granted(?) it] forever. Furthermore,
behold, the matter of Urhi-Te$%ub which yo[u wrote] to me about, the
Great King, King of Hatti, acted according to [...].
§4 Still, he keeps writing to me about him as follows: “[Let] the Great
(obv. 14-17) King, King of Egypt, exhaust his troops and let him [...], and let him
give his gold and let him give his silver, and 1[et him give] his horses,
and make him give his copper and make him [...], and may he take
Ur[hi-Tessub (or: may Ur[hi-Tessub take) [...].
The second paragraph is quite ambiguous because of the cryptic usage of pronouns and
the disparate verbal constructions.!” That “he” who keeps writing to Egypt about Urhi-
Tes$ub must be Hattugili is generally agreed upon, but the identity of “his troops, etc.” is
disputed, and so is the exact meaning of the verbal form ana Sunuhi % Whereas

15 Ihe reading "Ku- Tpa-an’ -[1a-"KAL] has been collated and confirmed by H. Klengel; see AHK I, Tafel XIX;
vol. IL, 126 f.

16 To the bibliographical references provided by Edel (II, 125), add Wouters 1989 and Beckman 1996: 124 f. (no.
22D).

17 These were explained by Wouters (1989: 229) as a way to enliven the blandness of the enumeration, whereas
Edel (II, 128) simply calls it ‘schlechtes Akkadisch’. Perhaps one should rather follow the explanation first suggested
by J. Friedrich (1924) and elaborated by Z. Cochavi Rainey (1988: § 3.2.2.2; 1990: 63 ff.), according to which the
prospective causal sentences with nadanu are influenced by Egyptian syntactical constructions.

8 Derived from anghu I, S, in the sense ‘pour calmer’ (Cavaignac), ‘make weak’ (Wouters) ‘bemithen lassen’
(Edel), ‘exert themselves’ (Beckman). Y. Cohen has suggested a derivation from ndhu, § (AHw 717a), which would
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Cavaignac (1935: 26) thought that Ramses is requested to “make weak, wear out” the
troops of Urhi-Te$3ub and to confiscate his valuables, Edel understood that Ramses
should rather “exert” (“sich bemiihen lassen) his own troops in search of Urhi-Te§ub.
Either way, Urhi-Tes$%ub seems to have had at his disposal a contingent prepared to fight
on his side, or at least this is what Hattu3ili wanted his correspondent to believe. The
following lines (obv. 19 ff.) are almost entirely lost. Edel restored the passage as the
answer of Ramses in which he announced that he followed Hattugili’s instructions and
brought Urhi-Te$8ub to Egypt. This, however, is quite doubtful. According to other
letters, including the one sent by Hattusili to Kada$man-Enlil II (KBo 1.10+), Ramses
probably reneged on complying with Hattugili’s request, using as a pretext his ignorance
of Urhi-Te$$ub’s whereabouts (see below). The reverse is also in a bad state of
preservation, but it is clear that Ramses pledges his loyalty to the peace treaty signed with
Hattugili."

What was the purpose of Kupanta-Kurunta’s missive to Ramses inquiring about Urhi-
Te$3ub? In the past, common opinion used to be that the king of Mira, unlike his
neighbour in the Seha River Land, Masturi, remained loyal to Urhi-Te§Sub and applied on
his behalf to Ramses.2’ It now seems that Kupanta-Kurunta, the main western ally of
Hatti, pursued a more expedient policy “designed to get the pharaoh to state his position
on Urhi-Tes3ub without in any way compromising his own” (Bryce 2003: 92). Perhaps he
even acted on Hattusili’s behalf, skilfully putting to the test Ramses’s commitment to the
new regime in Hatti (Archi 1997: 11). Of course, the experienced Egyptian king did not
fall into the trap, and in his unequivocal answer, sent directly to Hattusa, he reassured his
troubled ally of his loyalty. Whatever its purpose, Kupanta-Kurunta’s correspondence, in
Akkadian, with the Great King of Egypt is highly significant as an attempt at reinstating
Western Anatolia on the international scene a century after Arzawa’s correspondence
with the Amarna court.

The issue of Urhi-Tes3ub’s whereabouts is expanded in a group of letters included by
Edel under the rubric “Urhitesub in Nordsyrien™ (nos. 24-31), the best preserved of which
are the duplicates nos. 24 and 25.2' This is the famous letter in which Ramses presents his
version of the events that took place before, during and after the battle of Qadesh.??
Thereafter he moves on to more recent issues, declaring his commitment to the peace

provide a similar sense, i.e. ‘to allow to rest’. The reading a-na Su-nu-ti suggested by Z. Cochavi Rainey 1988: *177 is
unlikely, since the value # for the sign 4i is not attested in this correspondence (ib.: 27).

19 The key phrase is rev. 6' f.: um-mla-a mi-nu-ti-ia a-na-ku "Ur-hi-*ISKUR / a-ka-a i-di-$u ... . Wouters (1989:
228; unaware of the join with KUB 3.23) places the phrase in the mouth of Urhi-Te$ub himself: ‘What is mine, I, Urhi-
Tes3ubl...". Edel (followed by Beckman) has Ramses as speaker and translates: ‘Was (soll) ich?? Wo sollte ich ihn (den
Urhite3ub) (als Konig) anerkennen?’ A sense “to acknowledge” (‘anerkennen’) for e/idi is not registered in the
dictionaries, and the parallel supplied by Edel (II, 129) appears in a fragmentary context. Perhaps what Ramses meant
was that he simply did not know Urhi-Te$%ub because he had never met him.

20 See, e.g., Archi 1971: 209; Heinhold-Krahmer 1977: 240 f.

21 CTH 156; no. 24 = KBo 1.15+19 (+) KBo 1 22; no. 25 = KUB 3.30 (+) 31.

22 88 A-H; previously discussed by Edel 1949; cf. Liverani 1990.
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treaty which had been deposited before the Sun-god of Ana/Heliopolis (rev. 3). He
protests against Hattusili’s anachronistic usage of hostile terminology in peace time (§ [ =
rev. 5-8). In the next paragraph (§ K = rev. 9-12) Edel restores a reference to Urhi-
Tessub, who Ramses allegedly failed to bring to Egypt. In fact, the paragraph deals with
the eternal peace between the two lands and the recurring verb legi could well refer to
something else. Indeed, the next paragraph (§ L = rev. 13-21) takes up a totally different
subject, the dispatch of a contingent of Nubians (LUMeluZzZzaMEs). Several persons are
mentioned in the passage, including a governor (§akin KUR) and a king of Halba
(Aleppo), both unnamed. Whatever the meaning of this intriguing section, it is impossible
to follow Edel’s theory (II 101, 118),%* according to which Ramses proposes to Hattusili
to appoint a certain Egyptian official named Ria as the governor of Halba and to install
Urhi-Te3%ub himself as the king of Halba.

Urhi-Tes8ub’s name first turns up in the next paragraphs, which can be partly restored
from the parallel text no. 29. In § M (rev. 22-28) is a tantalizing list of four lands
enumerated from north to south: Kizwatna, Halba, Subari, Kinza.?* In early studies, in
which the recurring word -]akkussu was restored as nakkussu, “escort(?)”, this list was
conceived as an itinerary for the voyage of the Hittite princess. On the basis of the
duplicate (KUB 3.31 rev. 2'), however, Edel (1949: 206) was able to rectify the reading to
i)l-qa-ak-ku-us-5u, “hitte ihn dir gebracht”,? ostensibly referring to the transfer of Urhi-
Tedub to Egypt. The lands enumerated by Ramses signify, according to Edel, the
potential hiding places of Urhi-Te$Sub, the kings of which allegedly failed or refused to
extradite the fugitive king (cf. also Archi 1997: 11). This would seem to support
Ramses’s claim that Urhi-Te$3ub was not to be found in Egyptian-held territory, and thus,
he could not comply with his correspondent’s persistent demand.

The mystery surrounding Urhi-Tes¥ub’s whereabouts and actions increases in the
next paragraph (§ O = rev. 35-41). Apparently, a group of people26 together with “that
man” (rev. 35) came to Ramses and expressed their concern for him. The unnamed
person, who was apparently married to a king’s daughter (rev. 36), would be, according to
Edel, Urhi-Te§§ub.27 But if this were the case, how could he have appeared before
Ramses, who repeatedly claimed that he had not been able to find the man? Could not the
man in question have been someone else, perhaps Nerik(a)ili, who was married to a
daughter of BenteSina and who indeed seems to have been in Egypt (no. 26 rev. 15 see

23 Also criticized by van den Hout 1998: 55, n.52.

2 The passage was first discussed by Goetze 1940: 34 f. It is interesting to note in passing that, whereas the
geographical sequence is basically correct, the geo-political concepts are quite outdated. A “king of Kizzuwatna” is no
longer extant in the mid-13% century, nor is a “king of Subari”, which, according to Goetze, must refer to Nuhassi.

25 Wouters 1989: 231 restores /i-i)-ga-alk-ku-us-5u, ‘he will capture him for you’.

2 Not necessarily ‘sons of Hatti’ as restored by Edel in rev. 35; ‘your [servants]” in rev. 39 is also questionable.

27 Edel (II, 120) assumes that Urhi-Te$ub was married to a daughter of Kada§man-Turgu, king of Babylon, an
assumption for which there is no supportive evidence.
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below)? Is it mere coincidence that in the following lines (rev. 39 f.) the “sons of
Amurru” (DUMU.MES KUR 4-mur-ri) are mentioned??®

Whatever the exact interpretation of this intriguing passage may turn out to be, it
seems safe to say that the Land of Amurru played a pivotal role in the Urhi-Te§Sub affair.
As I have suggested elsewhere (1999: 645), Amurru could well be the place “alongside
the seashore” (A.AB.BA fapusa;, Hatt. iv 36) to which Urhi-Te$Sub was supposedly
transferred after his failed conspiracy with Babylon.” Bentesina, Hattusili’s protégé, was
apparently trusted to keep a watchful eye on the notorious exile, but whether he
succeeded in doing so or not is far less evident. There seems to be no direct reference to
Urhi-Te$%ub in the poorly preserved correspondence with Amurru,*® but there are two
letters which may indirectly implicate Bente$ina in this affair.

The first is KUB 3.56 sent by His Majesty to Bentesina.’! The letter deals with
various matters, including a successful visit of Sausgamuwa to the Hittite court (perhaps
in search of a Hittite bride?). Rev. 9'-11' (Houwink ten Cate 1994: 246) contains a well-
preserved command of the Hittite king:

(9") $a tds-pu-ra ma-a "YKUR $a "UTU-ST E[N-ia]
(10" t-ul i-di 5um-ma i-na SA KUR Mi-is-ri-i
(11" [Sulm-ma i-na KUR-ti §a-ni-i ku-ul-li bi-la-as-5[u]
Concerning what you wrote to me as follows: ‘About the enemy of His

Majesty, [my lo]rd, I do not know whether he is in the land of Egypt or
whether he is in some other land,” capture him (and) bring him to me!

Like in Hattusili’s letter to Kadaiman-Enlil II (KBo 1.10+ obv. 66-70), the unnamed

enemy of His Majesty likely refers to Urhi-Te$Sub. BenteSina, like Ramses, claims
ignorance about Urhi-Te3Sub’s whereabouts.

The second letter is KBo 28.86, sent to His Majesty by one of his subjects (Singer
1988). On the reverse he informs his lord about the arrival of Hittite and Egyptian
messengers from Makkitta, most probably Megiddo in the Jezreel Valley. The author
must have been located somewhere between Megiddo and the Hittite capital, and the land
of Amurru, which became after the ratification of the Silver Treaty an important station
on the diplomatic route between Hatti and Egypt (Singer 1991: 169 f.), could well be the
origin of the letter. The obverse has a quotation from His Majesty’s letter with a broken
reference to ‘Urhi-Te38ub at M[y] Brother’s’, i.e. the king of Egypt.** The fragmentary

2 Alongside the “sons” of another land whose name begins with Qa-. Edel (I, 64 and fig. xxix) restored Qa- | a -
[#]- e (7)., which would provide the only second millennium attestation of Qwh (= Cilicia). Qatna, however, as
suggested by Wouters 1989: 232, seems more likely. Edel also restored a third land, Slu-[ba-ri-i, from which practically
nothing is preserved; note that in the duplicate KUB 3.30 (+) 3.31 rev. 8"-9" he only restores Qaue and Amurru (I, 69).

2! . . . . .
? Other proposed locations include AlaSia, Ugarit, Mira and, most recently, Tarhunta38a (Bryce 2003: 220 f).

30 Houwink ten Cate 1994: 244 ff. For the Amurru correspondence from Bogazkdy, see Hagenbuchner 1989: nos.
260-267 and Izre’el 1991, vol. I1: 100-108.

3 Hagenbuchner 1989: no. 267; Singer 1991: 165 £, n. 44; Houwink ten Cate 1994: 245 f.
32 Obw. 5" -d/f)im? ™Ur-hi-"IM a-sar SES-i[a
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context seems to imply that the person in question had not been brought to the sender,” a
claim curiously recalling Bente§ina’s defence quoted in the previous document. In short,
there is a good chance that KBo 28.86 should be classified among Bente$ina’s
correspondence with his in-laws, Hattugili and Puduhepa. If so, the suggestion that
Amurru played a significant role in the Urhi-Te$8ub affair would gain further support.

There remains, however, a tantalizing question. Why did Hattusili not mention in his
Autobiography the actual location of Urhi-Te§8ub’s second place of exile instead of using
the cryptic location ‘alongside the seashore’ (Hatt. iv 36)? The only answer I can think of
is that he himself was not quite sure where Urhi-Tes$%ub ended up after his failed scheme
with Babylon. Therefore, he kept writing incriminating letters to BenteSina and to
Ramses, both of whom repeatedly exculpated themselves. The general impression one
gets is that nobody was particularly enthusiastic to host this political “hot potato” in his
own territory. It seems that, despite what he says in his letter to the king of Babylon (KBo
1.10+ obv. 66-68), Hattu$ili himself was not really interested in the extradition of Urhi-
TeS$3ub to Hatti, but rather preferred to keep him as far away from his homeland as
possible, preferably under the vigilant eyes of Ramses (cf. also Archi 1997: 10; Klengel
2002: 106). Whether he managed to achieve this aim remains unknown. Puduhepa’s
ironical remark in her letter to Ramses — ‘Since [Urhi-]Te¥¥ub is there, ask him whether it
is so or not’ (KUB 21.38 obv. 11'f.) — is usually taken as a proof that Urhi-Te$$ub ended
up in Egypt. In fact, however, the remark only proves that this was the common opinion
in Hatti, nothing more. As far as can be gleaned from the preserved correspondence,
Ramses himself never acknowledged Urhi-Te33ub’s residence in Egypt, at least not in the
preserved parts of the correspondence. Stimulating and thought provoking as they are, the
Urhi-Te$%ub letters in the Hittite-Egyptian correspondence, in their present state of
preservation, do not yet remove the veil from Urhi-Te$8ub’s biography as a political exile.

Let us return to the remaining documents of “dossier D”. In some of them Urhi-
TeS3ub is actually mentioned, but the context is too fragmentary for any sensible
conclusions. In others, his name has been unnecessarily restored.

In no. 20, a letter sent by Hattusili, Edel (I, 50 f.) restores the end of the line with a
reference to Urhi-Te$8ub (obv. 9) as such: ... a-am-hlur LUGAL-ut-ta i-na as-ri-§u), “Ich
habe [die Konigswiirde an seiner Statt] empfan[gen].” This would provide a rare
confession of Hattugili’s usurpation, but in fact, all that remains are the first two signs (a-
am-x[) of the verb, with practically nothing of the third.** No. 21 is a small fragment
which may perhaps show Urhi-Te$3ub’s name in broken context (obv. 8). No. 22 obv. 31’
has the rare word L]°hu-ub-bu-5u rendered by Edel (I, 55; II, 82) as “stubborn/obstinate
man” (“starrsinniger /starrkdpfigen Mensch™), allegedly referring to Urhi-Te$Sub. A.
Goetze (1947: 245), who first published this text (NBC 3934), translated hubbusu as “a

33 Oby. (8') a-na mla-an-ni u-e-bi-lu-i-[lu ia-a-§i-ma (9') d-ul(?)] 4u-Se-bi-lu-su ... “...to wlhom did they bring
[hilm? To me [...] they did [not(?)] bring him.” The reading ia-a-§i-ma was confirmed on a photograph by Prof. H.
Otten (written communication, 3.2.1989).

34 See drawing in AHK I, Tafel I and photograph on Tafel XLVII.
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cripple”,® which may indeed be more in line with the rest of the letter dealing with
doctors and medicines. Equally unwarranted is the restoration of Urhi-Te$$ub’s name in
no. 23, 10, a Ramses letter dealing with the dispatch of the treaty tablets and their
deposition before the Sun-god of Ana/Heliopolis.

The parallel letters nos. 26 and 27 mention Kurunta and Nerikk(a)ili. The former
probably appears in connection with physicians sent to him, and this alone should render
the insertion of Urhi-Te¥%ub’s name (in no. 26, rev. 17’) very unlikely.>® The same applies
to Nerikkili, who Edel (I 121) places in the role of Urhi-Te$$ub’s captor. This well-
known son of Hattusili and son-in-law of BenteSina appears in another letter alongside
Tudhaliya (no. 80, 4' £). His mission to Egypt (like that of Hismi-Sarruma’s in no. 78)
could be connected to the shipment of grain at issue elsewhere. No. 26, rev. 6', mentions a
ship,”” and no. 27, obv. 6', has ‘breads for eating’ (a-ka-la NINDA.MES). The gold,
silver, copper and horses (no. 26 rev. 13'; no. 27 obv. 4’ f.) could reasonably refer to the
Hittite payment for the imported grain rather than expenditures spent on Urhi-Te3§ub’s
search and capture. Such an interpretation is at least no less likely than Edel’s audacious
scenario (II, 122-124), according to which Urhi-Te§Sub escaped from Egypt hidden in a
fisherman’s boat and was captured in Syria by Nerikkili, who mysteriously died
immediately thereafter, leaving his evasive prisoner free to roam around again!**

No. 30 is a Ramses letter dealing with [drugs for] the eyes (obv. 14') and the dispatch
of ‘horses from herds’ (obv. 20’ f.: ANSEKUR.RAMES $a Su-gus-ul-la-ti) and
NAMRA (rev. 1). Both items were exported from Hatti to Egypt, and reference has
already been made to the royal stables excavated at Piramesse. Again, I fail to see the
necessity of squeezing the Urhi-TesSub affair in the almost completely broken end of the
reverse (1. 18). Equally unwarranted is the restoration of Urhi-Te3$%ub in the tiny no. 31,

33 Cf. CAD H, 214 f.: “defective’ or ‘describing a characteristic bodily trait’; CDA, 118: ‘swollen up’.

36 The topic of the physicians sent to Kurunta recurs in some of the insibja letters, to be dated late in Hattugili’s or
even in Tudhaliya’s reign. See Edel 1976: 29 ff.; AHK II 257 ff. Cf. also van den Hout 1995: 99.
37 .

i-na SA SSMA LUba-a[- , restored by Edel as L"Jba-a[-i-ri, ‘fisherman’s boat’. ba‘eru is definitely a possibility,
and grain was occasionally transported in Egypt by fishermen (Castle 1992: 249). However, I would like to suggest an
alternative possibility: the Egyptian term bari-ships, which is listed together with gerer-ships and menesh-ships in
Papyrus Harris I, a passage reporting about the transportation of goods from Canaan to Egypt (ANET, 260; Wachsmann
1998: 10 f.). The Egyptian term might also be related to the Ugaritic ‘br-ships’, which could simply reflect the Semitic

term br, ‘grain, cereal’ (see Vita 1995: 165, ns. 1-6, with refs.).

The previous line (rev. 5') has the curious combination g-i-ri-i §um-$u [, “airiu is his/its name”. Edel assumed that
this must be an Egyptian gloss, but could not offer any Egyptian (or Akkadian) parallel (II 122). Neither does it have
any Anatolian parallel. Since the passage deals with shipping, I wonder whether this might be a rare reference to an
Aegean term; cf. e-re-e-u in the Linear B tablets from Pylos, which has tentatively been interpreted as an ‘official in
charge of rowers’ (Palaima 1991: 301 ff.).

38 Obviously, this imaginative scenario cannot be exploited for the reconstruction of Nerikk(a)ili’s prosopography,
let alone for a distinction between two Nerikk(a)ilis (Houwink ten Cate 1996: 46, n. 13, with further refs.).
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which has a rare reference to the Land of D ! :
hiding places, anuna (l. 7'), allegedly one of Urhi-Te3%ub’s

. dll;lllnally, nos. 3? and 33 are propably parallel letters sent by Ramses to Hattusili and to
u Vep?, respectively. In the main, Ramses praises the brotherhood between Hatti and
Egypt with the following exceptionally amicable declaration: ‘Are we not as f:rom one
father, and are we not as from one mother, and do we not live as in one land?’ (no, 32
obv..20'-2.2’). The reverse in both tablets may refer to some stumbling bloc-ks in,th
relationship between the two monarchs, but need these always refer to Urhi-Tessub ( Y
32, rev. 4)? And even if they do, I still fail to see any grounds for Edel’s idvea {1, 140 I;O‘
according to which Ramses insists that Urhi-Te$$ub be ‘re-transferred’ from ,H tti .
Egypt, promising that he would not let him escape again from his land. e

In. concluding these preliminary remarks on just one dossier of the vast Hittite-
Egyptlar{ correspondence, it is important to stress the indebtedness of the scholarl
.co.m.mumty to. Professor Elmar Edel for dedicating a lifetime to the arduous effort o}f,'
Joining, classifying and studying this unique corpus. I believe, however, that thi
formidable legacy obliges us to continue critical research into,the Hittit,e-Egyptialrsl

corte . . . .
spondence? with an unrelenting commitment to unbiased re-examination of each and
every hypothesis and historical conclusion.
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A NOTE ON SOME LOCAL CULTS
IN THE TIME OF TUDHALIYA 1V

Billie Jean Collins™

The reports ordered by King Tudhaliya IV on the restorattion of the'cultic installations in
towns and villages within his realm have been preserved in tl'-le arch.lves at H'att.uéa. Many
are inventories of the furniture in the local temple or shrine, 11.1c1ud1ng descriptions 'of thfi
god’s image, while others describe the restoration of the 'Spr.mg 'and Autumn FCSU‘V?IS.
Among the latter is KUB 12.2, a tablet that describes the dlst.nbutlon of sheep-and piglets,
together with beer and offering bread, to the huwasi-s (standing s'tones).f)f various tm:lvns.f
The top of the tablet is broken so the beginning of colums i and ii and the ends o
columns iii and iv are lost. However, in the preserved portions, the allotments for thrc?e
separate towns can partially be reconstructed. Those for t'he”tjlrst t9wn are recorded in
lines i 1—ii 4, for the second in ii 5-iii 25 and for the third in iil 26—1va5. Unfortunatel)'l,
the name of none of the towns is fully preserved. A tally of the huwasi-s listed and their
provisions marks the transition from one town to the next.

The names of nine storm gods are preserved, including those of the cities of AsSur,
Zippalanda, Nerik, Hayasa and Tarmaliya and the storm gods of Grow'th, of the Cloud, }(:f
Thunder and the pikaimi Storm God. Of these, most are provided w1t1'1 a she'ep, bu't the
Storm God of Tarmaliya and the Storm God of the Cloud are each'prov1ded w1t'h a piglet.
The Storm God of Thunder has a cult in two of the towns and receives a sheep in one and
a piglet in the other. Associated with two of the more important storm god'sf the Storm
God of A&ur and the Storm God of Nerik, are groups of nameless r‘r‘lale deltle':s' who are
provided with piglets3 even while their masters are given sheep. T1'1e Male Dc?ltle? of the
Cloud” are not associated with the Storm God of the Cloud (the.lr cult§ are in different
towns), but like him and like the other groups of male gods, receive a piglet, as does t{le
deified spring Kuwannaniya. The Sun Goddess of the Eartch, who seems to have tv.vo cu ts
in the second town, receives a sheep in one and a piglet in the other. The zawalli deities

* 1 am pleased to dedicate this article to Johan de Roos, whorr.l 1' met for the ﬁ.rst time in tthWintcr o: 29119011611:1
Changchun, P. R. China. 1 had followed him as Professor of Hittite at the lnétltut.c.for the .1stfory o) Ancien
Civilizations at Northeast Normal University and that Winter he returned for a brief visit to' see his ;:m::r S| richcé
with whom he had formed a great bond. Hittite studies owe Prof. de Roos a deep debt of gratitude, for he has en
our field as surely as he has the lives of his students and friends.

! Houwink ten Cate 1992: 103 with n. 42, 108; Hazenbos 2003: 167-72.

2 E dited by Carter 1962: 74-89. )
3 Restored in the case of the male deities of the Storm God of AS3ur; see ii 10'.
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receive both a piglet and a sheep for a single cult. Finally, Pentaruhs$i, who has a cult in
each of the three towns, receives sheep in the first two and a piglet in the third.

< {
huwasi | I*town | 2™ town | 3" town

“New Deity” S S
U of A8sur [S] S
male deities in cult of ‘U of A$gur
%pentaruhsi

%U of Thunder

Male Deities of the Cloud

U pihaimi

Milku

Yyarri

%U of Hayasa

Sun God of Heaven

Sun Goddess of the Earth

%0 of the Cloud

‘LAMMA

Yyaya

w2

niwniniwivwnwn wiow|w

w2
la~]

TL"I‘Kuwannaniya

HURSAG(ttaliya

zawalli deities

U of Nerik

male deities in cult of *U of Nerik
Putallimi

%U of Zippalanda S0t
U of Tarmaliya P
U of Growth | S

Table 1. List of huwasi-s and the animal(s) they receive in each of the
three towns preserved on KUB 12.2. S = sheep; P = piglet.

w2
wimin|~lwi"mwwivw W~

o

Within the large collection of cult inventories, piglets feature only rarely’ and their
presence in this text raises several questions. What guidelines dictated the choice of

4 .

. The offering of a sheep to the Storm God of Zippalanda depends on whether the sheep in iv 6 belongs to this
deity, who is listed in iii 26. The first paragraph of col. iv seems to describe offerings for the har¥iyalla-container rather
than f;)r the Storm God of Zippalanda; see the translation below.

. A piglet appears elsewhere only in KBo 13.249:14', a distribution list for the Spring Festival, where it is the
single piglet listed among numerous sheep (1l. 2, 3', 9/, 13/, 15', 17" etc.) and a goat (1. 21).

A NOTE ON SOME LOCAL CULTS IN THE TIME OF TUDHALIYA v L1

animal — sheep or piglet — to be allotted for each huwasi- and why are piglets included
among the offerings in the first place? Although prized for the products derived from
them, pigs were low-status, unclean animals whose presence in sacred spaces was
considered extremely defiling. They were manipulated in ritual to ensure the fertility of
the fields and of humans® and their parts were used to make oils,” medicine and other
products, but they are rarely included among the food offerings presented to the gods.®

When piglets are sacrificed, it is usually in the performance of a puriﬁcation,9 but if
the piglets in KUB 12.2 were intended for purifications, one would not expect to see them
dedicated to specific gods.10 In other words, when the deity is named, as in KUB 12.2, the
sacrifice should be a normal one. Other texts referring to the distribution of pigs are
helpful in this regard. A Middle Hittite text records the distribution of beer, an adult pig
and a puppy to the storehouse manager of I;Iattu§a.11 Since no specific deity is mentioned
in this case, it is likely that these animals are being distributed for some other use(s) than
as a food offering. Similarly, in a ration list for an Old Hittite festival, the wolf-men and
hapiya-men of certain towns distribute pigs’ heads and genitalia to various functionaries,
perhaps for fertility rites.'? The genitalia of pigs and bulls are turned over to the hamina-
men, pigs’ (?) genitalia are given to the Old Woman of the Palace and pigs’ heads are
given to the Cupbearers of the Deity. Ina New Hittite duplicate (B, see note 12), genitalia
are given individually to the cupbearer, cook and scepter bearer of the Gods. If a similar
use were intended for the piglets in KUB 12.2, then we should expect them to be given to
an official rather than a deity. Thus, it seems that the piglets in our inventory were
destined as offerings to the deities represented by their suwasi-s. The fact that the piglets
are included as alternatives to sheep, the favorite food of the gods, further indicates this.

6 Collins 2002: texts 7, 8, 9 and 15.

7 Hoffner 1995: 109.

8 Only Ashella’s Ritual, performed for the military, atests to an adult pig being offered in a normal sacrifice — that
is, one that occurs as part of the regular maintenance of the gods and in which the victim is intended as food for god and
man. Cf. the military ritual KUB 48.86 (CTH 422), with the colophon DUB.2. KAM S4 SAH QATI. These texts suggest
that pigs may have been appropriate offerings in the context of sacrifices performed on behalf of the military on active
duty, even if nowhere else.

Other possible examples include KBo 10.37 iv 3942 (piglet fat and other parts are offered); KBo 4.11 obv. 9-12
(pigs are sacrificed and offered); KUB 12.44 iii 18-19 (a sow’s genitals are thrown into a pit for Maliya); and see
additional references in note 17.

’ E.g., Tunnawi’s Ritual (KUB 12.58 i 36-38, iii 17-18) and the Ritual of the Ox (CTH 760.1.2-3, edited by
Beckman 1990: 34-55)

10 As noted by Clinton (“Pig Sacrifice Among the Greeks,” in press) regarding pig sacrifices in Greece.

1 kB0 21.82 v 14"
12 4 = KBo 20.16 i 514’ (+) KBo 20.3 ii 4~11' (OH); B = KBo 2.12 v 36, 16-28 (NH); Singer 1983: 23. Cf.
KBo 1031 iii 1720’ (CTH 627): 3 [SAJHHLA Q4-DU KUS-SU-NU LU %U da-a-i 3 [GUID 15 UDU.HLA Q4-DU
KUS.MES-SU-NU UGULA [FJVMESSIMUG.A da-a-i “Three pigs together with their hides the man (of) the Storm God
takes. Three cattle, fifteen sheep, together with their hides the overseer of the blacksmiths takes”; transliterated by
Singer 1984: 103.
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In ancient Greece, piglets were considered the least expensive form of offering, with
the result that they were offered to a variety of deities.”® Could cost be a factor in the
presentation of the piglets to the deities in the present text? The modest size of the rations
listed for the towns included on this tablet in comparison with some inventories suggests
that the towns were indeed of modest means. The average offering consists of one
container of beer, a handful of offering loaves and either a sheep or piglet. A number of
the priests named in the text served more than one deity, perhaps further indication of the
poverty of the cults. The fact that the inventory in question deals with the Spring Festival,
which Hazenbos has identified, together with the Autumn Festival, as being the minimum
required for a local cult calendar,'* also supports the relative poverty of the towns treated
on this tablet.

But not all of the gods in KUB 12.2 received piglets, a fact that the relative costs of
the two animals alone cannot explain satisfactorily. In Mesopotamia, the gods sometimes
exhibited individual tastes in what was offered to them and taboos against the eating of
certain foods on specific days within particular cults were frequent.'> Perhaps a look at the
nature of the deities who receive piglets will offer some insights into their culinary
preferences. As mentioned above, piglets are allotted to only three minor storm gods out
of the nine listed. In addition, they were provided to three separate groups of male deities,
the divine spring Kuwannaniya, Pentaruhsi, the zawalli deities, and the Sun Goddess of
the Earth. With the exception of the storm gods and possibly Pentaruhsi, these deities to
whom piglets were offered during the Spring Festival have something in common besides
the piglet as an offering — each has chthonic associations.'

In Hittite cosmology, bodies of water were natural channels to the Underworld and so
the spring Kuwannaniya was by nature chthonic. The Sun Goddess of the Earth was
demonstrably fond of piglets'’ and as Queen of the Underworld, she tended to receive her
offerings in and around pits dug in the ground. Accompanying her in the Underworld
were a number of gods who are sometimes referred to collectively as the “Male Deities.”'®
Although this designation can be used to refer to celestial deities as well, it is possible that
the groups of male deities attached to the cults of the storm gods of AsSur and Nerik and
the “Male Deities of the Cloud” are gods of the Underworld. Just as the Sun Goddess has

13 Clinton, “Pig Sacrifice Among the Greeks,” in press; van Straten 1995: 175-81.

" Hazenbos 2003: 216.

15 See Scurlock 2002: 389-95 on the culinary quirkiness of the gods in Mesopotamia.

16 Note that Milku (i 20), an underworld deity from Amurru whom Tudhaliya IV introduced to northern Anatolia
along with the Storm God of A$¥ur and other foreign deities (Archi 2002: 50), is not offered a piglet in this text,

17 See, e.g., KUB 42.23 iv 5758, KUB 17.28 i 16-19; KBo 11.14 iii 34-35. Piglets are also offered to the
goddesses Hannahanna (KBo 20.89 obv. 9-10"), Tetewatti (KUB 7.19 obv. 2'—8' w. dupl. KBo 23.97 i 5-11), the
Heptad (see note 27), and the Fate Deities (KBo 11.10 ii 15'-16'). The sometimes bizarre contexts of these offerings
will be discussed fully in my forthcoming article on pig sacrifice among the Hittites.

18 £ g, KUB 55.45 ii 3, 8; KBo 10.37 i 5.
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both a celestial and a chthonic aspect, perhaps the “male deities” served as the chthonic
counterpoint to the storm gods to whose cult they were attached.

Pentaruhsi, a Hurrian deity," is attested mostly in the inventories and little is known
about him/her, though Otten®® has suggested tentatively that Pentaruhsi is the name of the
Storm God of HayaSa based on KUB 38.10 iv 14—15 where s/he appears with Milku, Yarri
and Pihaimi, the same deities to appear with the Storm God of Haya$a in KUB 12.2.
However, Pentaruh3i and the Storm God of Hayasa both have individual cults in the first
town in KUB 12.2 and therefore are unlikely to be the same deity. In the end, too little is
known about this deity to determine whether s/he had any chthonic associations.

We can say somewhat more about the zawalli deities, in whom we seem to have
something akin to the Greek elasteros, the vengeful dead, who receive piglets, which are
sacrificed in such a way that the blood is made to flow into the earth.! Murder was the
most common reason for being pursued by an elasteros®’ and piglet sacrifice the most
common form of purification from murder. Zawalli deities were spirits or genii not only
of persons, but of places (e.g., cities) and institutions (e.g., temples), and as KUB 12.2
attests, they could be represented by a statue or huwasi®* Oracular inquiries were
undertaken to determine which zawalli might be angry, suggesting that they were
potentially dangerous entities if neglected, although there is no evidence either for or
against an association with bloodshed.”’

19 Laroche 1947: 57.
20 Otten 1971: 36 n. 54.

2 Clinton, “Pig Sacrifice Among the Greeks,” in press. On the zawalli deities as spirits of the deceased, see Archi
1979: 81-94.

22 o hnston 1999: 47.

23 Although there is no direct evidence of piglets being sacrificed to purify from murder among the Hittites, a
lamb is sacrificed in a ritual for the deities of the Underworld (CTH 446, §§28-31; edited by Otten 1961: 126-31)
apparently as expiation for murder. First, the exorcist fashions a figurine of the Deity of Blood. After some preparations
that include washing his hands, a lamb is sacrificed and its blood allowed to flow out into a clay basin that the exorcist
sets before the Deity of Blood while he recites this incantation: “O Anunnaki-deities, I have invoked you in this matter.
(So) decide the case of this house. What evil blood is present, you take it and give it to the Deity of Blood. Let him
carry it down to the Dark Underworld, and there let him nail it down.” The exorcist then opens up a pit (api-) with a
knife, pours libations into it, throws in a shekel of silver and covers it over.

24 On the use of statues to control the dead, see Johnston 1999: 59—60.

25 Van den Hout (1998: 82-83) argues that the zawalli may be divine spirits dwelling in or representing the living
as well as the dead. If this is the case, then perhaps the term zawalli had a semantic range similar to elasteros, which
could refer not only to the soul of a dead person or another supernatural agent sent by that soul (an avenger) but also to
the blood of that person upon the murderer’s hands (Johnston 1999: 142-43). The incident recorded in the oracular
inquiry, KUB 5.6 + KUB 18.54 iii 17-37 (see van den Hout 1998: 3-5), in which the Hittite vassal ruler Maghuiluwa
curses the statue of a zawalli of His Majesty’s House, as a result of which both the zawalli deity and the king were
bewitched, can be explained if we understand the zawalli as referring in this case not to a deceased individual but to the
(blood)guilt attached to the royal house. Similarly, the zawallis of towns and institutions could refer to the (blood)guilt
accruing to those places as the result of an offense committed by an individual.
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Piglets were certainly inexpensive (see §83 and §85 of the Hittite Laws) and this may
explain why three lesser storm gods in KUB 12.2 are provided with them instead of sheep.
It may also help to explain why certain deities receive a piglet in one town and a sheep in
another. Although the Sun Goddess of the Earth was sometimes offered piglets, her tastes
also included sheep and so the provision of each to her cults in KUB 12.2 should not be
surprising,”® but for most of the deities listed on the tablet, piglets would not have been an
appropriate offering.

So piglets were being offered to these mostly chthonic deities, but just how “normal”
were the offerings? In Mastigga’s ritual, for example, a piglet is waved over the
petitioners to absorb the evil curses, then killed and placed in a pit with bread and wine 2
This is a mixed sacrifice, serving both as an offering (although the Underworld deities are
not named) and as a purification. The deities of the Underworld do not seem to have
minded receiving polluted goods and in this regard, the distinction in the manner in which
the sheep and piglet are provided to the zawalli deities may be significant: “One person
goads(?) a sheep while another delivers a piglet” (iii 15-16). This is the only instance in
the text where the two animals are provided together to a single cult, and perhaps the
purpose of specifying the manner of delivery was to emphasize the need to keep the
animals separate so that the sheep would not be contaminated.

Thus, sacrifices involving piglets were normal only in the sense that they followed a
loose format considered appropriate for the realm of the Underworld. Hantita88u’s ritual, to
be performed for anyone enduring difficult times, provides a template for a piglet sacrifice:

When it becomes dark, the master of the incantation digs up the earth beneath(?) the
wooden doorbolt. He takes a piglet and slits its throat downward into the pit, letting its
blood flow downward.”®

Various offerings of grains and breads are placed into the pit and the primordial
deities are invited to eat the food and drink the blood of the piglet. The accompanying
incantation explains the purificatory purpose of the offering:

“(0) door bolt, as you customarily open up the bolt®”, go you and open up the dark
ea[rth]. § Bring up the primordial deities. There let [them] take [them (the offerings) for

2 See, e.g., KBo 10.45 i 34-41; KUB 55.45 + Bo 69/142 ii 7-8; KBo 1110 ii 17-19".

z 2 Madtigga ii 44-54; edited by Rost 1953: 356-57. Cf. Maddunani’s Ritual for the army, where a kid, piglet
and puppy are cut in half for the Heptad (KUB 7.54 ii 20-24 w. dupl. KUB 56.59 ii 16'-20; edited by Collin 1990: 214
with n. 16). Cutting certain animals in half was a common ritual technique for removing pollution (Collins op.cit.).

28 ma-a-an GEg-a[n-za kli-Sa-ri ud-da-na-a§ EN-a$ Gl[SMA]R-it G’Sba-at-tal-wa-as' GIS-r[u—i GA] MM2-an?] te-
kdn pdd-da-i nu 1 SAH.TUR da-a-i na-an-kdn ha-at-te-es-na GAM-an-ta ha-at-ta-ri e-e$-har-Se-et kat-ta-an-ta tar-
na-i, KBo 11.14 iii 6'-10'; edited by Unal 1996: 22, 30.

With column iii, the ritual location shifts from the rooftop where rituals are performed for the Sun God to the
interior of the house, where the rituals involving the pit are performed now for the Sun Goddess of the Earth (iii 30).
Hantita3¥u’s ritual thus illustrates the binary focus of Hittite magical practices, with attention paid to both the celestial
and chthonic spheres in order to cover all divine bases.

0
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themselves]. Let (them) go there and let them invoke the Sun Goddess of the Earth and
whatever [evil] I have committed, let the gods [respond] to me (about) it.”*

The piglet is then butchered and offered to the Sun Goddess of the Earth.* Many
elements distinguish this sacrifice from normal offerings — among them is the fact that no
humans join in the meal. It is no doubt in a similar manner that the piglets of inventory
KUB 12.2 were destined to be sacrificed to the gods.

KUB 12.2
[beginning of column i is broken]
First Town:

(il-7) [The divinity] is a seated statue of [...] / [...] standing. Tattiya [is the priest ...].
When summer arrives, the hazharaya-women and the wallhiyala-men] carry [the
god, the offering loave(s) (and) the harsi-container] up [to the temple.] The men of
the ABUBITI palace of the right arrange one huppar-container of beer on the offering
table ...] and the hazharaya-women [carry] it down.

(i8-9) The “New Deity” is a huwasi. Armapiya is the [priest ...]. One sheep, six offering
loaves, one container of beer. For the [Spring Festival].

(i10-11)  The Storm God of A83ur is a huwasi. Maraanda is the [priest. One sheep, one piglet]
for the male deities, six offering loaves and one container of beer. [For the Spring
Festival].

(i12-13)  Pentaruhsi is a huwasi. Mara3a[nda is the priest.] Baza is the “Mother of the Deity”
priestess for him/her. One sheep, three offering loaves, [one container of beer. For
the Spring Festival].

(114-15)  The Storm God of Thunder is a Auwasi. Duddulli is the [priest. One sheep,] six
offering loaves, one container of beer. For the Spring Festival.

(i16-17) The Male Deities of the Cloud are a huwasi. Dudduwalli is the [priest]. One piglet,
three offering loaves, one container of beer. For the Spring Festival.

(i 18-19)  The Storm God pihaimi is a huwasi. Hullu is the priest. One sheep, three offering
loaves, one container of beer. For the Spring Festival.

(i20-21) Milku is a huwas$i. Muttanani is the priest. One sheep, three offering loaves, one
container of beer. For the Spring Festival.

(122-23) Yarri is a huwa$i. Harwaluti is the priest. One sheep, six offering loaves, one
container of beer. For the Spring Festival.

2 Glséia-at—tal—wa-ai zi-ik "Y' [zq-a)k-ki-<in->na-pa [GIM-an] EGIR-pa ha-as-ki-$i «x» da-an-ku-i[n)-na-pa
ta-gla-an-zi-pa-an] i-it zi-ik EGIR-pa ha-a-a¥ § nu ka-ru-i-li-uf DINGIR. MES-u$ d-wa-te nla-at-za) a-pi-ya da-an-zi
nu-za pa-a-an-du a-pi-[ya) tdk-na-as “UTU-un mu-ki-i$-kdn-du nu H[UL-/u] ku-it DU-nu-un na-an-mu DINGIR.MES
EGIR[-pa me-mi-i§-kdn-du), KBo 11.14 iii 25-31"; edited by Unal 1996: 23-24, 30); ¢f. Hoffner 1967: 390-91. The

emendations of line 25 follow Boysan-Dietrich 1987: 136.

30 ... -
iii 32-37; of. Unal 1996: 30-31 whose reconstruction of the text has the piglet’s carcass placed first in the pit

and then removed again for the offering to the Sun Goddess. Note that his restoration of S[AJH by collation in iii 15
nevertheless requires emendation to SAH<.TUR> since it is surely the same animal that is being offered. See note 17
for other examples of piglets offered to the Sun Goddess of the Earth.
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Piglets were certainly inexpensive (see §83 and §85 of the Hittite Laws) and this may
explain why three lesser storm gods in KUB 12.2 are provided with them instead of sheep.
It may also help to explain why certain deities receive a piglet in one town and a sheep in
another. Although the Sun Goddess of the Earth was sometimes offered piglets, her tastes
also included sheep and so the provision of each to her cults in KUB 12.2 should not be
surprising,?® but for most of the deities listed on the tablet, piglets would not have been an
appropriate offering.

So piglets were being offered to these mostly chthonic deities, but just how “normal”
were the offerings? In Mastigga’s ritual, for example, a piglet is waved over the
petitioners to absorb the evil curses, then killed and placed in a pit with bread and wine.”’
This is a mixed sacrifice, serving both as an offering (although the Underworld deities are
not named) and as a purification. The deities of the Underworld do not seem to have
minded receiving polluted goods and in this regard, the distinction in the manner in which
the sheep and piglet are provided to the zawalli deities may be significant: “One person
goads(?) a sheep while another delivers a piglet” (iii 15—-16). This is the only instance in
the text where the two animals are provided together to a single cult, and perhaps the
purpose of specifying the manner of delivery was to emphasize the need to keep the
animals separate so that the sheep would not be contaminated.

Thus, sacrifices involving piglets were normal only in the sense that they followed a
loose format considered appropriate for the realm of the Underworld. Hantita$$u’s ritual, to
be performed for anyone enduring difficult times, provides a template for a piglet sacrifice:

When it becomes dark, the master of the incantation digs up the earth beneath(?) the
wooden doorbolt. He takes a piglet and slits its throat downward into the pit, letting its
blood flow downward.?

Various offerings of grains and breads are placed into the pit and the primordial
deities are invited to eat the food and drink the blood of the piglet. The accompanying
incantation explains the purificatory purpose of the offering:

“(0) door bolt, as you customarily open up the bolt®, go you and open up the dark
ea[rth]. § Bring up the primordial deities. There let [them] take [them (the offerings) for

26 See, ¢.g., KBo 10.45 i 34-41; KUB 55.45 + Bo 69/142 ii 7-8; KBo 1110 ii 17-19".

) Madtigga ii 44~54; edited by Rost 1953: 356—57. Cf. Maddunani’s Ritual for the army, where a kid, piglet
and puppy are cut in half for the Heptad (KUB 7.54 ii 20-24 w. dupl. KUB 56.59 ii 16'-20"; edited by Collin 1990: 214
with n. 16). Cutting certain animals in half was a common ritual technique for removing pollution (Collins op.cit.).

28 ma-a-an GEg-a[n-za k)i-§a-ri ud-da-na-a$ EN-a§ Gl[SMA]R-it Glsba-at-tal-wa-ax' GIS-r[u-i GA] MM?2-an?7 te-
kdn pad-da-i nu | SAH.TUR da-a-i na-an-kdn ha-at-te-es-na GAM-an-ta ha-at-ta-ri e-es-har-Se-et kat-ta-an-ta tar-
na-i, KBo 11.14 iii 6'-10; edited by Unal 1996: 22, 30.

With column iii, the ritual location shifts from the rooftop where rituals are performed for the Sun God to the
interior of the house, where the rituals involving the pit are performed now for the Sun Goddess of the Earth (iii 30).
Hantita3¥u’s ritual thus illustrates the binary focus of Hittite magical practices, with attention paid to both the celestial
and chthonic spheres in order to cover all divine bases.
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themselves]. Let (them) go there and let them invoke the Sun Goddess of the Earth and
whatever [evil] I have committed, let the gods [respond] to me (about) it.”**

The piglet is then butchered and offered to the Sun Goddess of the Earth.** Many
elements distinguish this sacrifice from normal offerings — among them is the fact that no
humans join in the meal. It is no doubt in a similar manner that the piglets of inventory
KUB 12.2 were destined to be sacrificed to the gods.

KUB12.2
[beginning of column i is broken]
First Town:

(i1-7) [The divinity] is a seated statue of [...] / [...] standing. Tattiya [is the priest ...].
When summer arrives, the hazharaya-women and the wallhiyala-men] carry [the
god, the offering loave(s) (and) the harsi-container] up [to the temple.] The men of
the ABUBITI palace of the right arrange one suppar-container of beer on the offering
table ...] and the hazharaya-women [carry] it down.

(18-9) The “New Deity” is a huwasi. Armapiya is the [priest ...]. One sheep, six offering
loaves, one container of beer. For the [Spring Festival].

(110-11)  The Storm God of ASSur is a huwasi. MaraSanda is the [priest. One sheep, one piglet]
for the male deities, six offering loaves and one container of beer. [For the Spring
Festival].

(i12-13) Pentaruh$i is a puwasi. Mara$a[nda is the priest.] Baza is the “Mother of the Deity”
priestess for him/her. One sheep, three offering loaves, [one container of beer. For
the Spring Festival].

(i14-15) The Storm God of Thunder is a huwasi. Duddulli is the [priest. One sheep,] six
offering loaves, one container of beer. For the Spring Festival.

(i16-17) The Male Deities of the Cloud are a puwasi. Dudduwalli is the [priest]. One piglet,
three offering loaves, one container of beer. For the Spring Festival.

(i18-19) The Storm God pihaimi is a huwasi. Hullu is the priest. One sheep, three offering
loaves, one container of beer. For the Spring Festival.

(120-21) Milku is a huwasi. Muttanani is the priest. One sheep, three offering loaves, one
container of beer. For the Spring Festival.

(122-23) Yarri is a huwa$i. Harwaluti is the priest. One sheep, six offering loaves, one
container of beer. For the Spring Festival.

2 Glsba-at-tal—wa-ai zi-ik URUDw[za-a]k—k1'-<in->na-pa [GIM-an] EGIR-pa ha-a$-ki-§i «x» da-an-ku-i[n)-na-pa
ta-gla-an-zi-pa-an) i-it zi-ik EGIR-pa ha-a-a$ § nu ka-ru-ii-li-uf DINGIR MES-u§ ii-wa-te n[a-at-za) a-pi-ya da-an-zi
nu-za pa-a-an-du a-pi-[ya) tdk-na-a$ YUTU-un mu-ki-is~kdn-du nu H{UL-tu] ku-it DU-nu-un na-an-mu DINGIR. MES
EGIR[-pa me-mi-i§-kdn-du], KBo 11.14 iii 25'-31"; edited by Unal 1996: 23-24, 30); cf. Hoffner 1967: 390-91. The
emendations of line 25 follow Boysan-Dietrich 1987: 136.

30 iii 32-37; cf. Unal 1996: 30-31 whose reconstruction of the text has the piglet’s carcass placed first in the pit
and then removed again for the offering to the Sun Goddess. Note that his restoration of $[A]JH by collation in iii 15
nevertheless requires emendation to SAH<.TUR> since it is surely the same animal that is being offered. See note 17
for other examples of piglets offered to the Sun Goddess of the Earth.
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(i 24-25)
(i26-27)
(i 1)

(i 2-3)
(i 4)

(i 5-7)

(ii 8-10)

(i 11-12)
(ii 13-14)
(ii 15-16)
(iii 1-2)
(ifi 3-4)
(iii 5-6)
(iii 7-8)
(iii 9-10)
(iii 11-12)
(iii 13-14)

(iii 15-17)

(iii 18-19)

(iii 20-21)

(iii 22-23)

B.J. COLLINS

The Storm God of Haya$a is a huwasi. Wanni is the priest. One sheep, [N] offering
loaves, one container of beer. For the Spring Festival.

[DN] is a Auwasi. Pihawiya is the “Mother of the Deity” priestess. One sheep, [N
offering loaves,] one container of beer. For the Spring Festival.

[ ... fo]r the Spring Festival

[...] container of beer [...]. For the Spring Festival

[The gods that are huwasi-s of the town of ...-]enta are complete.

Second Town:

[The Storm God of ... is a statue of an o]x, wooden, standing on all fours. A
harsiyalli-container [... of N PARISU of] flour, 1 container of KA.GAG beer for the
Autumn Festival of pouring. [N PARISU] of flour, three containers of KA.GAG beer.
For the Spring Festival.

The Storm God of [AS3ur] is a huwasi. One sheep, five containers of beer. But they
continuously bring offering loaves from the town for the Autumn Festival. The
Spring Festival is handled in this manner (also).

The Sun God of Heaven is a huwasi. One sheep, two containers of beer. But the
offering loaves they continuously bring from the town. For the Spring Festival.

The Sun Goddess of the Earth is a huwasi. One sheep, one offering loaf of one
SUTU, 1 container of [beer]. For the Spring Festival.

Pentaruhsi is a huwasi. One sheep, 6 offering loaves, 2 containers [of beer]. For the
Spring Festival.

The Storm God pihaimi is a huwasi. One sheep, six [offering loaves] two containers
of beer. For the Spring Festival.

The Storm God of the Cloud is a huwasi. One piglet, but they continuously provide
the offering loaves from the town. One container of beer. For the Spring Festival.

The Protective Deity is a huwasi. One sheep, one container of beer, but they
continuously provide the offering loaves from the town. For the Spring Festival.

Iyaya is a huwasi. One sheep, two PARISU of flour, one container of KA.GAG beer.
For the Spring Festival.

The Spring, Kuwannaniya. One piglet, three offering loaves, one hanesSa-container
of beer. For the Spring Festival.

Mt. Uttaliya is a huwasi. One sheep, three containers of beer, but they continuously
provide the offering loaves from the town. For the Spring Festival.

The Sun Goddess of the Earth is a huwasi. One piglet, three offering loaves, one
container of beer. For the Spring Festival.

The zawalli deities. One person goads(?) a sheep while another delivers/presents a
piglet. For the Spring Festival. But they continuously provide the offering loaves
together with beer from the town.

The Stormgod of Nerik. One sheep, one piglet for the male deities, one container of
beer. But they continuously provide the offering loaves from the town. For the
Spring Festival.

The “New Deity” is a huwa§i. One sheep, one container of beer. But they
continuously provide the offering loaves from the town. For the Spring Festival.

Putallimi is a huwasi. One sheep, six offering loaves, one container of beer. For the
Spring Festival.

(iii 24-25)

(iii 26-29)

(iv 1-7)

(iv 8-9)

(iv10-11)

(iv 12-13)

(iv 14-15)

(iv16-17)

(iv 18-19)

(iv 20-21)

(iv 22-23)

(iv 24-25)
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Total: Seventeen’ deities that are huwasi-s of the town of Hagu[-...].”> Twelve sheep
and five(!) piglets.

Third Town:®

[The Storm God of] Zippalanda [...] is the priest [...] His Majesty [has instituted
these things ...]

[break of several lines]

One hariyalli-container of [N] PARISU of emmer. Pallanna is the priest. Three
offering loaves, one container of beer for the Autumn Festival of pouring. When it
thunders and they open the harsiyalli-container then they celebrate the ippiya festival
for it. One container of KA.GAG beer, three containers of (regular) beer. But the
offering loaves of the harsiyalli-container (are for) when they relinquish the sickle
and they take the staff down. One sheep, one container of beer. But they provide the
offering loaves from the town. One cauldron of gangati stew. For the Spring Festival.
The Storm God of Nerik is a huwasi. Tarhuntapiya is the priest. One sheep, one
container of beer. But the men of the town continuously provide the offering loaves.
For the Spring Festival.

The Storm God of Tarmaliya is a huwasi. Hutrala is <the priest>. One piglet, one
container of beer. But they provide the offering loaves from the town. For the Spring
Festival.

Pentaruh3i is a huwasi. Hutrala is the priest. One piglet, one container of beer. But
they continuously provide the offering loaves from the town. For the Spring Festival.
The Storm God of Growth is a huwasi. Tarhuntapiya is the priest. One sheep, three
containers of beer. But they continuously provide the offering loaves from the town.
For the Spring Festival.

The Storm God of Thunder is a huwasi. One piglet, three offering loaves, one
container of beer. For the Spring Festival.

The Storm God of A33ur is a huwasi. Tarhuntapiya is the priest. One sheep, one
container of beer. But they continuously provide the offering loaves from the town.
For the Spring Festival.

The “New Deity” is a huwasi. Dudduwalli is the priest. [One sheep], one container of
beer. But they continuously provide the offering loaves from the town. For the
Spring Festival.

[DN] is a huwasi. Pallatati is the Priest. [One sheep, one container] of beer. But they
continuously provide the offering loaves from the town. For the [Spring Festival].

[DN]is a fhuwasi [
[remainder of column broken]

3 The number 17 here is correct (questioned by Carter 1962: 89 and Archi 1979: 90). Note that the first deity is
not a huwasi and therefore not to be included in the total. Seventeen animals total are allotted, two animals for the two?
zawalli deities and two animals for the Storm God of Nerik and his male deities. The number that is incorrect is the tally
of 4 piglets, since 5 are in fact offered.

32 S0 RGTC VI, 96-97; van Gessel 1998: 352. Archi 1979: 90 reads Hakur[a].

3 It is not clear whether the list for the third town begins here or at the beginning of col. iv, although it seems
unlikely that there is sufficient room at the end of col. iii to list the inventory for an additional town.
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TUDHALIYA THE HUNTER
J. David Hawkins
I. INTRODUCTION

The hunts of the bull and the stag are perhaps the most striking images of Neolithic Catal
Hoyiik, and the persistence of this theme through succeeding periods down to II™
millennium B.C. Anatolia is apparent. There it reappears in the two most prominent
Hittite cults, those of the Storm-God and the Stag-God. That the Storm-God actually is
his sacred animal the bull is shown by portrayals of a bull on an altar receiving reverence
from the King and Queen on the Alaca reliefs, and even more revealing, receiving the
sacrifice of a bull on the Inandik vase (Ozgiic, 1988, pl. 46.1, fig. 64.18-20). The new
relief vases from Hiiseyindede with the scene of bull-leaping (Sipahi, 2000; 2001) and the
frieze of bulls doubtless belong to the same context.

The cult of the Stag-God and the associated hunt of the stag are also shown on the
monuments, notably the Alaca hunting reliefs and the silver stag-rhyton of the Schimmel
Collection. It is the purpose of this paper to draw together the different strands relating to
the cult of the stag, the iconography, the cuneiform texts and the hieroglyphic
monuments, and to elucidate thereby various aspects of the last group. The evidence will
be seen to concentrate in the reign of Tudhaliya IV, and it is thus entirely appropriate to
dedicate to Johan de Roos this paper originally read at the Symposium “The Life and
Times of Hattusili III and Tudhaliya IV” held in his honour.

The importance of the Hunt in the monarchies of the Ancient Near East is recognized
by the entry “Jagd” in the Reallexikon der Assyriologie (Heimpel and Triimpelmann,
1977) though as it happens, the Hittite evidence was not included. This deficiency has
been made good by articles by E. von der Osten-Sacken (1988), and Giiterbock (1989). In
her article von der Osten-Sacken observes: “Bemerkenswert ist allerdings dass die Jagd
nicht zur offiziellen Selbstdarstellung der hethitischen Koénige gehorte” (p. 71). The
present paper provides the evidence that at least for Tudhaliya IV the opposite is true. In it
I draw on a number of recent treatments of aspects of the subject by many Hittitologists,
and it was gratifying to see so many of these scholars present at the Symposium: Archi
(1975), Collins (2002), van den Hout (1995a, b), Houwink ten Cate (1961), van Loon
(1985), Miiller-Karpe (2003), Singer (1996); and among the absent I noted particularly
Carruba (1968), Forlanini (1987), Lombardi (1998), McMahon (1991), and Poetto (1993).
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II. ICONOGRAPHY

This does not require extended discussion, but I note relevant items for subsequent
reference and to draw attention to some more recent finds. Cf. Crepon, 1981.

1. The deer-hunt reliefs from Alaca hoyiik are well enough known and commented.
For photographs see e.g. Bittel, 1976a, Abb. 224-225.

2. The Schimmel stag-thyton clearly belongs to the cult and probably to its
reorganization by Tudhaliya IV, as may also the silver fist-rhyton which bears a
“Tudhaliya Great King” inscription (Giiterbock and Kendall, 1995 — but note Giiterbock’s
dating to Tudhaliya III). The relief cult scene from the rhyton’s neck shows offerings to
the Stag-God and his consort Ala (readings argued below, II1.2), with the hunting spears,
hunting bag, quiver and dismembered stag placed behind the seated deity (see Bittel,
1976b, Taf. I, III-V; Alp, 1988, p. 17-23). The earlier appearance of this motif on seals
was noted by von der Osten-Sacken (1988, p. 68f.) and Giiterbock (1989, p. 114), as was
its probable presence on the unfinished and poorly preserved upper part of one of the
Alaca blocks. The Bildbeschreibung of PKAL LIL has been often cited in the
identification of the Stag-God’s figure (e.g. von der Osten-Sacken, 1988, p. 64).

3. On the great Storm-God seal of Mursili III (Urhi-Tesub) (Neve, 1992, cover
photograph), the supporting deity behind the Storm-God with his bull-drawn chariot may
now be securely identified as the Stag-God after the discovery of a relief showing the
same scene — see following item.

4. Among the reliefs excavated in the temple of the Storm-God on Aleppo Citadel the
same scene as on the Mursili III seal is found, the Storm-God in his bull-drawn chariot
followed by a supporting god identified by an epigraph as the Stag-God
((DEUS)CERVUS;-1i) (Kohlmeyer, 2000, p.31 Taf. 15).

S. The Kinik-Kastamonu hoard has produced a magnificent bronze bowl which adds
to the iconography of the hunt. The upper of its three registers with repoussé figures
shows a stag-hunt by an archer leading a tethered stag (as on the Alaca deer-hunt) and
raining arrows on groups of cervids. The second register has a spear-hunter with boar,
lions and bulls, and among them a man spearing a stag. See Emre and Cinaroglu, 1993,
pp. 684-701, fig. 23, pls. 133-145, and (colour) C, D. The bowl bears an inscription of the
dedicator, the eunuch Taprammi (Hawkins, 1993). See Fig. 1.

6. A seal impression of the same Taprammi is found in the Nisantepe archive
(Herbordt, 2005, no. 409), which shows him pouring a libation to the “Stag-God of the
King”, though only the outstretched arm of the god on the stag is preserved on the
sealing. Signet impressions of another official also show a deity holding this epigraph,
one a standing figure, the other holding the lituus and seated on a stag, and the latter seal
also has an unlabelled female deity seated on a goat: Herbordt, 2005, nos. 621, 622. See
Fig. 2. For the epigraph and its reading, see below, IIL.1.
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7. A stele Altinyayla recently discovered and published by A. Miiller-Karpe (2003)
shows a standing figure pouring a libation to the god on the stag. The pair are rendered
very similarly to the god on the stag and the first offerant on the Schimmel rhyton
scene. See Fig. 3. The function of the monument in its geographical setting is
considered below, V.5.

II1. THE READINGS OF THE STAG-GOD’S NAMES

1. Before proceeding with the cuneiform evidence for Tudhaliya’s cult of the Stag-God
and the connected hieroglyphic material, I should summarize what I have recently argued
elsewhere on the cuneiform and hieroglyphic readings of the Stag-God’s names (Hawkins
apud Herbordt, 2005 VIII.3.2, excursus 2-3).

The equivalence cuneiform PKAL = hieroglyphic (DEUS)CERVUS was established
by Giiterbock (1942, pp. 10f., 15-17), and the hieroglyphic already read phonetically as a
form of (recent new reading) Runtiya. Two different readings for cuneiform PKAL are
now established: (a) Hattic Inar and its Hittite (folk-etymologized) form In(n)ara (see
McMahon, 1991, p. 23ff., with bibliography) and (b) Kurunta (McMahon, ibid.,
following Houwink ten Cate (1961), p. 130 n. 3).

The cuneiform and hieroglyphic readings can now be satisfactorily aligned, especially
with the new evidence from the seal impressions of the Nisantepe archive:

CERVUS,, 3ytra/i was already read Inara by Giiterbock (Boehmer and Giiterbock,
1987, no. 123, p. 46), which is fully supported by Nisantepe no. 136, (read Hassawas-
Innara), and nos. 137-140, cuneiform Innarawa = hieroglyphic CERVUS,_35tra/i-wa/i:
see Hawkins apud Herbordt, 2005, VIII.3.1, s.v. nos. 136, 137-140). See Fig. 4.

CERVUS;.3)-fi was identified since Houwink ten Cate with the (Akkadian)
cuneiform writing Kurunta, but the hieroglyphic complement -#i coupled with cuneiform
complement -ia(-) points to a Hittite reading Kuruntiya aligning with the Late Runtiya. In
this context I also considered whether the Late period loss of initial ku- might already be
occurring in the Empire Period, especially when the DN was used as an onomastic
element.

Further, the evidence suggests that at least by the time of Tudhaliya IV, the readings
Innara and Kurunti(ya) for PKAL // (DEUS)CERVUS were interchangeable and no
longer regarded as separate deities: thus the Stag-God of the King, cuneiform LUGAL-as
DKAL-ri (dat. sing., Hassawas Innara) must equate with hieroglyphic
CERVUS;(DEUS)-ti REX (Kurunti(ya), see Herbordt, 2005, nos. 409, 497, 621, 622,
with comments of Hawkins, ibid.; for the writing see Fig. 2). Similarly “Innara of Mount
Sarpa” (HURSAGSgrpas DKAL-ri (dat. sing.)) is identified with the EMIRGAZI altars’
CERVUS;(DEUS)-ti *463, “Kurunti(ya) of the Countryside”, see below, V.1, §26.
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The easiest way of understanding this identification of Innara and Kuruntiya is the
assumption that they are respectively the Hittite and the Luwian names of the Stag-God.
This assumption is supported by the distribution of the occurrences: in the cuneiform texts
evidence suggests that the reading of the DN PKAL was Innara both by alternations with
phonetic writings and the complement -ri (dat. sing.), while Kuruntiya seems restricted to
use as a personal name and an onomastic element in names recognizable as Luwian. In
hieroglyphic writings the usual complement -fi indicates Kurunti(ya) for the deity, for the
PN CERVUS, ;-#i, and for the onomastic element in most names — though CERVUS | _3-
ra/i is used to write the Hittite names Innarawa and Hassawas-Innara.

2. The gold epigraphs on the Schimmel rhyton. See Fig. 5.

The reading of these hieroglyphic epigraphs present problems which are worth
considering in this context.

The sign common to both epigraphs ﬁ is otherwise unknown but here must
surely represent “god” in place of the usual DEUS (L.360). The sole other hieroglyph
before the god on the stag is not very like the usual “antler” (I..102) but must be a form of
it, as already suggested by Steinherr (Giiterbock, 1989, p. 115). Thus for this epigraph we
read DEUSy.CERVUSy.

The other figure, the sex of which has occasioned doubt, has the epigraph d¢-x-
DEUS-FILIA (cf. Giiterbock, ibid.). The second sign x is partly obscured by the folded-
over rim and is unidentified, while the fourth seems to guarantee the femininity of the
figure. The initial d-, when compared with the EMIRGAZI altars writing
d(FEMINA.DEUS).*461 for the goddess Ala (see below, V.1, §26) must in this context
indicate the same deity here, whatever the function of the second sign. The use of FILIA
might suggest that Ala was the daughter rather than the consort of the Stag-God, but other
evidence for this appears to be lacking.

IV. CUNEIFORM SOURCES

1. Terminology.

The actual Hittite word “hunt” (hu(wa)rna-, see Puhvel, 1991, s.v.), is seldom
attested. The Kessi story does have hurnuwanzi pai-, “go hunting”, and a fragment of a
DK AL festival connecting closely with the texts of the following section (IV.2) attest the
iter. form hu(wa)rnisk-. Beyond this, the word is restored at the appropriate part of the
Anitta text (rev. 59: see Hoffner, 1997, p. 184, contra Neu, 1974, pp. 14, 44, 87). Also
Giiterbock suggested the recognition of a “festival of hunting” in the EZEN
hurnay(ay)assar (perhaps with the excision of a surplus -ig-: 1989, p. 118 with n. 44).
The term “hunter” where it occurs is rendered Akkadographically LUSAL’ IDU (Gilgames,
Laroche, 1969, p. 124 (i 27); Madduwatta, Goetze, 1928, rev. 59, 60, 64, 66; Hurr.-Hittite
bilingual, Neu, 1996, pp. 77, 114f., where the Hurr. equivalent is given as kebli). The
“dog-man”, LU UR.Gl,, sometimes seems to be acting as a hunter, although in many
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attestations he is found simply in a cultic context (Pecchioli Daddi, 1982, p. 376f., LU
UR.ZIR, distinguished as I and II). Finally a Late hieroglyphic Luwian word hi+ra/i-na-li
has been tentatively identified as “hunter” (KULULU lead strip 1, §7.38: see Kalag, 1978,
p. 123f).

2. Texts.

The cuneiform texts which connect closely with the hieroglyphic monuments are
those named by McMahon “The Festival for all the Tutelary Deities” (1991, chapter 3),
both the festival of the group offerings (a), and that of the individual offerings (b),
compositions of Tudhaliya IV, whose name appears frequently.

(a) KUB 2.1. The comparatively well preserved part (obv. i 42 - rev. v 5) contains
two lists, the first “two bulls for all the names of PKAL (not “names of all the PKAL”!)
... total 112 names”; the second “one cow, 3 wild billy goats for all the names of Ala ...
total 60 [...]".

(The nine disconnected lines preserved at the top of col. vi belong with the following
item, (b), see below).

The first group of PKAL names (i 44-51), after the four principal types (“of the Sky,
of Garahna, Karsi, Hapantali”), lists the PKAL’s of cities, mountains and rivers (the
names in bold type are the ones of relevance to the present discussion): “to Innara
(PKAL-ri) of Alatarma, of Mt. Saluwanda, of Mt. Sarpa, of Sulupassa, of Tuttuwa, of
Harana, of Sarissa, of Mt. Sunnara, of the river Kummara, of the river Sihiriya, of
Hallatta”.

(b) KBo 11.40, the main fragment with the individual offerings.

col. i runs parallel to the first group of PKAL names on (a) above, including offerings
to Innara of [Sul]upassa, [Tu]ttuwa, Harana, [Mt. S]arissa, [Mt. Su]nnara, [river
Kummar]a, river Kella, Hallassa.”

col. v (with toponyms restored from duplicate ¢) has direct offerings to mountains
including Mt. Sarpa (1. 8") and Mt. Sunnara (1. 10").

col. vi runs parallel to col. vi of the previous text (a): —

KUB 2.1 vi: “Of the land Hatti all the mountains, all the lands which My Sun
Tudhaliya habitually travels (lahhiyaiskizzi); all the mountains of the land Hatti which My
Sun Tudhaliya Great King habitually shoots (siyatalliskizzi), all the mountains of the
Upper Land which My Sun habitually shoots, [the river Mala], the river Mamranta [...”

KBo 11.40 vi: “[... (offer]ings) (to) all the mountains which [My Sun] habitually
shoots, (offerings) (to) all the mountains of the Upper Land which My Sun habitually
shoots, (offerings) to the rivers Mala, Mammaranda, Gurmaliya.” Hereafter patterned:
“(offerings) (to) all the mountains, all the rivers of the land ... which My Sun habitually
shoots”, including the lands Hurri, Arzawa, Masa, Luqqa, Gasga, ending “(offerings) to
all the mountains (and) rivers [of the land H]atti.”




54 J.D. HAWKINS

(¢) KBo 12.59, a similar but otherwise unidentified fragment, has (i 2'-7'): “...]. One
[billy goat] for Mt. Saluwanda which T[udhaliya the Kin]g habitually shoots (and)
hu[nts]. One [billy goat] for river Halenzuwa which Tudhali[ya the King] habitually
travels, for the rivers Kumra and Kella which Tudhaliya the King habitually shoots and
hunts (huwarniskizzi) ...”.

These texts use the iterative verbs lahhiyaisk-, siyatallisk- and huwarnisk- in parallel
and partly interchangeably. The verb Auwarnisk-, “hunt habitually”, is sufficiently clear.
siyatallisk-, “shoot habitually”, is to be derived from sai-/siya-, “press; seal; shoot (arrow,
spear)” (CHD s.v. sai- B, siye-), through siyatal, “spear” (or perhaps more generally any
projectile), for which see Starke, 1990, p. 204 (though his attempt to explain the
distinction between siyattari(ya)- and siyattalli(ya)- as scribal misunderstanding of
RI/TAL is difficult to follow). The activity appears in the iconography as the shooting of
deer with arrows (Alaca relief, Kinik bowl, above II.1 and 5, also for the Late period the
Malatya Stag-Hunt relief with inscription MALATYA 3 (CHLI /1, V. 18), and spear (also
Kimk bowl, and compare the spears on the Schimmel rhyton scene and the related seals).
lahhiyaisk- in the context seems more likely to have the sense “travel (habitually)” rather
than “campaign militarily” (both senses being offered by the CHD, s.v. lah(h)iyai-).

The combined information of these texts shows Tudhaliya at pains to list his offerings
to the Stag-God and his consort Ala of various localities and aspects, together with his
offerings to all the mountains and rivers of Anatolia where (“which”) he travels, shoots
and hunts: note especially the offerings to the named mountains of text (b), col. v. It will
be shown that these text references are reflected in the widely dispersed Empire Period
monuments and their hieroglyphic inscriptions.

V. THE HIEROGLYPHIC MONUMENTS

1. EMIRGAZI altars. See Fig. 6.

In my most recent treatment of this text (1995, pp. 86-102) I unfortunately omitted to
note the undoubtedly correct proposals of Forlanini (1987), to which may now be added
those of Lombardi (1998). Since then, in the preparation of the corpus of the Empire
Period hieroglyphic inscriptions, I have completed new texts of the EMIRGAZI altars
inscription. The main revisions to the text, which are of relevance to the present
discussion, are presented here, incorporating also useful suggestions from van den Hout
(1995), Melchert (1997), and Rieken (2004).

§ 2. a-wa/i (DEUS)MONS.THRONUS 4.CERVUS3.*463-zi/a PONERE
§ 3. zi/a-ha-wa/i-mi STELE *a-pa+ra/i PONERE
§ 4. *a-wa/i-td REL-i(a)-sa *a-mi-sa NEPOS-sa INFA[NS ...

§16. ma-pa-wa/i-ta (MONS) ASCIA sa-ka-la-ta-i(a)

§17.

§24.
§25.
§26.

§27.
§28.
§29.

§30.
§31.
§32.
§33.

§34.
§35.
§36.
§37.

TUDHALIYA THE HUNTER

a-wa/i (MONS) ASCIA SCALPRUM-sa td-tu-sa *a-sa-tu

REL-i(a)-sa-pa-wa/i REX zi/a-i(a) STELE sa-ka-la-ta-i(a)
REL+ra/i-pa-wa/i ta-na NEG-wa/i d
*a-wa/i-tu-td (DEUS)SOL SOL+RA/I (DEUS)TONITRUS.CAELUM

CERVUS;.DEUS. . *463-ti (DEUS)MONS.THRONUS 4(FEMINA.DEUS).*461
REX.*398-zi/a *512-zi/a INFRA tara/i-zi/a-nu-wa/i-tu

REL-i(a)-sa-pa-wa/i REX zi/a-i(a) STELE PUGNUS-MI-na d

*a-wa/i-ta ARHA NEG-wa/i DELERE-i(a)

*a-wa/i-na (DEUS)SOL SOL+RA4/I (DEUS)TONITRUS.CAELUM

CERVUS;.DEUS.*463-ti (DEUS)MONS.THRONUS 4&(FEMINA.DEUS).*461
su-na-sa-ti PUGNUS-MI-tu

REL-i(a)-sa-ha (DEUS)MONS.THRONUS 4.CERVUS;.*463-zi/a PONERE
ma-wa/i-sa [...]
ma-wa/i-sa TVITELLUS *285

EGO-pa-wa/i SOL, MAGNUS.REX IUDEX+la MONS+tu IUDEX+la
MAGNUS REX x[... 1*502-mi-li LOCUS-#i DARE-tu

REL-i(a)-sa-pa-wa/i-mu *137-ha-sas NEG-wa/i DARE
*a-wa/i-ti-i(a)-na CERVUS3. DEUS.[*463-£]] (DEUS)MONS.THRONUS [...
REL-i(a)-sa-pa-wa/i-mu *137-ha-sas DARE
*a-wa/i-tu CERVUS3.DEUS . *463-ti (DEUS)MONS. THRONUS
HFEMINA DEUS).*461 su-na-sa-ti d-na+ra/i-su-ha-ti PRAE hwi/a'-i(a)-tu

*q, “initial-a-final”.
See Hawkins, apud Melchert, The Luwians, pp. 159-161.

§2.

§ 3.
§ 4.

§16.
§17.

§24.

§25.
§26.

§27.

§28.
§29.

§30.

and (on) Mount Sarpa put &.CERVUS;.*¥463,
and afterwards I for myself set this stele.
(He) who (is) my grandson’s son [...

But if one damages it/them(?) (on?) Mount “Axe”,
may Mount “Axe” be the ... TATU-

But the king who will damage these stelae,

or not make them holy,

for him may the Sun-Goddess of Arinna, the Storm-God of Heaven, the Stag-God
of the Country, Mount Sarpa (and) the goddess Ala turn down the royal(?)
*303Cs)(N!

But the king who shall make these stelae to be firm,

and not destroy them,

him may the Sun-Goddess of Arinna, the Storm-God of Heaven, the Stag-God of
the Country, Mount Sarpa (and) the goddess Ala make firm with full measure.

And (he) who will put .CERVUS5.*¥463 (on) Mount Sarpa,
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§31. whether he (be) [...]

§32. whether he (be) TVITELLUS .*285,

§33. (to) me, My Sun, Great King, Tudhaliya a #i [tual ...] in an undefiled spot let him
give!

§34. (He) who does not give a ritual to me,

§35. him [may] the Stag-God of the Country, Mount Sarpa [(and) the goddess Ala ...].

§36. (He) who does give a ritual to me,

§37. may the Stag-God of the Country, Mount Sarpa (and) the goddess Ala run before
him with fullness (and) ANARASUHA- !

Comments

§2. (DEUS) MONS. THRONUS = Mount Sarpa (previous ed., “Table Mountain”),
also §§26, 29, 30, 35, 37. Forlanini’s identification of Mount Sarpa is clearly correct, and
now received further corroboration from the Nisantepe archive. He has already cited in
comparison the cuneiform name 'Sarpa-PKAL (note 25; Laroche (1966), no. 1129), for
which a perfect hieroglyphic correspondence has now  appeared as
THRONUS.CERVUS;-ti (Hawkins apud Herbordt 2005, no. 363).

d.CERVUS;.*463-zi/a: see discussion below at the recurrence, §30.

§§16-17. (MONS)ASCIA, “Mount Axe”: the mountain name can now be seen to be
written with a sign, presumably logographic, representing the type of battle-axe with
spiked back as seen in the Sarkigla axe (Bittel, 1976b, pp. 19-27, Abb. 7a-b), and in the
iconography as held by the god at the King’s Gate of Bogazkoy (Bittel, 1976a, Abb. 267).
The sign has already been seen as a hieroglyph on the fragment BOGAZKOY 9 (Beran,
1962, p. 48 Abb. 41). The reading of the sign is unknown, though is probably the word
for the kind of axe which it represents: it may be listed as L.281 variant (3). The
recognition of this writing adds a second mountain besides Sarpa to the text.

§25. ta-na: for the recognition of fana, “holy”, see Melchert, 1997.

§26. CERVUS;.DEUS.*463-ti, “Stag-God of the Countryside”: clearly the correct
order of understanding the signs is DEUS (determinative), CERVUS; (logogram), -fi
(phonetic complement), *463 (epithet), cf. (DEUS)CERVUS;-ti REX (written
CERVUS;.DEUS.REX-fi), “Stag-God of the King”, = cuneiform PKAL LUGAL
(LUGAL-as PKAL), which is both a DN and used as a PN, see above, IIL1. The sign
*463 was identified as the equivalent of cuneiform LIL, Hittite gimra-, Luwian imra-,
“field, countryside, wild”, since it appears also as an epithet of Sauska (SUDBURG, §3;
Hawkins, 1995, pp. 33f., following Wegner; note the reversed orientation of the sign, and
see further below, V.2). See Fig. 7 a-c.

d(FEMINA.DEUS).*461, “The goddess Ala”: again Forlanini’s identification of this
writing as representing the goddess Ala is clearly correct, though the use of *461 remains
not fully understood. In the writing, d- would appear to be a first-syllable phonetic
indicator used similarly to those in e.g. (MONS)tu, “Tudhaliya”, (VIR)zi/a, ziti-, “man”,
etc.: cf. the remarks on reading of the gold epigraph on the Schimmel rhyton (above,
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I1.2). The determinative (FEMINA.DEUS), “goddess”, is strikingly paralleled by
D.SALg-lg-g-as, “Ala” (Muwatalli prayer, see Singer, 1996, pp. 14 (ii 5), 58). The sign
*461 is presumably, as Forlanini remarks, the logogram standing for the deity’s name.

§30 closely parallels §2, with the context of “putting” (PONERE), something (on)
Mount Sarpa. In §2 the subject of the verb is presumably 1 person singular as in the
following clause, i.e. the “speaker”, Tudhaliya, put ..., and then erected the stele. In §30,
the subject is an indefinite future actor, “(he) who will put ...”, not necessarily a king (see
§§31-32).

a.CERVUS;.*463-zi/a, the object(s) “put” (on) Mount Sarpa: -zi/a should be a case-
ending, (nom.) acc. sing. N (-(a)nza) or (nom.) acc. plur. MF (-(i)nzi). CERVUS;.*463
represents “Stag-God of the Countryside” (without determinative and phonetic
complement), and coupled with 4-, seen to be a main component in the writing of “Ala”,
this should represent something connected with the cult of the divine pair, perhaps statues
or other symbols. See Fig. 7d.

tarali-zi/a-nu-wali-, “turn”: for this interpretation see Rieken, 2004.

§§31-32. ma-wali-sa [...] ma-wali-sa "VITELLUS.1 *285, “whether he (be) [...],
whether he (be) VITELLUS *285”. Tudhaliya placed the object(s) a.CERVUS;.*463-zi/a
on Mount Sarpa (§2), and another, either [royal?] or someone else, is expected to repeat
the action in future. VITELLUS.*285 will be seen to be a title which may be borne by a
king as well as by non-royal persons, and is the subject of the following enquiry (V.2).

§§33-37: for the elucidation of this passage, see van den Hout, 1995.

The stelae. The EMIRGAZI altars text thus details the setting up of cult object(s) and
stelae for the Stag-God and Ala on Mount Sarpa, and a connected ritual for Tudhaliya
himself. In the inscription STELE is written with the usual square block hieroglyph,
L.267. The “altars” themselves are stone representations of offering tables (log.
ZAG.GAR.RA, Hittite istanana-), which are seen in representations of festivals, e.g. on
the Inandik vase, and are often stated to be made of wicker (AD.KID). Are these the
“stelae” actually referred to in the text, often qualified as “this stele” (§§3, 6, 7, 24, 27)?
Along with the altars a monumental base was discovered, the EMIRGAZI block, with
part of a historical inscription of Tudhaliya, but this piece does not offer material relevant
to this enquiry. However a later discovered piece, the EMIRGAZI fragment, does contain
relevant material, namely an informative context for VITELLUS.*285: see following
section, V.2.

The mountains (see Fig. 8). Two mountains are named in the text, Mounts Sarpa and
“Axe”, the former being more prominent. Forlanini identified Mount Sarpa as the
relatively distant Hasan Dag, some 40 km. away (Forlanini, 1987, p. 77), but Lombardi
argued instead identification with the local Karaca Dag (Lombardi, 1998, p. 77), and 1
myself followed this (apud Herbordt, 2005, no. 363). Examination of the account of the
discovery (Callander apud Ramsay, 1906, p. 178 ff.) and a map (Fig. 8) suggests an
alternative. The find spots of the monuments, Emirgazi village and Eski Kigla some 5 km.
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to its north-west, lie at the foot of Arisama Dag, a peak with kale, rising 1425 m.,
identified by Ramsay as classical Ardistama. To the south across a flat valley the ridge of
the Karaca Dag, reaching to over 2000 m. at its southern end, extends some 25 km. south-
westwards towards the town of Karapmar. Thus in the context of placing monuments on
Mount Sarpa, the immediately adjacent Arisama Dag seems the most likely candidate for
the identification, while Mount “Axe” could possibly refer to the Karaca Dag.
Geographically the area should have lain within the cult zone of Hupisna (Kybistra-
Eregli, lying some 50 km. away to the south), so the two mountains should be reckoned
among those of Hupisna referred to in Muwatalli’s prayer (Singer, 1996, §32), though the
only named mountain there is Mount Sarlaimmi (the Toros-Bolkar Dag). Perhaps Mount
Sarpa did not gain prominence until Tudhaliya’s foundation.

This review of the information in the EMIRGAZI altars text shows that the
monuments in context represent the physical remains of the cult of the Stag-God and Ala
of Mount Sarpa, and the offerings to Mount Sarpa itself, as recorded by Tudbaliya IV on
KUB 2.1 (i 46, iii 37) and KBo 11.40 (v 8).

2. EMIRGAZI fragment (+ YALBURT blocks 16 + 10). See Fig. 9.

The new fragment of the EMIRGAZI monuments was acquired by Sedat Alp from a
villager during a visit in 1953 (Alp, 1973). Its text gained considerably in interest and in
the possibility of interpretation when the publication of the YALBURT inscription in
1988 provided a parallel passage in a complete context with blocks 16 + 10, the junction
of which was made possible by the comparison of the EMIRGAZI fragment itself
(Hawkins, 1992; cf. Poetto, 1993).

EMIRGAZI fragment
CERVUS;(DEUS)-ti *463 wali-sa-ti
*q-wali-mi-i(a) VITELLUS.*285 *463.*398 H[EROS ...

YALBURT blocks 16 + 10
(16, §1. ...]NEPOS-ka-li)
§ 2. (DEUS)TONITRUS wafi-sa-ti
§ 3. a-wali-mi REGIO *430 (*273) [m]u-wa/i-ha
10, §4. (DEUS)CERVUS; || wa/i-sa-ti

§ 5. a-wa/i-mi HEROS *463.%398 VITELLUS.*285 MAGNUS.REX
(§ 6. (DEUS)TONITRUS DOMINUS-na REL+ra/i PRAE-na hwila-i(a)-td)
(§ 1. ...] great-grandson.)

§ 2. The Storm-God loves(?), . } topos 1

§ 3. and I conquered all the countries.

§ 4. The Stag-God loves(?),

§ 5. and I (am) the Hero, the *463.%398, topos 2
the VITELLUS.*285, the Great King.

(§ 6. When the Storm-God the Lord ran before me ...)
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Comments

The YALBURT context shows that this forms a “prologue” to the text, standing as it
does between the introductory genealogy ending “... great-grandson” (§1) and the
beginning of the narrative proper (§6). The sense of §§2-3 (topos 1) is adequately clear,
but for the parallel §§4-5 (topos 2), the sense of §5 is by no means obvious. What can be
seen is first, that it is a clause with a 1st person singular subject (enclitic reflexive -mi),
and secondly that HEROS and MAGNUS REX are royal titles, while VITELLUS.*285
may be identified as a title not specifically royal (Dingol and Dingol, 1985, p. 36f,, no. 4).
Recognizing this I was inclined to identify the verb in *463.*398 (Hawkins, 1995, p.
781), but I now think that this may be another title, thus that the clause is a nominal
sentence, verb “be” understood, “I (am) (four titles).”

*463.*398: the sign *463 has been shown to equate with cuneiform LiL, “field,
country(side)”, (above, V.1), and note the reverse orientation of the sign in either context,
all EMIRGAZI attestations showing the projecting “spur” pointing backwards, and
YALBURT agreeing with SUDBURG with it pointing forwards. The sign *398 is found
on seals alone and with MAGNUS as a title (Poetto, 1981, no. 16; Hawkins, apud
Herbordt, 2005, VIII.3.3, no. 62). Putting together what is known of either sign we may
perhaps consider some such sense as “field-master(?)” for the group.

VITELLUS.*285: this pair of signs is now frequently attested. Besides (1)
EMIRGAZI altars, §32 and (2-3) the present EMIRGAZI fragment and YALBURT
occurrences, a similar context (4) grouping it with the titles MAGNUS.REX and *416-
wali-ni is found (KIZILDAG 4, §3, see now Poetto, 1998, p. 469f., with n. 5). Its
recognition as a title was as noted due to its occurrence on a seal (5) (Dingol and Dingol,
1985, p. 36f, no. 4; see Fig. 10), and the appearance (6) on KARAKUYU 1. 2 is the
attestation known longest. It has recurred recently (7) on a new fragment BOGAZKOY
23 (Neve, 1992, pp. 317, 319 Abb. 12), and it also occurs (8) on a new stele
KOCAOGUZ in Afyon Museum (see Unal, 2003, p.- 2 fig. 3), again as a title of the
author, a prince.

The first sign was transcribed VITELLUS simply as a Latinization of Laroche’s
VEAU (L.109), where it is listed along with the animal head used in the writing of the
toponym “Malatya” (KARAKUYU was the only attestation known to Laroche), but it
should probably be separated from this, which is itself not understood graphically.
“VITELLUS?”, rather than a calf-head(?) as in “Malatya”, probably represents a cervid-
head without antlers but showing clearly in all examples the knob from which they grow,
the “pedicel” (see Gilbert, apud Collins, 2002, p. 24), so it would best be listed after
CERVUS, 5 (L.102-103) as L.103A and transcribed CERVUS,,.

The second sign *285 may be suggested in the context to represent a projectile, arrow
and/or spear, (thus IACULUM), and the combination CERVUS,JACULUM as a title,
royal and non-royal, to render ideographically the noun “hunter”. We thus propose
speculatively to recognize two additional titles in the clause, giving:

“I (am) Hero, Field-Master(?), Hunter(?), Great King.”
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Can further support for this interpretation be offered? A rather distant 8th century
echo of this 13th century topos was already suggested (Hawkins, 1992, p. 263), in the
shape of the BOHCA inscription, itself apparently celebrating a successful hunt. Here,
following the introductory genealogy and titulary, we find: —

BOHCA

§2. | wali-ta | (DEUS)TONITRUS-hu-ti | za-ri+i | (BONUS)wali-su-wali-i

§3. | wali-mu | TERRA-REL+ra/i-zi | SUPER+ra/i | “'CAPERE”(-) la/ilu-na-" | pi-pa-sa-i

§4. | (DEUS)CERVUS;-ti-pa-wali-tas-" | za-ri+i(-)ia(-)pa-" | BONUS)wa/i-su-wali

§5. | wali-mu | za-ri+i sa-ma-ia || (‘ANIMAL.BESTIA”) HWI-sas+rali | pi-pa-sa-ia

§2. Here I am good to Tarhunza,

§3. he grants to me to take over the territories;
§4. and here ... [ am good to Runtiya,
§5. here he grants to me the beasts (as?) SAMAYA (or: the SAMAYA beasts).

Comments

§2. The love of the Storm-God leads (§3) to political power as on YALBURT block
16 (topos 1).

§4. The love of the Stag-God leads (§5) to the grant of the wild beasts in his domain
(topos 2). The uncertain word sa-ma-ia was even considered for “shooting” (Neumann) or
“shot” (Hawkins, 2000, p. 479f.). The EMIRGAZI fragment/Y ALBURT parallel to this,
with the interpretation offered of the two middle titles, may be thought to produce a sense
sufficiently similar to the BOHCA topos 2 to be acceptable. We may also think that
Tudhaliya IV who in his cuneiform record of offerings boasted “travelling, shooting,
hunting”, might express similar ideas in his hieroglyphic inscriptions.

The proposal to recognize the signs as CERVUS, JACULUM and interpret “hunter”
require a brief examination of all contexts to consider whether this fits in every case
(these are numbered as above).

(1) EMIRGAZI altars, §32: “(§30) and (he) who will put cult-object(s)(?) on Mount
Sarpa, (§31) whether he (be) [...], (§32) whether he (be) a hunter, (§33) to me Tudhaliya
(aedicula) let him give a ritual ... ”.

§§31-32 seem to appeal to any future visitor to the sacred site, and in the context a
hunter, who might or might not be royal, may be thought appropriate.

(2-3) EMIRGAZI fragment / YALBURT blocks 16 + 10. The interpretation “hunter”
was suggested on the basis of the comparison of this with the BOHCA topoi: the favour
of the Stag-God should lead to power over the wild beasts, a sense which could be
conveyed by “I (am) the Hero, the Field-Master(?), the Hunter, the Great King”.

(4) KIZILDAG 4, §3. This post- or Late Empire text, drawing on the same
terminology as YALBURT, gives (interpretation following Poetto, except for (TERRA)
ta-sa-REL+rali ¥430 VIR): “The men of all the earth (I) Great King, DIWANI, Hunter,
took by (the help of) the celestial Storm-God”.
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The context belongs closer to topos 1, political conquest with the help of the Storm-
God, yet one would have to suppose that the title “Hunter” would have crept in from an
unexpressed topos 2.

(5) Seal MERSIN no. 83.5.5. The pair of signs appears as a commoner’s title, which
first revealed it as such, and makes clear that it is not reserved to the Hittite king, though
he also might take it. “Hunter” fits here.

(6) KARAKUYU, L. 2 demands a more extended treatment: see following V.3, where
it is suggested to be a verb, “hunt”.

(7) BOGAZKOY 23 is an uninformative fragment only.

(8) KOCAOGUZ stele. The pair of signs appears twice as the title of the prince, the
author of the stele. The cervid head seems to have been replaced with a dog’s head with
prick ears. This may remind us of the cuneiform Hittite logogram LU UR.GI;, “dog-man,
hunter” (see above, IV.1), and we should perhaps transcribe CANIS.IACULUM in place
of CERVUS,.JACULUM.

3. KARAKUYU inscription. See Fig. 11.
line 1. Tudhaliya aedicula, to its left the single ligature sign HATTT+/i, “Hattusili”, as if
to commence the genealogy, continued on another block or left incomplete.

line 2. (MONS)d-THRONUS (MONS)*417-wali-td (MONS)su-na-ra/i CERVUS,.
TACULUM HATTHMONS.fu (URBS)TONITRUS.PURUS.*417 REL-x-i(a).

It is not clear how (in)complete the line is. The uninscribed space on the left may indicate
what follows as the beginning of a passage; at the right end judgement on whether the text
continued on another block will depend on the view taken on the last word.

(MONS)su-na-rali: unproblematic identification with cuneiform ""RSASSynnara,
already by Laroche (1952, p. 123).

(MONS)4-THRONUS: identified by Forlanini (1987) with the Mount Sarpa of the
EMIRGAZI altars, and he further suggested the existence of a second Mount Sarpa in the
neighbourhood of Karakuyu. The initial d- however must be considered: does it perhaps
indicate a reading 4sarpa? Even if we may accept a reading Sarpa, a second Sarpa near
Karakuyu is perhaps not necessary.

(MONS)*417-wali-ta: for the still uncertain reading of the first sign, see Hawkins,
apud Herbordt, 2005, no. 580. Little can be added to Forlanini’s discussion of the
mountain name, but of his suggestions Suwanda, Siwanda or Saluwanda, only the first
seems epigraphically possible, though Saluwanda would produce a welcome link with the
DKAL festival texts.

Though the identifications of Sarpa(?) and Suwanda(??) are doubtful, the occurrence
of (MONS)sunara should suffice to link the monument KARAKUYU with the PKAL
festival texts KUB 2.1 (i 50) and KBo 11.40 (i 15), the only cuneiform attestations of the
mountain. If this does locate Mount Sunnara in the neighbourhood of Karakuyu, on the
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Uzun Yayla close to the mid-point between Kayseri and Malatya, it should be included
among the “mountains of the Upper Land”, as referred to also in these texts.

CERVUS,JACULUM: following the three mountain names and in perceived context
of the PKAL festivals, specifically the information that Tudhaliya “habitually shoots”
(siyatalleskizzi) (on) the mountains of the Upper Land, we propose to see in these two
signs, suggested above to be “hunter”, here the verb “hunt”. An appropriate sense would
emerge: “Tudhaliya (aedicula) hunts Mounts Sarpa(?), ... wa(n)ta (and) Sunnara”.

The problems of the rest of the KARAKUYU text are not addressed here.

4. KOYLUTOLU YAYLA inscription.

Only the point relevant to the present discussion on this difficult and incomplete text
is considered here, the city name fas-tara/i-ma(URBS), which occurs twice (lines 1 and
3), see Fig. 12a.

The text must have stood also on lost elements on either side, leaving lines 1 and 2 as
isolated fragments. Line 3 appears to be the last clause of the text, complete and recording
the setting up of the monument by the high official Sauskaruntiya, entitled “prince, major-
domo”, who is known from his seals (see Hawkins, apud Herbordt, 2005 nos. 373-378).
The text has a “speaker”, 1* person singular (“my” occurs twice), who must be the Hittite
king, specifically Tudhaliya IV, since he was the author of most such monuments
including YALBURT (only some 25 km. distant), also the same clause appears on 1. 2 as
on EMIRGAZI altars, §2 (“(he) who (is) my grandson’s son™).

tas-tara/i-ma(URBS). Evidence is now accumulating for the Empire Period usage of
the pair of signs fa, and tas (L.416 and L.172), beginning with the digraphic seal of
Alalime in the Nisantepe archive, where his name written cuneiform a-la'-li-me-es is
rendered in hieroglyphic tas-fas-mi, equating tas with (a)la and ta, with li (see Fig. 12b).
A growing number of examples of the latter correspondence are becoming apparent
(Hawkins, apud Herbordt, 2005, VIII.3.2, Excursus 1). For hieroglyphic a5 // cuneiform
(a)la we note now YAZILIKAYA no. 45 where the name of the goddess identified as
Allanzu is shown by collation to the written fas-zu(wa) (Hawkins, ibid., see Fig. 12¢).
Following the pattern fas-tas-mi // Alalime, and tas-zu(wa) /| Allanzu, we should take tas-
tarali-wa as Alatarma. Exactly what is rendered phonetically by hieroglyphic tas /
cuneiform (a)la and ta, // li has yet to be fully explained, but it may well be reflected in
the Hittite-Luwian alternation observed in Hittite alapahh- // Luwian dapa-, “spit”.

The contexts of KOYLUTOLU YAYLA for the city fas-tarali-ma, though obscure,
appear to indicate a proximity to the site of the monument, so if it indeed represents
Alatarma, there is a problem. The Alatarma attested in cuneiform texts is located in the
upper Euphrates area in two occurrences: the Mita of Pahhuwa text (CTH 146, see
Gurney, 1948, p. 37), where a man of the city is listed among potential rebels; and the
battle of Nihriya text (CTH 123, see Singer, 1985, p. 110 n. 61), whe{e Tl{dhaliya
apparently fled there after his disastrous defeat at Nihriya. Thus if KOYLUTOLU
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YAYLA does indeed attest an Alatarma in its own vicinity, it would have to be a second
city of that name. The Stag-God and Ala of Alatarma appearing in the PKAL festival text
(KUB 2.1 145, iii 36) could however belong with this postulated western Alatarma, and
the KOYLUTOLU YAYLA inscription could be a monument associated with the cult.

Two other recently discovered monuments may be identified as representatives of
Tudbaliya’s cult of the Stag-God, the ALTINYAYLA stele from near Kusakli-Sarissa,
and the DELIHASANLI stele from near Bogazkdy.

S. The ALTINYAYLA stele. See Fig. 3.

This has already been mentioned above under Iconography (IL.8). It had been reused
as a tombstone in an abandoned cemetery at Altinyayla some 16 km. south-west of
Kusakli-Sarissa, and was found in August 2001 by the Kusakl1 expedition under Andreas
Miiller-Karpe, who had it taken to Sivas Museum. See Miiller-Karpe, 2003.

DKAL of the city Sarissa is listed as a recipient in both the group offerings and the
individual offerings of the PKAL festival texts (KUB 2.1, i 49; KBo 11.40, i 12"; see
McMahon, 1991, p. 120 with n. 170), and a Mount Sarissa receives offerings in the latter
text along with other mountains (KBo 11.40 v 10 restored from duplicate KUB 40.101).
Mount Sarissa should be included among “all the mountains of the Upper Land which My
Sun habitually shoots” (KUB 2.1 vi 7-8 // KBo 11.40 vi 4’-6"), and was doubtless the most
prominent mountain in the neighbourhood of the city Sarissa: see Gonnet, 1968, p. 135.
The obvious candidate for identification, as Andreas Miiller-Karpe informs me, is the
Karatonus Dag, which rises to over 2000 m., some 20 km. south-west of Kusakli, at the
foot of which lies Altinyayla itself (formerly Tonus). (He also notes that this mountain
has the geographical distinction of lying between three watersheds, sourcing rivers which
flow ultimately into the (eastern) Mediterranean, the Black Sea and the Persian Gulf).

This mountain then should be Mount Sarissa of the PKAL festival text, and the
ALTINYAYLA stele should represent a monument of Tudhaliya and part at least of his
cultic installation in honour of the Stag-God of Sarissa on its sacred mountain.

6. The DELIHASANLI stele. See Fig. 13.

This rather crude little stele of Tudhaliya IV was recovered from a house-wall in the
village of Delihasanli in 1995 by the German Bogazkdy expedition under Jiirgen Seeher,
who kindly invited me to comment, which I did briefly (Seeher, 1996, pp. 357-359), but
my remarks now demand some revision. On the preserved half of the top line I read the
two surviving signs as MONS *430, “all mountains, every mountain”, but unfortunately
added: “It is not immediately obvious to what kind of context this phrase might belong”.
Actually it should have been obvious, if I had kept in mind the PKAL festival texts of
Tudhaliya, specifically the phrase “all the mountains which My Sun, Tudhaliya, the Great
King travels/shoots/hunts”. Thus it is clear that this little stele represents a local
manifestation of the cult of the Stag-God and his mountains close to Hattusa, and it
thereby gains an interest which I did not remark at the time.
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My suggestion that on the missing half of the top line a deity’s name should be
restored is probably correct: it should be that of the Stag-God, and indeed the surviving
trace to the left of MONS is probably the top tine of the antler hieroglyph CERVUS;,
suggesting the restoration [(DEUS)] C[ERVUS;-#], perhaps with [*463], (1) “On every
mountain (to) the S[tag-God (of the Countryside?)] (2) Tudhaliya (+ aedicula) ... ”

Line 3. The main surviving sign visible on the lower right seems to be the “putting
hand” (L.65), and I considered the possibility of adding AEDIFICIUM (L.244) to its
lower right side, to give the verb AEDIFICARE (L.246). This now seems unlikely, which
leaves us simply with the logogram PONERE, “put”, apparently sinistroverse, thus the
first sign of the line, an awkward position if a restoration “put this [stele]” is envisaged.
We could however compare the Kinik bowl inscription of Taprammi (see above, I1.1.5)
which though sinistroverse ends up with the verb on the left, “put”, written with a
reversed (dextroverse) “putting hand”. If the same applies here, we could more Veasily
envisage restoring a dextroverse last line, “[stele] this put”, parallel to KIZILDAG 3 as
suggested. It is true that it is also easier to see the zi/a, “this”, as a sinistroverse rather than
dextroverse form, so the understanding of line 3 must remain uncertain. What is clear at
least is that the DELTHASANLI stele is another monument belonging to Tudhaliya’s
mountain-top cult of the Stag-God.
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Seals with “Stag-God of the King” (DEUS.CERVUS;-#i REX), Nisantepe archive
(Herbordt, forthcoming, nos. 409, 497, 621, 622).
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Fig. 3.
Altinyayla stele (Miiller-Karpe, 2003)
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Fig. 4.
Seals of Innarawa and Hassawas-Innara, Nigantepe archive (Herbordt, 2005, nos. 137-
140, 136 with SBo 11 74).
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Fig. 5.
Relief scene on silver stag-rhyton, Schimmel collection (Alp, 1988), with gold epigraphs
(DEUSx.CERVUSy and d-x.DEUS, FILIA).
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a b c d Map of central Anatolia, showing Emirgazi village, Arisama Dag and Karaca Dag.
Fig. 7.
Writings (a) (DEUS)CERVUS;-#i *463 [see EMIRGAZI altars, §§26, 29, 35, 37]

(b) (DEUS)CERVUS;-/i REX [see above, Fig, 2]
(c) (DEUS) *463 sa-US-ka [see BOGAZKOY 21 (SUDBURG), §3]
(d) d-CERVUS,.*463-zi/a [see EMIRGAZI altars, §§2, 30]
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Fig. 9.
Parallel texts of (a) EMIRGAZI fragment, and (b) YALBURT blocks 16 + 10.
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Fig. 10.
Seal of Luluwa, Mersin Museum (Dingol and Dingol, 1988), showing title

VITELLUS.*285.
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Fig. 11.
KARAKUYU inscription, text traced from photograph.

. B

Fig. 12.
(a) Toponym T4 s-tara/i-ma (URBS) (KOYLUTOLU YAYLA, 11. 1, 3.

(b) Seal of T4 5-TA4 4-mi (Alalimes) from the Nisantepe archive (Herbordt, 2005, no. 9).
(c) YAZILIKAYA no. 45, epigraph of goddess 74 s-zu(wa) (Allanzu), collation, 1991.
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DELIHASANLI stele of Tudhaliya IV (Seeher, 1996).

ADMINISTRATION IN THE REIGN OF TUTHALIYA IV
AND THE LATER YEARS OF THE HITTITE EMPIRE

Theo van den Hout

1. Introduction'

The problem surrounding the findspots of Hittite tablets and fragments from the capital
HattuSa is well-known. Their number is large, the documentation of findspots for roughly
a third of the material has been lost and where we do have this information, it is very hard
to detect some consistency or system. A few attempts at studying collections per building
have been made in the past by Hans Giiterbock, Silvin Ko$ak and Silvia Alaura for Bldgs.
A and E on Biiyiikkale.? Such studies can yield important information on the workings of
the Hittite administration and the functions and responsibilities of, as well as the relations
between, the various “offices”, that is, if we interpret the several primary places of tablet
storage in the capital Hattu3a as such. Ko$ak, for instance, was able to point to the fact
that despite the presence of records from all periods the very late ductus typical for
Tuthaliya IV and his successors’ is not very well represented in Bldg. A. His observations
found further support in Alaura’s claim that certain records originally kept in Bldg. E
were selected and deposited in A whereas most others were discarded.”

Elsewhere 1 have defended the overall character of these collections as “living”
archives with only small library-like portions concentrated especially in the Lower City
Temple area.’ I start from the premise that an empire like the Hittite must have had some
systematized form of record management. In this system there must have been offices
with specific responsibilities including a “paper” trail with dossiers travelling between
offices, copies being made, circulated and filed. Part of the alleged inconsistency between
findspots and genres may find an explanation this way: it is unrealistic to assume that at

! For abbreviations see H.G. Giterbock, H.A. Hoffner, Th.P.J. van den Hout (edd.), The Hittite Dictionary of the
Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago (CHD), L-N (1989) pp. xv-xxviii, P (1997) pp. vii-xxvi and /1, pp. vi-
viii. I would like to thank here Silvia Alaura, Silvin KoSak, and Jiirgen Seeher for their friendly advice and comments.
Needless to say, however, 1 alone am responsible for the views expressed here.

? See H.G. Giterbock 1991-1992 132-137, S. Kosak 1995 173-179, S. Alaura 1998 193-214, and ead., StBoT 45,
12-26.

3 For literature on the identification of this late script see Th. van den Hout 1999 147.

4 See S. Alaura, StBoT 45, 26. It should be noted here that Koak and Alaura still reckon with a dating of Bldgs. A
and E in their “present” form to Tuthaliya IV. However, as pointed out by J. Seeher in his contribution to this volume,
there is no real hard evidence for this.

5 See my contribution to the forthcoming proceedings of the 5" International Congress of Hittitology held in
Corum from 2-6 September 2002 where I give a definition of the terms archive and library.




106

TH.P.J. VAN DEN HOUT

THE APPARENTLY DELAYED HOMECOMING
OF TUDHALIYAS IV TO HIS CAPITAL HATTUSA

Philo Houwink ten Cate

In this paper I shall set out from a plausible text restoration of the apposition to the name
of the prince ™He/isni§' which was recently proposed for a cleaned text from Ugarit by
L. Singer. This emendation implies that "He/i$ni§ would have been “a prince of the land
of (the town of) Kargami¥” rather than a son of the royal couple Hattusili§ III and
Puduhepa. This new piece of evidence offers the fortunate opportunity to look once more
at KBo 18.48 = A. Hagenbuchner, THeth 16, no 5, 7-12, a letter which has already
received considerable attention from some of the reviewers of her important studies on
the Hittite letters, THeth 15 and 16 (1989).° Admittedly I can only achieve the required
results through the addition of a further proviso, to wit that it was not the Hittite king who
had sent the letter, probably Tudhaliya$ IV, who was residing at that moment in the
capital HattuSa, but that this applied to Hesni§, the addressee. But in my opinion the
analysis of the contents of the Rev. 1'-13', as confirmed by the less well preserved 1l. 14'-
20/, does indicate that this must indeed have been the case. The same also applies to the
Obv., notwithstanding the fact that the Obv. is badly preserved.

The short, but excellent definition of its contents by the editor, H.G. Giterbock, in the
Introduction to the Volume, p. V can now be more closely followed than has hitherto
been the case. Giiterbock remarked: “Der Kénig an Hisni. Handelt ausser von politischen
Dingen auch von Opferschau: GIM-an UDU-un TA-BAR-RI (vs 12); vgl. Nr. 124.” KBo
18.48 is Professor Giiterbock’s first and prime example of a “Verwaltungsbrief” and thus
a letter concerning the Government and the Public Administration of the Confederacy as a
whole and not a diplomatic letter, as has been assumed by others.

Another point which needs to be mentioned at the outset concerns the fact that
Professor Van den Hout, in my opinion, conclusively proved in his treatment of the
Oracle Inquiry CTH 569 (1998) that this Oracle Inquiry consisted of two stages and that
the purification rites involved thus were twice performed during the reign of Tudhaliya$§
IV3. This may very well indicate that at least one other ‘Great King’ temporarily occupied

edition excav.no. | findspot | remarks edition excav.no. | findspot | remarks
KBo 41.168 | 2293/¢c E or. 679/v StT1 vow
KBo 41.171 | 2199/¢c E or. 1188/v StT1 vow
KBo 41.178 | 8/k A or. 69/755 StT1 vow
KBo 41.179 | 839/f D or. 69/845 StT1 vow
KBo41.188 | 15/g E or. 219/u StT1 vow
KBo 41.200 | 1762/¢c E or. 367/ StT1 vow
KBo 41.201 | 1763/¢c E or. 410/u StT1 vow
KBo 41.204 | 2797/¢c E or. 537 StT1 vow
KBo 41.205 | 25/g E or. 600/u StT1 vow
KBo 41.212 | 2347/¢c E or, 1302/u StT1 vow
KBo 41.220 | 87/f E or. 1333/u StT1 vow
KBo043.50 | 27/g E or. 1358/u StT1 vow
KBo 43.59 | 340/e A or. 1865/u StT1 vow
KBo 44.206 | 376/n D or, 1538/u StT1 vow
KBo 44.207 | 331/0 A or. 1372/ StT1 vow
KBo 44.216 | 168/k D or. 43/v StT1 vow
KBo 44.223 | 44/1 A or, 351/v StT1 vow
KBo 44.225 | 397/i D or. 366/ StT1 vow
KBo 44.231 | 508/i D or. 507/v StT1 vow
KBo 44.252 | 19/g E or, 600/v StT1 vow
KBo045.186 | 2143/g HaH or, 837 StT1 vow
KBo 45.187 | 212/ HaH or. 91N StT1 vow
KBo 45.188 | 5/s HaH or. 965/v StT1 VoW
KBo 46.123 | 84/p A or. 11 StT1 VoW
| KBo046.125 | 149/r E or. 207w StT1 vow
KBo046.129 | 157/r E or. 250/w StT1 vow
KBo 46.130 | 158/r E or. 307/z StT1 vow
KBo 46.134 | 209/q E or. 713/z StT1 vow
486/u StT1 vow 976/z StT1 vow
491/u StT1 vow 1147/z StT1 vow
543/ StT1 vow 1158/z StT1 vow
584/u StT1 vow 1173/z StT1 vow
585/u StT1 vow 69/373 StT1 vow
1043/u StT1 vow 69/522 StT1 vow
1340/u StT1 vow KBo 08.62 | 1/1 D vow
1283/u StT1 vow KBo0 09.96 | 381/n A vow
1381/u StT1 vow KBo 13.72 | 458/s HaH vow
1384/u StT1 vow KBo 13.80 100/t HaH vow
1407/u StT1 vow KBo 34.143 | 236/a A vow
1409/u StT1 vow KBo 34.145 | 432/e A vow
1421/u StT1 vow KBo039.57 | 580/b A vow
1638/u StT1 VoW KBo 40.332 | 2376/c A vow
566/v StT1 VoW KBo 43.66 | 85/f E vow
69/53 StT1 vow KBo0 43.67 | 60/g D vow
181/u StT1 vow KBo 44.226 | 73/g D vow
183/u StT1 vow KBo0 46.104 | 147/r E vow
1214/ StT1 vow KB046.132 | 138/ E vow
57 StT1 vow

' Cf. note 9.
2 See my other contribution sub note 2.
3 Cf. Th. van den Hout 1998a, 68-74 and especially 72-73, and 1998b, 28, 30, 36-37, 54-59, 84 and 89.
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the Throne of ‘Great Kingship® in Hattu3a. It is even possible that a second candidate may
have stood in the wings.*

Taking into account the famous bullae, known since approximately the same time as
The Bronze Tablet, but also in consideration of the rock relief of Hatip with its inscription
published by A.M. Dingol (1998)°, the revolt of Kurunt(iy)a§ can be dated to the time
after the crushing defeat of the Hittite army by the troops of Tukulti-Ninurta I near
Nihriya some time before 1220 B.CES®

To the best of my knowledge, until fairly recently no one contested the ‘communis
opinio’ of both R. Stefanini and Th.P.J. van den Hout that 1) E. Laroche had conclusively
shown that KBo 4.10+, the Tarhunta$8a Appanage Kingdom Treaty, was negotiated
between Tudhaliya$ IV (but for other Hittitologists Hattusilis III) on the one hand and
Ulmi-Te&%ub on the other, but for these same Hittitologists who preferred Hattusilis III,
Ulmi-Te$$ub was to be identified with Kurunt(iy)a§ by means of the ‘Double Name
Option’. That option entailed that in addition to the birth name (in this case Kurunt(iy)as),
a throne name (in that case Ulmi-Te$%ub) would have later, on the occasion of the
enthronement, replaced the initial birth name’. Before Laroche’s intervention the dating
of KBo 4.10 + had been a strongly disputed issue from the twenties of the preceding
century onwards.

Before the debate about The Bronze Tablet started, the same two scholars, R.
Stefanini and Th.P.J. van den Hout, concluded that 2) therefore, since the name of He3nis
with the apposition DUMU.LUGAL is mentioned in the list of human witnesses in Rev.
30, “the conspiracy of He¥ni§” would need to be dated after the conclusion of that treaty,
but still during the reign of Tudhaliya$ IV. But for the minority of Hittitologists who in
this case do not apply the ‘Double Name Option’ and maintain Laroche’s argumentation
concerning point 1), the reasoning concerning point 2) can now be modified in this sense
that “the conspiracy of He¥ni¥” may now in fact have preceded that Appanage Kingdom
Treaty, with the proviso that the conspiracy would have been directed against the ‘Great
King’ Kurunt(iy)a§ instead of against Tudhaliya$ IV. I hope to be able to argue on the
basis of the badly preserved letter KBo 18.48 that this in fact was the case. If my

*Iam referring here to the letter KBo 18.48 which in my opinion indicates that “the conspiracy of He$ni§” may
very well have taken place during the period of absence of Tudhaliyas IV and the presumably rather short reign of
Kurunt(iy)a, cf. below for a partial treatment of this letter.

> In the Inscription — for which see A.M. Dingol 1998, 28 — Kurunt(iy)as uses the titel “Great King’, [Hero], the
son of Muwatallis (IT), ‘Great King’, Hero, closely copying the latter’s Sirkeli Inscription and confirming his own
Genealogy, as more vaguely hinted at in Otten 1988, 10-11, par. 2, i Il 12-13 and perhaps again in ibidem, 16-17, par.
13, ii 1. 34-35 and 18-19, par. 14, ii I1. 43-44. See for his seal impressions Th. van den Hout, 1989-1995, 82-84, at that
point in time 14 specimens.

8 Some scholars prefer an earlier date, closer to the beginnings of the reigns of both Kings, but this problem cannot
be solved on the basis of either the Hittite or the Assyrian evidence alone.

7 In JNES 20 (1961) 68° Professor H.G. Giiterbock cautiously (with a question mark) formulated the hypothesis
that Kurunt(iy)as and Ulmi-Te¥$ub might have been a birth and a throne name, respectively. In my opinion KBo 18.48
renders this solution rather improbable. The letter would have seem to indicate that Kurunt(iy)as had been removed
from the political scene and was in all likelihood to be replaced in the near future with his brother Ulmi-Te¥3ub.
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treatment should turn out to be convincing, other debatable points may also very well
become more clear.

But first I must refer to the article ‘More about the “He¥ni Conspiracy’””, AoF 28
(2001), 154-164, written by M. Tani®. In her interesting and, as far the treatment of the
genre ‘depositions in court’ is concerned, innovating article, the writer towards the end of
her study considers a few new proposals more in line with the ideas of the majority. In a
more general sense the writer adheres with these new proposals to the still prevailing
‘communis opinio’ that the conspiracy would need to have taken place after the
conclusion of KBo 4.10+. The dating of both the revolt of Kurunt(iy)a¥ and the
conspiracy of Hesni$ (in this order) to the period just before the conclusion of KBo 4.10 +
has the distinct advantage that He$ni§ even might have earned his place among the human
witnesses by plotting during the presumably rather short period of Kurunt(iy)as’s ‘Great
Kingship’ against this ‘interim Great King’ during the absence of Tudhaliyas IV.

In his review of Th.P.J. van den Hout, “Der Ulmitesub-Vertrag, Eine
prosopographische Untersuchung”, StBoT 38 (1995), I. Singer, BiOr 54 (1997), 416-423,
drew attention to a passage in Ras Shamra-Ugarit 11 (1995) 37-38, cf. l.c. 420"V, in
which F. Malbran-Labat proposed the reading "Hi-i§-ni-i LUGAL KUR ""YKa[rgamis]’
for the recently cleaned RS 17.403 (found in 1953), L. 2. Singer rightly remarked: “I
prefer an omission of the first element in DUMU.LUGAL, rather than positing for an as
yet unattested king of Kargami3, as tentatively suggested by the author. The only seal
impressed on this document is that of Taki-Sarruma, which would be unthinkable if He¥ni
was really a king.” In the beginning of this subsection 1. Singer already refers to KBo
18.48, the letter sent by ‘His Majesty’ to He3$ni§, DUMU[.LUGAL], so that one can
remark that the two text restorations may mutually support one another. Singer’s text
restoration implies that HeSni$ would have been a ‘prince of the land of (the town of)
Kar[gamiS}’ rather than a son of the Hittite royal couple Hattusili§ III and Puduhepa.
However, for the attempt I would like to engage in, a new look at the badly broken Ietter
KBo 18.48, a decision between the two options is not of great importance, although
Singer’s solution serves my purposes better.

The Rev. of KBo 18.48 is slightly better preserved than its Obv., while the end of the
Obv. and the beginning of the Rev. are lacking. But the preserved parts of the letter share
two common characteristics: 1) the viceroy of Kargami¥ is prominently present, being
mentioned no less than six times, Obv. 5, 15 and 19 and Rev. 9', 13’ and 21, while his
title, the king of Kargamis, has plausibly been restored for Obv. [6] and [7]; 2) while the
Obv. does not allow for a detailed interpretation, one may surmise that, like this also
would seem to apply to the Rev., in a highly intricate political situation involving the
‘Great King’, He3ni$ and the viceroy of Kargami$, but also a presumably common enemy
of both the sender and the addressee, this sender, in all likelihood Tudhaliyas IV, was in a

¥ Cf N. Tani 2001, 154-164 and especially 160-164.

9 . m .
Alternatively "He-es-ni D[UMU.LUGAL]KUR "™V Ka[r-ga-mis] might be a proposal. I owe this suggestion to
Professor 1. Singer.
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rather remarkable manner not only the superior of the prince He$ni§, but also dependent
upon him. This curious contradiction suggests in my opinion that the prince was staying
in Hattu3a (where the letter was found), but that Tudhaliya$ IV (still) was elsewhere. The
common enemy would seem to have been Kurunt(iy)a$. Moreover and thirdly, it would
seem that the viceroy of Kargamis, certainly at this time Ini-Te$3ub, was angry with
He$nig, cf. e.g. INIM LUGAL KUR Kargami§ in Obv. 5 and Rev. 7' (?), 12-13', “the
word” (or “the order”), “the matter” (or “the affair”) of the king of Kargami§ which is
sometimes mentioned in the preserved parts of the beginning of the Obv. and of the end
of the Rev. of the letter. In a notable manner the sender of the letter both warns and
reassures the addressee, Hes$ni$, about the intentions of the viceroy of Kargamis.
Apparently ‘My Majesty’ is surprisingly well-informed about a letter which has been sent
from Kargami§ to Hattu$a. But in addition to these three persons there still is that ‘fourth
man’, this other participant in the proceedings, whose name remains unmentioned in the
preserved parts of both sides. He is referred to as “the enemy” in 1. 7' and possibly in 1. 8’
of the Rev., while it is in fact rather likely that he was introduced in the missing part of
the Obv., either with his personal name, or with the same designation “the enemy”,
LUKUR, again also a pun on his Luwian personal name Kurunt(iy)as, cf. on the one hand
™Kur in StBoT Beiheft 2, no 329 on p. 255 and on the other StBoT 38, pp. 245-267, the
Oracle Inquiry CTH 577, KUB 5.24+ and also 82-96, the treatment of Kurunt(iy)as.

Two Hittite princes, Kammaliya§ (Obv. 9" and Rev. 16") and later also Huziya$ (Rev.
17") and one highly placed “Grenzherr”, viz. a governor of a border province, Hasduili§
(Obv. 4 and 10) would seem to have come into contact with the ‘Great King’. 10

Obv. 1: While A. Hagenbuchner restored DUMU[-Y4] as an apposition to the name
of He$ni§ at the end of the line, H. Klengel, Gesch. Syr. 1, 63 and Th. van den Hout,
StB:)T 38, 207, chose for DUMU[.LUGAL], certainly the preferable option, if one
reckons with the likelihood that He$ni§ would have belonged to the royal family of
Kargamis.

In the 1l. Obv. 3-6 the preserved remnants would seem to suggest that, as soon as the
messenger sent by “My Majesty” will have arrived (at the spot where Hes$ni§ is now
staying (?)) and [will have consulted (?)] Hasduili§, [He$ni§ should carry through] the
order (or the matter) of the viceroy of the country of Kargami$ fully in the manner of the
king of the c[ountry of Kargami§], cf. the translation and the commentary of A.
Hagenbuchner.

For the preserved end of 1. 8 R.H. Beal proposed 4-N4 LUGAL KUR 45-t[a-ta]
instead of LUGAL KUR Ka[rgamis] (A. Hagenbuchner) or LUGAL KUR A[3-sur] (H.

19 The name of the BEL MADGALTI (?) Hadduili§ (Obv. 4 and 10) returns in the young letter KUB 40.1 Rev. 32,
37 together with another “Grenz-Herr” "Taruppi3ni$ and "MARDUK-LAMMA, cf. A. Hagenbuchner 1989, 68-76,
Nr. 45. KUB 40.1 Rev. 20 shows the young form a-u-ya-an which can also be restored for KBo 18.48 Rev. 1'(?) in the
commentary on Rev. 1'-13' of our letter. "Haduili§ has been restored by Th. van den Hout for VSNF 12 (Heft XXVIII)
in his review 1999 145 and 149 in No. 106 iii 20’ of this volume. This text refers to Assyria, according to Professor Van
den Hout.
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Klengel), as followed by others. Beal’s cautiously formulated proposal implies that the 11.
7-8 may still mean that “My Majesty” did send [someone or something] to the king of the
country of K[argamiS], but that the 11. 8-9 would need to signify that Kammaliya3 did go
to the king of the country of 45-f[a-ta]. From 1. 10 onwards the ‘Great King’ approaches
the subject of the Oracle Inquiry, explained by Professor H.G. Giiterbock in the
Introduction to the volume, p. V. It would seem that again Hasduilis was involved in the
proceedings, cf. the 1l. 10-11: “And like Hasdu[ilis] repeatedly conveyed this to me [in the
following manner (?)].” The sequel, the continuation of 1. 12 up to and including 1. 14 is
highly unclear. In the continuation of Obv. 15-16 ‘My Majesty’ seems to notify Hesnis of
the fact that the viceroy of Kargami§ had ordered that a clay tablet would need to be
written which “he must have transported.” For Obv. 16, the plain and short sentence, #u-
za pi-ten har-du in Hagenbuchner’s transcription which she interpreted as “Er soll den Ort
(= die Stellung) halten,” T prefer the solution offered by the CHD P3, 346b, the reading
pé-dany and a derivation from the verb peda- B, which provides the translation mentioned

above with pedan as a nom.-acc. neut. of the participle of the verb “to bring, to
transport.”

The broken final 11. 16-21 of the preserved part of the Obv. seem to indicate that “My
Majesty” advises Hesni§ not to refuse the encased and presumably sealed tablet or to find
fault with the contents of the letter, cf. the usage of markiya- in 1. 16 and the imperative
“open the tablet” in 1. 17. The IL. 18 up to and including 21 offer no fortunate prospects
apart from the fact that Obv. 20 requires — contrary to the translation applied by
A. Hagenbuchner — the application of H.A. Hoffner’s rule: “-za in a nominal sentence
marks it as 1% or 2™ but not 3" person”, cf. R.H. Beal, l.c., cf. his remark concerning Rev.
3'-4', referring to H.A. Hoffner, INES 28 (1996), 225-230. In this case application of this
rule results in the following translation: “But if you would have been here (viz. with me
and not there in Hattusa (?))...”

Above I already mentioned that ‘the coup d’état of Kurunt(iy)a$’ may very well have
taken place before “the conspiracy of Hesni$”. This revolt must have been introduced in
the letter by ‘My Majesty’, the ‘Great King’, in the large gap consisting of the lower half
of the Obv. and the upper half of the Rev. This follows from two points, the first being
that in Rev. 1'-9' a total of 6 examples would seem to refer to him, Kurunt(iy)ag, either
through the use of WKUR or by means of enchtlc datives and accusatives of the enclitic
pronoun -g-, but in any case in a veiled manner'!, while the second point consists of the
fact that 1. 1’ of the Rev. shows a main clause which, like the preceding conditional clause
which needs to be supplied, both suit the role of Kurunt(iy)a$ perfectly and are in fact
indispensable: he did not accompany Tudhaliya§ IV and his troops in the military

1 According to the rule originally formulated by Calvert Watkins in ca 1970 and conclusively proven by Andrew
Garrett around 1990, cf. the latter’s Harvard thesis, “The Syntax of Anatolian Pronominal Clitics” (1990) and his article
“Hittite Enclitic Subjects and Transitive Verbs”, JCS 42 (1990), 227-242, the enclitic common-gender nom. singular -
as- is optionally restricted to intransitive verbs and thus in other words: transitive verbs do not have enclitic subjects.
The following enclitic pronouns occur: -as- in Rev. 1’ and 5; -an(-) in na-an-za-an (Rev. 2'); the dative -Si- occurs in
Rev. 4*and 6'; LUKUR in Rev. 7' and possibly again in Rev. 8.
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campaign to Mesopotamia. Actually the rules in question, as formulated in The Bronze
Tablet iii, 32-56, did not require that he would do so. This was changed in KBo 4.10+
Obv. 40-47 with respect to Ulmi-Tes3ub. This was implying a return to ABoT 57, 26-
31/32 (in this case even mentioned twice). In my opinion these data do support the
sequence of the large Tarhunta$$a Appanage Kingdom Treaties, first The Bronze Tablet
and then KBo 4.10 +, at the same time also indicating that the latter Treaty cannot be
dated to the reign of Hattusilis III. In my opinion these points also render it likely that the
Oracle Inquiry KUB 5.24 + 16.31 + 18.57 = CTH 577, cf StBoT 38, 245-267 should be
dated to the reign of Hattusili3 III, and would need to have led to the removal of his
position of “Ytuhukanti-ship concerning Kurunt(iy)a§.12

KBo 18.48 Rev.

0. “if he would have accompanied us on our campaign]”
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. And this is very good! If I would have been an enemy (or, “an opponent™),
. I, “‘My Majesty’, would have a.-ed. a legal suit against him, I would have been [suc]cessful.
. He (the enemy?) would still (izwa ) have been in some way ours again (ramma 2)?

. And [on account of] that [matter] I should come to him in ... (place name?)?
. “Our affairs which the enemy wrote to him (saying): “The ki[ng of the country of Kargamis]

8'. will not cause in any way a revolt for your enemy.”
9'. “He who b[end]s an ear to him (or, “the ear which
10". b[end]s to him”) (reports): “The word of the king of Kar[gami§] will not cause a revolt.”

11
12,

Now, ultimately it will somehow be[come known] to the Hurrian (?).

We shall pull back. But, now, in the manner in which I, ‘My Majesty’, se[t] them (viz. the
affairs) [aside],

1.

2.
3.
4
5.

1.
12",

ma-an-na-sa-{al§ a?-u-ya-an ar-ha GIN-at [...]

nu << an-na-ri << an-na-ri na-an-za-{aln KUR Ag-qa-d[u Sa-ak-ta)
nu me-ek-ki S1Gs-in ma-a-an-ma-an-za ""KUR-ma e[ -§u-un]
SUTU-SI-ma-an-$i-kdn DI-NU an-za-nu-uh-ha ma-an-za S[1Gs-in]

nu-u-ua-ma-na-as ku-i(t-ki] nam-ma an-ze-el e-es-t{a]

. a-pi-da-ni-i a-ma-an-§i-kdn [INIM-ni §e-er | X-X-X-x-X ti-ya-m{i]

LUK UR-§i an-ze-el ku-e! INIM.MES ha-at-re-es-ki-zi LU[GAL KUR Kar-ga-mis-ya) (in the
column divider)

. tu-el ""KUR-ni UL-pat [klu[-it-k)i ar-ha BAL-zi
. GESTU'-§i-ma-ua ku-i§ I{a-k]i (or, l[a-ga-r]i) nu-ua-kén INIM LUGAL KUR Kar[-ga-mis]
. UL BAL-nu-us-ki-zi

kit-nu-na-a$-kdan EGIR-zi-an << hur-la ku-it-ki i5[-du-ya(-a)-ri]
EGIR-pa SUD-u-ni ki-nu-un-ma-at SUTU-SI GIM-an mu[-ta-a-mi)

13'. LUGAL KUR Kar-ga-mis-i a-at a-pi-ia QA-TAM-MA mu[-ta-id-du]

Translation:
»
b

0. “[“If he would have accompanied us on our campaign]
1. he would have gone off away from us! [...]

2'." And success, success! The country of Babylonia [recognized him legally!]

2 g may be of some significance that the Oracle Inquiry 577 = KUB 5.24 + 16.31 + 18.57 shows the older form
a-ya a-an in direct object ediz pedaz ayan arha tittanu-, see iv 4, {5], 21, 27 and [28] and not yet the younger form, cf.
Rev. 1'. The Oracle Inquiry stems from the reign of Hattugili3 III, I think.

13'. in the same manner also the king of the country of Kargamis, [must] then/there set them
[aside]!”

Commentary on this part of the Rev. 1'-13":

Rev. 1" cf. H.A. Hoffner 19, 93-94, for the sequence man=nas=as; see A. Kammenhuber 19, 155
and HW” 1 8 (1984) 634-5 for a-u-ua-an as the younger form for a-ya-an.

Rev 3'-4": cf. R.H. Beal 1993, 246a; possibly ‘My Majesty’ criticizes the choice of a conspiracy.

Rev. 5" cf. the CHD L-N 4, 470 a, but “Further” in the beginning of the sentence is likely to have
been a mistake; has namma been translated twice?

Rev. 6': concerning this line I basically follow A. Hagenbuchner who in the commentary qualifies
her proposal (the town of Utruna in the northern Gasga region) as uncertain; ‘My Majesty’
indicates that it would be unnecessary or even unwise to pay him a visit in his place of
banishment.

Rev. 7'-10": regarding these lines I would like to follow the proposals of G. Beckman, WO 23
(1992) 175 and of R.H. Beal 1993, 246b.

Rev. 11": the enclitic pronoun -a§- indicates that the predicate of the sentence must have been
intransitive; cf. A. Garrett 1990, 227-242 and elsewhere, as I have been reminded of by
Th.P.J van den Hout and P. Goedegebuure. The chosen Hittite verb is in fact intransitive and
can use nominative -as’ as a subject, cf. E. Neu, StBoT 5 (1968), 78 and J. Puhvel, HED, vol. 2
(1984), 483-5 (istuwa-), while the verb begins with is]...], “kund, offenbar, bekannt werden”
(E. Neu); “be(come) manifest, be exposed, get out in the open” (J. Puhvel); see for hurla/i —
“hourrite?” Laroche, DLL, 48 and G.F. del Monte, RGTC 6/1, 119-124. The sentence of Rev.
11" remains rather cryptic, but this may have been intentional. Is it possible that with “the
Hurrian” the viceroy of Kargamis, Ini-Te$8ub, would have been meant? It would seem that he
still plays an important role in this part of the letter.

Rev. 12"; The first sentence which merely consists of the predicate, EGIR-pa SUD-u-#i, “we shall
pull back”, may possibly be translated with “we shall draw back” (or “withdraw™), even in the
sense of “Let us go home (to our capital)”, if one applies “Die kohortativische 1. Person Plur.”
cf. J. Friedrich HE 1(1960), 139, par. 263 c: “Let us draw back” (or “withdraw”).

Rev. 12'-13": with this guarantee concerning the frictions between the ruling viceroy and the
prince belonging to his royal family (?) the evidence on this matter comes to an end. The final
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reference to the king of Kargami§ in Rev. 21’ stands totally isolated. From approximately 1. 14’
onwards up to and including L. 22’ the 11. of the Rev. are as badly preserved as those of the Obv.
However, occasionally parts and pieces of sentences or subordinate clauses offer a surprising
view on the likely contents of these final lines. It would seem that clay tablets had been
prepared which were to be taken along by the envoy of the letter, probably Huzziyas, in order to
be judged by Hesnis, cf. “And if you do agree to them (I. 18') and “But if [you] do not agree to
them” (1. 20"), while 1. 19’ refers to “And these in the future”, a point which suggests that “those
to which He$nis agreed should be promulgated for the future”, cf. Th.P.J. van den Hout, StBoT
38, 108. One can ask oneself the question, who was the ruling ‘Great King’ of those days,
Tudhaliya$ IV or (still) He$ni¥? Anyhow, Tudhaliya$ IV had not yet resumed his Royal Reign, I
assume.

1) In this article I tried to show that the highly intriguing, but also curious letter KBo
18.48 may indicate that the two revolts of Kurunt(iy)a$ and He3ni$ followed one another
in quick succession in the aftermath of the Assyrian victory in the battle of Nihriya during
the reign of Tukulti-Ninurta I.

2) The fact that the Oracle Inquiry CTH 577 = KUB 5.24 + 16.31 + 18.57 cannot be
connected in a meaningful manner with the comparatively late coup d’état of
Kurunt(iy)a$ — a revolt will not be checked by means of an Oracle Inquiry, but rather
through a counterplot like the conspiracy of Hesni§ — renders it in fact rather likely that
this Oracle Inquiry finally permitted the earlier replacement of Kurunt(iy)a$ as the future
successor by Tudhaliya§ (IV), which was presumably furthered and fostered by
Puduhepa.

a9

3) The “conspiracy of Hes$ni§” may very well have been directed against the ‘coup
d’état’ of Kurunt(iy)a§ since he wrote to Tudhaliya§ (IV) about his, Kurunt(iy)as’s
position of the time being and possibly also about the place of banishment he had
assigned to him (Rev. 3'-6").

4) It is rather probable that He$ni§ will have shown or may at least have harbored
aspirations to ascend to the Throne of ‘Great Kingship’ in Hattu$a. This might explain
“the word” or “the order”, “the affair” or “the matter” of the King of the country of
Kargami$ who in that case would have been surpassed by a member of his own family.

5) The fact that I suggested that Tudhaliya$ (IV) would have sent this letter while on
his return journey to Anatolia is less arbitrary or risky than it might seem to be at first
sight since there is in fact in the Egyptian-Hittite correspondence a comparable letter,
AHK no 74 = KUB 3.44 = F 6, 176-7, one of the insibya letters which are dated by
Professor E. Edel between the 42™ and the 56" year of the reign of Ramses II and thus
between 1237-1223 B.C.E. In volume I, 267 Professor Edel characterized the letter in the
following manner: “KUB 3.44 gehért zu den merkwiirdigsten Briefen unserer
Publikation.” According to Professor Edel Ramses II reacted favorably to the proposal of
possibly Tudhaliya§ (IV) that both ‘Great Kings’ would renew the Treaty between the two
countries.
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THE SYSTEM OF GOVERNMENT
AT THE TIME OF TUTHALIYA 1V

Franca Pecchioli Daddi

For Tuthaliya and the period of his reign we have a large number of documents of various
typology that throw light on all the fields of the activity of this sovereign.! These
documents therefore give us the opportunity to reconstruct the essential framework of his
system of government in the religious, administrative and political spheres — spheres that
are well-known and widely studied, especially as far as his foreign policy and religious
interests are concerned.” In this paper, I would like to put forward some points of
reflection in order to attempt a deeper investigation on this king and his management of
domestic policies.

As we know, Tuthaliya appears profoundly conditioned by the doubtful legitimacy of
his role as king, which stemmed from the fact he belonged to a dynasty’s cadet branch
(dating back to the founder of the Empire, his great grandfather Suppiluliuma), which had
seized power so traumatically and conspicuously that it aroused disapproval even of
Tuthaliya himself, despite his being favoured as an incumbent.* The manner in which
Hattusili had succeeded to the throne was extremely disruptive even for a society like the
Hittite one, where practically no transfer of power had ever been carried out smoothly: the
usurpation by Hattusili had been just one event among many, but it was the only one that
could not fall within the codified rules in the edict of Telipinu. In order to get codified, it
would have been necessary to cancel the reign of Muwatalli and link up directly with
Murgili II; but the reign of Muwatalli had been too important and the events connected to
the struggle with Mursili IIT were too well-known for this to happen and for Hattusili to
follow the model of his father (Mursili IT had been able to make his legitimacy stem from
his father, because the reign of Arnuwanda had been so brief and his brother had died as a
result of pestilence, caused by his father’s actions).* Therefore, Hattusili had had to resort,
ideologically, to divine legitimacy (by involving deities of a different tradition)’ and,
politically, to management of his power in two ways: firstly, by repression using legal

For these documents (and related bibliography), see, recently, Klengel 1999, 273-285 (Quellen).

Cf., for example, Giorgieri/Mora 1996, 51-61, in particular.

Cf. CTH 105 11 10-30, and the remarks by Klengel 1995, 166-167.

For the accession of Murgili II, cf,, recently, Pecchioli Daddi 2000, 344-358.

Besides the great deities of Hittite State, the goddess Sausga and the Storm-god of Nerik are particularly involved.
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means and the confiscation of goods and, secondly, by seeking consensus through the
acquisition of international prestige and the concession of benefits to his supporters.®

This equilibrium, so laboriously yet wisely attained (Apology), also relied on an
agreement with some members of the Muwatalli family (Danuhepa and Kurunta)’ and
entailed the recognition of an important political role for his brother’s descendants. If Ph.
Houwink ten Cate® is right, perhaps the agreement established, initially at least, that
Kurunta, whom Hattusili placed in the kingdom of Tarhunta§§a,9 the place that Muwatalli
had built, would succeed him on the throne of Hattu$a upon his death; probably, for this
reason Kurunta is mentioned in the Apology before Tuthaliya'® who, in turn, was
dedicated to the priesthood!' like those other prior Hittite princes excluded from
succession: Kantuzzili, son of Armuwanda I(?),12 Telipinu, son of Suppiluliuma,13 and
Hattugili himself;'* we can also see the case of Zidi in the tablet of Inandik.

Furthermore, also the accession to the throne by Tuthaliya certainly did not fall
within the rules established by tradition: in his career he had, in fact, followed in his
father’s footsteps'® and, unless this was a deliberate choice by Hattusili to affirm yet again
his right to reign by presenting his own life-story as the new model for royalty, this means
that the succession of Tuthaliya, too, had been the result of a coup d’état, and of a
struggle between opposing factions where the political party of this son of Hattusili and
Puduhepa had prevailed.

From these inner struggles for power within the Hittite royal family in which, given
the direct or acquired parental ties that linked the holders of economic and political
powers in the empire, the entire ruling class was involved, stems the sense of
precariousness and the obsession for fidelity that characterises a great deal of the
documents that emanated from Tuthaliya once he became king.

6 Cf. the summary treatments by van den Hout 1995a, 1107-1120; Giorgieri/Mora 1996, 37-51; Klengel 1999,
235-273.

7 On these two persons, cf., recently, Singer 2002, 739-752, with previous bibliography.

8 Houwink ten Cate 1992, 233-270 (239-240, 259-270, in particular); cf. also van den Hout 1995a, 1118-1119.
But most of the scholars hold a different opinion: see, for example, Klengel 1991, 224-238; Imparati 1995, 151-153,
with previous bibliography.

? See the texts quoted by Imparati/Pecchioli Daddi 1991, 24.

10 Kurunta, in CTH 81 1V 62, Tuthaliya, in CTH 81 IV 77-78: edition by Otten 1981, 28-29.

" Tuthaliya was appointed to the office of priest of Storm-god of Nerik (CTH 386.1, KUB 36.90 obv. 15-17"
recent translation by Singer 2002b, 106; CTH 524, KUB 25.21 III 13-16: edition by von Schuler 1965, 186-187) and of
ISTAR of $amuha (CTH 81 IV 76-79).

On the priesthood of Hittite royal princes, cf. recently Imparati 2003, 230-242.
12 On this person, cf. now Singer 2002c, 309-310; Imparati 2003, 233-239.

13 ¢f. now Imparati 2003, 230-233.

14 ¢f now Imparati 2003, 239-240.

15 Cf. Imparati 1995, 155 in particular, with references.
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It is also likely that, in a crisis situation of royal power such as this one, the inner
organisation of the State and the relations of power between the centre and the periphery,
defined as we know in the Middle Hittite period,'® were modified in some way; and,
perhaps, the existence of a LUGAL in Sari3a in the 13" century'” and the fact that
Hattusili managed to bedeck himself with the title of LUGAL in Hakpis (and Nerik)'®
could be interpreted as clues of such modifications.

To keep the situation under control and to reinforce his power, Tuthaliya had to
develop a policy in the country that would allow him to increase consensus and, in
attempting to reconcile innovation and respect for tradition, he employed two special
tools consolidated by time: the legal tool of allegiance and oath,'® and the administrative
tool of the cult inventory,” which enabled him to link up with various Anatolian
potentates and exercise widespread control of his country. If we take note then of his
intense activity in monumental buildings and in the diffusion of rock inscriptions and
sculptures, his political plan appears even more clearly defined.?

The two legal and administrative tools that he used had been established during the
Middle Kingdom by sovereigns like Tuthaliya I, and especially Arnuwanda I, to
overcome a particularly difficult period as a consequence of both the dynastic crisis and
the scant organisation of the country; these tools were used again by subsequent Hittite
kings to reinforce their control over their subjects and territory. Tuthaliya IV therefore
resumes traditional practices, but he adapts them to the new political situation and to the
needs of his government.

I. The impositions of an oath CTH 255.2 (SAG 1) and CTH 255.1 (SAG 2)*

Since these texts are well known, I will focus on a few points, which, in my opinion, are
particularly significant as far as the political ideology of Tuthaliya is concerned.

When Tuthaliya ascends the throne, he calls all the LUME SAG® to make a pledge;**
the sworn declarations take place in the city of Us¥a,” located at the border with

16 Cf., recently, Pecchioli Daddi 2002, 261-268; Pecchioli Daddi 2003, 30-31.

17 See Miiller-Karpe 1995, 22-25 (16-17, for a previous king Mazitima); cf. also G. Wilhelm 1997, 10.

18 Cf. in particular CTH 81; CTH 384,

19 For these texts, cf. now Pecchioli Daddi 2003, 24-26 (iShiul-texts), 27-30 (lingai-texts), with bibliography. For
a recent edition of /ingai-texts, see Giorgieri 1995.

20 Cf. now Hazenbos 2003, with previous bibliography.

21 £ van den Hout 1995, 545-573.

2 Edition by von Schuler 1957, 8-21 (SAG 1), 22-33 (SAG 2). Cf. also critical reviews by Otten 1958, 388-390;
Goetze 1959, 66-69; Italian translation by Del Monte 1988, 518-519.

B On LU SAG (not LUSAG) = Akkadian §a re§i, cf. Pecchioli Daddi 1977, 180, n. 54, and recently Hawkins
2002, 217-218, both with references and bibliography.

2 SAG1§ 1(KUB26.1 +23.11211-3).
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Tarhunta$$a,”® but are also extended to include the SAG men who were unable to reach
the city.”’ The other oath imposition (SAG 2) concerns first the “lords” and the
“princes”,”® and then the LUME SAG again;® in this case the incipit and colophon are
missing: so the occasion and the place where the sworn declarations took place are not
known, but it is unanimously believed that this oath occurred in a situation analogous to
the preceding one,

If these documents are compared with other allegiance and oath texts, some clear
differences immediately emerge as far as the occasion, provisions, recipients, and the
structure of the text are concerned.

1. The occasion

Tuthaliya required allegiance and oath at the time of his accession to the throne. The other
known oaths, instead, are either periodic oath taking (see, for instance, the monthly>® oath
sworn to Arnuwanda, ASmunikal and the fukkanti Tuthaliya, CTH 260; to Suppiluliuma
and Taduhepa, to princes and their descendents, CTH 253.1; the oath to Hattusili,
Puduhepa, their children and descendents, CTH 254) or special ones such as CTH 85.2,
KUB 21.37,*! the oath required by Hattusili III from everybody in Hatti (indicated as
DUMU.NAM.Uyo.LU, obv. 7', 10'; UNMES-tar, obv. 17/ URUHattus’an humandan, obv.
37'; sumes LUME YRUHarti pankus, obv. 40") after his conflict with Urhi-Teub.

2. The provisions

The provisions contained in the two Tuthaliya documents dwell exclusively on the subject
of fidelity to the king and his direct descendents, to whom absolute loyalty is called for
under any circumstance. These provisions are similar to those contained in the treaty of
Tuthaliya with his nephew and brother-in-law Sauigamuwa of Amurru,*? hence a member
of the great royal family;_instead, they are totally unlike the specific provisions recurring
in the oaths of the Middle Hittite period; and more precisely, 1) in the impositions of an
oath CTH 258.2, emanating from Tuthaliya II/III, related to the legal area; CTH 268,
concerning the military; CTH 251, emanating from Tuthaliya I, with provisions primarily
about military activities; and 2) in the swearing an oath CTH 270, where Ashapala

2 SAG 1 colophon (KUB 26.1 1V 54-56).

26 of. Houwink ten Cate 1992, 268.

2T SAG 1§25 (KUB 26.1 111 53-54).

85AG2 8§ 121,

2 SAG 2 §§ 22-31.

30 f ITU-mi ITU-mi, in KUB 26.24+ IV 7; KUB 26.57 1 8; KUB 21.46 1 [6].
31 See now Singer 2001, 399-402, with previous bibliography.

32 CTH 105; edition by Kithne/Otten 1971.
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pledges himself to supply men and to inform the governor of his province on enemy
movements.

3. The recipients

The other documents are addressed to specific categories of royal employees (CTH
258.2, CTH 268: to the troops involved in military campaigns;®* CTH 253.2: by
Suppiluliuma I to the troops® because they are faithful to the king and queen) and/or to
all Hattusa (CTH 256: by Suppiluliuma II to all subjects;*® CTH 251: by Tuthaliya I to
various categories’’ and all Hattuga;*® CTH 259: this i$hiul is addressed by Tuthaliya I to
“all the men”* so that they would pledge, by taking an oath, to observe their obligations;
cf. also CTH 85.2); even the swearing of oaths is done by specific categories (CTH
260),% by single individuals (CTH 270),*! and by “whoever is in Hatti”*? (CTH 253.1,"
CTH 254;** cf. CTH 260, t00).

Instead, the oath taking called for by Tuthaliya concern the high classes in Anatolian
society, namely, they are addressed to members of the ruling class and not the entire
population or specific professional categories. Surely, some professional categories, like
“the lords of the army” (BELUY'* KARASH!A: SAG 2 § 2, KUB 26.12 + KUB 21.42 1
4'), “the governors of the provinces” (Sumes kuies BELU™ hantezi aurius
maniyahheskatteni: SAG 2 § 10, KUB 26.12+ II 12'-13"), the administrators or tax
collectors (Sumes kuies BELUM™ DUMUME LUGAL maniyahheskatteni: SAG 2 § 17,
KUB 26.12+ III 13-14), can be included in the oath taking; but they are included as

33 1y s . ' :
KUB 13.7 1 11 ("*"MESEDI, DUMU.E.GAL, ""UGULA LIM, “'DUGUD), 22-23 (BELU GAL, appizziyas ...
antuwahhas).
34 ,
i KUB 23.82 + 21.47 obv. 2" (ERINYESHIA): KB [958 (+) KUB 23.82 rev. 11’ (Sumenzann-a kuis hantezzis).
KUB 21.41 IV 6 (ERINY® §arikuwas ERINVES ANSE.KUR.RAHA),
36 ) . .
.~ ABoT 56 1 2223 (dapianza [UNMESzg)), T 33 (LUMES URViarey), 101 21° (LUMES URUK (7 BABBARY), 23’
(LUM KUR KUR "RVarri),

37 » ' .

KBo 1624 (+) 25 1 26/, 42 (*“UGULA LIM, "'DUGUD), 72' (BEL GAL), 11 10’ (“"MESEDU
DUMU.E.GAL), III 8'-9'a (BAD GAL, appizziyas .. antuhias), 11’ (BAD GAL, ERINYES), 17 (BAD GAL), IV 59,
61' (“VMEDUGUD).

38
Cf. ibidem 1 55', 62', IV 21, 30; 163" (pankus ""UHattusas), 11 11' (DUMUES Vo),

39

KUB 26.11 1 2’ (KUR "™ Harti); KUB 13.20 IV 8 (UNMES-ar{naE humandas). Cf. also the various officials
addressed in KUB 13.20 (and duplicates) 1 1 (BEL MADGALTI), 4 (**!DUGUD, UGULA LIM), 6 (tuzzi§ ERINVES
ANSE.KUR.RAY4), 28 (BELUMS),

0 KUB 31.44 11 (UGULA LU LM "MBDUGUDY; see also KUB 26.24+ 1V 8.

1 KBo 16.50 obv. 1-2.

%2 Cf. KUB 26.5717; KUB 21.46 15, for the resumptive sentence kuif(-) INA KUR "™ Hatti anda eszi.
3 KUB 26.5713-7.

M KUB 21.46 125,

5 KUB 31.44125-26; KUB 26.24+ IV 23"
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belonging to a determined social class (the class of the lords), not as holders of public
office or charge.

“Lords” and “princes” are in fact the designations used to define those people
belonging to a social rank, independently from their charge or office. The same goes for
the LUMES SAG, a term on which I expressed my opinion many years ago,*® and which I
think does not define “eunuchs” (as held instead by D. Hawkins, CRRAI 47 [2002] 217-
233), or, at least, not only eunuchs. The interpretation of SAG 1 §§ 32-34, proposed by
Hawkins*’ as a possible alternative to the one more adherent to the text, according to
which the SAG men are forbidden to have sexual relations*® with women in the royal
house (cf. also SAG 2 § 31), does not take in the real meaning of the term (LU)ara-,49 that
indicates a person belonging to the same social group®® and does not mean a “friend” (in
SAG texts to indicate a friend the term as§u- is used);51 moreover, the interpretation of
Hawkins does not take in the real meaning of the iteration “Varas “Varan (SAG 2 § 31,

KUB 21.42 left edge 3),” which is regularly used with the meaning of “one another”.>>

Even the tone of the provisions in the two oath requirements addressed to SAG men
and the fact that the second oath requirement involves first the lords and princes and then
the L['JMES SAG seems to render their definition as eunuchs, in the sense of “castrato”, as
unlikely.

Both lords and princes together, that is, the aristocracy and royal family strictly bound
by multiple parental ties (in SAG 2°* it is specified that the lords are part of the king’s
family and they are his brothers or cousins), define the entire ruling Hittite class, spread
throughout the territory®® (provisions can be seen regarding border defence®® and rebel
countries).”’

% pecchioli Daddi 1977, 178-182 (n. 54, in particular).

7 D. Hawkins 2002, 222-224, with new restorations and translation.

8 For maninkuwan pai- (KUB 26,1 IV 36-37, 42-43) with a sexual connotation, see now CHD, M, 172a.

9 SAG 1 § 33, 34 (KUB 26.1 IV 38, 43).

50 Cf. J. Puhvel, HED 1, 116: “belonging (or: proper) to one’s own social group, ...”.

510t for example, SAG 1 § 5 (KUB 26.8 134'), § 19 (KUB 26.1+ 11 3: assuwanza); SAG 2 § 11, 17, 19 (KUB
26.12 + KUB 21.42 11 25', 111 18, 25). Cf. also SAG 1 § 23 (KUB 26.1 II1 37: aSuwanni), SAG 2 § 18 (KUB 26.12+ Il
22: a$Sulan).

52 For 11, 3-5, ¢f. now CHD, M, 215a. The iteration “aras “Uaran/Cari is met with in SAG 1 § 29 (KUB 26.1 IV
7) and SAG 2 § 24 (KUB 21.42+ IV 5), t00.

53 See J. Puhvel, HED 1, 117.

5% See, for example, §§ 2, 3, 16, 28.

53 When, in SAG 2 § 2, 10, 17, it is said that the oath requirement also pertains to the lords of the army and lords
of the provinces, I think it is worth pointing out, that the entire ruling classes, wherever they are located, do indeed
pledge their fidelity to Tuthaliya the king.

6 5AG 2§10, 11,

STSAG2§ 12.
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In the second part of the tablet SAG 2 (§§ 22 ff.) a specification is introduced: these
lords and princes who live at court (namely the SAG men) are tied to the king in some
special way because the sovereign “is in rheir hands” (SAG 1 § 2):*® they are the inner
ci,rcvlg Of: power; they live with the king at court and have access to his private residence
(E.SA S4 LUGAL: SAG 2 § 24, KUB 21.42+ IV 3), they are the guarantors of the
glfji;%;glboc)iy and soul” (SAG 1 § 20, KUB 26.1 III 23: $4 "UTU-ma kuir N{. TE-SU 71

-ya).

In various passages of SAG 1 (in § 2, KUB 26.1+ 1 6-7, LUME SAG and annaules
UNMES-us’, “the men of equal rank”, are mentioned; according to § 22, LUMES SAG,
DUMUM® LUGAL and BELU™™ are both involved in diplomatic missions) and SAG 2
(§ 28,%° for example) there is evidence of a close connection and, at times, even
complicity between LUMES SAG, lords and princes — hence of their common interests.

The contiguity among personages belonging to such ranks also transpires from other
data.” The titles in KUB 26.43%' of Anuwanza, scribe and lord of Nerik, and Palla,
scribe and lord of Hurma,®® indeed, show that the SAG men are part of the class of the
lords. It is even likely that some of them might be part of the “Greats”, as is probably the
case with EN-farwa, scribe and palace superintendent,® and surely the case, documented
in Ugarit, of Taprammi,® whose seal identifies him as “scribe” and “great X”
(unidentified sign).” At least one of them (Pihatarhunta),”” if F. Imparati®® is correct,

would also be documented as prince in (Ugarit®® and) Emar”® - but this case appears very
uncertain.”!

58
KUB 26.1+1 7: PUTU-kdin $ummas §U-as, "the Majesty (is) in your hands".

59 . .
According to this paragraph, any “brother of the king”, “lord”, “prince” or SAG, must reveal to the king any
plot against him,

60 . ..
ol For a different opinion, see Hawkins 2002, 224-229.
CTH 225, edited by Imparati 1974,
62 ™ .
Rev. 34: "4-nu-wa-an-za DUB.SAR EN "RYNe-ri-ik LU SAG. On this personage, see now van den Hout 1995,
238-242.
63 - ; .
- Rev. 32: "[Pal-la-a EN URU H(u-ur-me “YDUB.SAR LU SAG)]. Cf. also KBo 4.10 rev 32: "Pal-la-a EN
Hur-mi. On this person, known also as father of the scribe Angulli, see now van den Hout 1995, 216-225.

4 , . ,
KUB 26.43 rev. 32: "EN-tar-wa DUB.SAR UGULA E.GAL LU SAG (the title UGULA E.GAL is a hapax,
probably to be amended in GAL). See van den Hout 1995, 235,

65 . )
RS 17234 (=PRU 1V 238) obv. 9, rev. 16: "Ysa re-5; E.GAL-lim. On this important person, see Hawkins 2002,
225-226, with other references.

66 . L.
On this seal (Ugaritica III 50, 52, 55), see Hawkins 2002, 225-226.

67 .
KUB 13.35+ 11 13 ("P[i-h]a-U L[U S)A[G]); edition by Werner 1967, 10-11. For the digraphic seal of this
Pihatarhunta, cf. Hawkins 2002, 222 n. 44, 225-226 1. 64.

88 Imparati 1987, 192-195.

89 RS 17.148B, 1 = PRU VI 10.

0 Msk 73.1012, 24. Cf. also Msk 73.1019; Hawkins 2002, 225-226, n. 64, with references.
71 Cf. Hawkins 2002, 224,
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Therefore, in my opinion, “the men of the head (of the king)” or “of the person”,
given the meaning of the term SAG, which as pars pro toto may also indicate a person,
refers to the tight circle of those living at court, in contact with the king, his trusted men,
whom the sovereign could use as his spokesmen in contacting various potentates, at home
and abroad; this does not exclude that, in other cultural and historic contexts (Assyria; and
the new Hittite states),” such definition might include the eunuchs who live in the royal
palace close to the king and his family, but not exclusively them.

I do not know if, as F. Starke” holds, the SAG term replaced the word “Grandee
(GAL)” in the 13™ century; it seems, however, that the personages so designated,
“grandees” or not “grandees”, are presented in the Hittite texts as the people who make up
the king’s entourage, his trusted men, and, in this sense, men of the head (the king’s men)
— personal attendants of the king or his cabinet. From a political point of view, the choice
of Tuthaliya to call upon them, and not “all Hattu$a”, with oath impositions indicates that
the sovereign felt the need to be bound to the high ranking society, thereby marking a
split between high society and the common people, in whom the king is no longer
interested — the ideology of royalty in the late Bronze Age has never been so explicitly
clear by other Hittite sovereigns.

In this comprehensive oath taking by the “lords”, “princes” and SAG men there is
also probably an attempt by Tuthaliya to involve those who have obtained autonomy from
the central power and who are “king” in their territories: indeed, the provisions contained
in the first part of SAG 2 § 10 concern, after the members of the royal family and the
king’s brothers, the “lords who administrate advanced posts”, namely, the governors of
the border provinces (by way of example, those mentioned are the provinces placed along
the borders with the countries of Azzi — the east, Kaska — the north, and Lukka — the
south). These provisions reproduce rules already established before in the Middle Hittite
iShiul addressed to the BEL MADGALTI (in demonstration of the fact that Tuthaliya uses
previous legal tools, it should be noted that this paragraph is the only one that contains
specific provisions); since, in the treaty with Kurunta (Bo 86/299 III 44), Tuthaliya
affirms that Tarhunta$a is a border province (hantezzi auriya, “advanced post”), it is
possible that the oath requirement involves him particularly. In this way, at least when
Tuthaliya was enthroned, Kurunta might have been “king” in Tarhunta$3a, but to his
Majesty he was a “prince” and a “lord of a border province”.

The location in UgSa for the oath declaration ceremony, to which are summoned all
the LUMS SAG located throughout the various Anatolian regions, even those in
Tarhunta$$a, should be not therefore a demonstration of favouring Kurunta, * or at least
not the only reason; instead it is a way to involve everyone, including Kurunta and his

72 Cf, Hawkins 2002, 217-221, 229-232.
73 Starke 1996, 140-182 (145-146, 160 fF., in particular).
7 So Houwink ten Cate 1992, 268-269.
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supporters, because Kurunta is one of trusted men of Tuthaliya’ and one of the “lords” of
Hatti, from the time his country is considered a frontier province of the Hittite state. We
might also conjecture that, on this occasion, the first treaty took place between Tuthaliya
and Kurunta, which is referred to in the first part of the bronze tablet.”®

II. The so-called ““cult inventories”

The large number of documents containing inquiry reports promoted by Tuthaliya to
verify the conditions of the Anatolian sanctuaries and the respect of the cult practices
constitute solid evidence of this king’s will to rule methodically and incisively in the
religious life of the country. Tuthaliya obtains two goals by resuming and intensifying a
traditional praxis (just think of the provisions given by Arnuwanda I to the governors of
the border provinces, CTH 261); one of these goals was to show his pietas to the gods;
the other was to make people aware of his presence and his solicitude towards them.

These documents have already been analysed and widely studied.”’ I would like,
however, to call attention to the tablet KUB 56.56, that is not inserted in any of the
studies on the cult inventories, but to which I have dedicated a brief contribution.”® This
tablet records supplies needed for the celebration of the divinities in the city of Hurma, a
city in the eastern part of central Anatolia, linked further back in time to the fortunes of
the Hittite reigning dynasty, as seen, for instance, in the text of Zalpa’ and in the so-
called “palace chronicles” %

The scribe of this text ordered the information at his disposal into distinct sections,
each one dedicated to a particular group of gods. For every group of gods, in ensuing
paragraphs, there is a list of their festivals and a list of supplies for daily worship,
monthly festivals and seasonal and additional festivals, all with an indication of the
relevant suppliers and a reckoning of partial totals.

The first part of the text is dedicated to the citizen gods of Hurma (the part dedicated
to the goddess Hantita$$u remains, KUB 56.56 obv. I 1'-30, but probably it was preceded
by one dedicated to the Storm God of Hurma, whom we know from other documents,®!
and especially, the prayer of Muwatalli for the Storm God pihassassi, CTH 381 I 74-75,

75 Bo 86/299 11 31-56 (53-56, in particular).

76 Bo 86/299 11 58.

77 See, among others, especially the works of Laroche 1975, 87-95; Cater 1962; Houwink ten Cate 1992, 100-
109, 121-128, in particular; and more recently Hazenbos 2003.

78 pecchioli Daddi/Baldi 2004, 495-506.

79 .
CTH 3, KBo 3.38 obv. 19-20’; edited by Otten 1973, 8-9. Cf. also discussion on this text by Pecchioli Daddi
1994, 85-86.
80 _ ... .
Edition by Dardano 1997. Cf. Pecchioli Daddi 1994, 78-84; Pecchioli Daddi 1995, 321-332. For these texts I
have gelcently (Corum 2002) proposed the definition proto-ishiul: cf. Pecchioli Daddi 2003, 23.
Cf. van Gessel 1998, 666, 802.
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being the principal male god of the pantheon of this city); in this section even t'he r;?mes
of the festivals, mostly hapax, and suppliers (the priestess “mother of the divinity”~ and
the property of the lord of Hurma, Kas$u)® refer to a local context.

The subsequent preserved section®* is dedicated to the cult of the' divinities of
Zippalanda (the Storm God of Zippalanda, Anzili, Mount Daha, to which are added
PU.GUR and a deity not otherwise attested, Ha/ur$a§wa), who must take care of the
palace of Hurma, hence the local seat of administration of the state: this is a
demonstration of the “national” character of these divinities.

Then, lastly, there is a section®® dedicated to "LAMMA .LUGAL, “the tutelary god of
the king”, to "DAG, “the throne goddess”, and to Zithariya, whose supplies must provide
for the palace of the tutelary god of the king and the employees of j[he palac.e at I:Iurrnrfl.
The group of gods listed and the remarks recorded by the scribe relating to :[he’lr
respective cults are, in my opinion, revealing of the procedures and goals (?f Tuthaliya’s
activities, wherein he does not distinguish between the political and the religious spheres.

From this tablet it is learnt that traditionally the pantheon of Hurma included not only
the citizen divinities but also the gods of Zippalanda: in the paragraph recording the
supplies for the cult of these divinities, a remark about drinks is f.ounfl saying: “n(?w there
isn’t any” (kinun=as NU.GAL: rev. IV 7). As a rule, this expression is used to point out a
change in custom; it is therefore highly likely that the gods of lepa!anda had been
venerated for a long time in the city of Hurma, something that, anyhow, is confirmed by
the tablet of Sari$¥a, KuT 53, that documents the existence of a temple of the Storm God
of Zippalanda in the city of Hurma, already in the Middle Hittite period.*

The three divinities who conclude the preserved part of the text (LAMMA of the
king, the throne and Zithariya) are divinities linked to the royal cult and to the person. of
the sovereign. The special devotion of Tuthaliya IV towards the tutelary god of .the king
and Zithariya emerges from their frequent occurrence in the cult invent(.)ries (for instance,
according to the tablet KUB 38.35,%” which is dedicated to the restoration of Halenzuwa,
abandoned by the time of the ancient kings, the royal intervention concerns the cult
images of these two divinities); from his institution of the festival for'thesstutelary
divinities (LAMMA) of everything that is pertinent to the person of the klr:;%, a feast
where the well-being of the sovereign is identified with that of the state;” from the

82 Obv. 13/, 12': MUNUSAMA DINGIRMM,

8 Obv. 121", For this person, cf. now van den Hout 1995, 226-232.
3 Rev. IV 1-10.

8 Rev. 1V 11-33.

8 f. Wilhelm 2002, 342-351.

87 £, recently, Hazenbos 2003, 48-51 (Text Nr. 10).

88 C'TH 682: edition by McMahon 1991, 83 fF.

89 ¢ McMahon 1991, 47.
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existence of a building in Hurma called “palace of LAMMA.LUGAL”;*® and as far as
Zithariya is concerned, from the frequent mention of the king’s Zithariya in the festive
celebrations,”’ whose emblem (KUSkuria), together with the emblem of the queen’s
Zithariya, is sent into the provincial temples”™ (a specific cult for these two Zithariya is
documented in the city of ﬁamuba: KUB27.11 64);93 and, above all, from the final note
contained in the bronze tablet that refers to the provision of a copy of the treaty in the
“house of the king in front of Zithariya™ — therefore Zithariya has his cella in the king’s
residence (E.LUGAL).

The tablet KUB 56.56 specifies that the cult of these divinities is a new introduction
into the city (IV 11-12: kifan GAM hamankanzi). 1t is possible that said introduction is a
consequence of queen Puduhepa and her visit to the city; she had gone there, as J. de
Roos has shown, to make votive offerings to the god in favour of Tuthaliya (KUB 15.23
obv. 3'-11%; KUB 15.11 III 13-18").% Therefore, at least in Hurma, the investigation of
the cults promoted by Tuthaliya had, as a result, the introduction in the city of the cult of
deities that were symbol of the royalty and personal protectors of the king.

The essential points highlighted up to now therefore confirm what Th. van den Hout
had already noted in 19957 in connection with the iconography of the royalty during the
period of Tuthaliya IV, namely, the tendency of this sovereign to strengthen the religious
legitimacy of the royalty. It might be said that Tuthaliya, even though critical of his
father, realised that ‘sacralization’ of the person of the king implied in the justificatory
documents of Hattusili.

Such ‘sacralization” emerges firstly from the introduction of the cult of the divinities
that represent royalty and the king in a city like Hurma, which was part of the great
religious district of the eastern part of central Anatolia that had its most important centres
in Karahna, Samuha, Kummanni and Sari3sa;” secondly, from the provisions granted by
him to the men of his closest entourage, who are bound to him on the basis of two
fundamental principles: 1) their belonging to a privileged élite, with whom the king
shared the exercising of power, detached from the rest of the people who were not called
upon to take an oath at the time of his accession to the throne; 2) their contact with the

% KUB 56.56 rev. IV 17, 20.

! Cf. the attestations of this god quoted by van Gessel 1998, 593-597; 2001, 347. See, especially, the treatment
by McMahon 1991, 19-23 (23, in particular, for Zithariya of the king).

%2 Cf. Haas 1994, 454-456.

9 See Lebrun 1976, 77, 88; Wegner 1995, 34, 38.

**Bo 86/299 1V 50.

%5 Cf. de Roos 1984, 250-251, 388-389.

% Cf. de Roos 1984, 227, 365.

o7 van den Hout 1995, 572 (in particular).

%8 For this religious district, cf. Pecchioli Daddi/Baldi 2004, 505.
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“pure” person of the king, that implied purity even for them (SAG 2 § 26, KUB 21.42+
IV 33-37).%° They are not new concepts (we just need to think, for instance, of some of
the so-called “protocols of dynastic succession”, CTH 271, issued probably on the
occasion of the designation or accession to the throne of a new king; of the Middle Hittite
instructions for the palace staff, CTH 265; and of the instructions for the temple staff,
CTH 264); but these concepts are used in a new way: in the Middle Hittite protocols the
taking of an oath was required to specific people belonging to families involved in the
struggle for power,lo0 and to all the men in Hatti,m1 not only to the ruling class; the purity
of the king was guaranteed by the respect for precise technical provisions (regarding
procedures in the preparation of food and drink or even articles of clothing destined for
him)!® by the kitchen service staff of the palace who were called upon to take an oath
each month.'%?

In the Hittite texts, the condition of personal purity is demanded, as a rule, to
approach the deities; SAG 2 § 26 introduces, for the first time, the concept of
marsastarri- “sacrilege, unconsecrated condition”,'® as opposed to Suppessar
“consecrated state”, with regard to the king. I wonder if in this sense the lack in both the
tablets SAG of the list of witnesses gods that is a fundamental component of other oaths
(CTH 253.1; 254; 256; 260: 251; 268; 259; 85.2) issued by the kings that lived before or

after him, could be significant.

In conclusion, the sense of precariousness of royal power drove Tuthaliya to exercise vast
control of the state bureaucracy and powerful groups through the use of traditional legal
means for imposing an oath, and a vast control of the territory by means of administrative
tools, also traditional, of the inventories of temple goods and cults. However to render
control more effective, he introduced new elements that accentuated the ‘sacralization’ of
the monarchy and of himself.

%9 Cf. also CHD, S, 101b.

100 Gee for example, KUB 34.40+41 oby. 6' (DUMUMES HOMBGAL, GAL); KUB 36.114 r.Col. 12/ (DUMUME
™ Himuili DUMUME "Kantuzili).

101 Y UB 36.109: 2" ("WHartusas), 7' (pankuss-a LUME "RVEai); KUB 36.114 r.Col. 18" (LUM™ RV Hani
pankus "RVHatti); KBo 40.16: 18’ (pankus "™ Hattusas).

102 of KUB 133 11 3

103 ¥ UB 13.3 11 20111 2 (see, in particular, 11 25'-26": LUGAL-was ZI-ni Ser ITU-mi ITU-mi linkiSkitin)

104 See CHD, M, 198-199: “desecration, profanement, sacrilege”.
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HATTUSA — TUTHALIJA-STADT?
ARGUMENTE FUR EINE REVISION DER CHRON OLOGIE
DER HETHITISCHEN HAUPTSTADT

Jiirgen Seeher

Das von K. Bittel und P. Neve ausgearbeitete Modell zur Entwicklung der hethitischen
Hauptstadt Hattusa geht davon aus, daB es auBer im Palastbezirk von Biiyiikkale und dem
Wohnbereich in der Unterstadt, der nach Siiden und Stidwesten hin durch die
Poternenmauer geschiitzt ist, keine Spuren von vor-grofireichszeitlicher Nutzung gibt:
“Viel Zeit zum Ausbau einer Hauptstadt scheint man ohnehin nicht gehabt zu haben”, da
die Herrscher zu sehr von Feldziigen und der Ldsung von innenpolitischen Konflikten in
Anspruch genommen worden seien (Neve 1999a: 254). Erst im 13. Jh. v. Chr. sei die
Stadt nach Stiden erweitert worden: Die Anlage der Oberstadt sei zwar mdoglicherweise
von Hattusili III. initiiert worden, aber “vieles spricht eher dafiir, daB dieser Staditeil,
durch den die Hauptstadt mit nunmehr fast 200 ha Gesamtfléiche ihre grofte Ausdehnung
erhielt, im wesentlichen eine Schépfung des Sohnes Hattusilis, Tuthalijas IV. (ca. 1235-
1211 v. Chr.), ist” (Neve 1999a: 257). Zu dieser Zeit sei auBerdem auch auf Biiyiikkale
und Biiyiikkaya sowie in der Unterstadt und in Yazilikaya sehr viel neu gebaut worden, so
“dal} faktisch das gesamte Stadtgebiet eine einzige Baustelle bildete” (Neve 1999b: 146).
Dieses Modell der extrem kurzen Chronologie der Stadtentwicklung ist inzwischen in den
meisten einschligigen Veréffentlichungen tibernommen worden. Kritische Stimmen sind
selten.

Die Forschungen der letzten zehn Jahre haben nun zum Thema Stadtentwicklung
neue Daten — Grabungsergebnisse und 14C-Datierungen — geliefert und erméglichen in
Verbindung mit einer kritischen Betrachtung der bisherigen Ergebnisse die Formulierung
einer neuen Hypothese zur Besiedlungsgeschichte.

Die Stadtgeschichte von Hattuia: Altere Positionen

K. Bittel und R. Naumann schrieben 1952 im ersten Band der Bogazkdy-Hattuga Reihe:
“Ein Blick auf den Stadtplan, mehr noch eine Wanderung durch das Stadtgebiet, lassen es
sofort als naheliegend erscheinen, daf das gesamte ummauerte Areal gewil nicht von
Anfang an als Siedlungsland geplant war, vielmehr eine schrittweise Entwicklung aus
bescheideneren Anfingen heraus stattgefunden haben muf” (Bittel-Naumann 1952: 20).
Diesen Eindruck hatten auch schon die fritheren Besucher gewonnen, aber ihre Versuche,
alt von jung zu unterscheiden, fiihrten zu recht unterschiedlichen Ergebnissen (z.B.
Humann-Puchstein 1890: 73 ff; Schaeffer 1895: 452 ff.)). Auch nach den ersten groflen
Grabungen in den Jahren 1906-07 waren die Ausgrédber noch nicht in der Lage, iiber die
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reine Beschreibung der vorgefundenen Befunde hinaus eine Idee zur Entwicklung der
Stadt zu duflern. Als Zeitrahmen wurde nach Mallgabe der inschriftlichen Funde “die Zeit
vom Ende des 15. bis Anfang des 12. Jahrhunderts v. Chr.” angenommen, “aber
Zeitunterschiede darin festzustellen, ist nach den baulichen Resten nicht méglich... Es ist
zu hoffen, daB die zahlreichen Scherbenfunde noch Aufklirung bringen” (Puchstein 1912:
174). Da die Bearbeitung dieses Materials jedoch nicht wie geplant durchgefiihrt werden
konnte, dauerte es bis in die dreifliger Jahre, bis K. Bittel und H. G. Giiterbock neue
Vorstellungen zur Chronologie vorlegen konnten (Bittel-Giiterbock 1935: 12 ff.). Thnen
stand nun Textmaterial zur Verfiigung, vor allem der Telipinu-Erlaf}, in dem es heif3t, daf3
Murdili 1. in HattuSa herrschte. Sie stellten die Frage, ob MurSilis Vater Hattusili L,
“dessen Name ganz deutlich mit dem Stadtnamen in Verbindung steht”, nicht auch schon
dort residiert habe. Damit war der Beginn der hethitischen Hauptstadt weit zuriickdatiert,
denn nach damaliger Kenntnis regierte dieser Herrscher im 18. Jh. v. Chr. (die Datierung
Hattusili L. ins entwickelte 17. Jh. v. Chr. wurde erst spiter allgemein anerkannt). Aber
dennoch: “Uber die Schicksale der Stadt vom 18.-13. Jahrhundert wissen wir sehr wenig”.

Bis 1938 hatte sich die Situation veréndert. Durch die Grabungen war jetzt klar
geworden, daf} die althethitische wie die karum-zeitliche Besiedlung sich im Bereich von
Biiyiikkale und der nordwestlich anschlieBenden Unterstadt erstreckt hatte, und Bittel
ging inzwischen davon aus, daf} nicht nur die K6nigsburg, sondern auch die althethitische
Stadt insgesamt befestigt gewesen sein miisse (Bittel 1938: 5 ff.). Damit meinte er die
Poternenmavuer, und er war jetzt auch mit der Vorstellung einverstanden, daf3 ihr Bau auf
Hantili I. zuriickgehen kénnte — in einem Keilschrifttafeltext heifit es, daffi Konig Hantili
die Stadt, die zuvor ungeschiitzt gewesen sei, mit einer Befestigung versehen habe. Nach
damaliger Kenntnis ergab sich daraus ein Datum von 1740/1700 fiir die erste Befestigung
der hethitischen Hauptstadt (Bittel 1938: 9). Tempel 1 wurde nach Aussage der
Tontafelfunde in die Zeit von Suppiluliuma 1. datiert und ein althethitischer Vorldufer
wurde beim Haus am Hang vermutet (Naumann 1938: 36). Fiir die Griindung der
Oberstadt von HattuSa wurde dagegen ein Datum um 1400 v. Chr. genannt, da man bei
verschiedenen Grabungen und Aufsammlungen keine dlteren Funde (d.h. keine damals
als althethitisch identifizierbare Keramik) geborgen habe. Dieses Datum scheint aber auch
wesentlich bestimmt worden zu sein durch die Annahme, daB Suppiluliuma I der
Auftraggeber der Inschrift von Nisantepe sei. Ein Versuch, zeitliche Tiefe aufzuzeigen, ist
die Datierung von Tempel 3 ins 13. Jahrhundert v. Chr., da er “durch die grofie
Beherrschung der Steinbearbeitung ... zu den am besten ausgefiihrten Bauwerken in der
Stadt” (Bittel 1938: 10) gehoére. Hier wie auch in den Beurteilungen anderer Forscher
klingt immer wieder als Tendenz die Annahme durch, daf die Qualitit der Bauausfiihrung
und sonstiger Arbeiten erst in der entwickelten Grofreichszeit ihren Gipfel erreicht: Je
besser die Qualitéit, um so jiinger muf3 das Baudatum sein.

In der 1952 erschienenen zusammenfassenden Publikation der Grabungsergebnisse
der dreiBiger Jahre wurde die Stadtgeschichte &#hnlich dargestellt, erginzt um die
Aussage, daB der Felsriicken von Biiylikkaya frithestens im 14. Jh. v. Chr. in das
ummauerte Stadtgebiet einbezogen worden sei. Die beigegebene Karte und die
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Chronologietabelle verzeichnete wieder die Datierung der Oberstadterweiterung um 1400
v. Chr. (Bittel-Naumann 1952: 20 ff.), und auch im Bericht tiber die Kampagne des Jahres
1956 wurde festgestellt, daB “der grofe siidliche Stadtteil, der das Gemeinwesen zu einer
Grofistadt innerhalb seiner Zeit machte, erst um 1400 v. Chr. entstanden ist... Das schliefit
nicht aus, daf3 hier schon frither vereinzelt Hiuser gestanden haben konnen. Aber in die
Stadt einbezogen und mit einem Mauerring versehen wurde dieses Gebiet erst zu jener
Zeit”; Tempel 1 ist “in seiner bekannten Gestalt kaum wesentlich vor 1400 entstanden,
aber vielleicht mit dlteren Vorgéngern, die wir noch nicht kennen” (Bittel e.a. 1957: 6). In
der ersten umfassenden Publikation der Siedlungskeramik hieB es : “[Es] sind in der
stidlichen Oberstadt bisher niemals Funde zutage gekommen, die ilter als das 14.
Jahrhundert sind” (Fischer 1963: 14). Noch 1976 wiederholte Bittel diese Aussage und
stellte fest: “Von den bekannten fiinf Tempeln [also Tempel 1 in der Unterstadt und
Tempel 2-5 in der Oberstadt] geht keiner tiber das 14. Jahrhundert zuriick” (Bittel 1976a:
106 £; 122). An anderer Stelle heifit es allerdings fiir Tempel 1 genauer: “Der gewaltige
Tempelbezirk ist, wie die letzten Untersuchungen gezeigt haben, mit Ausnahme
unwesentlicher Teile kaum vor der Zeit um oder kurz nach 1300 v. Chr. errichtet worden”
(Bittel 1976a: 133). Als Bauherr favorisierte Bittel Hattusili II1., weil die Mehrzah! der im
Tempel gefundenen Tonbullen seine Siegelabdriicke tragen — nur wenige stammen von
Muwatalli II. (Bittel 1976b: 69).

In der Riickschau 148t sich ein damals unbemerkt gebliebenes Problem erkennen, das
eine Feinchronologie fiir Hattu$a unméglich machte: Schrift- und Siegelfunde waren nur
an wenigen Stellen zum Vorschein gekommen, und auch dort waren sie fiir die Datierung
oft nicht hilfreich. Gleiches galt fir die Kleinfunde, und daher griff man fiir
Datierungszwecke wie bei jeder Grabung auf die iiberall in groBer Zahl geborgenen
Keramikscherben zuriick. Allerdings herrschte bei der Fundbergung aufgrund der hohen
Zahl von Arbeitern (zeitweise bis zu 200 Mann) und der geringen Zahl von beobachtend
und dokumentierend titigen Forschern haufig nicht die nétige Sorgfalt, um Stérungen und
Schichtwechsel zu registrieren — da war die Grabung in Bogazkdy anderen Grabungen
ihrer Zeit durchaus nicht voraus. Man war daher kaum in der Lage, die graduellen
Unterschiede, die das Kennzeichen der hethitischen Keramikentwicklung sind, zu
erkennen und mit Befunden in Verbindung zu bringen, und auch die Unterscheidung von
umgelagertem élterem Material in den jiingeren Schichten gelang vielfach nicht!. So
konnte F. Fischer in seiner Vorlage der Keramikfunde bis 1960 nur recht wenig Formen
nennen, die ausschlieBlich fir nur eine seiner Zeitgruppen der hethitischen Keramik
typisch sind. Aulerdem ist mit heutigem Kenntnisstand erkennbar, daB diversen Formen
zu lange Laufzeiten zugebilligt wurden (Fischer 1963: 103 und Abb.18-19),
Einigermafen sicher unterscheiden konnte man eigentlich nur bestimmte

' Mit diesem Problem konfrontiert war ich im Jahr 1993 wahrend der Aufnahme von Keramik aus der
Unterstadtgrabung. Vermischungen sind in allen Fundkontexten feststellbar, und daher wurde die Bearbeitung dieses
Materials eingestellt. Erst wenn eine sichere Feinchronologie von hethitischer Keramik vorliegt, lassen sich die
Keramik-Funde aus der Unterstadtgrabung — ein umfangreiches und qualititvolles Material — sinnvoll auswerten.
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charakteristische althethitische Waren und Formen von (spit-) groBreichszeitlicher
Keramik — Keramikformen aus dem 15. und 14. Jh. v. Chr. waren nicht ausreichend
definiert (ausfiihrlich zu dieser Problematik Schoop 2003).

Die Oberstadtgrabung: Neue Chronologievorstellungen

Die Vorschldge zur Datierung der Oberstadt von HattuSa wurden erst nach dem Beginn
der Grabungen dort im Jahr 1978 konkreter. 1983 fafite Bittel die Grabungsergebnisse
erneut zusammen; hier finden sich zwei Modifikationen: Wihrend die Poternenmauer
weiterhin als althethitisch angesehen wird, wird jetzt fiir die Oberstadterweiterung das
Datum “um 1300 v. Chr.” genannt, und ebenfalls “vermutlich im 13. Jahrhundert” sei
Biiyiikkaya in das ummauerte Stadtgebiet einbezogen worden (Bittel 1983: 64; 85). Eine
Begriindung dieser Aussagen wird nicht geliefert, aber sie beruhten sicher auch auf der
inzwischen Allgemeingut gewordenen Erkenntnis, daf die Nigantepe-Inschrift nicht von
Suppiluliuma I, sondern von Suppiluliuma II. stammt (Laroche 1960: 261
Chronologietabelle; Otten 1967: 230 f.; Steinherr 1972). Auch der Ausgriber P. Neve
hielt am Anfang der Oberstadtgrabung eine Nutzung dieses Stadtviertels ab Beginn des
13. Jh. v. Chr. fiir wahrscheinlich (Neve 1981: 373), und 1985 schrieb er “Die Stadtmauer
[der Oberstadt] entstand nachweislich in zwei zeitlich getrennten Bauphasen, von denen
die iltere etwa in die Zeit um die Wende vom 14. zum 13., die jiingere in die zweite
Hilfte des 13. Jh. v. Chr. datiert” (Neve 1985: Blatt Oberstadt/Stadtbefestigung. A.
Gesamtsituation und Anlage) — gemeint sind die Hauptmauer und die spiter errichtete
Vormauer. An anderer Stelle erwog er aber schon 1982, dafl der endgiiltige Ausbau von
Biiyiikkale wohl auf Tuthalija IV. zuriickzufiihren sei, “eben jenen Regenten, unter dem
wahrscheinlich auch die Erweiterung der Hauptstadt nach Siiden...vollzogen wurde”
(Neve 1982: 136).

Dieses letztgenannte Datierungsschema wurde in den folgenden Jahren bevorzugt und
mit Substanz gefiillt. Scheinbare Bestitigung fand sich im hiufigen Vorkommen von
Votivgefafien, Libationsarmen und spindle bottles, fiir die Parallelen in der Unterstadt in
Schicht U.St.1b und auf Biiyiikkale in Schicht IIT vorliegen und die daher in die zweite
Halfte des 13. Jh. v. Chr. datiert wurden (Neve 1984: 369; Neve 1987: 390). Dah diese
GefidBformen eine Laufzeit haben, die in Zentralanatolien spétestens im frithen 14. Jh. v.
Chr. beginnt (Fischer 1963: 73; Eriksson 1993: Fig.140), blieb unberiicksichtigt. Zu
einem der Hauptargumente fiir die Spatdatierung der Oberstadt wurde dann eine 1983
gefundene Stele von Tuthalija IV. Neve sah in ihr eine “Griindungsurkunde, ... mit der
sich Tuthalija als Erbauer oder ... Vollender der Tempelstadt ein Denkmal setzte” (Neve
1984: 370 mit Abb.10). Folgender Einwand scheint mir berechtigt: Die Stele wurde nicht
in situ, sondern sekunddr verbaut in einer byzantinischen Kirche iiber der Ruine von
Tempel 16 gefunden. Aber auch wenn die Annahme des Ausgrdbers, daf die Stele
urspriinglich in der Nahe aufgestellt war, zutreffen sollte, so ist sie doch kein Dokument
fiir die Datierung der Oberstadterweiterung. Die Stele enthilt nur genealogische Angaben,
d.h. der Zweck ihrer Aufstellung bleibt unklar. Es spricht nichts dagegen, dall der Ko6nig
sie — vielleicht tatsdchlich in Verbindung mit einer BaumalBinahme — in einem schon
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langer bestehenden Stadtviertel hat errichten lassen. Gleiches gilt tibrigens auch fiir eine
ganz &hnliche Stele desselben Konigs, die ebenfalls in sekundirer Lage auf der
Kénigsburg Biiytikkale gefunden worden ist (Bittel-Giiterbock 1935: 67 ff Taf. 27) — die
BaumaBnahmen konnen so nicht datiert werden.

Eine weiteres Argument fiir die Spitdatierung der Oberstadt kam dann wiederum von
K. Bittel, der neben dieser Stele eine weitere Hieroglypheninschrift ins Spiel brachte. Die
Inschrift stammt ebenfalls von GroBkénig Tuthalija IV. und befindet sich auf einem
Steinblock im Wall des hethitischen Staubeckens von Karakuyu 110 km norddstlich von
Kayseri. Eine Zeichenkombination der Inschrift 146t sich als ‘Tuthalija-Hattuga-Stadt’
lesen (Bittel 1984: 13 ff.; Gegenstimmen zitiert 15 Anm. 15). Als Bestitigung fiir diese
Lesung wurde ein beim Haus am Hang in der Unterstadt von Bogazkdy gefundenes
Textfragment herangezogen, wo im Zusammenhang mit ‘bauen’ vom ‘Hatti des
Tuthalija’ die Rede zu sein scheint (KBo 12.39, I 16)%. H. Giiterbock verglich diese
Angabe mit dem Ausdruck ‘Friedrichstadt’, ‘Josephsstadt’, ‘Leopoldstadt’, Stadtteilen
von Berlin und Wien, die nach ihren Griindern benannt wurden (Giiterbock 1967: 80
Anm. 12, siche auch Bittel 1984: 15): Der Regent, der den Ausbau eines Stadtviertels in
Auftrag gibt, gibt dem Viertel auch seinen Namen. Auf diese Argumentation komme ich
unten noch einmal zuriick.

In der Endpublikation zu den Architekturbefunden in der Oberstadt wird die
Chronologie der Oberstadt folgendermaBen zusammengefaBt (Neve 1999b: 146 ff.; Neve
2001: 97 f£.): In der Periode O.St.4 wird die erste Stadtmauer gebaut mit der Bastion des
Sphinxtores/Yerkap: und mit dem Unteren und Oberen Westtor, dem Léwen- und dem
Konigstor sowie Tempel 2, 3, 4 und 30 sowie einige Einzelbauten. Diese Periode endet
mit einer Brandzerstérung. In Periode O.St.3 werden die meisten Tempel neu gebaut oder
aber erneuert (Tempel 2-4), bei der Befestigungsmauer wird eine Vormauer gebaut und
die Tore ebenfalls erneuert. Periode O.St.2 schlieBlich sieht den Verfall vieler Tempel
und die Entstehung eines Wohn- und Werkstattviertels in der siidlichen Oberstadt. Die
Hauptbauperiode O.St.3 wird durch die bereits erwéhnte Stele und die Karakuyu-Inschrift
in die Zeit von Tuthalija IV. datiert, was auch “durch die Keramikanalyse bestitigt”
werde (Neve 1999b: 12). AuBerdem “diirfte sich durch den Fund der Bronzetafel
Tuthalijas beim Sphinxtor bestitigen, daB die Periode 0.St.3, d.h. die Phase des
endgiiltigen Ausbaus der Oberstadt ... in die Zeit der Regentschaft dieses Herrschers fillt”
(Neve 2001: 97): Ein nicht nachvollziehbares Argument, denn die Tafel ist ja nicht Teil
eines Griindungsdepots. Selbst wenn sie zur Zeit dieses Herrschers dort vergraben worden
sein sollte, so datiert sie den Bau der Pflasterstrale als Teil der Ausbaustufe der Periode
0.5t.3 nicht — diese kann deutlich &lter sein.

Sodann wird vermutet, daB auch die erste Anlage der Oberstadtbefestigung — Periode
O.St4 - in die Zeit von Tuthalija IV. datiert. Das Argument ist diesmal der
“offensichtlich unter seiner Regie erweiterte und zur neu gegriindeten Oberstadt hin

% H. Otten sei an dieser Stelle herzlich gedankt fiir seine Anmerkungen zu diesem Thema.
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ausgerichtete Palast auf Bilylikkale” und die Befunde am Sphinxtor und bei Tempel 2 und
3, wo kein groBer zeitlicher Abstand zwischen den beiden Bauperioden gelegen zu haben
scheine (Neve 2001: 97). Auch diese Uberlegungen stehen und fallen wieder mit der
Datierung der Periode O.St.3 in die Zeit von Tuthalija IV, sowie mit der Datierung des
Neubaus von Biiyiikkale in die Zeit dieses Herrschers (hierzu s.u.).

An dieser Stelle sollen die Befunde der Oberstadtperioden nicht detailliert diskutiert
werden. Daher mochte ich nur auf zwei wesentliche Schwachpunkte in dem
beschriebenen Entwicklungskonzept hinweisen: Zum einen beruht die Definition der
Periode O.5t.4 ausschlieflich auf Hypothesen. Weder ihr Beginn noch ihr angenommenes
Ende durch Zerstdrung — an den Stadttoren und bei Tempel 2-4 und 30 gibt es Reste von
“Altbauten”, die Feuereinwirkung zeigen — sind durch Fundmaterial (Parzinger-Sanz
1992: 68) oder physikalische Altersbestimmungen datiert. Aulerdem gibt es keinen Beleg
fiir die Gleichzeitigkeit der Brinde und damit auch nicht fir die Annahme, daB} die
Neubauten von Tempel 2-4 und 30 gleichzeitig sind und in die Periode O.St.3 gehoren.
Und zum anderen sind auch die anderen der Periode O.St.3 zugewiesenen Bauten zum
groBten Teil nicht stratigraphisch miteinander verbunden; ihre Zusammenfassung in einen
Bauabschnitt folgte dem postulierten Konzept des “libergeordneten Generalplanes™, der
“nur aus der Hand eines mit der Berglandschaft wohlvertrauten, dazu kunstlerisch
befdhigten Meisters stammen kann” (Neve 1999b: 9). Zeitliche Unterschiede zwischen
den einzelnen Bauwerken wurden nicht erwogen. Mir erscheint dies angesichts der
Kartierung der ausgegrabenen Gebiude im Zentralen Tempelviertel (s. Abb.l) nicht
tiberzeugend: Hier sind vielleicht einige Baugruppen gleichzeitig geplant und errichtet
worden, aber durch die regellose Lage vieler anderer Gebdude ergibt sich deutlich der
Eindruck eines allmdhlichen Wachstums, angepaf3t an vorhandene Bauten und Eigenarten
des Gelidndes. Das steht durchaus nicht im Widerspruch zu der Annahme einer
allgemeinen Idee fiir die Entstehung des Tempelviertels, nur entfillt in diesem Fall der
Zwang, die BaumaBnahmen in einen Zeithorizont pressen zu miissen — ein
“Tempelviertel” kann auch durch die Bauaktivititen verschiedener Herrscher entstehen.
Leider sind weder Architekturvergleiche noch Siegelabdriicke und Keramikfunde
geeignet, exakte Angaben fiir den Bau, fiir die Laufzeit und fiir das Datum der Auflassung
oder Zerstérung zu liefern. Zeitliche Unterschiede im Bereich von einigen Jahrzehnten
sind in Hattu$a zumindest zum heutigen Zeitpunkt nicht bestimmbar.

Argumente fiir ein hoheres Alter der Oberstadt

1. Altere Funde aus der Oberstadt

Die Keramik aus der Oberstadt-Grabung ist in zwei groBen Studien untersucht worden
(Miiller-Karpe 1988; Parzinger-Sanz 1992). Sie konnten jedoch chronologisch kaum zu
neuen Ergebnissen flihren, weil sowohl von anderen Stellen des Stadtgebiets von Hattusa
als auch von anderen Fundorten nicht ausreichend stratifiziertes Vergleichsmaterial zur
Verfiigung stand: Es gab vor allem keine sicher in das 14. Jahrhundert v. Chr. datierten
Keramikkomplexe, die zur Feststellung der Laufzeit von bestimmten GefdBiformen und
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damit zur Uberpriffung der vom Ausgriber vorgegebenen Chronologiehypothese —
Beginn der Bebauung in der entwickelten GroBreichszeit — geeignet gewesen wiren.
Aufierdem standen keine unabhingigen Datierungen zur Verfiigung — Dendro- und
Radiokarbondatierungen aus der Oberstadtgrabung gab (und gibt) es nicht. So muBte es
zwangsldufig zu einem ZirkelschluB kommen, denn die Bearbeiter konnten ihre
Ergebnisse nur in das damals aktuelle Schema einbauen: Die zwei von ihnen
unterschiedenen Keramikkomplexe wurden in die zweite Hilfte des 13. Jh. v. Chr. datiert,
was dann — wie oben zitiert — in der Folge wieder als Beleg fiir die Spéatdatierung des
Tempelviertels gewertet wurde. Es fehlt in beiden Arbeiten nicht der Hinweis, daB es
dltere Keramikformen gebe, aber diese wurden als Erbstiicke eingestuft. Aufgrund seiner
Erfahrungen mit gut datiertem Material in Kusakli/Sari$$a und neuer Uberlegungen, die
weitgehend mit den hier vorgetragenen konform gehen, hat sich A. Miiller-Karpe
inzwischen von seinem friiheren Chronologieschema fir die Oberstadt von Hattusa
distanziert (Miiller-Karpe 2003: 391). Die Auswertung der stratifizierten Befunde aus
dem Tal vor Sarikale und anderen Bereichen der Stadt zeigt jetzt ebenfalls, daB die
ausschlieBliche Spétdatierung der Keramik aus dem zentralen Tempelviertel nicht den
Realitédten entspricht.

Bei den Schriftfunden aus der Oberstadtgrabung konnten iltere Funde leichter
identifiziert werden. Unter den bereits verdffentlichten Tontafelfragmenten der
Kampagnen 1980-86 (Oftten-Riister 1990: IV ff) gibt es eine Reihe von als
mittelhethitisch bzw. ins 14. Jh. v. Chr. gehérig eingestufte Stiicke, und auch unter
tibrigen Text- und Glyptikfunden gibt es Exemplare, die vor die Zeit von Tuthalija I'V. zu
datieren sind. Als Beispiele fiir solche alten Stiicke seien genannt: Aus Tempel 7 eine
Bulle von Mursili III. und eine althethitische Landschenkungsurkunde von GroBkonig
Alluwamna (Neve 1999b: 44); aus Tempel 8 Landschenkungsurkunden von Zidanta II.
und Muwatalli 1., Tafelfragmente mit mittelhethitischen Texten sowie diverse
mittelhethitische Tonbullen (Neve 1999b: 81; Otten-Riister 1990: Nr.201-204); aus
Tempel 15 eine mittelhethitische Tonbulle (Neve 1984: 360 Abb. 34); aus Tempel 16 eine
Bulle von Arnuwanda I. sowie eine mittelhethitische Serie von Keilschrifttafeln mit einer
hethitisch-hurritischen Bilingue (Neve 1999b: 72; Neu 1996); aus Haus 21 eine Bulle von
Mursili II. und der Tawannana (Neve 2001: 94); und aus Tempel 2 sechs und aus Tempel
3 neun Stiicke von groBen Tonverschliissen mit den Abdriicken eines kreuzformigen
Siegels von Mursili II. (Neve 2001: 59 und 82; Dingol e.a. 1993). Aus Tempel 30
stammen drei Miniaturkeilschrifttafeln mit Orakeltexten, die wegen ihrer Lage in
Fundamentgruben vom Ausgriber als mogliche Griindungsbeigaben angesprochen
wurden (Neve 1996: Abb.126; Neve 2001: 89) — nach frdl. Mittl. von G. Wilhelm ist “Bo
87/170 eindeutig und Bo 87/132 mdglicherweise mittelhethitisch. Bo 87/129 hat keine
Zeichen, die eine grofreichszeitliche Datierung ausschlieBen und keine, die eine
mittelhethitische Datierung zwingend machen. Der Gesamteindruck und der Fundort
legen aber Gleichzeitigkeit nahe”.

Diese Liste frither Fundstiicke im zentralen Tempelviertel muf noch erginzt werden
um zahlreiche Funde von mittelhethitischen und friih-groBreichszeitlichen Tonbullen mit
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Abdriicken von Beamtensiegeln (frdl. Mitt. A. Dingol). Der Ausgréber sah in derartigen
Stiicken sowie in Fragmenten von Reliefvasen und anderem als ‘althethitisch’
erkennbarem Gebrauchsgeschirr “Giiter, die aus alter Zeit bewahrt wurden und fiir eine
Datierung unseres Viertels keine weiteren Anhaltspunkte als einen terminus post quem
bieten” (Neve 1987: 390). Miiller-Karpe weist jedoch darauf hin, daB z.B. die groBen
Bullenstiicke mit den Abdriicken des kreuzformigen Siegels von Mursili II, die als
Verschlu von Truhen oder Transportbehéltern dienten, kaum lange aufbewahrt worden
sind, und auch eine mittelhethitische Tontafel mit einer Auflistung von Handwerkern aus
Haus 20 (Kosak 1988) sei wohl ebenso als Verbrauchsmaterial anzusehen und nicht als
bewahrenswertes Altgut, das von einem anderen Ort herbeigebracht worden ist und viele
Jahrzehnte oder gar Jahrhunderte iiberdauert hat (Miiller-Karpe 2003: 390 f.). Fiir die
Bullen mit Beamtensiegelabdriicken, zumindest fiir einen Teil von ihnen, sind die
gleichen Vorbehalte gerechtfertigt.

2. Der postulierte Bezug von Biiyiikkale auf Nisantepe und die Oberstadt.

Ein wesentliches Element im Konzept der “Tuthalija-Stadt” ist die Palastanlage von
Biiyiikkale, die in Periode BK IIIb anscheinend véllig neu gebaut wurde. Als
Hauptargument fiir die Datierung dienen die bereits erwihnte Stele, die in einer jiingeren
Grube tiber Bau C lag, sowie ein fragmentarischer Granitblock im Schutt von Torbau I,
die beide den Namen Tuthalija IV. (Neve 1982: 136) tragen und die ebenfalls als
Griindungsinschriften interpretiert werden — auch hier gilt der gleiche Vorbehalt wie bei
der Stele aus der Oberstadt, da auch auf diesen Stiicken kein Bezug zu einer
Baumafinahme genannt ist. Die Datierungsproblematik der Palastanlage soll hier jedoch
nicht weiter erdrtert werden; fiir die gegenwirtige Fragestellung wichtiger erscheint mir
die Behauptung, “dal die Anlage der Oberstadt, spitestens ihr durch die Periode O.St.3
dokumentierter umfassender Ausbau zur Tempelstadt, etwa zur gleichen Zeit erfolgt sein
muf}” wie der Bau des Palasts der Periode BK IIIb auf Biiyiikkale, da es eine “rdumliche
Anbindung” gebe, die “durch die Ausrichtung seines Haupttores und der zugehérigen
Viadukte deutlich demonstriert ist” (Neve 1999b: 12). Dieses auch Siidwesttor genannte
Tor in der Befestigungsmauer von Biiyiikkale hatte nach Neve keinen Vorgénger und ist
erst in dieser Periode, also der spiten Grofireichszeit, eingerichtet worden (Neve 1982: 77
ff.). Damit wird der Eindruck erweckt, dal mit dem Palastbau der Periode BK IIIb eine
Umorientierung im Stadtbild stattgefunden hat. Das ist jedoch nicht der Fall, denn nur 20
m weiter westlich, unterhalb der Siidwestspitze von Biiyiikkale, lag seit Jahrhunderten das
Stidtor der Poternenmauer, iiber das immer schon eine Anbindung der Altstadt und des
Palastes an das Gebiet der Oberstadt gegeben war: In der althethitischen Zeit sowie in der
dlteren Grofireichszeit nahm der Palast nur den Bereich des oberen Burgplateaus ein,
wihrend auf dem siidwestlich davon gelegenen unteren Burgplateau eine ‘normale’
Wohnbebauung lag. Da die Nordwestseite des Burgbergs noch nicht mit einer
Befestigungsmauer gesichert war, war das Tor in der Poternenmauer auch vom Palast aus
leicht erreichbar und von hier aus fiir den K6nig wie fiir die Untertanen der Weg in die
Oberstadt offen. Moglicherweise hat erst die Errichtung der Biiyiikkale-Nordwestmauer
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(anscheinend in der Periode BK IIIb), die das Plateau von der Unterstadt abriegelte, zur

Notwendigkeit eines eigenen Siidwesttores fiir den neuen und vergrofierten Palastbezirk
gefiihrt.

In diesem Zusammenhang ist ein Befund bei den erwihnten Viadukten, die eine
Verbindung vom Siidwesttor von Biiyiikkale zu dem Bereich von Nisantas herstellten,
von besonderem Interesse: Eine Tiefsondage am westlichen der beiden Viadukte ergab,
dal} er “einen dlteren, gleichorientierten Mauerzug” iiberlagert, “der, den Keramikfunden
aus dem zugehdrigen Schutt nach zu schlieBen, in die friihgroBreichszeitliche bis
mittelhethitische Periode datiert” (Neve 1991: 303). Neve vermutet, daB dieser Mavuerzug
nicht auf das Stidwesttor von Biiyiikale bezogen war, sondern auf das direkt westlich
davon am FuB von Biiyiikkale gelegene Siidtor in der Poternenmauer. In diesem Fall
miiite der nach Nordosten gerichtete Mauerzug in seinem weiteren Verlauf nach
Nordwesten zum Poternenmauer-Tor hin abgeknickt gewesen sein. Zwangloser erklidren
liee sich sein Vorhandensein und vor allem seine gleichartige Orientierung jedoch, wenn
man annimmt, daB auch er schon auf das Siidwesttor von Biiyiikkale bzw. einen
Vorgéngerbau an gleicher Stelle, von dem keine Spuren beobachtet werden konnten,
gerichtet war. Diese Frage 1d8t sich wohl nicht mehr kldren, aber so oder so bleibt
festzuhalten, da8 mit dem élteren, gleichorientierten Mauerzug unter dem westlichen
Viadukt eine alte Wegfiihrung belegt ist, die nach Siidwesten auf das Gebiet von Nisantepe
ausgerichtet war — die “rdumliche Anbindung” gab es also schon sehr viel lénger.

Damit stellt sich auch die Frage nach dem Alter der Bauwerke nordlich des
Nisantepe, also des Nord-, Ost-, Siid- und Westbaus. Bisher ist dieser Bereich nur in
Vorberichten publiziert - die Endpublikation als Band 3 der Bauwerke der Oberstadt steht
bevor —, so daB ein abschlieBendes Urteil noch nicht méglich ist. Aus den bisherigen
Veroffenthchungen ergibt sich jedoch, daB8 auch hier hauptsichlich durch hypothetische
Uberlegungen und weniger mit Hilfe von eindeutigen Funden und Befunden datiert wird.
Wieder wird der Neubau des Palastes und die Anbindung des Bereiches durch die
Viadukte als Argument fiir eine Entstehungszeit in der spiten GroBreichszeit genannt
(Neve 1996: 52). Eine Sandsteinplatte mit dem Namen von Tuthalija IV. im Schutt {iber
dem: Elngangstrakt wird als Hinweis auf den Erbauer des Nordbaus gewertet (Neve 1993:
629), und Suppiluliuma II., dem vermuteten Bauherrn von Nisantepe und der Anlagen im
Bereich der Siidburg, wird die Einrichtung des Palastarchivs im Westbau zugeschrieben
(Neve 1996: 58). Ich mochte nicht bezweifeln, daff diese Gebiude in der entwickelten und
spéten Grofireichszeit (Periode BK III) in Benutzung waren, aber fiir den Zeitpunkt ihrer
Entstehung kénnen auch andere Argumente genannt werden. So deutet z.B. die zeitliche
Verteilung der im Westbau gefundenen Siegelabdriicke auf eine lange Laufzeit des
Archivs in der GroBreichszeit, obwohl sogar einige vor-groBreichszeitliche Konigsbullen
und Teile von 28 alt- bzw. mittelhethitischen Landschenkungsurkunden darin enthalten
sind’. Ab Suppiluliuma I. (iiber 80 Siegelungen) ist ein einigermaBen kontinuierlicher

? Gegenitber den frither publizierten vorldufigen Zahlenangaben haben sich in der Bearbeitung der Bullenfunde
teilweise deutliche Anderungen in der Zuweisung zu einzelnen Kdnigen ergeben. S. Herbordt sei herzlich gedankt fiir
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Anstieg bis zu Hattusili III. (iiber 400 Siegelungen) zu erkennen, dann ein Sprung zu
Tuthalija IV. (itber 690 Siegelungen), und von Arnuwanda II1./Suppiluliuma II. stammen
nur noch iiber 50 Siegelungen.

Es ist anzunehmen, daB ein Archiv gepflegt, d.h. von Zeit zu Zeit durchgesehen
wurde und daB manche obsolete Unterlagen auch entfernt wurden. Daher erscheinen mir
diese Zahlen als durchaus normal fiir eine Urkundensammlung, die hier seit der frithen
Grofreichszeit angelegt worden ist. Daf dieses Archiv an anderer Stelle entstanden und
erst spiter in dieses Gebdude iiberfiihrt worden ist, ist zwar nicht unméglich, aber es gibt
keine Begriindung fiir diese Annahme, da — wie oben beschrieben — das Argument einer
besonderen “Anbindung” der Nisantepe-Gebidude an den Palast der Periode BK IIIb nicht
zutreffend ist und daher auch fiir die Datierung dieser Gebdude keine Giiltigkeit hat.

3. Die Siidteiche und der Getreidesilo nordwestlich von Yerkapi

In den Jahren 2000 und 2001 sind Ausgrabungen auf dem westlich des Zentralen
Tempelviertels gelegenen Plateau durchgefiihrt worden. Dabei wurden die Stidteiche, fiinf
groBe dort in den natiirlichen Mergeluntergrund eingetiefte Becken, identifiziert (Seeher
2001: 341 ff; Seeher 2002: 59 ff.). Dies war allerdings nicht die erste Nutzung dieses
Bereiches, denn es wurde auBerdem ein mindestens 8x13 m messender und urspriinglich
um die 3 m tiefer Erdsilo fiir die Lagerung von Getreide festgestellt (Seeher 2002: 66 f.).
Er wird von Teich 2 geschnitten, ist also dlter; zugehorige Baustrukturen fehlen, kdnnten
aber einst vorhanden gewesen und dann bei der Anlage der Teiche zerstdrt worden sein.
Da kaum anzunehmen ist, daB ein solcher Vorrat von etwa 200 Tonnen Getreide
schutzlos auf freiem Feld angelegt wurde, kann man davon ausgehen, dafl diese Anlage
bereits durch eine — wie auch immer geartete — Befestigung geschiitzt gewesen ist.

Keramikscherben in der Verfilllung und Radiokarbondaten ermdglichen eine
Datierung des Silos ins 16.- friihe 15. Jh. v. Chr. Fiir die Datierung der spéter angelegten
Stidteiche ist ein groBer Keramikfund in Siidteich 1 hilfreich: Hier hat man zu einem
Zeitpunkt, als der Teich schon halb verfiillt bzw. verlandet war, mehr als eine Tomne
Scherben abgeladen. Die Zusammensetzung dieses Sammelfundes zeigt, daf es sich nicht
um einfachen Siedlungsabfall handelt. Wihrend im Schutt von Siedlungen besonders
Schalen und Kochtépfe immer in hohen Anteilen vertreten sind, sind solche Scherben hier
extrem selten. Statt dessen gibt es Teile von 55-60 spindle bottles, rund 100
Libationsarmen, zahlreichen groen und sehr groBen Kriigen, Linsenflaschen und anderen
Gefiflen, die nicht zum alltiglichen Gebrauchsgut gehérten. Daraus leitet sich die
Hypothese ab, daf es sich dabei um Inventar aus einem oder mehreren Tempeln handelt;
nachdem die GefiBe dort zu Bruch gegangen waren, landeten die Scherben nicht einfach
auf dem Miill, sondern wurden zunichst gesammelt und dann kultisch einwandfrei
entsorgt, d.h. an einer besonderen Stelle bestattet. Der Umstand, dal 15-20% der

entsprechende statistische Angaben. Da die Auswertung noch nicht abgeschlossen ist, kénnen im Folgenden noch keine
endgiiltige Zahlen genannt werden.

ARGUMENTE FUR EINE REVISION DER CHRONOLOGIE DER HETHITISCHEN HAUPTSTADT 141

Sf:herben Spuren von sekundarer Brandeinwirkung zeigen, konnte dafiir sprechen, daB
mer auch Scherben aus einem niedergebrannten Tempel enthalten sind. Nach vorlaufiger
Einschitzung von U.-D. Schoop ist diese Keramik ins mittlere bis entwickelte 14. Jh. v.
Chr. zu datieren (Radiokarbondaten weisen in die 2. Hilfte 15.-14. Jh. v. Chr.). Diese
Angabe liefert einen terminus ante quem fiir die Teiche, fiir die ebenso wie fiir den Silo
ein Schutz durch eine Befestigung im Siiden zu erwarten wire. In diesem Zusammenhang
paBt es gut, daB die anscheinend iltesten Tempel, also die Altbauten von Tempel 2, 3, 4
und 30, Branden zum Opfer gefallen sind. Sie liegen nur 100-400 m entfernt vor; d,en
Siidteichen — auf diese Weise konnte man die Herkunft der zerstorten KultgefiBe sehr viel
leichter erkldren, denn sonst miifite man annehmen, daf Keramikbruch aus der Altstadt in
die noch leere und unbefestigte Oberstadt hinaufgeschafft und dort in einem schon
teilweise verfiillten Teich bestattet wurde.

4. Die Besiedlung im Sarikale-Tal

Seit 2001 wird in der westlichen Oberstadt von Hattusa, im Tal westlich des Felskegels
von Sarikale, gegraben. Schon nach drei Kampagnen 1Bt sich eine zeitlich lang
gestreckte Folge von Bau- bzw. Siedlungsperioden erkennen: Der bisher ilteste Befund
ist das per Radiokarbondatierung ins 16.-friihe 15. Jh. datierte ‘Quadratgebiude’ — eine
rund 19x19 m messender Bau, der aufgrund der regelmiBigen Gestaltung der zahlreichen
Réume eine Funktion im offiziellen, vielleicht militirischen Bereich innegehabt haben
konnte (Seeher 2004). Ins 14. und frithe 13. Jh. datiert sind andere Baustrukturen
darunter ein mehrriumiges Gebdude mit einem grofiziigigen Badezimmer sowie der,
sogenannte Zingelkomplex, in dem eine kleinteilige Architektur von einer 25 x 3L5(m
mf:ssenden Umfassungsmauer eingeschlossen ist (Seeher 2003: 7, Seeher 2004).
Vielerorts wurden in den Siedlungsschichten Hinweise auf Handwerk und die
Verarbeitung von Stein (Bohrkerne), Bronze (Gultiegel und Gufabfille) und Glas
(Rohglas und GuBform) gefunden. In verschiedenen Kontexten fanden sich auch
mittelhethitische und frith-groBreichszeitliche Siegel und Siegelabdriicke sowie
Fragmente von alt- bis mittelhethitischen Keilschrifttafeln und Landschenkungsurkunden
— der Befund entspricht demjenigen aus dem zentralen Tempelviertel, und auch hier gibt
es keinen Grund, eine weitrdumige Umlagerung zu einem spéten Zeitpunkt zu vermuten.
Mit diesen Befunden werden die Ergebnisse der Grabungen an den Siidteichen bestitigt:

Es gab schon weit vor dem 13. Jh. v. Chr. Siedlungs- und sonstige Aktivititen in der
Oberstadt.

SchluBifolgerungen

Wir sind immer noch weit davon entfernt, die Stadtgeschichte von Hattusa im Verlauf der
Jahrhunderte genau definieren zu kénnen. Vor allem der Ablau} der Besiedlung der
Oberstadt ist erst liickenhaft erkennbar, aber dennoch lassen sich jetzt im Gegensatz zu
den bisherigen Chronologievorstellungen folgende neue Erkenntnisse formulieren:
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1. Die Forschungen der neunziger Jahre haben ergeben, daB die althethitische Stadt
nicht nur den Bereich zwischen Poternenmauer und Biiyiikkaya-Bach umfafite; vielmehr
war wie schon in den vorangegangenen Epochen der spdten Friihbronzezeit und der
Karumzeit auch der Bergriicken von Biiyiikkaya in das mit einer Schutzmauer umgebene
Stadtgebiet mit einbezogen, und zusitzlich auch der Bereich der Nordstadt (das Gebiet
ndrdlich und nordwestlich von Biiyiikkaya) (Seeher/Baykal-Seeher im Druck).

2. Die Nutzung des Bereichs der Oberstadt begann nach jetziger Erkenntnis bereits im
16.- frithen 15. Jh. v. Chr.; die dltesten bisher bekannten Anlagen sind das angesichts des
ungewShnlichen Grundrisses vermutlich fiir offizielle Zwecke genutzte Quadratgebdude
im Tal vor Sarikale und der Getreidesilo bei den Sudteichen. Etwas spiter entstanden
dann die Stidteiche selber. Es spricht nichts dagegen, dal auch andere, bereits frither
ausgegrabene Strukturen im zentralen Tempelviertel und in der Ostlichen Oberstadt vor-
oder frith-groBreichszeitlich zu datieren sind. Hier wird vielleicht die Vorlage der
Kleinfunde und der glyptischen Funde aus diesen Bereichen neue Erkenntnisse bringen.
Als Kandidaten dafiir kimen die Tempel 2-4 und 30 in Frage, aber auch das Viertel bei
Nisantepe diirfte, wie oben gezeigt wurde, bereits frither in Funktion gewesen sein. Fiir
andere Bauwerke ist diese Frage derzeit noch nicht zu beantworten. Da die urspriingliche
Datierung der Keramikfunde aus dem Zentralen Tempelviertel ausschlieflich in die 2.
Halfte des 13. Jh. v. Chr. hinfillig geworden ist, mu3 zunichst das Ergebnis der zur Zeit
im Aufbau befindlichen neuen Keramikchronologie der Hauptstadt durch U.-D. Schoop
abgewartet werden. Moglicherweise gelingt es spéter mit Hilfe der bereits publizierten
Keramik, neue Datierungsvorschlige fiir einzelne Bauwerke zu machen. Solche
Ergebnisse wiren auch fiir die erneute Auseinandersetzung mit Gebidudetypen, wie z.B.
die von A. Miiller-Karpe vorgeschlagene Ordnung der Tempel in der Oberstadt von
Hattu$a in drei chronologische Phasen (Miiller-Karpe 2003: 389), von groBem Nutzen.

3. Eine Verbindung der bisher definierbaren frithen Befunde in der Oberstadt mit
einer Befestigungsmauer ist nicht nachgewiesen, erscheint aber angesichts ihres
Charakters durchaus wahrscheinlich. Es kann eine — schwicher ausgefithrte —
Vorlduferbefestigung gegeben haben, lange bevor die Stadtmauer, die wir heute vor uns
sehen, errichtet wurde. Diese Frage ist im iibrigen eng verbunden mit der Realitiit der
Periode O.St4 und den ihr zugeschriebenen Elementen, also dem siidlichen
Stadtmauerbogen und den Altbauten von Tempel 2-4 und 30: Es muf3 noch einmal darauf
hingewiesen werden, daB3 diese Periode hypothetisch definiert und weder durch
stratigraphische Verbindungen noch durch Fundmaterial oder naturwissenschaftliche
Messungen datiert ist — grofreichszeitliche Text- und Bullenfunde aus den Tempeln sind
hier nicht hilfreich, da mit ihnen nur Abschnitte der Nutzung, aber nicht das
Entstehungsdatum bestimmt werden kann. Also kann zumindest der Beginn dieser
Periode — wenn es sie tiberhaupt so gab — deutlich &lter sein,

4. Angesichts der politisch und wirtschaftlich schwierigen Zeiten hat Tuthalija IV.
sicher nicht die Kraft gehabt, Hattu$a ‘neu zu bauen’. Das ihm zugeschriebene
Baupensum - fast alle bisher bekannten Tempel, der Palast von Biiyiikkale, die
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Neugestaltung der Unterstadt und der Neubau aller Stadtmauern (mit Ausnahme der
Poternenmauer) — hétte nicht nur ihn, sondern vermutlich auch jeden anderen hethitischen
Konig tberfordert. DaB er Bauten hat errichten lassen, auch im Zusammenhang mit
seinem religidsen Engagement, wird nicht bezweifelt (ua. Yazilikaya). Vielleicht geht
tatséchlich eine groBere Zahl von Tempelbauten in der Oberstadt auf seine Initiative
zurilick. Aber der Begriff “Tuthalija-Stadt”, wenn es ihn denn gab und wenn er weiter
verbreitet war als nur mit den wenigen uns bekannten Belegen, meinte wohl etwas
anderes: Die Verbindung des Stadtnamens mit den Konigsnamen sollte in diesem
konkreten Fall vermutlich zur Aufwertung des regierenden Kénigs bzw. seines Zweigs
des Konigshauses dienen. Sowohl im Vertrag mit Sauggamuwa von Amurru als auch im
Vertrag mit Kurunta von Tarhunta$$a auf der Bronzetafel von Yerkap1 gibt Tuthalija
offen zu, daB sein Vater den Thron unrechtmiBig bestiegen habe und daB eigentlich
Kuruntas Linie dieser Anspruch gebiihre. Er brauchte also dringend Bestitigung fiir seine
Regentschaft. Die Hauptstadt Hattu$a mit dem Beinamen Tuthalija-Stadt zu versehen,
diirfte in diesem Sinne ein politisches Mangver gewesen sein, mit dem der status quo
effektvoll unterstrichen werden konnte.

Wenn man auf die in diesem Artikel vorgeschlagene Weise die Entstehungs-
geschichte der Oberstadt von Hattu3a in die Linge zieht, ergibt sich iibrigens auch eine
andere Interpretation fiir einen Passus in den ‘Instruktionen fiir den Biirgermeister von
Hattusa’, deren Abfassung um 1400 v. Chr. datiert wird. Dort ist die Rede von zwei
Funktiondren, die “oben und unten in Hattusa die Befestigungs-Wachen einweisen”
(Otten 1983: 48 f.). Unter der bisherigen Annahme, daB die Oberstadt-Erweiterung erst
im 13. Jh. v. Chr. erfolgte, ergab sich daraus die Notwendigkeit, “oben” mit dem Palast
auf Biiyiikkale und “unten” mit der Unterstadt gleichzusetzen. Entfillt diese
Voraussetzung, so lassen sich diese beiden Ortsangaben viel sinnvoller mit dem Gelinde
der Stadt in Verbindung bringen.

Das Anliegen dieses Beitrages war es, Schwachstellen in der bisherigen Datierung
der Oberstadt von Hattusa zu benennen und Alternativen aufzuzeigen. Der Bedarf eines
neuen Chronologiesystems fiir die hethitische Hauptstadt ist deutlich zu erkennen. Fiir
einige Bereiche sind Anderungen der bisherigen Vorstellung bereits klar, wihrend in
anderen Bereichen noch keine stichhaltigen neuen Losungen in Sicht sind — A. Miiller-
Karpe hat z.B. Argumente genannt, die auf ein héheres Alter des GroBen Tempels
hinweisen (Miiller-Karpe 2003: 388), und auch die Datierung der Bauperioden von
Biyiikkale (insbesondere BK III) sollte noch einmal unvoreingenommen iiberpriift
werden,

Mit Absicht schlage ich hier keine neue Verbindung der Abfolge der Bau-
geschehnisse in HattuSa mit bestimmten Regenten vor. Zu gering ist die Zahl schriftlich
uberlieferter Ereignisse, um sie mit den archéologisch nur ungefihr datierbaren Befunden
in Verbindung zu bringen. Bei diesen Ereignissen handelt es sich ja fast ausschlieBlich
um Zerstdrungen, die man in den diversen Brandruinen wiederzuerkennen versucht. Der
Annahme von Neve, daB8 die frithen Brinde in der Oberstadt auf einen Angriff durch
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Kurunta, der sich in der zweiten Hilfte des 13. Jh. v. Chr. den Thron aneignen wollte,
zuriickzufiihren seien (Neve 1996: 19), widersprechen die oben geschilderten Funde 9nd
Befunde. Aber auch der Versuch, diese Brinde als Folge der innenpolitisch unsta‘.bllen
Lage zur Zeit von Tuthalija IL/IIL. in die erste Hilfte des 14. Jh. v. Chr. zu datlefen
(Miiller-Karpe 2003: 391), erscheint problematisch: Abge'sehen da.lvon, dall eine
Gleichzeitigkeit der Brinde ja gar nicht erwiesen ist, scheint angesichts der neuen
Grabungsergebnisse in der westlichen Oberstadt ein noch fﬁihere§ Datum wahrscheinlich.
Die Anlage einer ersten Verteidigungslinie in der Trasse des siidlichen Stadtmauerbogens

ist vermutlich spitestens im 15. Jh. v. Chr. erfolgt.
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Abb. 1:
Hethitische Befunde in der Oberstadt von HattuSa, Stand der Grabungen 2003.
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1 — Siidtor in der Poternenmauer; 2 — westlicher Viadukt nach Biiyiikkale; 3 — Siidwesttor von
Biiyiikkale; 4 — Nisantepe / Ost-, Siid- und Nordbau; 5 — Nisantepe / Westbau; 6 — Siidburg /
Kammer 2; 7 — Grabungsgebiet im Tal westlich von Sarikale; § — Fundort der Bronzetafel auf
dem Wall von Yerkapi;, T = Tempel, H = Haus.

HURRIAN GODS AND THE FESTIVALS
OF THE HATTIAN-HITTITE LAYER

Alfonso Archi

1. As W. Burkert has stated, “religions have the power to divide peoples ... polytheism is
[however,] an open system, endorsing, nay encouraging diversity with some promise of
coexistence, even if it means a lower degree of stability and a greater tendency to
change.”!

A very common kind of interaction within different polytheistic systems is the
equations of gods. Etruscans and Romans took over a large part of Greek mythology and
equated their own gods with those of Greece.

In the context of cuneiform writing, we can even talk of “translation,” the same
Sumerogram being used to indicate a Sumerian god, or a Semite, Hurrian or Anatolian
deity.?

The Egyptians had an entirely different approach, enclosed within their own culture,
reason for which the Greeks considered Egypt to be the most foreign of all countries
(Herodotus 2, 35-37). The treaty stipulated between Muwatalli II and Ramses I contains
a lengthy list of gods called as witnesses and guarantors. Of these, only the principal gods
are equated to each other. The Egyptian version equates both the Anatolian Sun-deities:
the Sun-god of Heaven and the Sun-goddess of Arinna, to Re, and the Storm-god (with
his many epithets) to Seth. The scarce interest entertained by the Egyptians for the
polytheistic system of an Asiatic people such as the Hittites is shown by the odd
imprecision. The Tutelary-god (of the fields), “KAL, should be a male divinity, but “KAL
KUR "RVHarsi is, instead, rendered as “the Goddess of the country Hatti”. ‘KAL
URUKaralzna is “the Goddess of the town Karahna”. Iitar is simply “the Goddess”. Ninatta
and Kulitta, the two female attendants of I3tar, are “the god Ninatta, the god Kulitta.”
Hebat, the spouse of Tes3ub, is “the god Hebat, the queen of Heaven.”

The ancients were well aware that there existed the same gods for diverse peoples and
countries, even if their names were different. According to Herodotus 2, 50-58, “well-
nigh all the names (oundmata) of the gods came to Hellas from Egypt. ... I say what the
Egyptians themselves say. ... It would seem too that the Egyptians were the first people

! Burkert 2003, 17-34 (quotation from p. 17).
? Assman 1996, 25-36.
* Edel 1997, 70-73, 99-101.
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to establish solemn assemblies, and processions, and services; the Greeks learnt all this
from them.” By this, Herodotus meant that the Egyptians were the first to determine the
forms and functions of the gods, something, which the Greeks had been doing for only
400 years, and not that the names of the Greek gods derived from the Egyptian ones. It
was from the Egyptians that other peoples received knowledge concerning the gods.*

This discourse on the gods was shared by the cultures of the ancient Near East. By
knowing the manifestations of the gods and their roles, it was possible to establish
equations between them. Thus, the queen Puduhepa, in a well-known passage, has every
right to address herself in these terms to the supreme goddess of Hatti: “O Sun-goddess of
Arinna, my lady, queen of all the countries, in the land of Hatti thou bearest the name
‘Sun-goddess of Arinna’, but in the country which thou hast made the land of cedars thou
bearest the name ‘Hebat™” (KUB 21.27(+) i 3-6). As a matter of fact, the goddess of
Arinna was a sun deity, whilst Hebat reigned over the heavens in her function of wife of
the Hurrian Storm-god Te§Sub. What, however, makes it possible to equate them is the
fact that both were the most important female deity of, respectively, the Hittite and West-
Hurrian pantheons. This is the same approach as that which causes Isidorus (1% century
B.C.?) to say, in his hymn to Isis Thermuthis: “The Syrians call you: Astarte, Artemis,
Nanaia; the Lycian tribes call you: Leto, the Lady; the Thracians also name you as
Mother of the gods; and the Greeks (call you) Hera of the Great Throne, Aphrodite,
Hestia the goodly, Rheia and Demeter.”

2. The term “translation” can be used for the outcome of contacts between cultures which
retain their own individual natures. In the case of the Old Hittite pantheon of Hattusa,
however, which results from a fusion of Hattian and Hittite tradition, “superimposition”
would seem more appropriate.

The equation of Enlil with Kumarbi in some Hittite god-lists is a “translation”. The
same holds true for the god lists from Ugarit, where Dagan and Kumarpi occupy the same
position. There is, instead, a superimposition of Enlil on Dagan in some Old Babylonian
inscriptions from Mari, because Enlil’s epithets and functions are attributed to Dagan.
When at Hattu$a, Allani stands for the Sun-goddess of the Underworld, we may presume
superimposition to occur, in the sense that certain properties of a divinity could have been
attributed to another. ’

4 Burkert 1985, 121-132.

Lucianus, De Dea Syra 2, evokes the same idea: “Now then, the Egyptians are supposedly the first men who
formed a conception of gods, established sanctuaries and sacred precincts and instituted festivals. They were also the
first to conceive of holy names and to tell sacred tales. Not long afterwards, the Assyrians heard an account about gods
from the Egyptians, and they established sanctuaries and temples in which they placed images... In Syria, too, there are
sanctuaries almost as old as the Egyptians ones.”

> A. Goetze, ANET?, 393.
6 Vanderlip 1972, 18, lines 18-22. See also Dunand 1973, 79-93.

7 Taracha 2000, 178-179, remarks as follows “Hierbei sei generell bemerkt, daf in den meisten mittel- und jung-
hethitischen Kontexten die kleinasiatische Sonnengéttin der Erde mit hurritischer Allani gleichgesetzt wurde. Diese
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Be that as it may, such classifications can only be approximate as religious
phenomena, by their very nature, cannot be precisely defined, unless accompanied by a
dogmatic theology.

A good example of how this process of assimilation of Syro-Hurrian elements was
only partial may be seen in Muwatalli’s prayer to the Storm-god of Lightning (CTH
381).® The first couple of the “short list” of gods is formed by the sun-deities: Sun-god of
Heaven — Sun-goddess of Arinna, my lady, Queen of Hatti. There then follow the Storm-
god, king of Heaven, my lord — Hebat Queen, my lady. We do not know whether the
phonetic reading of *U here has to be the Hurrian name Teg$ub. However, mention of the
Sun-god and Storm-god, with their more general attribute “of Heaven” enables the two
main female deities to co-exist: the Sun-goddess of Arinna for Hatti, Hebat for the
Hurrian regions, placed side by side yet maintaining their individuality. There then follow
the Storm-god of Hatti, king of Heaven, lord of Hatti, my lord; the Storm-god of
Ziplanda, my lord, beloved son of the Storm-god; Seri and Hurri (manuscript B has
instead: “Seri, the bull who is champion in the land of Hatti”). Here, the two bulls with
Hurrian names who pull the chariot of Te¥Sub and bear the vault of Heaven in Hurrian
cosmology,’ are attributed to the Storm-god of Hatti, that is Tarhun(t). Seri, “the bull of
the Storm-god”, is even asked, in his capacity as herald of Hatti, to introduce the king’s
plea before the gods (i 33-36)."°

The same prayer includes other examples of Hurrian elements attributed to the main
gods of Hatti. In the invocation to the “gods of all the lands,” two hypostases of the
Hurrian Storm-god are added to the gods of Arinna: the Storm-god of Salvation (‘U
ehellibi) and the Storm-god of Life (“U Suhurribiy (1 37-39). Moreover, although the

vvvvv

of the town of Tarhuntas3a is derived), his spouse in Samuha is named Hebat (i 40). !

3. The long lists of the “gods of all the lands™ of this prayer (i 37-iii 12) show that, in the
centres embraced by the bend of the river Halys, there were no important cults of deities

auch bei anderen Gottheiten gut belegte Praxis, hurritische bzw. mesopotamische Gétter mit den Namen anatolischer
Gottheiten zu nennen, hingt wohl nicht mit dem Synkretismus zusammen. Demzufolge bezieht sich jedoch manches,
was in der Literatur iiber die Sonnengéttin der Erde gesagt wurde, de facto auf die hurrritische Unterweltsherrin. Das
Wesen der kleinasiatischen Gottin selbst 148t sich nach den erhaltenen Belegen nur bis zu einem gewissen Grade
erschliessen.”

¥ Singer 1996.

® See the reliefs of Yazilikaya, nos. 28-29, and Haas 1994, 471-472,

1 Singer 1996, 7-12.

" In the following line, however, this Storm-god is paired with both the sun-goddess of Arinna and Hebat,

palace of the grandfather” (I 40-42). See also KUB 9.98+KUB 40.46 i 6-7, in Singer 1996, 165, and 187 for a
commentary to this text.
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from other regions,'? apart from the Hurrian Sa(w)oska of the ﬁel@s at the town of
Ankuwa (“ISTAR LIL, ii 60), who had one of her major cult centres at Samuha ( 43). The
YUSTAR-Ii of Sarissa (i 73) is, instead, perhaps the local goddess Anzili.'® This is the
situation we find up until the time of Muwatalli II.

It is only at Hatti/HattuSa, that we find Hurrian gods of the Syrian region alongside
the Hittite gods. They are: (Seri), “the prominent calf’; Tes$ub of Halab and Hebat of
Halab of Hatti; Ea and Damkina: two Mesopotamian gods included in th9 Hurrian
I;antheon; Iitar / Sa(w)oska of Nineveh, who reached Hatti through Mitanni;'* Sa(w)oska
(“ISTAR) of Hattarina (i 50-56); the Syrian goddess Kupapa.'®

In judging the extent of the cult of Hurrian gods at Hattusa and in Hatti, the region
enclosed by the bend of the Halys, during the last decades of the Hittite empire, we have
four principal groups of documents at our disposal: ) the documents of the cult
reorganization of Tuthaliya IV; b) the Festival of the month; ¢) the nuntarriyasha festival;
d) the AN.TAH.SUM3R festival.

4. During the reign of Tuthaliya IV, the central administration undertook a reorganisation
of the cults, not only in those regions won from the control of the Kaska people, but also
in large parts if not all of the country.!® Certain earlier sovereigns had already taken
sporadic action in this sense, such as Muwatalli II (mentioned in KUB 42.100 i 17', iii
32',iv 13" (?), 38', a document of the time of Tuthaliya IV'7). According to Ph. Houwink
ten Cate, “the uniqueness of the ‘Cult Reform’ [of Tuthaliya IV] depends on its
geographical scope and the special character of this inquiry, manifesting, as indeed it
does, the aspects of both intensification and restoration and showing furthermore in its
application a remarkable amount of personal involvement of His Majesty himself. ...
Laroche summarized the main principles of the reformer in the following manner
(abbreviated): 1) restoration of lost or damaged idols; 2) within the group of cult objects,
a notable preference for anthropomorphic representation in the form of statue(tte)s usually
made of iron; 3) accommodation for the stelae in the more permanent housing of temples;
4) organization of the maintenance of the cults by the appointment of priests and

'2 Among the listed towns, there are: Katapa (where, however, the Storm-god NIR.GAL is paired up with Hebat, I
46), Zippalanda, Zithara, Kastama, Nerik and Takup$a, Ankuwa, Tawinija, Sanahuitta, Hattena, Karahna, HisSashapa,
Sarisa, Hattarina.

13 Wilhelm 2003, 343. For Hattian-Hittite goddesses who receive the name of dIS'TAR, see Forlanini 1984: 264.

" Beckman 1998, 1-10.

¥ For this section of the prayer, see Singer 1996, 55.

15 For western regions concerned in this reorganisation, see Archi/Klengel 1980, 143-157 (KUB 48.105), and
Forlanini 1996, 5-12 (KBo 2.1); for southern regions, Forlanini 1990, 116-120 (KUB 57.108); for the eastern region of
Sarissa (to the south of Sivas), Hazenbos 2003, 149-165. For the geographical areas involved in the cult inventories,
see, in general, Houwink ten Cate 1992, 139-140; Hazenbos 2003, 191-199.

17 Hazenbos 2003, 16-25.
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priestesses and the assignment of the task of taking care of the costs of the offerings to the
notables of the community or to palace organizations.”!®

In such dispositions, E. Laroche perceived the characteristics of a real religious
reform.” In reality, the only innovative aspect of entirely religious nature is the tendency
to substitute theriomorphical representations, symbols and stelae with anthropomorphic
representation. Apart from this, there is an increase in the number of personnel and
offerings guaranteed by the central administration, besides restoration of objects and
buildings. Tuthaliya IV promoted, therefore, simple cult reorganization.?® The festivals
are those connected with the changing seasons and agricultural work, typical of markedly
conservative rural centres, such as the autumn and spring festivals.?! These included the
ceremony of bread prepared in spring with the barley stored in autumn in a pithos,
b UG[/zars“i(yalli): arite which established a link between the successive agricultural cycles,
ensuring productivity in the year to come.?

The pantheon of all these towns was the local one, with very rare intrusions by gods
of different origin, like dAMAR.UTU, that is the Kizzuwatnean god Santad KUB 57.108 +
(?) KUB 51.23 iii 3, 14; KUB 57.102i 11 (in a western region; J. Hazenbos, Local Cults,

" Houwink ten Cate 1992, 102, 107.

" Laroche 1975, 87-95.

2 Gotze 1933, 159-160 (2™ ed. 1957, 169), was the first to use the word “Kultreorganisation” in connection with
this activity by Tuthaliya IV.

* Hazenbos 2003, 168-172.

2 Archi 1973, 7-27.

According to Ch. W. Carter, Hittite Cult-Inventories (Diss. Chicago 1962) 20, “the fact that the festivals described
in the cult-inventory texts are based on one model [i.e., they are centred on the pithos rites] tends to indicate imposition
into the cult (and thus enrichment or intensification) from a single, outside source.” Hazenbos 2003, 169, follows this
thesis: “These festivals, in the form we know them, were instituted by a central source.” Carter is followed also by
Houwink ten Cate 1992, 104-105, who recognizes, however, that the problem is more complex: “A recently published
text, KUB 55.14, may be quoted in support of the hypothesis that the king favoured the pithos ceremony: ‘A pithos was
not present. His Majesty instituted [ME-i§ = da-a-is] a pithos of | PA-measure [of emmer (Z1Z) and of] 2 PA-measures
of wine’ (Rev.: 9-10). Quite a number of texts refer to the same type of improvement in a more veiled manner. It thus
would seem that what may already have been surmised by Carter can now be proven, viz. that the pithos ceremony,
which has already been described and explained in its symbolism above, was, on royal initiative, extended to towns and
townships where it had not been practiced before. In a number of passages reference is made to a specific room in the
temple for the pithos. This suggestion is not meant to imply that the ceremony and the symbolism must have been
developed in or near the capital, nor that the ceremony and the underlying symbolism would need to have been a
comparatively recent development, and thus most certainly not that it could not have been practiced from time
immemorial in those regions where both (the filling and the opening of the pithos) were attested.”

Many passages (quoted by Houwink ten Cate 1992, 141-142, note 47) list the goods necessary for the festivals.
These lists always conclude as follows: x ZiZ PUShar-5i PUTUY ME-i “..., x-measure of emmer (for) the pithos have
been established by His Majesty”. According to the present writer, the contexts only enable us to interpret this as
indicating that the king had fixed the amount of the different goods for the festival, including the emmer for the pithos,
which had to be delivered by the administration and/or by the village/town communities; not that the king himself had
introduced the pithos rite (with the exception of possible new introduced gods).
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102-107, 79-82); KUB 38.10 iii 13’ (CTH 510; in a northern region; L. Rost, MIO §
(1961) 195); KUB 38.25 ii 3' (CTH 525); KUB 38.33 Vs. 6' (CTH 522) (L. Jakob-Rost,

MIO 9 [1963] 181, 192).

The only relevant exception is the pantheon of the group of texts CTH 510,7 wh'ich
contains some Luvian, Syrian and Assyrian deities. The documents concern a region
north of Hattusa (the town Sapitta, KUB 38.6 I 21, was close to the region of Tumana, 12r:
Paphlagonia, RGTC 6, 349). The presence of the Storm-gods of Nerik and Kaétmna
means that these documents have to be dated to Tuthaliya IV. There are the Luvian Storm-
gods Pikami and ‘Pihaimi;? the deified Syrian river Balih with its Luvianized name
PBaluhassa, together with the Storm-god of the town Harran (KUB 36.6 i 24-25); the
Syrian god Milku;?6 Istar of Nineveh; the Storm-god of A&Sur; and even Iitar of Babylon.

[URYX ] .. Milku *U harsiharsi... (KUB 38.619-12)
YRUPparmashapa: U KUR Assur... *Milku (KUB 38.6 i 13-16)
URUD U, "Hirlussa: ... “LIS "V Nenuwa... (KUB 38.6 i 17-20)

URUSapitta: .. *Milku %4naz{..] °LIS "*"Nenuwa *U KUR Assur... ‘U ""YHarana
(KUB 38.6 121-26)

URUK anzana: ... *U "V Harana. .. *U KUR A§sur... °LIS ME... (KUB 38.6 i 27-32)

URY )sSanassi: ... 3LIS [""UNenuwa (2)]... “UKUR Assur... (KUB 38.6 1 33-37)

[URVX:] oo 1 *Milku ... (KUB 38.6 iii 4")

WRUSapaguwrwanta: ... ‘Milku... ‘LIS ""Nenuwa... ‘LIS "VKaranduniya... ‘U KUR
ASsur... (KUB 38.6 iv 7-14)
["RUX:] ... %LIS "®YNenuwa. .. “U KUR Assur (KUB 38.10 iii 1'-8")
YR Mallitta: oo SMilku. .. °LIS YUNenuwa °LIS ME... ‘U ""Harana (KUB 38.6 iv
15-25; dupl. KUB 38.10 iv 12'-22")
[URVX:] ... °LIS YRUNenuwa LIS ME ‘Milku... (KUB 57.106 ii 19)

Deities of this kind indicate particular attention in relation to the Assyrian kingdom and
the preservation of the Hittite rule in northern Syria, which corresponds Well with one of
the major political interest of Hatti at the time of Tuthaliya IY. T'uthah'ya chose':, oddly
enough, to introduce the cult of two major gods of Assyria not in his capital, but in srr3a11
centres of a northern province which was released from the control of the KaSka

populations.

2 CTH 510: 4. KUB 38.6 (Jakob-Rost 1961, 185-188) + Bo 6741 (Otten/Rister 1982, 141). B. KUB 38.10 +
KUB 38.10a. C. KUB 57.106; KUB 57.58. D. KBo 39.48+24; 117+40.42.

244 URUpp ik KUB 38.6 1 3, 227, 30, iv 11, KUB 38.10 iv 7', 13 KUB 57.106 ii 11/, 17; KUB 57.59: 3", %U
URUg ostama: KUB 38.6 13/, 10°, 14/, 29", iii 7', IV 10". KUB 38.10 iv 8', 13",

25 4pinami: KUB 38.6 1 4', 30", iv 11" (with *Pikaimiy, KUB 38.10 iii 7' ([*Pikami] *Pikaimi), iv 14'; KUB 57.'106
i 9', 17", 37" (with *Pikaimi). Other Luvian deities could be: %Allinassi: KBo 39.48 v 21'; ‘Hiwadissi: KUB 38.6 1 5/,
11,19, 31, 35", iv 9, 19", KUB 38.10iv 17", |

26 Also to be added to the passages listed below, KUB 12.2 1 20' (CTH 511); HT 14.10'. On Milku, see Archi
2002, 50.
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We have no evidence of gods from the West-Hurrian pantheon being received in any
area of Anatolia which stretched even beyond the bend of the river Halys. There is the
odd, sporadic presence of deities such as Sa(w)oska with her two companions Ninatta and
Kulitta who appear in KUB 38.2 i 7'-20" and 21'-27' (here: *LIS halziyauwas “Sa(w)oska
of invocation”) (CTH 521; L. Rost, MIO 8 (1961) 175), and Hebat in KUB 51.23 iii 13’
(preceded by: [dU(-up)] URUZi—tp-la-an-da, which is anomalous)?’ and in the fragmentary
KUB 54.90 r. Kol. 7' (J. Hazenbos, Local Cults, 102-107, 121-124). A Syrian goddess,
Kupapa, reached the northeastern region of Karahna, KUB 38.12 III 15’ (followed by ‘U
YRUKummaha; CTH 517).

There is, however, a spectacular exception: the introduction of the cult of Ted$ub and
Hebat, together with their circles of gods, in the capital, Hattusa (see below, § 8).

S. The Month festival (CTH 591) consists of a large corpus of texts which were not drawn
up together. Very few tablets presenting Middle Hittite elements go back to the period of
the formation of the Empire, while the others present New Hittite forms of signs. Two
manuscripts, dated to Tuthaliya IV on the basis of the colophons, are copies of earlier
texts (KUB 10.89 = IILA.; KUB 2.13 = IV.A.).”® This is an ideal corpus for determining
which changes occurred in the pantheon of a festival of Hattu$a that originally goes back
to the Old Hittite period, if not earlier.

All the deities belong to the so-called Hattian-Hittite tradition. There is only one,
remarkably late intrusion of two Hurrian deities: Hebat and the dyad Hebat-Sarruma, in
one of the two tablets that can be dated to Tuthaliya IV, KUB 2.13 v 14-16. The fact that
these follow the Storm-god of Nerik provides the explanation. Sarruma was the son of
TesSub and Hebat, just as the Storm-god of Nerik was son of the Storm-god of Hatti and
the Sun-goddess of Arinna, according to 13% century theology. The principle of equating
two deities did not, however, require their fusion, but their juxtaposition, as we have
already seen for the Sun-goddess of Arinna and Hebat in Muwatalli’s prayer. Religious
practices demanded precision: the risk of omitting something could not be borne. It was
sometimes preferable to keep the individual names of the gods who were considered
equated to each other. Furthermore, Sarruma was the personal god of Tuthaliya IV.%
Hebat is introduced due to attraction to the dyad, which represented a single deity: ‘Hé-
pdt-Sar-ru-ma. As a result of equating Sarruma with the Storm-god of Nerik, both Hebat
and Hebat—éarruma receive an invocation in Hattian, which was pertinent to the Storm-
god of Nerik ("“"NAR "RV Ha-at-ti-1i SIR®Y; v 10-16) (Klinger 1996, 562-565).%°

¥ The Storm-god of Zippalanda becomes Te&ub of Zippalanda in the Hurrian festival for Sa(w)oska of Samuha
(CTH 712), KUB 47.64(+) IBot 2.50 ii 20: “U-up (dupl. “U) ""VZi-ip-la-an-da, Wegner 1995, 56; cfr. Popko 1994, 33.

% The Month festival has been edited by Klinger 1996, 285-614.

* See the relief no. 81 of Yazilikaya. For the Hurrian name of Tuthalya IV, X-Sarruma, see the seal impressions
published by Laroche 1956, 118-119 with figg. 24-26, and Otten 1993, 35-40, together with the commentary by S.
Heinhold-Krahmer, in: G. Wilhelm, StBoT 45, 180-198.

% According to Klinger 1996, 584, ad V 14ff,, Hebat and Hebat-Sarruma are not Hurrian gods but should stand,
instead, for Hittite deities: “In der hethitischen Spatzeit ist der Synkretismus, der eigentlich mehr eine einfache
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Iitar of Sulupa3i and the Lady, that is Sa(w)oska, of Samuha appear also in the same
text, vi 13-18. They follow the god Pirwa, and they both receive an invocation in Hurrian
(“'NAR YRUHurri SIRFY; Klinger 1996, 568-569, and 585-586 for a commentary
concerning the deities of the town Sulupaizi).

Sa(w)oska of the fields (“ISTAR LIL) appears in the other tablet copied at tg?w ;[Ei?e of
Tuthaliya IV, KUB 10.89 i 31'-34". She receives an invocation in Hurrian (*"M®*NAR
YR Hr-la-as SIRRY) (Klinger 1996, 506-507).

At least the last two forms of Sa(w)oska had arrived in Hattusa much earlier than the
time of Tuthaliya IV, by different routes than that by which knowledge was obtained of
the “circles”, kaluti, of the West-Hurrian gods.

6. The Festival of autumn, nuntarriyashas “of Haste,” was celebrated in Hattu3a and a
number of nearby towns. In its latest version it lasted about 40 days, like the
AN.TAH.SUM®*R, with which it shares a number of elements.’!

Amongst the numerous gods mentioned, only two of the foreign divinities enjoy a
degree of importance. One is the Storm-god of Halab (‘U URUIjlal-pa), whose festival was
celebrated on the 28"/34™ day in his temple.*> Mentions of this event are from various
sources, not necessarily to be dated to the latest period. That Te$Sub of Halab had a
temple at Hattusa, at least from the period of Mursili II on, is confirmed by the
AN.TAH.SUM®R festival.

The other god is Ea, accompanied by his spouse Damkina, Nabu and NISABA, (Dagan),
all gods who the Hittites knew through Hurrian mediation (KUB 58.45 + KUB 59.42. iii
21"): °E.A ‘“DAM.KINA ‘AG NISABA, Nakamura 2002, 282-286; this tablet cannot be
ascribed to a specific day). The main contents of the Outline of this festival should go
back to Murgili I1.*> Tuthaliya IV made, however, a decisive contribution to the final
version of this festival (four tablets are surely dated to this king; three of these concern
the 5% day; Nakamura 2002, 172-187, and 286-287 for IBoT 3.39).

Ubertragung der Gotternamen verschiedener Kultschichten auf #quivalente Gottheiten des Par}theons darstellt, so weit
fortgeschritten, da8 mit Hepat bzw. Hepat-3arruma hier keine hurritischen Goétter bezeichnet werden, sondern
hurritische Namen fiir Gotter bzw. fiir entsprechende Positionen innerhalb des hethitischen Staatspantheons verwendet
werden, die urspriinglich andere Namen trugen; in diesem Falle wird mit Hepat die Sonnengéttin von Arinna, d. h. d.ie
zentrale weibliche Gottheit und Gefihrtin des Wettergottes, bezeichnet, wihrend Sarruma als Sohn des Wettergottes in
das System gelangt.” The reverse case, where a Hittite DN stands a Hurrian deity, could be represented by that of “I§ta.r,
auch als Sonnengdttin von Arinna bezeichnet” (Klinger 1996, 585-586, ad VI 13). Taracha 2000, 178-179, shares this
theory.

3! The documents of this festival have been studied by Nakamura 2002, who gives a general presentation of the
festival on pp. 9-14. See also the important study by Houwink ten Cate 1988, 166-194. )

32 Houwink ten Cate 1988, 175-176; Nakamura 2002, 131, with the following texts: U 2.B III &' (p. 38); U3 IV 8
(KUB 55.5 + IBoT 4.70; p. 51); U 6 Rs 2" (KUB 51.15; p. 70); cfr. KUB 25.27 111 13 (p. 77).

3 Houwink ten Cate 1988, 185-188.
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The ceremony of the 30" day took place in the temple of dURA§(IB = NINURTA)
(U 6 Rs. 7'; Nakamura 2002: 70-71). This was established by Hattusili III, KBo 30.77 iv
2434 Among the gods we find the bulls Seri and Hurri, whilst the main god seems to be
the Storm-god of the heaven (IV 3'; *U §4-ME-E in iv 15). The god concealed under the
Sumerogram URAS/NINURTA was the Hurrian Ta$misu, brother of Tes§ub, who was
identified with the Anatolian Suwaliyat.*® This could be another case of two
superimposed gods.

7. The Outline of the AN.TAH.SUM®*® (CTH 604), the spring festival, is represented by
a manuscript, B, which presumably dates back to the 14% century. The other manuscripts
date to the last decades of the 13% century; 4, however, derives from an older archetype
than B. Fis a later version with several innovations and its own numbering of the days.*®
The only massive introduction of Hurrian gods is to be dated to the last period, and is
connected not only with the celebrations for the Hurrian Te&Sub of Halab, Ea and Istar of
Hattarina, but also with that in honour of the goddess Kattahha at Ankuwa.

According to the Outline, on the 19% (25™) day: “... the chief of the bodyguards. ..
sets up the cups before the Storm-god pihassassi and the Sun-goddess of Arinna”. This
ceremony for the Storm-god pihassassi should have been introduced by Muwatalli II or
by his son Mursili III (see also the previous day). These two deities also appear in the
colophon of the tablet concerning this celebration, KUB 11.13 vi 8-12' (CTH 613). Iniv
10'-23" instead, there is the Storm-god pihas¥assi followed by Hebat, who receives an
invocation in Hurrian. The replacement of the Sun-goddess of Arinna with Hebat, as well
as the insertion of the Storm-god of Nerik in v 18'-23', were most probably due to a
redaction of the period of Tuthaliya IV. The Hurrianization of the Storm-god pihassassi,
however, should be attributed to Muwatalli himself. KBo 13.245 Rs. 3'-16' lists attributes
of Teskub: “the cart (*SMAR.GID.DA), all the weapons (UINUT ME] hiimandas), the
thunder, the clouds of the Storm-gods, the dew, the rains; the Father-gods of the Storm-
god; the vizier of the Storm-god (i.e. Tenu); the Heptad; fears and terrors (caused by the
Storm-god).”*’

The 21" (27™) day is celebrated “in the temple of the Storm-god of Halab.” This
section is not preserved in the older manuscript B, which is rather fragmentary. The fact

** Nakamura 2002, 261-267. This tablet should be dated to Tuthaliya IV, because Hattusili receives the title of
LUGAL.GAL and not “UTUY see, further, the form of the sign SAR in III 14",

** See the literature quoted by Nakamura 2002, 72.

% The Outline has been commented on by Houwink ten Cate 1986, 95-110. To the list of the manuscripts given at
p. 96, add VS NF 12.1: F, a large fragment of a later version, studied by Houwink ten Cate 2003, 205-219. This is the
only manuscript which gives the numbering of the days (added here in brackets); the older versions were shorter by a
few days. An edition of manuscript A, which takes into account all the other sources accessible at that time, has been
provided by Giiterbock 1960, 80-89.

*7 Similar lists are in KUB 28.5(+) iii 3-19 (the late ritual added to the Hattic myth of the “Moon that fell from
Heaven”, Laroche 1977, 77-78), and in the fragmentary KBo 17.85: 2'-15", KUB 20.65: 3'-10'.
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that 4 agrees generally with B makes it probable that Te$$ub had a temple in Hattu3a at
least from the time of Murgili IL>® The text relating to this celebration is, unfortunately,
missing, but a late manuscript of the Outline, KBo 45. 16 iii 8'-11' (D;* dupl. KUB 44.39
iv 7'-10" = E), adds some further details: while the king goes into the temple of the Storm-
god of Halab, they perform the hadauri celebration for the goddess Hattahha and the gods
Nergal, Hagameli, Ea.*’

The following five days, 22".26™ are devoted to the cults of Iitar of Hattarina, who
had reached Hattusa probably already at the time of Suppiluliyuma I. In the version F of
the outline, the cults of I§tar of Hattarina preceded the day in honour of the Storm-god of
Halab: ...] (23" day); [X, Istar] of Nineveh (24™ day); KAL of Tauris3a, [X], Ea, tar of
Hattarina (25" day); KAL of Tauri§¥a... in the temple of the Storm-god of Halab (26"
day); Storm-god of Halab (27" day). In the texts concerning the celebrations (CTH
615)," Istar of Hattarina is followed regularly by her two attendants Ninatta and Kulitta:
IBoT 2,55: 4'-5'; KUB 45.34 10'-16'; KUB 45.35 iv 4'-5'; KUB 45.36 ii 1'-9', iii 3", KUB
4770 Vs. 4-5 (respectively, Wegner 1995, nos. 27, 28, 30, 26, 25). In two less
fragmentary texts, other Syrian-Hurrian deities follow this triad. KUB 45.37 iii 1'-12’
(dupl. KUB 45.38; 1. Wegner, ChS I/3-1, nos. 23, 24): the Sun-goddess Aya Ikaldu,
Adamma-Kupapa; Ilauwa; UrSue-I3kalli, Zalmi (“Image”)-Ninegal. IBoT 3.115 + KUB
47.69 + 53/w + Bo 8034 (I. Wegner ChS 1/3-1, no. 19): Aya-Simegi; Hebat musini. The
queen and the incantation priests LUCMES) A 717 (Outline 4 111 24, 30, 37; Giiterbock, JNES
19 [1960] 83) participate in these cults belonging to Hurrian tradition. It is possible that
these typically Hurrian prescriptions were introduced into the festival at a very late date.

On the 29™ day, “the king and the queen go into the temple of Ea in Hattusa”. The
description of the festival mentions, apart from Ea, his spouse Damkina, his vizier
Izzummi and Kalli sometimes the Mother-goddess (DINGIR.MAH) and the Gulses: KUB
20.59 1 12/, iii 5'-9', vi 1-2, 14-16; KBo 9.140 1 5'-9, iii 15-16;* KUB 58.43 i 2'-4"; KUB
51 79 Vs.'iii 15'-17", Rs.' iv 1-3".*® A longer list of deities is given in KUB 20.59 i 25'-
26" Ea, Damkina, A[G], NISABA, and two deified attributes of Ea: Mati “Wisdom”, and
Hazzizzi “Understanding” (cfr. also the fragmentary passage KBo 13.151 ii 1714

On the last-but-one day, the 37™ (9), there is the great assembly in the palace in
Ankuwa.” KUB 11.27 (ABoT 24 duplicates few lines; CTH 620) preserves (according to

38 Houwink ten Cate 1986, 108-109.

% Alp 1983, 148-149.

“ For the festivals of the Tes%ub of Halab at HattuZa, see below, § 8.
* Haas 1994, 809-812.

42 popko/Taracha 1988, 88-99.

# popko/Taracha 1988, 101-107.

* popko/Taracha 1988, 88-89, 109.

* Haas 1994, 820-822.
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the colophon) the festival celebrated in the temple of “the Queen” (dKattahha) This tablet
presents late forms of signs. The fact that in i 25'-27" the Storm-god ovaNe‘rik appear:
together with Za($)hapuna, dates the tablet to Tuthaliya I'V. This text shows an extrI::Ir)nel S
marke':d Hurrian inﬂuencev. The Storm-god of Heaven is not followed by the Sun—goddes}s,
of 'Arlm‘la, but by Hebat, Sarruma, Istar, and the bulls Seri and Hurri. The Sun-goddess of
Arinna is mentioned later, but followed by several hypostases ot: Hebat.

T'hls pa.rti'cular passage of the text bears no similarity at all to the festivals of the
(Hatt1an-)H1tt1te tradition. It belongs, instead, to that same religious sentiment which
made possible the creation of the Yazilikaya pantheon.

KUB 11.27 i (+) 41.55 (dupl. ABoT 24)

4 [ 1 MU AN® an-na-al-li °E.A
50 ] DINGIRM® LUMES HUR SAGMES
[ 17x7 *U AN® $u-up-pi-is TI;MUSEN
7' [$4 (SA)]G.DU 1 UDU U TILA $§4 SAG.DU
[d{{é-pdt] ‘LUGAL-ma “ISTAR U Se-er-ri
9" [ Hu-ulr-ri $S4 SAG.DU
U “)zu-up-pa-ri 2 GUD 2 UDU “U NIR. GAL
11" ['U ""H)a-ar-ti {(KUM} UR.SAG
YU KARAS ka-lu-ti-ya
13’ YU URUKum-ma-an-ni(/Ki—iz-z]u-wa-at-ni)
1 GUD 1 UDU ‘U AN "™ 4y_ky-wa
15" TOT U E™ R4y ky-wa 1 UDU SUHLa
[hlu-u-ma-an-te-es 1 “SBANSUR AD<KID>
17" [1 G]UD 2 UDU “Hé-pdt mu-us-ni an-na-al-li-us’
‘Hé-pdt ‘LUGAL-ma
19 [1 UDU] *UTU "WYY pina d{{é-pdt URU.fu-lu-up-pa-af-fa
[1 UDU] d{{é-pdt URUKa-tap-pa 1 UDU d{{é-pdt UK um-man-ni
21" [1 UDU] “Hé-pd™ hu-u-ma-an-te-es
[1 UDU] “Hé-pat “LUGAL-ma “Hé-pdt “Al-la-an-zu
23! [‘l{{é-]pdt “‘Ku-un-zi-sa-al-li
[“Hé-1pdt *Ha-su-la-at-hi 1| “SBANSUR AD<.KID>
25' [1 GUD} U URUZi-ip-pa—la—an-da
[1 GUD U] ""Ne-ri-ik 1 UDU “U "RUNe_pi-ik

27 1“Za-ah-pu-na-a
1°U "I Hi-i}$-5a-as-Sa[-ha-pa]
» T T RO R R

['U E.GAIL hu-u-ub-ha-as 1 UDU U URY[
3 [URUKa-t]a-pl' URUSa—afz-pi-na-ya
1 UDU “U " $a-pu-ha DINGIRM® LUMES SALMES [ ]
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33" "RUSg-pu-ha 1 °*BANSUR AD<KID>
1 UDU *URAS *Hal-ki E.A “UTU [
35' 1 UDU DINGIR™E ¢NIN.GAL 1 ®*BANSUR AD<KID>
1 GUD 1 MAS.GAL “Zi-it-ha-ri-ya |
37" $S4 LUGAL 1 “BANSUR AD<KID>
1 GUD 4 UDU ‘Ka-tah-ha [
39" TURUT 45 kui 1 SSBANSUR A[D<KID>]
[ ] TUSTARY RV TSa] plu-ha

4'-5' [... (for)] the Storm-god of Heaven, primeval Ea, [...], the male gods, the mountains.
6'-9' [... (for)] the Storm-god of Heaven, the holy eagle,’® of the person. l sheep (for) the
Storm-god of life of the person; [Hebat,] Sarruma, Istar, Seri, [Hu]rri of the pers?n.
10°-11" [... (for) the Storm-god of] the torch. 2 oxen, 2 sheep (for) the Storm-god, the mighty,
[(and) the Storm-god of H]atti, the hero.
12'-13' [...] the Storm-god of the army and (his) circle; [...] the Storm-god of
Kummanni(/Kizzuwatna).
14'-16' 1 ox, 1 sheep (for) the Storm-god of Heaven of Ankuwa and the Storm-god of the House
of Ankuwa. 1 sheep for all the Storm-gods. 1 table of reedvs.
17"-18’ [1] ox, 2 sheep (for) the primeval Hebat mus(u)ni, H?bat-S@ma.
19-21" [1 sheep (for)] the Sun-goddess of Arinna, Hebat of Suluppa3si. [1 sheep (for)] Hebat of
Katapa. 1 sheep (for) Hebat of Kummanni. [1 sheep (for)] all the Hebats. ] .
22'-24' [1 sheep (for)] Hebat-garruma, Hebat-Allanzu, [He]bat-Kunzisalli, [He]bat-Hasulathi. 1
table of reeds. '
25'-27' [1 ox (?) (for)] the Storm-god of Zippalanda. {1 ox (?) (for) the Storm-god] of Nerik. 1
sheep (for) the Storm-god of Nerik, {...] Za(S)hapuna.

i$5as -god of the pala)ce of the
28'-31' [...] the Storm-god of HisSashapa, [......... the Storm-go
Lrandfather (of the king), one sheep for the Storm-god of [..., the Storm-god of Kata]pa
and Sahpina.

32'-33' 1 sheep (for) the Storm-god of Samuha, the male and female gods [...] of Samuha. 1
table of reeds. .

34'-35" 1 sheep (for) Uras, Halki, Ea, the Sun-deity [...]. 1 sheep (for) the gods of Ningal. 1 table
of reeds.

36'-37' 1 ox, 1 he-goat (for) Zithariya [...] of the king. 1 table of reeds.

3839’ 1 ox, 4 sheep (for) Kattahha [...] of Ankuwa. 1 table of reeds.

40'-  [... (for)] Istar of Samulha...

8. It is possible that, at Hattusa, there was a temple dedicated to ‘fh.e Storm-god of Hala:B
already at the time of Suppiluliyuma I or at least at that of Mursili II (see above, § 7).

46 According to this passage, the eagle was connected to the Storm-god (Te3Sub), as it was connected to Zeus in
the Greek world.
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The rites are collected in a group of texts (CTH 698) which present a relatively complex
manuscript tradition dating to the New Hittite ductus.*® Some provisions for the festivals
of this god at HattuSa were established by Muwatalli II (KBo 14.142 iii 34" 'NIR.GAL
LUGAL.GAL katta hamatkta). Judging from the sign forms, and the mention of a certain
Hisni, the two best-preserved manuscripts, KBo 14.142 and KUB 27.13, could date back
to Hattusili III or to the beginning of Tuthaliya IV.* The first sections, KBo 14.142 i 1-39
and KUB 27.13 i 1-30 (I. Wegner, ChS I/3-2, nos 147, 148) relate to the daily offerings of
bread for Tes3up and Hebat and their circles.” There then follow the festivities of the
month and some festivals to be celebrated during the year. The first are pudaha, hiyarra,
Satlas$a, of Hurrian origin.”’ They were so important that they inserted amongst the
prescribed rites of the Instructions for the Temple Officials.”*> Of the other ten festivals
celebrated in the Tessub temple at HattuSa, some (such as that for Mount Tatta) could
have been Anatolian in origin.® At Hattu3a, in order to provide for the cult offerings, a

47 According to Popko 2002, 73-80, the temple of the Storm-god of Hatti near the royal residence (Ebalentuwa),
where the statues of the royal family’s ancestors were worshipped, was transformed into the temple of Tessub of Halab.
This would be indicated by the fact that the temple decorations show the bulls Seri and Hurri which drew the chariot of
TeSSub, as well as portraying the chariot itself “SMAR GID.DA (KBo 2.30(+)39.88 i 6, ii 4; KUB 10.11+KBo 24.89 iii
14'21", iv 17-18). Some of these texts (CTH 660) should be dated no earlier than Muwatalli II, because they mention
the statue of Mursili IT (VS NF 12.2 i 13', included in the AN.TAHSUMSAR festival; KUB 11.7+36.122: 14). The
dating of some other texts is not certain because the list of statues ends with §uppiluliyuma I (KBo 39.86 ii 13", KBo
39.88(+) ii 9; KUB 10.11+KBo 24.89 iv 23). The iconography of Te$$ub of Halab crossing the heavens in his chariot
pulled by two bulls is documented by the impression of one of Mursili I1I’s seals and by the rock relief of Imamkulu, of
a later date, see Hawkins 2003, 169-175.

It seems unlikely that the temple of the dynastic cult became the temple of TesSub of Halab, because the rites
prescribed by CTH 660 are those of the traditional Hattian-Hittite cult. The attribution of certain characteristics of one
god to another of different origin but with similar functions, as in the case of Tarhun(t) and Te33ub, did not represent an
anomaly. Muwatalli’s prayer to the Storm-god of Lightning also links the two bulls, Seri and Hurri, to the Storm-god of
Hatti (I 12-14; see above, § 3).

“® The tradition of this group of texts has been studied by Souek/Siegelova 1974, 39-52. On Tesub of Halab at
HattuSa, see: Klengel 1965, 87-93; Schwemer 2001, 494-502.

* On the mention of Hisni, see Klengel 1965, 91, note 44.

% Laroche 1948, 113-136.

5! Some sections concerning these three festivals are transliterated by Trémouille 1997, 93-102. For the pudaha
festival, see CHD P, 400-401. M. Hutter 2002, 187-196, has studied the hiyara festival, which is related to the Storm-
god of Halab already in the oB Mari documents. An Hurrianized hiyaru festival is attested for the Storm-god (and also
Halma), later, in Emar, and also for Iitar in Alalal. This festival gave the name to a month, in Alalah, Ugarit and Nuzi.
Durand 1988, 121-122, has suggested that the term hiyaru comes from the Semitic word for donkey spelled in the Mari
texts (’"ge)@a-a-ri(-im). Fleming 2000, 171-173, produces a good reason for not accepting this hypothesis.

52 For the mention of these threc festivals in the Instructions for the Temple Officials, see A. Siiel 1985, 26, 11. 40-
41. The manuscripts of these instructions present all a New Hittite ductus; the text could go back, however, to the
beginning of the Empire period.

3 KBo 22.246 iii 21'-24' and KBo 26.156 Rs. 2-5 mention thirteen festivals for TesSub of Halab, in fragmentary
contexts. In addition to the three mentioned above, there are the “festival of nal...]; festival of fruit (GURUN); festival

of the Spring; festival of the mount Tatta; festival of grinding (TENU); two festivals of installing the images (§¢nas
afesanumanzi)...”
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“palace of Halab,” E.GAL URU[—Ia-la-ab, KBo 14.142 ii 29, was created. Eight lesser
centres saw the celebration of festivals “external to” Ha’ftu§a.54 Amongst these, there was
also that which foresaw the opening of the pithos, PUSharsiyalli, in springtime (KBo
14.142 iii 10; KUB 27.13 iv 23; KBo 13.242: 6) regularly mentioned in the texts
concerning the cult reorganization of the time of Tuthaliya IV (above, § 4). Certain'l.ocal
rites were, therefore, attributed to Te$Sub of Halab in these centres, where rural traditions
were most felt. The reorganization of the cult of the Storm-god of Halab at HattuSa, to be
dated to a king who followed Muwatalli, takes into account the fact that it was no longer
feasible to expect supplies from Kummanni or from Zallara (a city lying to t1-1e south, near
Hubisna) (KBo 14.142 iii 27, 33"). KUB 27.13 iv relates to rural cults of springs and rock
;anctuaries (TUL, NA 4hegur) not connected with Te§Sub, a typology similar to that of .the
documents of Tuthaliya IV. With this text, therefore, the prescribed elements for the r.1tes
of the Storm-god of Halab were included in a general review of the cults in a region,
whose localization is still unknown to us today.

9. The facts discussed above lead us to the following conclusions:

a) At the time of Tuthaliya I/II, Arnuwanda I and Tuthaliya III, at the begir}ning of
the Empire period, the religious experience of the Hurrians settled in Western Syria wasa
source of fascination for the Hittite court. The kingdom of Kizzuwatna acted as a kind of
go-between, possibly thanks also to an interdynastic marriage. The mythological texts of
Hurrian origin, the Epic of Freeing, the itkalzi ritual to Te$$ub and Hebat and the other
rituals concerning Ta$miSarri (Tuthaliya III) and Taduheba (V. Haas, ChS .I/l) were
acquired in this period. On coming to the throne, Tuthaliya III and .hxs bride fel‘va.t
necessary to celebrate the ritual of kingship (Hurr. Sarrassi) and queenship (Hurr. a{lassz)
addressed to TeSub and Hebat (KUB 10.34 I 2-3). The publication of the archive of
Sapinuwa,’® the town where Tuthaliya III lived during his youth,”’ Wil.l make certain
details regarding this cultural change far clearer. The official cult remained, however,
basically the same, in Hattu3a as in the central region of the empire.

b) There was a widespread tendency to consider the gods of the conquered region's as
belonging to the state pantheon. “The thousand gods of Hatti” were those worshiped
throughout the empire’s territories. The dominant male figure belonged to the Storm-god

typology.

54 KBo 14.142 iii 9 [AN]4 ‘U "VHallab x arahz]enas EZEN®'A; iv 3-4: 8 URUPPH ¥IA [ URUHalab ANA
E.GAL U "VHalapa...). KBo 13.242 has a fragmentary list of festivals, which “they celebrate outside,” arahzas
&ssanzi (1. 7"). T}IC preserved names of the villages or towns are: Taptina, Pakkurunuwa, Salma, Kagule¥na, Harduwa.

% Kiimmel 1967, 47-48.

*® Siiel 2002, 157-165.

57 Houwink ten Cate 1992, 133-134.
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c) Political treaties required a list of the representative gods of the Hittite pantheon
that could be understood by the partner states. The use of Sumerograms made part of
these lists immediately understandable. Amongst the Storm-gods there was also that of
Halab with his two attendants: Seri and Hurri. The name of Lelwani, the queen of the
Underworld, was generally written with the Akkadogram ALLATUM. Ea was introduced,
the god of wisdom (together with his wife, Damkina) whose determining role in the
balance of the divine world and, therefore, that of men, had been explained by the Hurrian
myths. A goddess like I3tar/Sa(w)oska (accompanied by her attendants Ninatta and
Kulitta), with her extraordinary personality, had taken hold in various Anatolian centres,
sometimes finding a form of equivalent with a local goddess. The cosmological
dimension represented by the Lady of the Nether World, “ERES KL.GAL and the
“Primeval Gods” is also a result of Hurrian influence.

d) In prayers such as that of Muwatalli II to “the gods of all the lands,” a
juxtaposition of the principal gods was employed. It is during the reign of this king that
we see a marked tendency to consider the names of certain Hittite gods as being
interchangeable with those of Hurrian gods with analogous attributes. The capital of
Muwatalli, Tarhunta33a, takes the names of the Anatolian Storm-god, whilst the Hurrian
personal name of the king includes, as the second element, Te$$ub.’® The Storm-god
pihassassi, the tutelary god of Muwatalli, receives some of the traits of TedSub. This kind
of equivalence was dictated by the different cultural environments in which any given
name was used. One of the seals of Mursili III shows Te$$ub of Halab.” It is within this
religious context that the Storm-god of Hatti and that of Halab meet in an oracular
interrogation (that cannot be dated), aimed at determining whether gods approved of the
king and queen passing the winter at Hattusa. KUB 18.12+22.15 Vs. 1-5: “If... His
Majesty and the queen winter in Hattuga... there shall they celebrate the festival of the
thunder of the Storm-god of Halab, there shall they celebrate the festival of the year...; if
you gods have jointly approved in all respects that His Majesty and the queen should
winter in Hattuda, the town of the Storm-god of Halab (“RVKU.BABBAR URU-an $4 ‘U
URUHa-la-ab), ...” Not only is Hattusa defined as the “city of the Storm-god of Halab”
(see also Vs. 15), but the festival of the thunder of the Storm-god of Hatti is attributed to
the Storm-god of Halab.®

¢) In HattuSa the introduction of divine cults from other regions was limited, apart
from Istar (in some hypostases), to Te3§ub of Halab and Ea (and the gods associated with
them), who had their own temples and received their traditional cults at least from the
period of Mursili II on, and possibly already from the start of the Empire (the first half of

*® Giiterbock 1987, 82, no. 255.
% Hawkins 2003, 169-175.
% This passage has been already quoted by Popko 2002, 74. The Storm-god of Halab appears also in Rs. 11’ and

14’ as well as in KUB 5.6(+)iv 9, which mentions the Storm-god NIR.GAL, the Storm-god of Halab of Hatti (‘1M
YRV Ha-la-ab ""VKU.BABBAR-#i), and the Storm-god of Hi&tashapa. This second text is surely late.
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the 14" century). The festivals of the Hattian-Hittite tradition would remain basically
unaltered until the end of the empire, if we exclude the occasional insertion of a Hurrian
deity. This is shown by the group of texts considered above. KBo 4.13+KUB 10.82 and
KBo 19.128 (StBoT 13; CTH 625), two long parallel texts undoubtedly drawn up at a late
date, also follow the traditional model, including no Hurrian deities except IStar SERI.
The second tablet was written during the first years of the reign of Tuthaliya IV, as
Anuwanza "USAG appears in the colophon (the colophon is missing in the other tablet).
These tablets may relate to the AN.TAH.SUM3*® festival. The festival was performed i'n
the “Big House,” E”™ GAL, probably the Temple 1.*' We thus would have proof that this
temple preserved the traditional rites in an unaltered form.

f) An exception to this tradition is represented by the Hurrian deitil?s associated with
Kattahha, the goddess of Ankuwa, in the celebration of the 37" (?) day of the
AN.TAH.SUM™® festival (see above, § 7). The text must date to the time of Tuthaliya
IV. This break with tradition is manifested most markedly in the rock sanctuary of
Yazilikaya, the funerary monument of Tuthaliya IV. Here the king had representations of
Te38ub and Hebat placed in the Main Chamber, along with their circle of gods. One of the
sources used in determining the two sequences of the gods and goddesses was the goc_i-
lists of the temple of Tedsub of Halab.®? Tuthaliya, portrayed in the Funerary Chamber in
the embrace of his tutelary god, Sarruma, wishes to entrust himself to the Hurrian gods. in
eternity. Such polytheism, however, makes it possible to confront any kind of sitl_latlon
armed with a series of options. When Tuthaliya erected a number of stelae in the region of
Konya, he placed them under the protection of “the Sun-goddess of Arinna, The Stcg;m—
god of Heaven, The Stag-god of the Country, Mount Sarpa and the_ goddess Ala.”™ In
seeking out all possible manifestations of a tutelary deity, he attributed these to the
Anatolian tutelary god KAL and his consort, Ala. Furthermore, in order to reaffirm his
control over all the Anatolian lands, those where “he regularly campaigns (and) hunts,” he
invoked all the mountains and the rivers and the Tutelary deities (dKAL) of all the lands.**
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A NEW PROPOSAL FOR THE READING
OF THE HITTITE NUMERAL ‘1’: $§14-

Petra Goedegebuure”

Goal, other proposals for ‘one’ and delimitation of options

The reading behind the Hittite numeral ‘1> has been a longstanding problem, not in the
least because it was (and is) believed that this numeral is only written logographically
with the sign 1°', with Hittite complements indicating an -a-stem, an -i-stem or an -ni-
stem (Eichner 1992). The proposals for the reading behind ‘1’ therefore necessarily
centered on the analysis of (supposed) derivatives of ‘1°, and always with the two Proto-
Indo-European roots for the cardinal ‘1” in mind: *sem- or *oi-. To start with the latter,
the following words have been used to reconstruct the numeral ‘1° as beginning with a-:

(1) anki “once”. HED A: 73 and Eichner 1992: 42-43 note that a-an-ki in KUB 4.1 iv
36 and 38 (and not KUB 4.2 as Eichner l.c. and HED l.c. erroneously cite) alternates with
1-SU and 1-an-ki in iv 35 and 37 respectively. HED l.c. derives anki ultimately from
*oyo- “one” (also see Carruba 1998: 508 with n. 2 and Carruba 1999: 149 with n. 3: *0i-0
+ nki), whereas Eichner l.c. takes *an as the nom.-acc.sg.neuter of either a stem *@nt-
(see immediately below) or *a- “one”. Most importantly, Eichner considers a- the reading
behind the -a- stem (o.c. 34).

)] @0 gy “equal, rival”. See Goedegebuure 2002 for the isolation of this lexeme.
Eichner 1992: 36f. suggests that a-a-an-za, attested in the vocabulary KBo 13.10: 6 and 7
in the expression anza INIM-as$, might be an -nt- extension of the stem *a- (also see
Carruba 1998: 508 with n. 2 and Carruba 1999: 149, with n. 3 *oi-0 + nt-). Instead, I
would like to include this nom.sg.comm. in the paradigm of ®Yant-. The translation of
Eichner’s example KBo 13.10: 7 anza INIM-as kuedani ésta should in that case be
something like “He who had an equal (= similar) problem”. (For another attestation of

"1t is with great pleasure and gratitude that I offer this contribution on the numeral one to one of my first, and
highly inspiring teachers, Professor Johan de Roos.

I would also like to thank Harry Hoffner, Theo van den Hout, Craig Melchert and Elisabeth Rieken for their
valuable comments on earlier versions of this paper. The responsibility for the opinions expressed in the following lies
solely with me.

The following abbreviations have been used: CHD = Giiterbock, H.G., H.A. Hoffner and Th.P.J. van den Hout,
1980ff.; HE = Friedrich, J., 1974, HED = Puhvel, I., 1984ff.; HW? = Friedrich, J., and A. Kammenhuber, 1975ff.

' With one possible exception: Eichner 1992: 136 suggests that the reading of ‘1° is ant- < *oyont-, but see below
sub (2) for the correct interpretation of this lexeme.
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a-a-an-za in a vocabulary, see KBo 1.30 i 2 a-g-an-za kui[§ UL] “he who is not]
equalled/rivalled” (Goedegebuure o.c. 67).)

(3) asma “‘see, lo!”. The translation “first”, proposed by Goetze 1949: 297, has to be
rejected (Puhvel 1978: 105, Hoffner 2004). As Hoffner shows, dsma is derived from the
3™ person/distal demonstrative asi with the adversative particle -a/~-ma, *asi-ma, just as
kasa has to be analyzed as kas-a.>

Of these three, only anki remains as a candidate which might provide a clue to the
stem of ‘1°,

With *sem- in mind the following words have been used to reconstruct the numeral ‘1°:

(4) Sannapi(li) “empty”. Goetze translated Sannapili as “single”, which led him to
Sanna- “one” (Goetze 1935, Hahn 1942: 90f.). This was rejected by Goetze himself,
1949: 296 (* *$anas$ is not the reading of the numeral 1-as™), Friedrich 1950: 254
(proposing “leer”), Eichner 1992: 46, Puhvel 2002: 675, and finally CHD S: 159.

(5) Sanezzi “pleasant, first quality”, leading to *San- “erster” (Oettinger 1995: 183). CHD
S: 178, connecting it with Sannapi and Sannapili instead, suggests to derive it from PIE
*senhy- “on its own, separated” (following Eichner 1992: 46). Also see Puhvel 2002: 675.

(6) Sani- “the same, one and the same”* (only the dative-locative is attested, CHD S:

173). Kronasser 1956: 152 equated Sa-g-ni-ta in KBo 2.3 iii 18 with 1-e-et-ta, 1-e-da, and
suggested 1-as' = *sanas, which according to him was an -n- derivation of PIE *sem-
“one”. His argumentation has become invalid because Sa-a-ni-ta is probably a mistake for
ta-a-ni-ta (CHD S: 175). Neu 1974: 98 n. 210 derived §ani- from a neuter *san “one”.
Eichner 1992: 46 suggests still another possible route: *sani- could come from *$ami-
“the same”, with analogical reshaping on the basis of a neuter *§an or *sen < PIE *sem.
Puhvel 2002: 674-675 derives Sani-, Sanezzi and Sannapili from PIE *sen(i)- “denoting
apartness, oneness as separation”,

(7) kis¥an “thus, in this way”. Eichner 1992: 46 interprets this adverb as a
univerbalisation of *ki San < *ki Sen “in this one way”, with *Sen from the nom.-
acc.sg.neuter *sem.

(8) Sayitist- “weanling, weaned animal”. This form is considered as a compositum
*Sa(m) + *yetes-t-. The first element *Sa(m)- either comes from *sémi- “half” (Hrozny,
1917: 93 with n. 2) or from PIE *sem- “one”. The latter option is preferred by Kronasser
1962: 159 and Rieken 1999: 147. The original meaning of the composite noun would thus
be “aus dem gleichen Jahr stammend” (Rieken l.c.).

2 The acc.pl.comm. a-an-tu-u(-tu-u$) “(your) a.” in KBo 25.123 rev. 10’ (Neu 1980a: 206) does not belong to ant-
“equal” as I tentatively suggested in Goedegebuure 2002: 67 n. 24, but to antu- “Besitz, Habe, goods™.

3 Eichner 1992: 43-44 does not derive g§ma “first” from a stem *a-, but prefers with Neu 1974: 98 n. 210 the
preform *-smé, lit. “at the one”, i.e. from the PIE *sem- “one”. Carruba 1999: 149 with n. 3 on the other hand analyzes
asma as *oi-o- + smo-, with pronominal smo-.

* Eichner’s additional meaning “a single one™ (1992: 45) does not seem to fit the examples listed in the CHD S: 173f.
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Thus, besides (1) anki also (6) §ani- (if it is not derived from *$ami- “the same”), (7)
ki§$an and (8) Sayitist- stand a chance of providing the stem for ‘1°.

Supportive evidence for a stem beginning with §- and not with G- comes from
Hieroglyphic Luwian. The value sa (or s) for the single vertical stroke (= sag) was
proposed by Bossert 1957: 358, which was also noted by Meriggi 1975: 9 and Kalag
1978: 121 n. 5 (referred to by Hawkins 2000: 446, 528)°. It seems highly probable that the
value sa is acrophonically derived from the Hieroglyphic Luwian numeral “1°.6 Quoting
Bossert l.c.: “Da der “senkrechte Strich” nichts weiter ist als das Zahlzeichen “eins”, muf3
das H-H Wort fiir “eins” mit sa/se/si begonnen haben”.

Meriggi’s suggestion (1967: 228 n. 14) that the Carian demonstrative 'sie- is the
cognate of Hittite §ia- must be rejected in view of the new readings proposed by Adiego
Lajara 1993 ('s-i-e- becomes s-i-i- in inscription D14: 1, o.c. 332).

As a result of the combination of the Hieroglyphic Luwian evidence and the
proposals listed above, the Hittite word for the numeral ‘1° could begin with §-, not with
a-. In the remainder of this article I hope to prove that the pronoun sia- (with the forms si-
i-e-el, Si-e-da/ta-ni, $i-(i-)e-ez, Se-e-za, Si-e-et, and possibly se-e-ef), hitherto perceived of
as a demonstrative either functioning as a true demonstrative “this™’ or “that”® or as an
accented pronoun’, is actually the Hittite word behind ‘1°. This analysis receives further
support from Hoffner’s findings, this volume.

Formal characteristics of §ia- and delimitation of options

In this section I will characterize $ia- as a pronoun, which was of course already noted a
long time ago, and present an overview of the categories of words that have a pronominal
or partly pronominal inflection in order to show the possible options for ia-.

3 See for example the nom.sg.comm. in KULULU 4 § 1, 2 SOL-wa/i+ra/i-mi-sas (Hawkins 2000: 446); TOPADA
§ 26 (ANIMAL)EQUUS-sag (Hawkins o.c. 458); PORSUK § 1 pa+ra/i-HWI+ra/i-sas (Hawkins o.c., 528).

¢ Compare the acrophonic readings mi- for the four vertical strokes (L 391), Hittite meu-, miu- “four” (CHD L-N:
308f), Cuneiform Luwian mawa- “id.” (Melchert 1993: 145) and nu for the nine vertical strokes (L 395) (Eichner 1992:
87, Hawkins 2000: 116).

? Hrozny 1917: 137 “warscheinlich “diesem” ”. Idem Goetze 1928: 29, Pedersen 1938: 66, Neu 1983: 167, Salvini
& Wegner 1986: 94. Pedersen .c. proposed either two Hittite stems *so and *s(i)jo- or only one stem *s(i)jo-, Neu l.c.
proposed the stem Sia-.

¥ Neu 1996: 79 “in jenem einen Distrikt”; Neu 1997: 145-149 classified $ija- /sia-/ as a demonstrative pronoun
with deixis comparable to apa- “jener”. According to Neu ifa- should probably be connected with Vedic sya- “jener”
(0.c. 148). T assume that the switch from “dieser” (Neu 1983: 167) to “jener” is the result of the discovery of the
Hurrian-Hittite bilingual.

® Sommer & Falkenstein 1938: 78 “orthotonierten [...J Demonstrativs”; Kronasser 1956: 143: demonstrative,
orthotonic form of 3" person pronoun (from the pronominal stem *so-), instead of the usual apa-; HE § 105: 64
“Betontes Pronomen der 3. Person”; Kammenhuber 1969: 209: 3 person pronoun, “orthotoniertes, defektives se- (oder
$a-, ...) “er, sie””; Melchert 1977: 26 “independent pronoun $a- (or §i-?)”; Meriggi 1980: 319 “pron. pers. “accentato”
della 3 pers.”; Oettinger 1999: 264 n. 10: anaphoric pronoun.
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The genitive sg. ending -el in $i-i-e-el, the dative sg. ending -edani in $i-e-da/ta-ni
and the abl. ending -ez in §i-i-e-ez all clearly establish §ia- as a pronoun (HE § 110). The
following categories have a (partly) pronominal inflection, which means that $ia- could be

1. an accented third person pronoun, like apa- (HE § 98, 105);

2. a demonstrative pronoun, like kd-, apa-, asi (HE § 110-118, for asi as a 3rd
person/distal demonstrative, see Goedegebuure 2003, chapter 4 & Goedegebuure
2004);

3. aquestion word or relative pronoun, like uis “who” (HE § 119-123);

4. an indefinite pronoun or a quantifier, like kuiski “someone, something, some”,
tamai- “other”, dapiia- “all” (HE § 124-128);

5. a numeral (HE § 129-134).

The categories 3 and 4 have to be excluded since we already have the lexemes filling
these categories. Categories 1 and 2 have already been proposed by different scholars (see
the end of section 1, with notes 7, 8 and 9). Theoretically, especially category 2 can
include more demonstratives than are currently known for Hittite. Category 1 is more
difficult in this respect, for the occurrence of two accented third person pronouns is not
easy to explain. It might be possible if these pronouns had slowly been replacing each
other in the course of time, but since there is no proof of such a replacement one should
account for two competing accented pronouns from Old Hittite to latest Hittite. Finally,
no one has ever considered category 5, the numerals.

Method

If the pronoun §ia- should behave like apd-, which functions both as a demonstrative
pronoun “that, near you”, and as an accented pronoun “that one, that NP”, one should be
able to classify sia- as a demonstrative or as an accented pronoun using some functional
criteria. In this section I will list the criteria which will be used to determine the
classification of Sia-.

If the referent of the alleged demonstrative Sia- is not mentioned before'’, there are
two possibilities (the following classification is based on Diessel 1999):

1. The demonstrative is used deictically, referring to either a location or an entity in
the speech situation. The deictic demonstratives belong to one of two formal
classes:

19 To complicate matters from a theoretical linguistic viewpoint, entities that have been mentioned before can still
be referred to deictically. Within the limits of this article I will use the following rule of thumb, restricting myself to
third person reference: Entities that are both present in the speech situation and mentioned before are generally referred
to by means of the same linguistic expressions as entities that are not present but are only mentioned in the text. In other
words, the distinctive feature between deixis and anaphora for the moment is ‘earlier mention in the text or not’, not
‘present in the speech situation or not’.
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a. The demonstrative pronouns: for example the ablatives kez (O1d Hittite ket) “on
this side of ...; from here”, apez “from there”, edez (Old Hittite edi) “on that side
of ...; from there”. These ablatives occur mainly in narrative discourse. In Direct
Speech one also finds the other cases referring to entities that exist in the speech
situation, but since §ia- is not attested in Direct Speech, one only expects the
ablative “from here, there, on this side, that side” or the instrumental “with this,
with that”'! to refer to a location or entity. The abl. §iez is attested in ex. (3),
(4a) and (8), the instrumental (or endingless ‘locative’ (?)) in ex. (2a), (9a) and
maybe (9d).

b. Demonstrative adnominals: the demonstrative is accompanied by a noun,
referring either to a location, as apedani KUR-ja “in that country” or to an entity,

as asi antuyahhas “that man”. The expression Siedani telipuriia “in $. district” in
ex. (1) might belong to this category.

2. The demonstrative is used recognitionally. The referent of the demonstrative is this
time not present in the speech situation, but still known to both Speaker and
Addressee. This type of demonstrative use is also called ‘Discourse New, Hearer
Old’. In Hittite one usually finds an adjective demonstrative + noun in a relative
clause (see for example apiin=ya kuin SA " MUDI~KA INIM-an “that situation of
your husband which ...” (KUB 15.1 iii 9’-10"). This type of use is not attested for
sia-.

When the referent of the demonstrative is referred to before, there are again two
possibilities:

3. The demonstrative is used discourse deictically. The demonstrative refers not to an
object but to a stretch of discourse. So although discourse deixis is not truly
anaphoric, it still concerns elements that are textually mentioned. And again there
are two options:

a. Discourse deictic pronouns. In Hittite oracles we find for example the phrase ki
kuit ..., eni kuit ... ““as for this/that fact that ...”, referring to the outcome of the
preceding oracle inquiry. Another type of discourse deictic reference is
‘something occurs apez “because of that””. The distinction between
demonstrative pronouns in discourse deictic use and accented pronouns referring
to a stretch of discourse is rather vague.

b. Discourse deictic adnominals. These demonstratives appear in the expression
ka-/apa-/asi uttar/memiya(n)/INIM “this, that, that word, matter, affair”. The
expression Sietani uddani in ex. (5) might be discourse deictic.

'! The other functions of the instrumental will be discussed when appropriate.
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4. The demonstrative is used anaphorically, referring to an entity mentioned before. In
Hittite anaphoric demonstratives are almost always adnominal'?. Another feature is
that they occur on discourse boundaries, such as in the first sentence of a paragraph,
or in the first sentence of a digression from the main storyline. There are no
examples of anaphoric adjectival §ia- occurring on discourse boundaries.

As accented pronoun Sia- should obey the next criteria ($ia- may be either pronominal or
adjectival):

1. The referent has to be mentioned before.

2. 1If Sia- functions like accented apd-, it should occur in the same contexts as apa-. In
Goedegebuure 2003 I presented an overview of apd- as Focus and Topic pronoun. I
distinguished two types of Focus and one of Topic:

a. Expanding Focus: “that foo, also/even that”. This type of Focus is indicated by
means of the particle -fa “and, also, even” (Goedegebuure 2003, chapter 7).
Preferably the rest of the clause should be somehow presupposed, that is,
retrievable or inferable from the preceding text. Ex. (2a) with §iétt=~a should be
studied from this point of view.

b. Limiting Focus: “only that, (not X, but) Y. The notion “only” is captured by
means of the particle -pat. If the pronoun is used to indicate replacement ‘not X
but Y’, then it should occur in preverbal position (Goedegebuure 2003, chapter
8). There are no examples of §ia- with -par. Several attestations occur
preverbally: ex. (3), (4a), (9a), (9d). As with 2.a. above, the remainder of the
clause should somehow be presupposed.

¢. Unexpected Topic: the pronoun should occur in initial position, followed by -a/-
ma (Goedegebuure 2003, chapter 9). There are no examples of initial $ia-
followed by -a/-ma.

3. The description of apa- in Goedegebuure 2003 was not exhaustive although the
three categories just mentioned covered most attestations of apd-. In order to
capture also some other possible uses of accented pronouns, one should consider
each case of $ia- from the viewpoint of the superordinate principle that underlies the
categories Unexpected Topic and Focus: contra-expectation. There should at least
be some perceived contrast or surprise present in the clauses containing $ia-. This is
admittedly rather vague, but by using criteria that are possibly too strict one might
overlook cases where §ia- could still function as an accented pronoun.

In sum, for §ia- as demonstrative we have to investigate whether it is used deictically or
discourse deictically. If it is an accented pronoun, it should be used anaphorically and
additionally, there should be some perceivable contrast or surprise.

2 1n case of apd-, one should carefully distinguish between apa- as accented pronoun referring to a 3" person and
apa- used as demonstrative referring to an entity belonging to the spatial or cognitive domain of the Addressee (2™
person). The anaphoric 3% person pronoun apd- generally occurs independently, whereas the anaphoric 2™ person
demonstrative apa- to my knowledge only occurs adnominally (with the exception of the adverbials apija and apez).
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However, if there are examples where none of these criteria apply, §ia- should be
another type of pronoun. If this situation occurs, the next step is to show by means of
contextual analysis that §ia- could belong to the remaining category of the numerals. In an
ideal situation one would like to have duplicates or comparable contexts, and indeed, the
exx. (1) and (2a) come close to this ideal situation.

After showing that the meaning “one” fits the examples in the cases where Sia- is
neither a demonstrative nor an accented pronoun, I will proceed to discuss the examples
where the situation is not that clear. Still, if Sia- indeed means “one”, then the latter group
of examples should not be able to exclude the meaning “one™.

Conclusive examples

As described in the first two sections of this paper, §ia- is until the present either
categorized as an accented 3™ person pronoun or as a demonstrative, presumably with
Ich-Deixis although Neu 1996: 79 switched to Jener-Deixis. The three following
examples however, provide counter-evidence for both categorizations. The dismissal of
both views will be elaborately justified in the discussions following the examples. This
extensive discussion is not only necessary in view of the invalidation of the long accepted
interpretation of §ia-, the discussions following exx. (1), (2a) and (3) will also be referred
to in the discussion of the other examples to avoid repetitions.

From the dismissal of §ia- as a demonstrative and accented pronoun it necessarily
follows that §ig- has to be a numeral, that is, if one does not want to add a sixth
pronominal type with unknown function to the list of pronouns presented under “Formal
characteristics...” above. Luckily we do not have to rely on only logical argumentation.
The likelihood of the interpretation of §ia- as a numeral in exx. (1) and (2a) is supported
by other comparable texts. For ex. (1) we can turn to the Hurrian text of the bilingual,
whereas ex. (2a) can be compared with an almost equivalent expression that contains not
§ia- but the numeral 1 itself.

(1) §°' UL~ma alijas nu antuyahhas > apas LU-as BEL~SU kuin aurias iShan jezi
n=an §i-e-da-ni telipiriia auria$ ishan ** Jer tdn~ma=3$an telipiriia §akuua >
zikkizzi nu~za apédani LU-ni DINGIR MES sér * hattdtar Sishir n=a$=kan apédani
telipiriia® aras UL << tan~ma telipiri ** uemit UL

§ “It is not a deer, but a man. He is the man whom his lord makes governor-of-a-
border-province. They made him governor-of-a-border-province in §i-e-da-ni district,
but he sets (his) eyes on a second (tan) district. The gods impressed wisdom upon that
man. He did not reach that district, while he did not find the second district.”*

(KBo 32.14 ii 31-38 (MH/MS wisdom text, CTH 789), ed. Neu 1996: 79, Hoffner 1998: 70)

The phrase Siedani teliparija “5. district” is the first time in this text that ‘district’ is
mentioned. This immediately excludes §iedani as an anaphoric accented pronoun, leaving

3 Hoffner 1998: 70 translates differently: “The gods chose a wise course of action regarding that man so that he
did not care for that (first) district, but he did not achieve the second district”.
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only two possibilities. The noun phrase should either refer to a location in the (immediate)
extra-linguistic situation (the deictic use of demonstratives), or it should evoke a location
that is known to both Speaker and Addressee (the recognitional use of demonstratives).
More importantly, the knowledge shared between Speaker and Addressee has to be
private, for only in that situation do we find Recognitional demonstratives. But since the
text belongs to the genre of wisdom literature, the latter option is highly unlikely. We
only have an unspecified Narrator and an unspecified Audience, whereas for example
letters have identified Speakers and Addressees. Letters necessarily contain shared,
private information. Wisdom texts and historical texts on the other hand are intended for a
general public and can therefore only contain general references to the outside world, but
never private knowledge.

Does Siedani telipiiriia point then to a location near Narrator, Audience or Other?
That location however should be clear from the context. One can safely exclude reference
to the locations of the unspecified Narrator or Audience. Only a location near a third
party, different from Narrator or Audience might be considered. However, again this
should be clear from the context. Contextually the only possible third parties are the
governor or his lord. But these are text-internal and do not exist in the extra-linguistic
situation, they are not present when the text is read (aloud). Thus, not only is §iedani not
an anaphoric accented pronoun or adjective, it is not a demonstrative either.

Neu 1996: 79 must have sensed that a true demonstrative interpretation was not really
possible, for he translated our phrase as “in jenem einen Distrikt”, i.e., with an added
indefinite ‘einen’. Demonstratives however are inherently definite (Lyons 1999: 1071f.),
and this in itself is incompatible with a ‘demonstrative’ with the meaning “jener einer”.
The only other possibility is that Neu already considered the numeral “one”, but this
cannot be concluded from his writings.

That the meaning of Siedani is not simply indefinite, but indeed “one” can be proven
by its Hurrian counterpart: Siedani telipuriia is the translation of [ak]kanni halzéni “in one
district”, tan=ma= ... telipiriia is the translation of §inzi halzi, both “on a second
district”. Hurrian akki- means “one (of two)”, and in combination with *agi-, “der eine
... der andere” (Wegner 2000: 72). Thus, Siedani means either “one”, or “one of a
couple”.

In sum, given the fact that §iedani is not an anaphoric pronoun or a demonstrative, in
combination with the Hurrian original which has “one (of a couple)”, the translation of
the involved clauses is: “They made him governor-of-a-border-province in one district,
but he sets (his) eyes on a second district.”

For the interpretation of $i-e-ef-fa in Mursili’s Annals we can rely on a comparable
passage from the same text.
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(2a) nu=kan asi mPibfW’llﬁj?fv ¥ [OL $4 MUGasg[d’ iualr taparta URGasgan=~za~kan *
[(0) 00 0]X X[-0]"" Si-e-et-ta ne[iat)”® ¥’ [n=an S4 LUGAL-UTTIM iuar] taparta

“That Pihhuniya [did not] rule like [a] Gasg[aean]. He even tu[red] the Gasga Si-e-et
[...]- He ruled [it like a king].”

(KUB 14.17 ii 34-37 (NH annals, Mursili II, CTH 61 ID), ed. Goetze 1933: 88-89)

The same passage is rendered as follows in the 10-year Annals:

(2b) [§]R 75 namma_mP{bfzunijai UL $4 ™YGasga iuar taparta "’ hidak mahhan INA
79 Gasga UL %4 dl-EN tqpar_ijaf ™8 &sta asi=ma "Pibhuniias SA LUGAL-UTTIM iuar
taparta nu=35§i “UTU-SI paun
“F urthermo.re, Pihhuniya did not rule like a Gasgaean. Suddenly - when there was no
rule of one in Gasga — that Pihhuniya ruled like a king, and I, My Majesty, went
against him.” ,

(KBo 3.4 iii 76-79 (NH annals, Mursili II, CTH 61 D), ed. Goetze 1933: 88-91)

Pines iii 78-79 lead to my restoration of KUB 14.17 ii 37 as [n=~an $4 LUGAL-UTTIM
iuar] taparta (see also lines iii 30-31 in the next example).

. The Gasga had always been a collective of chiefdoms, but they usually did not form a
unity under one ruler. Before Pihhuniya could become king, he must have united the
separate chiefdoms. This order of events is explicitly described in another passage from
the extensive Annals dealing with another hostile leader:

(2¢) ? [nu=m]u kiruriahta nu=za~kan KUR "Kalasma ** [1-e-e]t-ta neiat n~at
LUGAL-uéznas *' iu[alr taparta

f‘He (Aparru) became hostile towards [m]e: he even turned the country of Kalasma
into [on]e, and ruled it li[k]e a king.”

(KBo 2.5 + KBo 16.17 iii 29-30 (NH annals, Mursili I, CTH 61 II), ed. Goetze 1933: 188-
189)

Although [.1 -e-e]i-ta is not completely preserved, it is absolutely clear that Goetze’s
restoration is correct. The expression 1-e-et-ta nai- “to turn into one, to unite, to gather” is
twice attested elsewhere in similar contexts (CHD L-N: 361)'S.

The expression [1-e-e)t-fa nai- in ex. (2¢) is accompanied by the particles =~za and
~kan. These same particles also occur in ex. (2a). Given the assumption that Pihhuniya

14 : .

Contextually a restoration [da-pi-ia-a}n?? K[UR-¢?7] “the whole country” seems plausible. However, the signs
on the photograph are very unclear.

15 . .

Goctzc. Le. restored ] $i-e-et-ta ne-it?-ta? X[: “]... und das ...[”. Although he did not mention §i-e-et~ta in his
glossary, I believe that he tentatively read it as a preterite of $ai-/Siye- “to impress, etc.”. The next sign, a clear NE
could in that case be the first sign of the sentence initial clitic cluster ne-ez-fa “and it to you”. However, the signs IT and
TA can not be clearly discerned on the photograph, as Goetze already indicated by means of his question marks.

i6 . : , & l

CHD L-N 361 cites KUB 21.37 obv. 17 (n~asta UN.MES-tar 1-¢-et-ta nephun “1 united the populace™), KUB
26. 12”+ 21:42 ii 29-31 (nu KUR.KUR HI.A BAL [dlapianda 1-e-et!-ta naiskitten “You have united all the rebellious
lands”) besides our KBo 2.5+ (the CHD, l.c. seems to consider 1-é¢a as a simplex form, and accordingly does not read

the particle -ja here). See for the expression 1-e-er-fa nai- also Sommer & Falk i
y enstein 1938:143, Melch : -
378, Eichner 1992: 39-40, eiehert 1977: 376
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should have united the Gasga before he could become king, I suggest that in ex. (2a) the
clause ""YGasgan~za~kan [(0) 0 0 0 X X[-0] §i-e-et-ta ne[iat] is equal to the clause
nu ~za ~kan KUR "®VKalasma [1-e-e]t-ta nejat in ex. (2c). This equation gives §i-e-et-ta
= [1-e-e]t-ta.

Morphologically, 1-e-et-ta / S$i-e-et-ta is probably an instrumental with the
emphasizing particle -ia “even”. Syntactically, it could be an adverbial instrumental,
which sometimes literally means “with one (blow)”, but which here should take the
meaning “as one” (compare for example the adverbial instrumental pangarit “in large
numbers, en masse”) (Melchert 1977: 376-378). However, Eichner 1992: 39 gives a
different analysis of 1-etta. He suggests that 1-e-ef in the expression 1-éfta is functionally
similar to ke-e-et “on this side” (o.c. 40)17, i.e., he treats 1-éft=a as an adverb of relative
position, translating 1-efta nai- as “to direct to one particular side”. In view of the
discussion sub ex. (9a) I tend to follow Eichner.

Although it is clear that $i-e-et is the same as 1-e-et, I will still present here the
arguments against a classification of $ia- as a demonstrative or accented pronoun. If $i-e-
et as an instrumental of means or accompaniment “with this, that” were a deictic
demonstrative, it should refer to an object in the speech situation. Given the type of text
genre, historical narration, this is not possible. Furthermore, §i-e-ef can neither refer to a
location relative to another position (“this, that side of”) since there is no location in the
speech situation to which this could apply.

The instrumental §i-e-et as an anaphoric pronoun “with it, that” should refer to an
entity immediately mentioned before. In the context of ex. (2a) no such entity can be
found. Besides, the instrumental is hardly used anymore in New Hittite, except for the
numeral ‘1’ (Melchert 1977: 371f.). We should expect the ablative §i-e-ez instead if it
were a demonstrative or pronoun, like the ‘instrumental’ ablatives ke-e-ez or a-pe-e-ez.

To conclude the discussion of ex. (2a), the translation of the relevant clause is: “He
even tu[rned] the Gasga [, the whol]e(??) c[ountry (??),] into one”.

7 However, 1-e-ef-ta and ke-e-et may not automatically be compared. Already in Middle Hittite the forms ke-e-et
“on this side” and e-di “on that (yon) side” were replaced by the ablatives of direction ke-e-ez and e-de-ez (Melchert
1977: 251, 303). Certainly in a NH manuscript such as the Annals the use of an instrumental instead of an ablative of
direction should be excluded; one would expect 1-e-ez, or 1-e-ez-zi-ja with =ja “and, also, even”. The only solution to
this problem is to consider 1-e-et-ta as an in Old Hittite times frozen expression, which in later times was not replaced
by a more appropriate ablative of direction (see also the discussion in the summary, below). Eichner (1992: 39-41), not
using this argument though, indeed derives 1-etta from morphologically complex 1-asfa (1-as+ja) “each”, already
attested in an OS text (l-a$-Sa Glsma@lai “each single vine” KUB 43.23 rev. 21'). The problem with Eichner’s
ascription of 1-e-et-ta to 1-as¥a “each single one”, is that 1-e-et~ta should mean both “to each single side” and “(only)
to a single side, just a single side, to one and the same side” (his line of reasoning will not be repeated here, see further
Eichner o.c., 40 and 41). Besides that, Hittite already possesses a restrictor “only, just”, the particle =pat, which makes
it difficult to accept that 1-assa could mean the same. To conclude, I prefer to follow Melchert’s solution that [-e-et-fa
is an instrumental with =ja “even”. I do follow Eichner however in classifying 1-ett~q as a ‘lateral’ instrumental.
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_ The last example — if it belongs here at all'® — that conclusively shows that §ia- is
n'elther a demonstrative nor an accented pronoun, occurs in a cult inventory describing the
situation in the city of Sanantiya:

(3) “UTU-STME-i§ URU-as §e-e-za SUM-zi"
“His Majesty has instituted (it). The city shall give (it) Se-e-za”.

(KBo 2.1iv 14 (NH cult inventory, Tudhaliya IV, CTH 509), ed. Carter 1962: 51-59, tr. 60-70:
notes 71-73) ’

This text describes for several cities the inventory of divine statues, daily offerings
festivals, and offerings which the king has instituted, the state of the temple, and whethe;
there is a priest or not. The expression “the city gives” occurs in four paragraphs and
usually takes the form URU-as SUM-(iz)-zi (= peSkizzi) “The city shall give (it)” (KBo
2.11i 29, ii 38, iii 32). Only in the case of KBo 2.1 iv 14 the abl. §e-e-za is added.

If Se-e-za were a deictic demonstrative, it should refer to an entity or location in the
world surrounding this text. Since referents of deictic demonstratives should not be
mc.:ntioned before, the city Sanantiya and its location are excluded. Remaining options are
‘give from here (near me)’, ‘give from there (near you)’ and ‘give from there (near
another, different from the city)’, but none of these options makes sense. The ablative e-
e-za as an ablative of direction like kez “on this side”, edez “on that side”, resulting in
“the city gives on this/that side (of what??)”, is also meaningless. Finally, se-e-za could
be an ablative of means, but in that case the object “with this/that” has to be present in the

surroundings of the text, which is impossible®®. Thus, Se-e-za does not function as a
demonstrative.

If Se-e-za were an accented anaphoric pronoun, like apeéz(za) it either should refer to a
referent which is mentioned before or it should refer to a preceding piece of discourse.
The meaning of the clause could be “the city gives from there” (ablative of separation) or
“the city gives because of that” (ablative of cause). “From there” meaning “from the city
itself” seems to be impossible: such anaphoric relationships within one clause do not
seem to occur in Hittite, and other locations are not mentioned. The ablative of cause
“because of that” could mean ‘because of the king’s orders’, referring to the preceding
clause “the king instituted (it)” However, the phrase should contain an additional element
o_f not knowing why the action described in the §e-e-za clause occurred (*Why does the
city give it? Because of that the city gives it’). More specifically, it should be unknown,

18 : . .
In view of the orthography Se-e- instead of the regular §i-e- Neu was not certain whether the abl. §e-e-za
belonged to Sia- “dieser” (1983: 167 n. 489: “falls hierher gehorig’).
19 < x
. C.an.cr 196?: 58 read URU-as-Se-e-za SUM-zi, transl p. 69: “The town gives (these things) to him”. This
analysis is impossible. Most importantly, the dat.sg. enclitic -Se is only Old Hittite (and partially Middle Hittite)
whereas we have exclusively =3; in texts that are composed in New Hittite times.
20 . f teed
' The other uses of the ablative in New Hittite texts, i.e. the ablative of time from which, of cause, perlative
ablative, of accompaniment, of respect, of agent, the adverbial ablative (Melchert 1977: 346fT) are equally impossible.
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somehow surprising or contra expectations that the city gives what the king has ordered?'.
This is ofcourse impossible in the Hittite cultural context: there should be no surprise
whatsoever in obeying the king’s orders. Stressing of the reason should therefore not
occur. To conclude, §e-e-za does not function as an accented anaphoric pronoun.

In view of the two preceding examples the next question is, could Se-e-za be the
ablative of the numeral ‘1°? The meanings “from one”, “with one”, “because of one”, etc.
do not make sense. In contrast with example (2a), there are no comparable attestations of
1-e-ez or 1-e-da-az, besides a possible example of an adverbial ablative 1-edaza “all at
once, at a single stroke” in KBo 18.54 rev. 26’ (Melchert 1977: 386-7). An adverbial
ablative seems indeed possible if we compare the offerings which are required by the four

cities (see Table 1).

KBo 2.1ii21-31 KBo 2.1 ii 32-39 KBo 2.1 iii 26-33 KBo 2.1 iv 1-16

offerings which the | offerings: offerings: offerings which the king
king instituted: instituted:

1 bull 1 bull — 3 bulls

14 sheep 4 sheep x sheep? 93 sheep

5 PA, 4 seah flour 4 PA, 1 seah flour 2 seah flour 33 PA, 2 seah flour

4 vessels of low- 1 vessel of low-grade | — —
grade beer beer

10 vessels of beer 11 vessels of beer — 13 vessels of beer

1 huppar of beer —

3 seah spelt for the |— 3 seah? spelt for the

harsi-vessel

harsi-vessel

4 PA spelt, 2 PA wine for
the harsi vessel

the town gives (ii 29)

the town gives (ii 38)

the town gives (iii 32)

the town gives §éza (iv 14)

Table 1. List of offerings.

The first three cities all have to provide comparable amounts of animals, flour, spelt, beer
and wine. Only the last city is required to give much larger amounts of most types. Here
we also find the clause with Se-e-za. This should not be a coincidence. As an adverb it
could modify the way in which the city has to give the required offerings, which are much
more than usual. Compared with the phrase ERIN.MES ~ma=~mu ANSE.KUR.RA.MES

2! The element of surprise in connection with a causal apez is for example observed in KUB 1.1 iii 61 (Otten
1981: 22-23) “Hakpissa however he did not take away from me on divine order. Because (kuit) 1 was priest of the
Stormgod of Nerik, for that reason (a-pé-e-ez-za) he did not take it (the city) away from me”. In the context of the
demotion of Hattusili the reader might ask why to the reader’s surprise Urhi-Tessub did not also take the city Hakpissa
away from him. The answer is provided by the immediately following kuit clause, and stressed in the gpez clause. The
element of not knowing is mainly found in oracles, for example in KUB 22.70 obv. 31 (Unal 1978: 62-63) “And as for
that fact that (eni kuit) Ammattalla has spoken, but (that) we have not yet investigated whether (her) statement is true, or
how (it is); (that) they have not included (it) in the oracle inquiry — if the oracle outcome has happened for that reason
(a-pé-e-ez), ...”. Again there is the implicit question why the oracle outcome has happened. In the eni kuit clause the
possible answer is provided. The question is then phrased as an indirect yes-no question (the conditional clause), with
stress on the possible answer (apez).
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tepayaz pais “But he gave me infantry and cavalry in small numbers” (KBo 3.6 ii 21-22),
our clause could mean “the city gives (it) in one > the city gives (it) all together”. Another
possibility is “the city gives (it) alone (without assistance of others) > the city gives (it) all
by itself”. The latter option seems to make the most sense.

To conclude this section, the pronoun s§ia- in these examples is neither a
demonstrative nor an accented anaphoric pronoun. The meaning of Sia- as “one” was
firmly established in exx. (1) and (2a), and possible in ex. (3).

A counter example? Only at first sight.

The next example contains a construction which, at first sight, is similar to the deictically
used ablatives of direction edez “on that side of” and kez “on this side of:

(4a) § " perann=a hantezzijaz INA [(K)]A SSGAG SENNUR $i-i-e-ez * val(a)hzi n=asta
S4 ZI.DA SE [(ku)kklod' lan zanuyandan '° hariiantejasi~a [Z1.] TDA [SE kukklulan
1 DUG KUKUB GESTIN V' ganki ke-e-ez~ma K[(A-az) ®*GAG “JPMA.NU
ual(@)hzi "® n=asta S4 ZIL.DA SE kul (kkullan) Jzanuyantan *° harijantijasi~{(a)
1T&Y ukkulan U 1 DUG KUKUB GESTIN * ganki ’

§ “And before (the gate) in front, he hits the peg of apricot(?) wood in the gate Si-i-e-
ez”, and hangs a boiled kukkula-(bread?) of barley flour, a kukkula-(bread?) of A.
barley flour and a jug of wine (on it). But on this side (kéz) of the gate he hits [the
peg] of cornel wood, and hangs a boiled kukkula-(bread?) of barley flour, a kukkula-
(bread?) of 4. barley flour and a jug of wine (on it).”

(KUB 9.31 i 14-20, dupl. HT 11 7-13, KUB 35.10 i 2-6’, KUB 56.59 iv 1 1-15 (MH/NS ritual,
CTH 757B))

The construction §7ez ... kéz might point at a distal demonstrative value for Si-i-e-ez,
functioning like edez, the ablative of the distal demonstrative asi, in edez ... kéz “on that
(the far) side (of ...) ... on this (the near) side (of ...)” (as for example in KUB
19.20+KBo 12.13 obv. 9’ ff.). The problem with this combination is that we need a
clearly retraceable external viewpoint, or Deictic Center, from which the whole situation
is viewed. In this case a location different from the gate is necessary in order to be able to
say: “on the far side of the gate ... on the near side of the gate”. Besides the fact that such
a viewpoint can not be inferred from the context, another objection against an
interpretation of §iéz ... kéz as similar to edez ... kéz is the occurrence of the couple kézza
kézzi=ja “on one side ... on the other side” (lit. “on this side ... on this side”) in line i 23
(kattan hantezziiaz 5 ke-e-ez-za ke[-e-(ez-zi-ia) |uassi huyallari SUM=~SU % hariiaz[(zi)
“Below (the pegs) in front (of the gate) he buries the drug called huwallari on one side
and on the other side (= on either side)”).

As is already indicated by the translation, the expression kéz ... kéz is indifferent with
respect to the orientation of an object. The sides of the object are not further specified.

2 Melchert 1977: 324 lists the clause containing §i-i-e-ez under the heading ‘Problematic Cases’ and leaves it
untranslated.
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This unspecified use of kéz is (almost) the equivalent of the correlatively used ablative 1-
edaz in the next example:

(4b) nu~ian 1-e<-da>-az KUBABBAR GUSKIN NA,HLA=jia himandus dai *® [1]-e-
da-az=ma=§San Salyinan dai

“(The old woman [t]akes (weighing) scales.) On one side she places all the silver, gold
and precious stones, on the [other] side she places mud.”

(KUB 30.15 obv. 27-28 (CTH 450.1), ed. Otten 1958: 68-69)

It should not be too surprising that the similarity of the expressions kéz ... kéz and 1-edaz
... 1-edaz could lead to a conflation. As Elisabeth Rieken pointed out to me, in colloquial
German one can encounter phrases like “zum einen ... andererseits” instead of “zum einen
... zum anderen” or “einerseits ... andererseits”. It seems therefore possible that the scribe
made a “slip of the stylus’, inadvertently starting with a member of one of the correlative
series and finishing with a member of the other series: “And before (the gate) in front, he
hits the peg of apricot(?) wood in the gate on one side, ... . But on the other side of the
gate he hits [the peg] of cornel wood”.

Supportive but not conclusive examples

Without the exx. (1) to (3) the nature of §ia- would have remained unclear because the
following examples all allow multiple interpretations. However, given that the meaning
“one” fits each of them, they serve as supportive material.

The first example falls somewhat in the semantic field described sub ex. (4). Instead
of ka- ... ka- or 1-a- ... 1-a- we now have the couple §ia- ... tamdi- “the one ... the
other”:

(5) namma=~ta~kkan SA KUR "V HATTI kujes LUMES pitteiantes anda iiafntat] **
"Madduyattas~ma~as~za daskes [4BI *|UTU-SI=ma~tta “UTU-$I~ia EGIR-anta
hatreskir zigza? =as§ appa U[L paitta] *° [nu=tta man $i-e-ta-ni uddani I_a(?)—l [-
appa hlatrauni zig~a=~nnas namma uddani appa arkuuar UL iiasi®1®" [nu=Tkan

tamadi kueikki uddar [0 o 0** nul=nnas EGIR-pa tamai uddar hatrieski[$i]

§ “Further, which fugitives from Hatti went over to you, now you, Madduwatta kept
taking them. [The father of My Majesty and My Majesty kept writing to you
afterwards, you however, did no[t give] them back. When we write b{ack] to you on
account of §i-e-ta-ni affair, you, surprisingly (-a), do not [present] us with an
apology about the affair in return, [...] about some other (famdi) affairs, you keep
writing us back about the other (famdi) affairs!” (KUB 14.1 rev. 34-37)

(MH/MS indictment, CTH 147), ed. Goetze 1928: 28-29)

The expression Sietani uddani could be considered as a discourse deictic expression
referring to the preceding piece of discourse, which describes the case of the fugitives.

 Goetze 1928: 28 restored istamasti. But HED A: 149 restores ija-: ‘thou dost not even make excuses to us in the matter’.

™ Goetze 1928: 28 restored hatrasi. However, hatrai- does not seem to occur with -an. The verb is not cited in
Boley 2000, and not one example with -kan occurs in HED H: 269f.
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Compare for example the discourse deictic use of the 3" person/distal demonstrative asi
in KUB 6.41 1 34: § ** mahhan=~ma *UTU-SI uni memian ASME nu *UTU-SI "PIS.TUR-
an*® UL kuitki HUL-uanni Sanhun “But when I, My Majesty, heard about that affair, I,
My Majesty, did not seek evil against Mashuiluwa at all.” An example with the 1%
person/proximal demonstrative ka- is KUB 15.1 ii 25 § * [malnn=a=~mu kedani INIM-ni
YLUGAL-mas EN=Y4 2 [GESTU-aln para epti iStamasti=mu ... “And if you, Sarruma,
my lord, lend me your ear in this matter, and listen to me, ...”.

Another possibility is that Sietani is used like the accented anaphoric pronoun apa-,
see for example Bo 86/299 iii 6-8: ® n=~ar daméedani yaryalani SA "NIR.GAL pai ' ANA
NUMUN ™LAMMA ~ma=at=~kan arha dai nu kui§ a-pu-u-un_memian ijazi “..., he
gives it (i.e., the kingship of Tarhuntassa) to some other relative of Muwatalli while
taking it away from the offspring of Kurunta, anyone who performs that act, (may the
gods destroy him ...)”.

The meaning “one” however, also makes sense: “When we write b[ack] to you on
account of one affair, you, surprisingly, do not [present] us with an apology about the
affair in return, ..., you keep writing us back about other affairs!” This remark might
refer to the usual behaviour of Madduwatta. Throughout the document the king describes
how Madduwatta receives many reprimands and questions concerning his behaviour.
Madduwatta never apologizes though, and always has his answer ready.

In the testament of Hattusili I we find the gen.sg. §i-i-e-el in a context which seems to
show a thorough understanding of the society of wolves:
(6) * [sumenzan=a] uémas man pankur~sme(t 1-EN) ésdu*" [n=at mlauan® esdu Si-i-e-
el ARAD MES=SU [INA 1 AM]A hassantes
§ “[Now,] let [your] ‘pack’ be [united] like (a pack) of wolves, and let [it] be [awe-
inspiring! §i-i-e-e/ subjects are born [to one mo]ther.”
(KUB 1.16 ii 46-47 (OH/NS proclamation, CTH 6), ed. Sommer & Falkenstein 1938: 8).

As a deictic demonstrative $7é/ “his, that one’s” should refer to an extra-linguistic entity.
Obviously a wolf is not present, so only Mursili might be an option if the clause “the
subjects of Mursili are born to one mother” would make any sense. Clearly, §7! is not
used as a deictic demonstrative. As an accented anaphoric pronoun it should function like
apél, and has to refer to a wolf: “His subjects are born to one mother”. The use of an
accented pronoun should at least indicate some contrast. One could think of a contrast
with an implicit set of somebody else’s subjects: “in contrast with the subjects of others,
the wolf’s subjects are born to one mother” although the need for expressing such an
implicit contrast in the present context is not clear to me. Linguistically this translation is
still possible, although the occurrence of two emphatic 3 person pronouns is difficult to
account for, as I stated above (section “Formal characteristics...”).

» Sommer & Falkenstein 1938: 8-9 read [ku-u-ru-ur(?) nlu-ya-an e-es-du “[Zwist(?)] darf es nicht mehr(?)
geben!”. The restoration nuyan is difficult since its basic meaning is “not want to”. Moreover, the translation “no
longer” or similar is expressed by means of namma UL (CHD L-N: 471f)).
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Contextually it is much more plausible to take §i-i-e-el as the genitive of “one”. In a
wolf pack only the alpha-couple breeds. This means that all the members of the pack are
offspring of the number one wolf, and not simply of ‘the’ wolf, as §i-i-e-el as accented
anaphoric pronoun would indicate. But not only that, the subordinate wolves themselves
are not allowed to breed. Instead, they protect and help raising the pups of the alpha
couple. The social structure of the wolf pack is therefore a beautiful metaphor for the
message of Hattusili I, for in this way he reminds the nobles that they (probably) all
belong to the royal extended family and that they therefore have a duty towards the direct
offspring of the king, Mursili. Not that they are not allowed to have children ofcourse.
Like the pack of wolves, they have to protect and help raise the young prince, and later
obey him. The translation thus becomes: “The subjects of the chief / the number one
(wolf) are born [to one mo]ther”.

The next example is closely connected with the preceding one. For the interpretation I
am much obliged to Elisabeth Rieken. At the conference in honour of Professor De Roos
I suggested that Si-an-na in the oracle KUB 6.3: 14 might contain the neuter of $ia-, in
view of the attested nom.-acc.sg.neuter 1-an. Professor Rieken’s solution (personal
communication, email 13-1-2004) to take §ian as the acc.sg.comm. instead and, in view
of the occurrence of pangur, connect it with the meaning “the number one, i.e. the chief”
in the preceding example is convincing in my opinion:

(7) § ki kuit Tl-anni SIGs- Tis) ta pangur~za parianda '* §i-an-na GIM-an taparti DINGIR-
LUM=an arnusi apédani ©° méhuni ilassanahhi=at=~za S1Gs-ru

“As for this (fact) that (it) was favorable for the life (of the king), as you command beyond
the clan (i.e. ‘in addition to the clan’) even the number one (Siann=aq, i.e. the king), will
you, o god, bring him to that time? Does (it} signify that? Let (it) be favorable.”

(KUB 6.3: 13-14 (NH oracle, CTH 572), CHD P: 93, S: 21)

CHD S: 21, with reservations, analyzes §i-an-na as the infinitive of Sai-/iye- and
translates our clause as “as you command the ‘pushing’ beyond of the pangur (the family
line?), ...”. The meaning of this clause is utterly unclear, whereas translating $i-an-na
with “even the number one” not only makes sense, but also resolves the problem of the
otherwise missing antecedent for -an “him” in line 14.

The next example is contextually and culturally not very clear:

(8) ™ nu"WAZU 1.DUG.GA pédai nu $4 GIS “[(INANNA starin peran)]** Si-e-ez” tepu
iSkizzi hurlilil(=ma kiSsan memai)]

“The magician brings the fine oil. He first (?) anoints the §itari of the lyre/zither a
little $i-e-ez, but (then) he speaks as follows in Hurrian: (...)”

(KBo 35.84 rev. iv 14'-15' (including KBo 24.57), with dupl. KBo 23.42 + KBo 35.76 rev. 24'"-
26' (NS ritual, CTH 701), ed. Salvini & Wegner 1986: 169-170)

% The signs in the hand copy of the duplicate KBo 35.76 rev. 24’ are not clear. One could also read Tarl.
However, the photograph favors a reading "5i7- Te[. The width of the lower part of E is the same as the sign E in line
26'. The RI part of AR on the other hand is too far removed from the SI part in comparison with the sign AR in KBo
23.43 obv.i6.1would like to express my gratitude to Silvin Kosak and Jared Miller of the project Hethitische Forschungen at
the Akademie der Wissenschaften und Literatur Mainz for allowing me to use the photographs of KBo 35.76 and KBo 23.42.
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The arguments dismissing $i-e-ez as a deictic demonstrative are listed sub ex. (3). As
anaphoric pronoun the only possible option is that it refers to the oil in the preceding
clause, leading to “He first (?) anoints it with that, ...”. Contextually §i-e-ez could easily
be omitted because the verb ‘to anoint’ already implies that it is done with the oil. The use
of an accented pronoun should indicate some contrast or unexpectedness, which does not
seem to be present.

With Si-e-ez as an ablative of direction meaning “on one side”, we get “He first
anoints the Si#tari of the lyre/zither a little on one side, ...”. What this ultimately means,
depends on the interpretation of the noun $atari.

The last form possibly belonging to the paradigm of §ia- “one” occurs in a
notoriously difficult passage from KBo 22.1. The troublesome word is §i-e-ef, which
either belongs to the pronoun $ig- or should be understood altogether differently as an
accusative “his things™?’. In view of the exx. (9¢) and (9d) I prefer the former option.

(9a) 2 VUMESN LI ST SIDITI=SU natta punusteni *” ta "happinandas isteni * parna~ssa
paisi éz§i euksi piianazziatta ® LUas"iﬂuandan:va Si-e-et datti ** DIN=SU natta punussi
“[Now, mind this: You go into the country, (but) you do not avenge the blood of the
poor man. ] § You (pl.) do not question his provision carriers, you (pl.) do (the wishes)

of the rich man: You (sg.) go to his house, you eat, you drink, you are rewarded. The
poor man however you take §i-e-et (and) you do not investigate his legal case/rights.”

(KBo 22.1 26'-30" (OS proclamation, CTH 272), ed. Archi 1979: 47)

The only possible option for $i-e-ef as a deictic demonstrative is that it could function like
the deictic adverbs of relative position ke-e-er ... (e-di) “on this side ... (that side) of ...”?%,
As instrumental it could function like an ablative (“take from here/there”), or as a true
instrumental it could mean “take with/by means of this/that”. The arguments against a
deictic use of Old Hittite $i-e-ef are similar to the arguments with respect to New Hittite
Se-e-za presented in ex. (3). Thus, the pronoun J§i-e-et does not function as a
demonstrative pronoun.

As accented anaphoric pronoun $i-e-ef must refer to something in the preceding text.
Used as an adverb of relative position it could mean “take to this/that side (of
something)”, with the point of reference retrievable from the preceding text. The only

7 Archi 1979: 47 ‘et (du) pauvre tu prendras le sien’; Starke 1977: 176 takes LUafiyandan(za) Siet as two
accusatives in partitive apposition ‘Das Seinige (d.h. die Habe, der Besitz) des Armen’, followed by Boley 2000: 229;
Yoshida 1987: 36 follows HW? A 406 concerning the gen.; Marazzi 1988: 128: ‘e (facendo cosi) derubi il diseredato
del suo’; Melchert 1994: 107 si-e-et “his things’ as the orthotonic version of enclitic -sez ‘his’; Boley 1995: 58 with n. 1:
‘you take the poor man’s thing (but do not investigate his case)’. Neu 1984: 99, rightly I believe, severed the ties
between the neuter enclitic pronoun -et/-§it and §i-e-et in view of the orthography of the latter and considered it as the
endingless ‘locative’ of §ia- (§ia- in his view).

% Neu 1984: 99 translated our phrase as “you take the poor man there”, see also Neu 1983: 167 “(jem.) dorthin
(mit)nehmen?”. These translations are based on a comparison with 42¢, which in Neu’s view could mean “here, hereto”
(1980b: 20f.). However, as Melchert already noted in 1977(: 262), k2t only means “on this side of ...”. For the notions
“here, hereto” Hittite employs ka(ni).
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option seems to be ‘this/that side of the rich man’, but the meaning of such a phrase
completely eludes me. However, one can not exclude the pronoun Si-e-ef as an
instrumental functioning like an ablative of separation “take the poor man from there, i.e.
from the rich man’s place”. Finally, Melchert (1977: 174) originally proposed “by that,
thereby” for §i-e-et, i.e., as an instrumental of means?, leading to “you thereby ‘take’ the
poor man”. In this case ‘take’ has a meaning which is unknown (Melchert l.c.).

The use of da- “take” with only a subject and object is treated by Tjerkstra 1999.
When the object is animate, da- is used in the sense of §ara da- “to take up a person (into
one’s care)” or more negatively, “to arrest a person” (o.c., 112-113), para da- “to pick
out” (0.c., 115) or -za da- “to take a person (sexually), to marry” (o.c., 98-99). If we now
interpret §i-e-et as an instrumental used as an ablative of cause “because of that”, the
following translation seems possible: “You (sg.) go to his house, you eat, you drink, you
are rewarded. The poor man however you arrest because of that (and) you do not
investigate his legal case/rights”. Thus, $ia- could be an accented anaphoric pronoun
although the line of reasoning leading to this conclusion is quite far-fetched.

However, Melchert already pointed out that the officials do not seem to be accused of
cheating the poor man, but of neglecting or ignoring him (1977: 174). If §ia- means “one”,
the expression §i-e-et da- should be compared with other expressions containing 1-e-et-(ta)
in the sense of neglecting or ignoring someone or something. One interesting text which
seems to express this sense with 1-e-ef-fa and the verb pessiia- “to throw” is KUB 57.115:

(9b) § ¥ MUNUS-za=ma=tta kuis [UL ...] * n~an arha pessi{ia n~an EGIR-pa Ié (?)] *
tat[ti ()] § > MUNUS-za=~ma ~tta kuis UL [...] ® dudduyanza n=as=~ta[...|" UL
kaninijanza () ¥ [nl~an 1-e-et-ta pes[Siial
§ “The woman that [is not ...] to you, rejec[t] her. [Do not (?)] ta[ke her back (?)]. §

The woman that [is] not gentle(?)/quiet (?)[...] for you, and is not submissive towards
you [...], thro[w] her also 1-e-et.”

(KUB 57.115 obv. 2'-8' (NS, CTH 832)).

Although the text is too broken to compare the acts of the wife in the first and the second
paragraph with each other, it seems that the act of the wife in the first paragraph is serious
enough to be rejected. In the second paragraph the wife is not obedient enough. One could
imagine that the proper punishment is (temporary) neglect. This might be expressed by

n=an 1-étt~a pessija “Throw her also to the lone side > leave her also alone” *. Thus, 1-
773 1

e-et could function like an adverb of relative position “on one side™’, a lateral
% Melchert later changed his opinion, see fn. 27,
% One of the meanings of ‘1” is: ‘stressing isolation or uniqueness’, “single”, “alone”, “without companion”

(Eichner 1992: 35).

! The verb pessiia- is also found with the ablative apezza as adverb of relative position in KBo 4.9 vi 6-8
(OH?/NS): “The king throws aside (arha) the linen cloth”. © ta man DUMU.MES E.GAL kuézzi * par(a)inan harkanzi
n=at apezza ® pes§ijazi “On which side (kuézzi) the palace attendants are squatting, to that side (apezza) he throws it”.
The comparison of 1-et(ta) pessiia- with apezza pesSiia- strengthens the suggestion that 1-et(ta) is not to be translated
as “with one blow, as one”, but as an adverb of relative position “on one side” (see above, p. 174 with n. 17).
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instrumental as Eichner 1992: 40 calls it in another context (see ex. 9¢). The particle -ia
“also” probably refers to the reciprocity of the act: if she does not look after your needs,
then you should ignore her foo.
(©¢) " mahhan~ma LU ‘U uddar [6] '* memijauanzi zinnai [6] ** n~asta DUMU.E.GAL
PUDILIM.GAL para ' E pili pedai ' Tn~an 1-e-et-ta ddi X|[...]
“(He sprinkles water out [...] and the king washes his hands over the pebbles. The
man of the Stormgod however recites in Hattic as follows: “...”") § Now, when the

man of the Stormgod finishes speaking the(se) words, a palace attendant carries the
bowl out to the courtyard, and takes it also (?) 1-e-ef”.

(KUB 48.10 i 15" (NS, CTH 744, with dupl. KBo 37.91))

Eichner 1992: 40 derives dai from dai-/tija- “place, put” (“and puts him on (one and) the
same side”), but I prefer da- “take”, not only in view of ex. (9a), but also in view of the
possible attestation of Se-e-et da- in ex. (9d), see below. In English of course one prefers
“set, place, put”, but the semantics need not be the same in Hittite. The translation thus
derived at is “He takes it to one side > he takes it aside (to be left alone)”. Why the
particle -ja “also” is present is difficult to judge given the broken state of the tablet.

The next Old Hittite example might contain an attestation of Se-e-ef and is interesting
given the occurrence of da- “take”, which brings it semantically close to ex. (9a):
(9d) § "' [$4 "UM(MEDA’-as§~a 3 DUMU.M)IES-SU hann{(ahan)ni ... daranzi’]
[Sum(@s=~a=~wa (5)e"-le-er” tumén|(i itte)n=~ya...)
“The three sons of the [wet-]nurse [speak to] Hannahan[na and to ...]: “Now [yo]u
(pl.) we will take a[s]ide (= leave alone, ignore). Yo[u] (pl.) must go [and ...]”
(KUB 43.25: 11'-12' (OS myth, CTH 336), with NS dupl. KUB 33.60).

Summarizing, OS $iét da-, possibly OH/NS $ét da-, NS 1-ét(ta) da-, and NS 1-ét(ta)
pessiia- mean “take aside” and “throw aside” respectively = “leave alone, ignore”.
Therefore I translate LUafiyandanza Si-e-et datti ** DIN =SU natta punuisi as: “The poor
man however you set aside (= neglect): you do not investigate his legal case/rights”, in
agreement with Melchert’s understanding of these lines (1977: 174, see above).

The next and final example is only included to complete the list of attestations of §ia-.
The broken text does not allow any conclusion on the function and meaning of the
pronoun.

(10) § " namma=ma i-e-da-ni hass(i

“But furthermore on/in one brazie[r ...”

(StBoT 25.104 obv.” ii 7' (= Bo 3752), (OS ritual, CTH 591), ed. Neu 1980a: 179. The online
Konkordanz der hethitischen Texte notes “im Mainzer Archiv kein Photo, aber ein Eintrag von
H. Otten: “wohl nicht ah., sondern mh.”.””)

¥ Laroche 1965: 154 read [ka]-a-fa-wa X-X-it in KUB 33.60 rev. 12'. The first broken sign of X-X-it possibly
shows the first two wedges of se.
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Summary, paradigm and final remarks
Summarizing the results,

1. The exx. (1), (2a) and (3) conclusively show that §ig- is neither an accented
anaphoric pronoun nor a demonstrative.

2. In the exx. (5), (6), (8) and (9a) $ia- could be an anaphoric accented pronoun, and in -

(4a) and (5) it could be a demonstrative, but in view of the results for exx. (1), (2a)
and (3) another explanation has to be looked for.

3. The expressions with §ia- in exx. (1), (2a), (4a) and (9a) can be matched to
comparable expressions containing the numeral “one”.

4. The meaning “one” fits all remaining examples.

Clearly, $ia- must be the numeral “one”. Of the meanings established for 1-a- and 1-i-
(Eichner 1992: 34f) the following are attested for Sia-:  indication of the singular of
specimens of a particular object or of a group of persons, exx. (1), (5), (6), (7), (8); ?
stressing of isolation or uniqueness, “single”, “alone”, “without companion”, exx. (3), (9a),
(9d); ¥ stressing the unity of a combination of two or several parts, ‘one, united, joined

into one’, ex. (2a).

Below I present the paradigm of §ia- and 1-a- (the relevant forms of the paradigm of
1-a- are copied from Eichner 1992: 32, with the addition of 1-e-da-za). Several forms are
not attested without the particle -ja “and, also, even”. In those cases I will list the form
with the particle. The reconstructed forms are listed below the table.

Sia- 1-a-
OH MH NH
nom.s.c. 2 o o l-a§
acc.s.c. 2 o Si-an-na (?7) 1-an
nom.-acc.s.n. o o o 1-at-ta, 1-e (?)
gen.s. Si-i-e-el (NS) o] o 1-el, 1-e-el
dat.-loc.s. Si-e-da-ni (MS?) | Si-e-da-ni (MS) | o l-e-da-ni
Si-e-ta-ni (MS)
abl. o §i-i-e-ez (NS) Se-e-za (7) l-e-da-az
Si-e-ez 1-e-da-za
l-e-ez
instr. Si-e-et (OS) o Si-e-et-ta 1-e-et-ta
Se-e-et (7, NS) 1-e-ta-an-da

Table 2. Paradigms of §ia- “one” and 1-a-

We can thus reconstruct: nom.sg.comm. *§ia§ /syas/, acc.sg.comm. Sian /syan/, nom.-
acc.sg.neut. *$iat /syat/ (also *Sie /sye/?), gen.sg. §iel /syel/, dat.-loc.sg. Siedani /syedani/,
abl. Siez /syets/ and *$iedaz(a) /syedats/, instr. §iét /syed/ and *Sietanda /syedanT/. If the

acc.sg.comm. §ian(na) is accepted as belonging to the paradigm, then we finally have
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conclusive evidence for a stem Sia-. The two forms with the writing Se-e- are exceptional,
and might not even belong to the paradigm of sia-.

Regarding the instrumental §iét / 1-ét and the ablative $iez / 1-edaz(a) the following
can be observed. In New Hittite the instrumental §iéf occurs only in combination with the
particle -ja “also, even” and never independently, as it does in Old Hittite. On the other
hand, the ablative never occurs with the particle -ia. We only have iez / 1-edaz(a), but
never *Siezzi=ja or *1-edazzi=ia although both forms are linguistically acceptable given
the existence of kézzi=ja (see for example lateMH/MS KUB 19.20 + KBo 12.13 obv. 11)
and apézzi=ja (see for example MH/MS KUB 23.77+ rev. 54').

Although it might be coincidental, it seems that the instrumental of fia- with the
particle -ia and the ablative without it are in complementary distribution in New Hittite,
and possibly also in Middle Hittite. As is well known, in post-Old Hittite times the
original pronominal instrumentals on -ed were replaced by the ablatives on -ez. We
should therefore not expect the pronominal instrumental §iéf to survive unless it occurred
in a morphologically complex and petrified expression such as $iétt~a. Why the same did
not occur with the demonstrative adverb of relative position kétt=a, which was replaced
by kezzi=ja is not clear to me.

Other problems that need to be solved are the readings behind the 1-i- and 1-nt-
stems. It is of course possible that these stems should be read as *si- and *$Siant-
respectively, but one has to keep in mind that there still exists anki = 1-anki “once”.
Moreover, in view of the lemma ™Yant- “equal (= same, similar), rival” it seems
preferable to conclude that in Hittite the two PIE stems for “one” were present. As in
Greek (owf} on dice, £1¢, piai, &v as the usual word for “one), PIE *oi- gained a more
specialized meaning in Hittite, whereas PIE *se- (and not *sem-?)** became the general
stem for “one”.

% More interesting for Hittite sia- from the viewpoint of comparative linguistics is Beekes® discussion (1988: 81)
of the fact that the feminine of the numeral ‘1° in Greek does not only appear as mia, but also as /a. Besides Homeric ia
there exist an acc. ian in Lesb. and Thessal. and a gen. ias in Boeot. Based on this material Beekes concludes that the
feminine of the numeral “1” in PIE has to be reconstructed as *sik,, without -m.

3 If Proto-Anatolian did not lose the -m- of *sem-, then Brugmann 1916/1917: 160-161 might have been right in
his analysis of sem-/som- as the demonstrative se-/so- + -mo-. In that case Proto-Anatolian must have split off from PIE
before the formation of the new stem *sem-/som-. Hahn (1942: 116) came to the same conclusion, using different
arguments. One could also think of the co-existence of the descendants of two PIE roots *se- and *sem-. *se would then
be expressed as $ia- “one”, whereas *sem- “same” should appear in ” sani- “the same”, 2 kissan “in this same way”
(and not “in this one way”), and * sauitist- “in the same year”.
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THE HITTITE DEGENITIVAL ADJECTIVES
SIELA-, 2-ELA- AND APELLA-""

Harry Hoffner

In her article entitled “A New Proposal for the Reading of the Hittite numeral ‘1°: §ig->,
published in this volume, P. Goedegebuure investigates the word Sia- (8ya-), previously
regarded as a pronoun, with a view to determining to which category of pronouns it
belongs, and demonstrates that it is the numeral “one”, with various derived shades of
meaning, depending upon the case form. In connection with work on the manuscript of
the S volume of the CHD I have had recent occasion to consider a word which appears to
be a derivative of the word Sia- “one”, but which Goedegebuure did not consider as a
possible derivative. This in turn led me to seek other derivatives built to inflected
genitives having the pronominal ending -&/.> The result has been the discovery of two
examples of adjectives built to the genitive form of the numbers “one” and “two” and one
built to the genitive form of the demonstrative pronoun apa- “that one”.

The adjective $iela- “of one; single”

Hittite law §31 is the third of three consecutive laws (§§29-31) in the NS manuscripts
missing from the OS exemplar KBo 6.2. And since no MS exemplar of the laws yet

* I should like to express my gratitude to my colleagues Craig Melchert, Theo van den Hout and Petra
Goedegebuure for their helpful comments on a draft of this article.

' The concept behind decasuative forms was articulated already by J. Schindler in Mayrhofer 1986 161 note 267,
who analyzes the suffix *-i-o- (as in Sanskrit ddmiya- “located in the house, domestic” as originating in derivatives in
*-0- to inflected locatives in *-i. The term “degenitival” is employed here on analogy with the well-established term
“delocatival” and what has recently been called “decasuative derivatives”. Alan Nussbaum ( 1998) has explored ‘de-
instrumental’ adjectives based on instrumental case forms. See also Nussbaum, ““‘Decasuative’ Derivatives in Indo-
European” (invited lecture Martin Luther University of Halle-Wittenberg, January 2002), cited on his web site:
http://www.arts.cornell.edu/classics/Faculty/AIN.htm. I thank Craig Melchert for providing me with the reference to
Schindler, and Alan Nussbaum for sharing with me a manuscript of his unpublished paper.

% The adjective da(m)mela/i- “unused, uninhabited, uncultivated” at first seemed a possible candidate, since
semantically tamai- “andere” > da(m)mela/i- “andersartig” > “of a different kind (from the normal cultivated and
inhabited land)” is not an impossible development. What deterred me from proposing the development tamai- >
da(m)mela/i- is chronological distribution of forms in both words showing geminate versus non-geminate m. There are
very few forms of tamai- showing geminate m, none of which can be dated prior to NS. On the other hand, forms of
da(m)mela/i- showing geminate m are the vast majority and stretch from MS (4 examples: dam-mi-li-in KUB 43.58 ii
28, dam-me-1i KBo 17.78 i 2, KBo 9.116 rev 6?, dam-mi-li KBo 3.21 iv 11) to late NS. The few cases of showing non-
geminate m are all NS (da-me-li-in KUB 15.42 ii 17, ta-me-li KUB 7.13 obv 26). Therefore, it is better to regard
dammel(i)- as a Luwian loanword with a neuter nom.-acc. sg. dammel, as diagnosed in Hoffner 1997 172-173, where a
complete paradigm can be found.
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exists, it is possible that these three laws were added in the MH or even in the early NH
period. It is true that, because the normal form of the merged common gender nom.-acc.
pl. of a-stem nouns and adjectives in later NH was -u$, one might argue that §i-e-le-e§
points to a pre-NH composition of law §31.3 But one should be cautious, since in Mursili
II’s annals one encounters a nom. pl. form an-tu-uh-e-es from an a-stem noun: kap-pu-u-
wa-an-te-e§-pdi-mu-kdn an-tu-uh-Se-e§ (var. an-tu-ub-Su-u§) is-pdr-te-er “Only a few
men escaped from me” KUB 19.37 iii 25 with duplicate KBo 16.16 iii 17. In the NS copy
B (KBo 6.3 ii 16-17) law §31 reads as follows:

tdk-ku LU-a§ EL-LUM GEME-as-a Si-e-le-e$ na-at an-da a-ra-an-zi na-an-za A-

NA DAM-SU da-a-i nu-za E-er U DUMUMES i-en-zi ap-pé-ez-zi-an-na-at-kdn na-

as-Su i-da—a—la-u-e-ei—ia—an:zi na-a-ma-at-kdn har-pa-an-ta-ri nu-za E-er tdk-sa-

an Sar-ra-an-zi DUMU MES-az LU-a$ da-a-i 1 DUMU-AM MUNUS-za da-a-i

“If a free man and a female slave are Sieles, and they come together, and he takes her

as his wife, and they make a house and children, but afterwards either they become

estranged or they each find a new marriage partner, they shall divide the house
equally, and the man shall take the children, with the woman taking one child.”

Almost every commentator or translator of this passage has assumed that, as the first
statement in a series of actions leading to marriage, this word ought to mean something
like “are in love.” Hrozny’s “sont épris (I’un de 1’autre)” (1922 24-25) is representative of
all attempts that followed him.* Only one commentator, F. Imparati, took exception,
writing that “innamorati, amanti” are “senza ... alcuna giustificazione” (1964 214). In a
sense she was right, since (as I pointed out in Hoffner 1997 184) there already exists in
Hittite another word for “lover”, namely pupu-, and several verbal expressions for being
in love. Furthermore, normally in arranged marriages it is not the bride-to-be but her
parents who contract the marriage.’ One difficulty in reconstructing the circumstances of
the case which served as the precedent here is that we are not told who the owner of the
slave woman is. It obviously made a difference if the woman’s owner was the husband-
to-be or someone else. But even if consent of her parents or her owner was necessary, the
position of this clause at the very beginning of the sequence could indicate the motivation
for the union: a oneness of mind in the two principals. On the other hand, it could also be

* In late NH the ending -u$ becomes the regular ending for a merged nom.-acc. pl. com. for all stem classes, with
the following exceptions: (1) u-stem adjectives generalize -awes (eliminating the irregular acc. pl. com. in -amus); (2)
stems in -t~ (mostly -nt-) use -e§ with a few exceptions; (3) the relative-interrogative kui- generalizes kuiés (see
Mclntyre cited by Melchert 1995 ). No such regularity is found for i-stems, which show mostly -iu$ and -aus, but -ies
and -qe$ continue to be found, along with -iya§ (and rarely even -a¥ and -is; see Melchert 1995 271).

* Zimmern and Friedrich 1922 10 (“sich zugetan sind”), Walther 1931 252 (“are fond of each other(?)”), Sturtevant
and Bechtel 1935 219 (“(are) in love(?)”), Neufeld 1951 9 (“are in love”), Friedrich 1959 26-27 (“(ineinander) verliecbt
(sind)”), Goetze 1969 190 (“are lovers(?)”),von Schuler 1982 102 (“(einander) zugetan(?) (sind)”), Haase 1984 26
(“(einander) zugetan(?) (sind)”).

* On the very small role played by romantic love in the contracting of marriages see Imparati 1995 572-573 and
Bryce 2002 125-127, 279 n. 14. King Hattusili III emphasizes the role of love in his union with Puduhepa. For ancient
Mesopotamia see Stol 1995 488-490.
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that the clause expresses an additional condition of the pair (perhaps a primary one)
which was a necessary prerequisite for the terms of the divorce settlement to apply (see
below). Clearly, the main point of this law was to give legal guidelines for the division of
property and offspring at the time of a divorce.

As to the phonetic shape of the word, what always seemed strange was the initial sign
sequence $i-e-. Yet aside from half-hearted suggestions that perhaps the first sign was a
wa (Friedrich 1959 26, 95, followed by Tischler 1982; 2001 148), everyone who has
transliterated this law has recognized the initial sign sequence §i-e-. Friedrich in his
glossary (HW 190) ignored the i-containing value of the first syllable and normalized the
word stem as $é/i-(?). In ignoring the i-vocalization of the §i sign before a sign containing
or beginning with e Friedrich was following what at the time was a broad consensus
among scholars. At that time the word for “beer”, written $i-(i-)es-sar, was generally
transcribed as SesSar, although now it is universally recognized that the correct
interpretation of the signs is $i(y)esSar (first demonstrated by Neu 1980 XIV n. 3). As a
result, Hittitologists today are much less inclined to regard the sign sequence Si-e- as /se:/,
and regularly interpret it as representing /sie/ or /sye/.

When we keep in mind Goedegebuure’s conclusion regarding the pronoun §ia-, with
oblique case forms in §ie-, a plausible solution to the problems of form and base meaning
of Sieles emerges. The word is an adjective whose stem is based on the genitive of the
numeral pronoun “one”, *§iel (attested as 1-e-e/, KUB 23.103 + 23.92 rev 5"). Its base
meaning is “(he/she/it/they) of one”. Its formation is in every way comparable to the
derivation of the ablative apellaz from a stem ape(l)la- “that of him”, on which see below.

If we pursue the matter further, seeking a more precise and contextualized meaning of
Sieles in law §31, several routes are open to us. Translators of law §31 sensed that
somewhere early in the sequence of verbs should be an expression of unity or consent.
Friedrich and others sought it in the second clause na-at an-da a-ra-an-zi. One translation
of anda ar- used in these treatments was “einig werden” (Friedrich 1959 95; Haase 1984
26), although most scholars agreed that this second clause refers to the beginning of
cohabitation (“they come together”). It never occurred to anyone that the idea of being one
or agreed could be the meaning of the problematic word §i-e-le-e$, but that would certainly
be one possibility. Following this theory we could translate the opening clauses of law §31
as follows: “If a free man and a female slave are of one (mind), and they come together (i.e.,
cohabit), and he takes her as his wife, and they make a house and children, ...” Being “of
one (mind)” would include both shared feelings of affection (i.e., being “in love”) and a
common view of the advisability of marriage (being “agreed”). One might presume, since
the described marriage is one crossing social class boundaries, that feelings of affection, or
romantic love, would be the primary motive, since why else would a free man marry
“beneath himself” socially. But in view of the existence in Hittite law of the antiyanza
marriage, where a slave could financially induce a free man to marry his daughter,® we
cannot exclude non-romantic considerations in entering mixed slave-free marriages.

¢ See laws §36 (Hoffner 1997 43, 185 with cited literature) and Bryce 2002 123-124,
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The lexical text entry 1-e-/a-a§ “single”

Perhaps a better approach is based upon the possible occurrence of a nom. sg. for *sielas
in the writing 1-e-/g-as. In the Bogazkdy recension of the Sumero-akkadian lexical series
Erim-hus, edited first by Otten and von Soden 1968 11, 17 and then again by M. Civil and
H. G. Giiterbock in MSL 17, there is a series of two consecutive entries (I 53-54):

A?.GA 1-EN 1-as
A?.GA.GA E-DE,-NU l-e-lg-a$

The first is the simple numeral “one” (Akkadian istén, translated into Hittite as 1-as,
i.e., *§ia¥). The second, Akkadian edenu “single, solitary™, is translated into Hittite as 1-e-
la-as. Is 1-elas a writing of *$iela¥, a putative singular of sieles? And if so, what is its
meaning here, as a translation of Akkadian edénu? In his commentary on the entry Otten
(Otten and von Soden 1968 17) analyzed the form as 1-e/ “of one” plus the nom. sg. com.
clitic -as “he/she/it”. His translation was “des Einen er”. This, of course, produces an
English translation “he of the one”, which is a plausible rendering. But is this the Hittite
way of expressing such an idea? Elsewhere in Hittite, when the writer wished to say “he
of the theft”, he wrote Sar-ni-ik-zi-la-as “(he) of the theft”, not *$ar-ni-ik-zi-la-$a-as
(*$arnikzilas=a$) “he of the theft”. 1-elas should mean “of singleness” or “of
solitariness”, as the Akkadian édénu means, but not by Otten’s analysis. And if this is its
meaning, it is possible to assume its identity with *$iela-, the putative stem of Sieles, as
*apella- is the putative stem of the abl. form apellaz.

The base meaning would have been “(that) of one”. In the lexical text the extended
meaning is “solitary, alone, single” (Akkad. édénu). In the law text it might also mean
“single” in the sense of “unmarried”, providing that the case’s disposition, namely an
equal distribution of all property other than offspring between both parties, was possible
only if the free man did not have an additional wife. If the man already had a wife, it is
conceivable that property rights of a secondary wife would have been more restricted.’

The Akkadogram E-DE-NU

If this argument holds, then the Hittite reading of the Akkadogram EDENU (wr. E-DE,-
NU) was *$iela-. This Akkadogram is used in family lists to designate members of the
extended household as “unmarried”.® It is not clear from those few contexts whether or
not the word was used to designate widowed or divorced persons. A Hittite word for
“widowed” (kurimma-) exists, to be sure, but is not used in the lists containing E-DE,-
NU, and cannot therefore exclude widowed persons from that referent. A verb exists to

7 For the status of the secondary wife in ancient Mesopotamia, whose status relative to the first wife was that of a
“slave girl”, see Stol 1995 489. Children born to the first wife subsequent to her husband’s marriage to the second wife
received two-thirds of the inheritance. Relative rights of secondary wives in Hittite culture are obscure (nothing is
reported by Imparati 1995 573-574 other than the existence of polygamy).

¥ See KBo 5.7 obv 24, edited by Riemschneider 1958 and Vow of Puduhepa I 22, I1I 13 (Otten 1965 22-23, 30-31).

THE HITTITE DEGENITIVAL ADJECTIVES SIELA-, 2-ELA- AND APELLA- 193

designate the action of divorcing a spouse (Suwe-, laws §§26b and c), but its (passive)
participle is never used to designate a divorcée.

The Akkadogram EDENU is strictly speaking a masculine form. But since in Hittite
there is no feminine form of the word, the Akkadian masculine form served for both
unmarried men and women (1 MUNUS-TUM-ma-as-i E-DE+NU EGIR-an-da pi-ya-an-
[za] “but one unattached woman is afterward given to her” KUB 56.1 i 13, vow of
Puduhepa). 6 E-DE,-NU-TIM “six unmarried individuals” are also mentioned in KBo 5.7
obv 24, the MH land grant text for Kuwattalla, edited by Riemschneider 1958. Such
persons are not called édénu because they live alone, for they are included here within
family groups. Rather the word means “unattached, unmarried, single.”

' It is possible, although because of the broken context far from certain, that this
adjective §iela/i- occurs in logographic writing as 1-e-/a in the following list of foods:

[-:-+-]2NINDA.GUR,RA SA-B4 1 NINDA.GUR,.RA[...] (5)......] 3 "“DILIM.GAL
SA-BA 1 "Y’DILIM.GAL (6) [... TU; gla-an-ga-ti 1 "DILIM.GAL TU;, §[a)-pu-uk-

i 3JDI...... ) za-an-ni-ta 1-e-la S§4 1/2 UP-NI @) [... ke-eli-di-ya §i-pa-an-ti

KUB 45.7714'-8'.

Since zannita (a kind of food made from cereals) is a neuter plural, and there is no
possibility in this context that the a at the end of 1-e-la is a conjunction, we can view 1-e-
la as the neuter plural *$iela. The plural entity zannita is thus described as “of one (sort or
consistency)”. Alternatively, Eichner 1992 regards both this 1-e-/a and the examples of 2-
i-la as adverbs built with the same -ilg as is found in apdsila, ukila, zikila. And because of
the existence of the form apdsilus he has no difficulty explaining the inflected form 2-e-
Iu-us discussed below. Yet because of the vowel e instead of i, I prefer to take this 1-e-la
as a postposed neuter plural adjective modifying zannita.

What would be the meaning here? An adjective modifying food can hardly mean
“unmarried”, but from the base meaning “of a single (unit)” it could mean “having the
same (ingredient, weight, or size)” or something similar to this. If it refers to weight or
size, the immediately following $4 1/2 UPNI would specify what that single size/weight
was,

In my view the word §iela- is not originally a noun, but an adjective built to the
genitive of the numerical pronoun “one” §i-(i-)e-el. Like many adjectives it could be
substantivized, meaning “(a person) of solitariness™, “solitary, single (one)”.

The Degenitival Adjective 2-ela-

Like the degenitival adjective Siela- (1-ela-), there is an identical form built to the number
“two”, 2-ela-. The form is most clearly identifiable in the following passage from the
Hittite translation of the Gilgamesh Epic:

na-at-kdn 2-e-lu-us-pdt A-NA “*MA $a-ra-a [pa-a-ir] (19) ‘GILGAMES-u5 "Ur-Sa-na-bi-is-sa
“And they — the twosome (lit., ‘they of the two’) — Gilgamesh and Ursanabi went up into the boat”
KUB 8.50 iii 18-19 (NH).
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The context makes it clear that 2-e/us is nom. com. plural, which fits the pattern of
merged nom. and acc. noun endings in late NH (see above in fn. 3).

The Adverbial Form 2-ila

If we were willing to disregard the differing vowel (i instead of e) preceding the / we
could propose that 2-ila is merely the nom.-acc. neuter form of the pronominal genitival
adjective attested in the nom. pl. common form 2-e-lu-u§, discussed above. This is
somewhat risky, since normally the distinction of e and i is a stable one, even in NH. For
this reason the explanation of Eichner 1992 38-39, offered for 1-e-la, and 2-i-la, could
still be valid for 2-i-la. Several examples follow:

L...()a " MBSANGA 2-i-la "V Zuy-up-pa-ra pa-a-an-zi
“the priests go to Zuppara in pairs (or ‘both of them’)”
KUB 60.1521 6.

ap-pé-ez-zi-ya-an-na / ut-tar i-§i-ya-ah-ta-ri nu-us§ 2-i-la-pdt sa-ku-wa-an-zi
“And (if) afterwards the matter comes to light, they will Sakuwa- (some
form of punishment) them both”

KUB 13.9 + 40.62 iii 17-18.

The Degenitival Adjective apella-

The question naturally arises from our analysis of $iela- (1-ela-) and 2-ela-: Are there
other secure examples within Hittite for creating a new adjectival stem from the pro-
nominal genitive in -&/? I can suggest one convincing example.

The unique form apellaz KUB 14.4 iv 23 suggests the existence of yet another
substantivized adjective built to the genitive form apel. Since apez existed to express
“from it”, it is likely that in the sentence nu MUNUS.LUGAL ammuk DAM=YA
DUMU=YA ANA dlihara (23) [hurzalkket nu=nnas$=kan anda Sipanzaket nu=kan
DAM=YA apellaz BA.US “and the queen kept [curs]ing me, my wife, and my son before
(the goddess) Ishara, and kept making offerings against us, and my wife diﬁ)d from the
(actions) of that one (i.e., the queen)” KUB 14.4 iv 22-23 the form apellaz, " instead of
just being a meaningless alternative to apez (HW? sub apa-* 5.4.g “durch jene”, and de
Martino 1998 38 w. fn. 141), actually meant “from (that) of her” (so Sommer and
Falkenstein 1938 93 n. 1, Sommer 1947 87, Kammenhuber 1969 214 “durch das von ihr,
durch ihre Machenschaften”, Houwink ten Cate apud Josephson 1967 1239 n. 18). This
would be a third example of a degenitival adjective in Hittite.

# 2-i-la also in broken contexts in KBo 38.87 rev 5 and KBo 17.30ii 1’.
" If a form apellaz existed only in clause-initial position, one could always analyze it as apel + -a/~ya + -z. But in
the position where this apellaz occurs this option is not open.
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The geminate / in apellaz for what in pre-NH texts would have been written *apelaz
is due to a NH tendency to geminate intervocalic nasals and liquids, for examples of
which see ku-en-ner for ku-e-ner “they killed”, i§-hi-ti-ul-la-a§ for is-hi-ti-la-as “of the
treaty”, kat-te-er-ra- for kat-te-ra- “lower”. This feature is particularly common in
collective plurals with the ending -i: ar-ku-wa-ar-ritA “pleas”, minumarri™
“soothings”, etc., but is by no means regular there (cf. kururi® “hostile”). For further
examples see Melchert 1994 165.

Since on the basis of the nom. sg. form 1-e-la-a§ we have determined the stem of
Sieles to be *Siela-, we are entitled to assume the same for *apella-.

The Identity of the Stem and a Theory of its Origin

All three adjectives occur only in post-OH texts: apellaz in a text from the latter half of
the NH period, 1-e/as in a NH lexical text, $ieles in a NH supplement to the laws, and 2-e-
lu-us-pat in the NH translation of Gilgamesh.

With the growing influence of Luwian on Hittite in the NH period it is quite possible
that the declinable possessive adjectives like apassa/i- were the source for the creation of
similar forms in Hittite based on the genitive forms siel and apel ! When modifying or
serving as predicates to neuter singular nouns these forms could have been reanalyzed as
neuter nom.-acc. singulars of adjectives in -i/el- like Luwian dammi/el(i)- with zero
ending.12 Once this reanalysis was done, forms like apellaz and *$ielas, Siela and Sieles,
became possible. In this case the predicatival use of the gen. forms in -&/ of the pronouns
could have been the trigger.

A survey of the nominative and accusative singular complemented forms of the
numeral “1” reveals the following:

$g. com. nom. 1-a§ (most common), 1-i§ (much less common)
sg. com. acc. 1-an (most common), 1-in (much less common)

Given Goedegebuure’s proposal in this volume that the numeral “one” was Sia-
(/sya/) in Hittite, which I accept, the most common forms in -a- pose no problem. The
rarer variants with -i-, however, do. It is always possible that such writings conceal an
extended (i.e., derived) stem of the numeral. But since several possibilities exist, it is
prudent to allow the context of each attested form to determine the likely identity of the
derivative.

The arguments given by me above lead to the conclusion that Sieles is based upon a
stem *$iela-, itself ultimately based upon the genitive Sie/ “of one”. An alternative
account would be that the striking similarity to the attested genitive form S$iel is

n Misunderstanding ape! with a following neuter head noun would have been particularly easy for a Luwian
speaker, whose accented possessive pronoun was the inflected apa(s)si-.

2 For the neuter nom.-acc. sg. dammel see Hoffner 1997 172-173.
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coincidental, and that one should assume a derivational suffix -({)/i- or something similar.
And could the attested 1-i- singular forms be from the assumed stem Sieli-? Could such a
sentence as the following contain *§ielis?

i§-ta-za-na-as-mi-i§ ka-ra-az-mi-is-§a! 1-i§ ki-Sa-at

“Their mind and their soul(?) became (sg. verb) ‘of one’/the same”

KUB 41.23 i 19'-20"."3

Addressing the last question first, I am very skeptical that this passage in fact

contained a form of Sieles. The presence of the singular verb kifar (cf. kifaru in the
following context) with a compound subject is due entirely to attraction by the singular
predicate nominative 1-i§. And if 1-i§ is singular here, one would have to explain in what
way the expression differed from the obviously plural takku X Y-ya Siele§ (aSanzi) of the
laws passage. If, on the other hand, this 1-is’ does not represent a form of Sieles, it could
simply be the same as the other words, singular in their contexts, written 1-i§ and 1-in.

Returning to the first question, were the attested plural Siele§ a derivative in -ili-, one
would rather expect *§i(y)ail(i)e$ or *sil(i)es, given the base form Sia- ($ya-) of the
numeral. Nor would this account allow an explanation for the parallel formation apellaz.

If the equation of 1-e-la-a§ in the Bogazkdy Erimhus entry with the putative nom. sg.
of Sieles stands, it excludes the alternate theory that Sieles is from a stem *§ieli-, a
derivative in -ili- from the numeral §ia- “one”. The forms 1-i§ and 1-in must be otherwise
accounted for.
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Index 1: Texts (see also pp. 98-104) — for Luwian inscriptions, see Index 5

10/v .90
TIV oot e .90
39w 92
ABOT 24 ..ot 156; 157
ABoT 56122-23....... 121
ABoT 57,26-31/32 112
AHK 20......coe. 34
AHK 21 34
AHK 22 34
AHK 23 35
AHK 24 oo 31
AHK 25 31
AHK 26 . .35
AHK 26, rev. 6' 35
AHK 27 covotrecenesseseesssesseesessssssesssseessessmres o 35
P2 | > S 30
AHK 29 32
AHK 30 35
AHK 32 .36
AHK 33 36
Bo 86/299 1131-56 125
Bo 86/299 11 58 125
Bo 86/299 111 44 124
Bo 86/299 iii 6-8 179
Bo 86/299 IV 50 127
Bo 87/129 137
Bo 87/132 137
Bo 87/170.. 137
Bo 3752 183
Bronze Tablet ettt st eeeenn 108; 127
Bronze Tablet iii, 32-56 112
HT1i7-13 177
HT 14.10' 152
HT2... 84
IBoT 2,55: 4'-5' 156
IBoT 3.115 + KUB 47.69 + 53/w + Bo 8034............... 156
IBOT 3.39..ccccmcernnrcrmnrcrnnsesnnnesess s ssssseennne 154
KBO 110+ 11.57-T1 ettt 1
KBo 110 ..., 31
KBo 1.10+ obv. 66-68 34
KBo 1.10+ obv. 66-70....... 33

KBo 1.15+19 (+) 22 2
KBO 1.30 12 ... cvsierensnsne ... 166
KB0 2.1 21-31 ..o isvecersrssssnseesseseneees 176
KB02.1ii29, {138, {32 .ccccovererreereres s 175
KBo 2.1ii32-39..... 176
KBo 2.1 {ii 26-33 .....orvrrrrrrrrrrrirnnnn 176
KBo2.1iv1-16 176
KBo2.IivI4..iveasnrnns y 175
KBO2.2....ceveitrrirennnen 90
KB02.22 85
KBo02.12 v3-6,16-28 . 41
KBo 231 ... 84
KBo0 2.5+ KB0 16.17 iii 29-30 ....oc.oocvecrreererevrecr oo 173
KBo02.5i14-15 . 11
KBO 2.6...cveeverecerreserissssississs s isssssessesreessene 90; 91
KBO0 3.4 1l 76-79 ..o reiemssserieresssesssssssireensonens 173
KBo03.6ii21-22 177
KBO 321 iV I oot cnaes e 189
KBo 3.38 obv. 1920 125
KB04.2iii 45-47 ...onrerrrcreeernrnn 12
KBo 4.9 vi 6-8 . 182
KBo4.10 rev 32...... 123
KBo4.10+ ..., ...108; 109
KBo 4.10+ 0bv. 40-47 ......oovrerrrrccrersisssseneene 112
KBo4.11 obv. 9-12 41
KBo4.12rev. 8f................. 21
KBo 4.13+KUB 10.82... 162
KBo 5.7 obv 24 rert s 192; 193
KBo0 6.3 ii 16-17

KBo 6.29

KBo 9.96 . 11
KBo 9.116 rev 6? 189
KBo09.140i 5'9', iii 15-16.... 156
KBO0 9.151 ...ccooornvererierirenns 90; 91
KBo 10.31iii 17-20" . . .41
KBo 10.37iii 5 42
KBo 10.37 iv 3942 41
KB0 10.45 1 3441 ..o 44
KBOTLIRO42 e 12
KBo 11.10ii 15-16'................ . 42

KBo 11101 1719 .....ovrrrerrrcernn. 4
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KBo 11.14 iii 2531"....... 45 KBO 18.172 coooorcovevevveneraens 89 . KBO 40.16: 18" o sscssnnssssccnsscns 128 KUB 1244 iii 18-19 ......

KBo 11.14 iii 34-35. KBO 18173 .ooocseermversreeeereemsseeessssssessessesssssseesssssisssen 85 KBo 41.59 91 KUB 12.58 i 36-38, iii 17-18

KBo 11.14 iii 6-10' st e e 4“4 KBO 18184 ...ooooooocooeerrr oo ssssssnsnssssseessss e 85 KB0 45.16 iii 8" 1 1'.covvovorrreeere e 156 KUB 133 11 20112 oo
KBO0 1116()KUB 1021 cccccerreeerrrerrrnsnsrons 82 KBo 18.186. .86 KUB 116 i 46-47.... 179 KUB 1331 3 £f. oo 128
KBo 1140 53:58:61; 63 KBo 18.199 R 85 34012 /8 E R 53; 58, 61; 63 KUB 1371 Il........ 121
KBO 1LA0 Vi oo 53 KB0 19.128 ... 162 €0 2 I R 53 KUB 13.9 4 40.62 i 17-18 ....ovcoorroerereesneens 194
KB0 12.30+KUB 26.25.......covvvvrveersvrarsrerereseeress 95 KB0 19.58 (+) KUB 23.82 1eV. 11" .coosocorerererrccrccnee 121 KUB 2.13... KUB 1320 ..., 121
KBo 12.39,1 16 KB020.16i 5-14' (+)KB020.3 ii 411" ......cevrrrrernrnee 41 KUB 2.13 v 14-16 . KUB 13201V 8'...oomoreee 121
KBO 1241 oo KBo 20.89 obv. 9-10'.... KUB 3.22(+)KBo 28.3 93 KUB 13.35+ I 13, 123
KBo 12.57 ... KB020.95 ......... 89 KUB 3.30 (+) 331 rev. §-9' 33 KUB 14.1tev. 34-37 ..... . 178
KBo 12.58+KBo 13.162 ........ 95 KBo 21.81()KB0 34.106........ccocco.cooouvrrrnns 88 KUB 3311V, 2" oo eemesses e oo 32 KUB 14.3 i 62, 63, 65....cooovceeceteeeeeeesceeereessnereresons 4
KBO 1259 oo ssssssssssssesssssssses 54 KBo 21.82 iv 14' oo 41 KUB 3.56........coocce.. 33 KUB 14.3 iii 2/ 4
)G K (02 - 2O 165 KBo 22.1 26'-30/ e raneen 181 KUB 3.63 0bV. 71 o.cvveeererieevceee oo 21 KUB 14.4iv 22-23 194
KBo 13.10: 7 165 KBo 22.10 KUB 3.126-HKB0 28.35.....oooocococcervverreeeeereeeresseerrens oo 93 KUB144iv23........... . 194
KBO 13,127 cooooovoeereseeseessevenere s ssrssssssneessesssassscnne 86; 87 KB022.46.....ooccossserneren KUB 4.1iv 36,38 ....cc.cooeermmrrrresrreenreerersrons 165 KUB 14.17 ii 34-37 173
KB0 13225+KUB 2633 .....ooooooceoeeeersosscrnsssssssassns 95 KBo 22.246 iii 21'-24' .. KUB 4.36 : 33;34 KUB 15.1 s 11
KBO 13242 oo KBo 22.260 KUBS5.1........... 12,13 KUB15.1ii25§%....... 179
KBo 13.242: 6 .. 160 KBo 22.264 KUB 5.1 48 oo veernee s 12 KUB153 ... A1
KBO 13245 RS. 316 ....oooocrmermrnrrrreesssscsenmsonscsssrsse 155 KBo0 23.42 + KB0 35.76 rev. 24'-26"............ooovvrvrrrrrnrens 180 KUB 5.6 + KUB 18.54 iiii 17-37.....ccoovvvcererrvcrerrrrerinns 43 1200123 T 11
KBo 13.249: 14" ..oooooovoer s 40 S KA 1 D 42 KUB 5.6(HIV 9 ceeeeeeeeeceeeemseeeeees e ssesessesnes 161 KUB 15.11 11 13"-18' 127
KBo 1421 ... 22 KBo 23.114 90; 91 KUB 524 + 1631+ 18.57 oo 112; 114 KUB 1519 ..ot 11
KBO 14,142 w..orooooteeeveussvssessrssssssssessssesssssssesssssessesressesceree 159 KBo24.124 .............. 10 KUB 5244 ot esenesssasesssessssson 110 KUB 15.23 obv. 3-11' 127
KBO 14.142 i 1-39....cooooos v ssessssennnes 159 KB0 24.124 VO 12" ..o 10 KUB 6.3: 13-14 e 180 KUB 15.42ii 17 189
KBo 14.142 iii 10 ...cv.verrneee, 160 KBo 25.123 rev. 10/ KUB 6.41i34 179 KUB 16.32 i 27-30........ 5
KBo 14.142 iii 27', 33' . 160 KBo 26.156 Rs. 2-5... KUB 7.13 obv. 26......... . 189 KUB 17.28i 16-19 42
KBO 14,142 {ii 9" .ooovvvvverenrecrenvrereesessnsssannes .. 160 KBO 26.179 e snsssssnsen KUB 7.19 obv. 2-8'......... . 42 KUB 18.12422.15 Vs. 1-5 161
KBO 16.16 i 17 cuerererrecvereeeevesessessnsssnsssenes 190 KBO 26,181 .o veesevinsms s sesssssssssssssssssees 89 KUB 8.50 iii 18-19 193 KUB 19.20 + KBo 12.13 obv. 11’ 185
KBO0 16.24 () 25 126", 42".....ooosoeeeeerrersecvesssss v 121 KBO 26.188 .o.ccccocccveoeoeveveeeenees s seneeeess s 89 KUB 8.73 Rev. 14’ 4 KUB 19.20+ , 27
KBO 16.50 05, 12 121 KBo 26218 o) KUB 8.73, ReV. 14'......coooovoroerrroescscressssereressssecmeseesress 4 KUB 19.20+KB0 12.13 0bv. 9", w.ooooooccor s, 177
KBO 16.59 ...coonrveeeeriicoverirsssennans 88 KBO 27.25 .ooecreeercsssesssssessesssessssssssesssrssios 92 KUB8.79...... OSSN 3,6 KUB 19.37 {ii 25 .....ooveererrecn., 190
KBo 16.83+KBo 23.26. 85 KBo 27.60........ 7) KUB 9.31i 14-20 . 177 KUB 20.59 i 12/, iii 59", vi 1-2, 14-16.....cvoreroccrrreer.. 156
KBO 16.98 ..co..ooeeeeessiereeesrsssssesssesssseessons 12; 13; 90; 91 KBo 28.86 33 KUB 9.98+KUB 40.46........voooseccoceressoseeeeeesseceesson 149 KUB 20.59 i 25'-26'........ooeoo.... 156
KBo 16.98 i 10... KB0 30.77 1V 24" .oooo oo ssessnssss s sesssos 155 KUB 10.11+KB0 24.89 iV 23 ...ooccooerorercccererrer v, 159 KUB 21.11 rev. 5f...... 21
KBo 17.30 i 1" KBO 31.524KB0 7.25..coooooieerveieeeessseseresrresnssr e ssensesnen 85 KUB 10.3412-3 160 1240372 18 10
KBO 17.65 w.oovvuvirmemmisrisissesssssssssssssssssessessssssssresssssessessresesse 11 KBO 3156 .ooeoeveoroveeresoeess s ssenessssnee 85 KUB 10.89 ....corniiiririssisninsssrssnssnsnns 153 1200302 o e O 20
KBO 17.65 VO 17-19 oeevoeeveeeeeeeseseseeanesce s snseens 11 KBO 31166 ........oooooeescerees oo srssssssssessmssssssessosses 89 KUB 10.8931'-34' 154 KUB 212717 21
KB 1778 52 oo 189 KBO 3214 11 3138 oo eeee s seesssee s 171 KUB LL7436.122: 14 ..eoveeeeeeeeeeseeeeseeee e e 159 KUB 21.36 ....ooerieereecnevceeeeeeeeeseeseeeseesssosss e sseosssoon 23
KBO 18.17 ooeoosceeeesesss oo 9 KBO 32176 coeeeeemseveeeeeeseeeeessssssssssseeessssssassssesasoon 11 KUB 11.13 vi8-12'............... 155 KUB 21.37 oo, 120
KBO 18.21 oo ) 82 KBo 35.84 rev. iv 14-15' KUB 11.27 156 KUB 21.37 0bV. 17 oo 173
KBo 18.48 KBo 38.87rev 5 KUB 1127 i (F) 4155 c..oooooeeeeeceeeeeeenress s 157 KUB 21.38

KBo 18.54 rev. 26' KB0 39.57 oo 140123 /0 VS 86, 87 KUB21.38157ff....... .
KBO 18.159 ......oooomrmerereresenrnsrsssssesseneseons 86 KBo 39.86 ii 13'......... . 159 KUB 122 SR .39. 45-47 KUB 2138 I 59 . ..oovvvrveerenieers s neeeceeeessnsesen 20
KBO 18.166 ..ccvoovoerenreeresesesse e 87 KBo 39.88(+)ii 9............ 159 KUB122120'....... 152 KUB 21.38 obv. 11'f. . 34
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KUB 21.38 rev. 7ff. .ocovereeerevrennernens .23 KUB 26.57 1 8..coneveeerrreererereenieerivannessnsnnes 120 . KUB43.58 {1 28.......oomveeeccrimerecrreivserenansnnes 189 KUBS56.1i13....... 193
KUB 2141 IV 6. recresseresssnresssssssessssessssssens 121 KUB 26.89 23 KUB 44.39 1V 710 ..couenevieerrcnnirerccernesssssesssosensennnes 156 KUB 56.56 125; 127
KUB 2142 .o neineseccssssnssseessasacssessssesnse 122 KUB 26.92 ..o 3;6 KUB 45.34 1016 ...oceeeererecreerecreressnerssssesssssnsranenes 156 KUB 56.56 0bv. 11-30" .......ccoovuunnnn. 125
KUB 21.42+1V 3... 123 KUB27.1164. . 127 KUBA45.35iv4-5".....omrrrererrerrmnersrsarnns 156 KUB 56.56 rev. IV 17, 20... 127
KUB 2142+1V 33-37 128 KUB27.13 ...... 159 KUB 45.36ii 1''9',iii 3'........ 156 KUBS56.59 1V 11-15 ... ceennnesse s 177
KUB 2142+1V 5 122 KUB 27.13i 1-30 159 KUB 45.37 iii 112’ 156 KUB57.8 12; 13
KUB 2146 1[6]..... 120 KUB27.13 iv.. 160 KUB 45.38 156 KUB 57.106 152
KUB 21461 2-5.....onvvevrcrrreemsriresessecssnsessssrssesssssssssnss 121 KUB27.13iv23....... 160 KUB45.77i4'8'.... 193 KUB 57.108 + (?) KUB 51.23ii 3, 14...oovvvrccerrnnnne 151
KUB 214615 121 KUB 28.5(+) i1 3-19 cvvurrrrrererrcrnecorrennnes ... 155 KUB 47.64(+) IBot 2.50 ii 20 153 KUB 57.115 obv. 2"-8'......... 182
KUB 22.61 .cocvmerrevrernrnnecensermeesseasessieens 10 KUB 30.10 Ro 24'-25' 11 KUB 47.70 Vs. 4-5 156 KUB5843i2'-4'.. 156
KUB 22.61 iv 21 10 KUB 30.15 obv. 27-28 . 178 KUB48.10ii 15’ 183 KUB 58.45 + KUB 59.42. {ii 21" .....coovrvmererrcrerrrnssres 154
KUB 22,70 ...cvvvrrrrrorsernerrneessissasesssssseens 26 KUB 314411 121 KUB 48.86 .....oooevvvererrrererrrsnraenns .41 KUB 60.152 1 6.coveerrcrereecreessraesensesssssnssansss e 194
KUB 22.70 0bV. 31...ccovvreerrecvemnrrrrcrecnnes ..176 KUB 31.44125-26 121 KUB 48.123 11 Msk73.1012,24 ................. 123
KUB 2270 RO A1 ...cooomrmrneenimmcrrerineneeiesssessssercesasssssensens 12 KUB 31.71 26 KUB 51.79 Vs.'iii 1517, Rs. iV 13" oo, 156 Msk 73.1019..cccmcemrrerrrrnrenrins 123
KUB 23.77+rev. 54’ 185 KUB31.7714 ff.... 19 KUBS51.15 ... 154 Rev.35-44 ... 2
KUB 23.82 +21.47 obv. 2'.... 121 KUB 33.6 (1) 33.7 i1 7-9 c.ocerrrrerrerrrecncreeeiensssesesenns 196 KUB51.23iij 13............. 153 RS11.872... 25
KUB 23,105 ... erirererencecsienesnesesseremmerssmseessossesensesssnes 24 KUB 33.60 ... 183 KUB 52.72 10 RS17.133... 25
KUB 2521 III 13-16......... 118 KUB 33.60rev. 12'.. . 183 KUB 52.72 R0 5-6... 10 RS17.148B,1........ 123
KUB 252711113 154 KUB 34.40+41 obv. 6 128 KUB 54.90r. Kol. 7'...... 153 RS17.234 123
KUB 26.1+23.11211-3.. 119 KUB 3445+ 88 KUB 55.5 +1BoT 4.70 154 RS 17.403 109
KUB 26.1111 23 123 KUB 35.1012"-¢' 177 KUB 55.14 ...covrrreinrerermecanrinnnns 151 RS 17435+ 25
KUB 26.1 11 53-54 120 KUB 36.6 i 24-25 152 KUB 55.45 + Bo 69/142 ii 7-8 44 VSNF 1221 13" ......... 159
KUB 26.11V 36-37, 42-43 122 KUB 36.109: 2'........ 128 KUB 55.45ii 3,8 42
KUB 26.11V 38,43 122 KUB 36.114 r.Col. 12' 128
KUB 26.1 IV 54-56 120 KUB 36.114 r.Col. 18’ 128
KUB 26.1 IV T.coorerreressiensrnsrmsessssssssssssessssssessenes 122 KUB 37.164 ......oveiererneereerrrressssesssssssessssssessssssessenes 83
KUB 2614 167 oo 123 KUB 3821 720" and 2127 153 Index 2: Personal names
KUB26.1+17....... 123 KUB 38.6 152 . )

Alalime 62 BenteSina 6; 32; 33; 35
KUB 26.1+ 111 3 122 KUB38.6121..... 152

Alluwamna 137 Danuhepa.........ovemriennisncrienniienninnens 118
KUB 26.8 134 122 KUB 38.10 152 .

Amenophis I.......c...o.oeervcerernccrmrennninens 27 Eannatum..........ccocovireciennnnnee 14; 15
KUB 26.1112 121 KUB 38.10iii 13.................. 152

Ammistamru I1 25 EKli-NikKalu.....couevmiereernrerrreererenranne 25
KUB 26.12 +21.42 ii 29-31 173 KUB 38.10 iv 14-15 43

AMUITU...cooirieevreneneerneenseesessensnesensesesescsssasesens 33 Emar 123
KUB 26.12 +KUB 2142 14’ 121 KUB 38.1211115'.. 153

Anitta 52 EN-tarwd ... ennens 123
KUB 26.12 + KUB 2142 I125'........covivrmermresererneenns 122 KUB 38.25ii 3’ 152

ANUWANZA......oovoecvercrreirreees s renseees 82;123; 162 Gudéa 14;15
KUB 26.12+1112"-13' 121 KUB 38.33 Vs. ¢/ 152 b N

Arma-"U 10 Halpa-ziti ......coocorvscnvnrmmccrrrnnrcciens 12
KUB 26.12+ 111 13-14 121 KUB 38.35 126

Arma-Tarhunta 5 Hantili Lo 132
KUB 26.12+111 22 122 KUB 40.101 63

Amuwanda 117; 120 HantitaS3u........oovncncrnrecenenns 44
KUB 26.24+1V 2"-3' 121 KUB 41.23i 19-20'........ 196

Amuwandal.........eeeverneenne 118; 119; 125; 137; 160 Ha¥duili3 110
KUB 26.24+1V 7 120 KUB 42.23 iv 5758’ 42

Amuwanda III ...79; 140 Hattudili I . 132
KUB 26.43 .. 123 KUB 42.38 obv. 19-21 ..., 86

. . . ABNAPALA ... 120 Hattudili I1 ...... passim

KUB 26.43 rev. 32 123 KUB 42,1001 17/, iii 32',iv 13’ (?), 38" nevevvrrrrrrrecrecene 150 ) o

A3munikal 120 HeZni3, Hi¥niS.......c.oovnrececnns 105-112
KUB 26.5713-7 121 KUB 43.231€V. 21 .omreccerrreeniensrensenssmenees 174 . .

Assurbanipal 14; 15 HISMI-SATUMA. .c..os v sens s 35

KUB 26.5717. 121 KUB43.25: 11-12'......ccooncc. 183
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HIN e recrccn s csesnrsnessresnens 159
Huziya$, Huzziya$ .......cooooeernncannee 110; 114
INT-TEBBUB ..ot erenee 110,113
Kada¥man-Enlil II. . 3;31
Kadasman-Turgu ........cccccconn... 3
Kammaliyas...........oconerieecrimenrmmcesnnmeriisenmsemeesmonserenes 110
Kantuzzili.... 11;12;13; 118
Katapaili...........cc..... 5
Kupanta-Kurunta... et ees 30; 31
Kur...... 110
KULabU ... 4
Kurunt(iy)a$, Kuruntas..........cov.e.... 105-112
Kurunta
Kuruntiya.......cervereevnennene
Maat-Hor-neferu-re...
Maddunani...... e e 44
MANMINNI.......cocoirrenrernrecee e seses b sessasesssense 87
MARDUK-‘LAMMA 110
MaZhUilUWa ...t 43
Madtigga et 44
Masturi 31
Mita.cccmevvemrmeinennncenemere e 62
Murili I 132
MUIBIl L. 9;
11; 16; 117, 137; 138; 154; 156; 158; 159; 161
Murgili IL.................... 50; 137, 155; 159; 161
Muwatalli.............. 117; 118; 125; 149; 153; 155; 159; 160
Muwatalli I 137
Muwatalli I1......... 11;
12; 14; 108; 133; 147; 150; 155; 159; 161
NabBONIAE......vcveeviierriericieeiee et eserersnrrens 14; 15
Nefertari 24
Nerik(a)ili, Nerikk(a)ili, Nerikkailis, Nerikkili .....5; 32; 35
Netjerwymes 29
Nigmaddu II1 18;25
Palla....coer e 123
Pa-rekh-an 29
Parihnawa
Pentip3arri 19
Pihatarhunta..........ccoomrernerernconnrenncenernns 123
Pihhuniya.......ccocneiricinininccsssccrs s 173

Pudubepa......ccconvnenineceirennnnn 2;3;10; 19-26; 30; 34;
36;92;95; 96; 107; 109, 114; 118; 120; 127; 148
Ramses 11 1;2;20;
22;23;24;28; 29, 30; 31; 32; 33; 34; 35;93; 147
Ri8 e cencermses e oene s enssssaesreesersnnene 32

Runtiya..........

Sahurunuwa..........

Sarelli

§au§gamuwa .................... .. 94;120; 143
Sauskaruntiya 62
SUKKU e verercensennne 26
Suppiluliuma 117; 118; 120
Suppiluliumal ........ 27;121; 132; 134; 139; 156; 158; 159

Suppiluliuma I1, Suppiluliyama (II)
13; 79; 80; 94; 95; 97; 121, 134; 139; 140

TadUREPa ..o 120; 160
Taki-Sarruma . 109
Talmi-Te$3ub 4;5
Taprammi.......cccooveernnes 50; 64; 123
Taruppi¥ni§ 110
TaSMIBAIT......ooorcrceermercrecrmensrem s renrmensecersseessesernne 160
Tattamaru.........cccneeronenne 12
Tawannana ........... 137
Telipinu......... 117; 118
Thutmosis I11. . 27
tuhkanti Tuthaliya SRV 120
Tukulti-NInurta L......ccoeerveviineineerenns 12; 108; 114
Tuthaliya L......coocnremcrocrcccncnenneceenes 27;119; 120; 121
Tuthaliya III ........ .. 160
Tuthaliya I/ 120; 144
Tuthaliya IIL.....ccoonvronrnrncneniennenne 160
Tuthaliya IV ..., passim
UImi-Te33Ub......cvcremnrireirenisencesnerrrrssecsnrns 94; 108; 112
[9:8.07.; 411 O 83
Urhi-Te38ub.....c..ooorireirinrecreiene 1-7,2;3;5;7,10; 11;
21, 22; 27-35; 29; 30, 31; 32; 33; 34; 50; 93; 120
WaLKUT c.ovvceevencereeir e 11
4Ts521117: 1 | OSSR 137
Zidi .ot 118
ZIMI-LiM ceooesereecereenecnesceees 15
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Index 3: Deities, divine names

(DEUS)CERVUS ...t 51
(DEUS)CERVUS3-t... 50; 56
(DEUS)MONS.THRONUS 56
GFEMINADEUS).*61 ......ocooovtrorecncmicisiniones 52,56
Adamma-Kupapa 156
154; 156

50; 52; 53; 54; 55; 56; 57, 58,63; 162

Allani 148
Allanzu 62; 158
ALLATUM 161
AMARUTU ...coccceercenecrmmenremnensssesisssssssssssens 151
ANKUWAL....covvevereeererssessssesersasesnanenes 162
Anunnaki ......cocovervinn 43
ANZlcooneccrcti s 126; 150
Aphrodite .. 148
ATTEMIS oo vceereenee e 148
Astarte 148
Aya-Simegi 156
CERVUS |_3-fvevivirreneessisssssssmsssssssssssssesssssssrecsesonns 52
CERVUS3.*463 . 57
CERVUS;.DEUS *463-4...... 56
DAG.. 126
Dagan......ceiin s 148
Damkina ..150; 154; 156; 161
Deity of Blood........c.cccevmincnrrncncee e 43
Demeter ... 148
DEUS,.CERVUS,,............ .52
DINGIRMAH. .....oonvcrrirvriiinnnn 156
ERESKI.GAL 161
Ea 150; 154; 155; 156; 158; 161
Enlil.ccorcerecineissins ... 148
Father-gods 155
GArANNA.c..ovcvvrcrmenererieenreneecre st ssssssesssrrennsanes 53
(€111 SN et in 156
Ha/Ur8a8wa ... 126
HalKi L oveoecriocnes et siseresneonsescessenrmmesssncssssssassssses 158
Hapantali............... 53
Ha8ameli....coovcecceerrrere e isenecsisssisssessesssssssennns 156
Hadulathi......cooeonerecceirennee .. 158
Hattahha ......oooocvicicrrnne 156

HAZZIZZ] coooveovecrerreecrc s sssssssinins 156
Hebat MUZini ........coieiinie e 156
Hebat, Hepat........c.covvevicinvcinienen. 21;
148; 149; 150; 153; 155; 157; 158; 160; 162
Hebat-Sarmima..............ovvvveeeeveeeie s eessessesians 153; 158
HUIT oo 149; 157; 158; 159; 161
Heptad 155
HETa......ciririe e 148
HESHA ..ot s 148
llauwa 156
IN(N)Ara ......c.oeeeremeveneeenrvennnens 51
Inar 51
Innara.........ccconeeecrimninene 51;52; 53

Isis Thermuthis.....ccccoovierrecincnininerines s 148
(571 RN ..19;21; 150; 157; 158; 161; 162
[3tar of Babylon.........ccccce... 152
I3tar of HAttaring. .......ccccvcuecvcerecmcicencnecsnnieennniis 155; 156
I3tar Of NINEVEN......ocoeivevreer et 152; 156
I3tar of Samuha... 158
Itar of Sulupadi..........c.... 154
ISTARLIL 150; 154
ISTAR-li 150
Iyaya....ccorvenccrnceenne 40
Izzummi et enaens 156
KAL (see aiso LAMMA)......... 51; 52; 53; 56; 61; 63; 162
KAL KUR "“Hatti . 147
KALLIL oo 50
KAL of Tauri$3a
KAL ““Karahna
Kalli

........... 53
Kattaliha ......ccocenirmenercinnvcnncncenens 155; 157; 158; 162
KUlIta oo 153; 156; 161
Kumarbi.....covenccnneccnnn. . 148
KUMAIPi....oociririicnsns e essssenees 148
Kunzisalli........oocovcenciriinneann. 158
Kupapa.......ocvevcvviniinsicinne 150
KUTUNEA oot 51
Kurunti(ya) .cceeeeevereeevererernnnnee 51

Kuruntiya.....oeeccovcveerccerrecenn. 52
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KUWADNANIYA.....eseosoe e 40 Storm-god Of HEaven .............ovooerre 157; 158; 162 Yarri : 40,43 AWl e A0, 42,4344
LAMMA (5¢€ @150 KAL) 40: 126 Storm-god of Kummanni 158 ZaA(3)NAPUNA......c.ooreecreirieseirceee et esease s 157 ZEUS..c.cvceeirmniietssesinesc st st s e 158
LAMMA LUGAL . 126,127 St0rmm-g0d OF LIGNIING v 149; 159 Zalmi-Ninegal 156 ZHBRIIYR o 126, 158
Lelwani Storm-god of Nerik........cocoovvreerrrernennens 153; 155; 157; 158
Leto Storm-god of the army
LIS halziyauwes Storm-god of the heaven Index 4: Geographical locations
Male Deities Storm-god of'the torch.......
Male Deities of the Cloud....... 40 Storm-god of Ziplanda 149 (MONSYIT-WGI G coreeoresverereereoereessssseessessensseesssessns 61 Gasga see Kaska
Mati ) 156 Storm-god of Zippalanda ............ccoevvceeeeererrerenenes 153; 158 (MONS)ASCIA 56 GISUivrvrmsececcrarmnens s cerenesss s emesre e 14
MKWt 40; 42; 43; 152 StOrm-god PiBaSERSt.ccr.ovreesrrse oo 149; 155; 161 (MONS)sunara GUINANIYE ..o eesssesssssnese e 53
Mother-goddess........cc.ovunevmeveiniinsirirerioneniessssnrsssersnenes 156 SUN-AEILY....covrrererrerrerrensrireeresiaienns 158 (MONS)su-na-rali. Gurob
NabU..overrrerrerrienraeeieeine reeernrre et eraenas 154 Sun-god of Heaven .........cccoooveoeccenincccscneenrineees 40; 147 “Axe” (Mount) 55; 56; 57 HAKDIS ..ot s sssssasinens 19;20;22; 119
Nanaia 148 Sun-goddess Aya Ikaldu..........cooccovcemrueecrmsenrnnrconriniennens 156 Alaca Hoyiik 49; 50; 54 Halab.......cooovoveerrvereririrenssinesieesseeennesens 158; 159; 160; 161
Nergal....cooooeeerrrenenn, 156 Sun-goddess of Arinna 20; Alalah.. . 159 HAlENZUWAE.......vvveeenevvorm e sssessssessensssesssonsseses 54; 126
NI, ...seveeeneneesenerenseesssseessmssssasssessesseees 153; 156; 161 21;55; 147; 148; 149; 153; 155; 157; 158; 162 Amsi;, Alasiya . 33;95 HAlIASSA. ... veoevvereienreeesessseseneessssnssesssssssssssssssssassensanns 53
Ningal e s bbbt beeranaensaeten 158 Sun-goddess of the Earth.........cccccoovccrrrnnnn. 40; 42; 44; 45 Alatarma 53; 62 Hallatta... 53
Ningirsu 14 STV — 155 AJCPPO...o oo 32,50 B 53
JJIN):N IV VR 155 Tarhun(t) -.149; 159 F T SO 51;63 3 O 160
NISABA ...oocoeeorecoeseeesseess s smes s oo 154; 156 Tarhunza...... . 60 Amama 29,31 Harran 152
Pentaruh3i ~ -40;42; 43 TaSmiSt. e 155 AIUIT oo 26; 27, 33; 42; 94; 120 Hattarina....... 150
1L 152 Tenu 155 AnKUWE.....coorresrre 150; 155; 158 HAMENA, .coes oo oo emses e 150
Pihami 152 Tel3ub 12; Ardistama .... : 58 3 L OO passim
Pirwa.... 82; 154 148; 149; 150; 153; 155; 156; 159; 160; 161; 162 ATHANE ..o .6 HAUS oo seensssnsrssessesesessessssseeessmneens passim
Putallimi 40 Tes¥ub of Halab ....oooo.ocoovvereeoerrerne 154; 155; 161; 162 Arinna 12 His%ashapa 150; 158; 161
Re . 147 U ehellibi 149 Arisama Dag.......... 58 5 (LT T T 160
RH€IA ..o en et et s 148 UHILHL.oieei e 149 Arzawa ...27;31; 53 HUpisNa.....cvverervveerereeeens 58
RUNIYAL ..o snrers oo sessse s senes e 51; 60 U of ASSur ....... 40 Assur 27 HUIIA oo 125; 126; 127
Sa(wjoska 150; 153; 154; 161 U Of GIOWEH .o 40 Assyria 23; 124; 152 Hurri 53
Sa(w)oska of the fields ........cccoerverrerrerccieveenrsieereienns 154 U O HAYASA...ovvveveeeesreeenessssssenssseesissessssosssiesssssesessones 40 Azzi 124 Halba...ooooeeeeeeesinns 32
Samuba. 149 U of Nerik 40 BabYION....eerreresss 22;23;27,33; 34 Hasan Dag 57
LT O 151 U of Tarmaliya 40 BaBYIONIA ..voovvvvevvvvesesssssssssessssssssssssssnesenee ;112 2 P 108
Sarruma 153; 157; 158; 162 U of the Cloud....occeererecenccnsirenn 40 Balil oo 152 HUMNE oo 123
SAUZEA e 9; 10; 14 U of Thunder 40 BENTEEING «.oveveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeere e es e essesesaseans 6 Hiiseyindede . 49
Sauska 21 U of Zippalanda 40 Canaan 29;35 DB aluhERa ..o 152
Y S 149; 150; 157; 158; 159; 161 U pibaimi......... 40 Catal Hoyiik 49 0G0 oo .. 49;57; 118
Seth 147 U Suburribi... 149 Cilicia see Owh Karaca Dag......oooocecerrern. 57,58
Stag-god.....49; 50; 51; 52; 54; 55; 56; 57; 58; 60; 63; 162 UHalpa.......oooocveersn 154 Danuna 35 Karahna , . 127: 150, 153
S —————— 49; U Nerik 21 S S 20,21; 26, 29; 93; 147, 27-35 Karapinar ........... 58
50; 55; 58; 60; 118; 125; 147; 158; 160; 161 [ g L B—— 153 BN .coooovvrvvcrentie s esssessr s ssessn s ssssnesssssssesssassans 159 Karatonus Dag......... 63
Storm-god of ASSur 42,152 U.GUR 126 20 OO .58 Kargamig, Karkami§ 4; 5; 29; 95; 107; 109; 110; 113; 114
Storm-god Of Halab ..o 154; 155; 156 Uras........ 155; 158 ESKG KISIa. oo 57 O < N 24; 53; 124; 150; 152
Storm-god of Hatti .....cc....cccvvverrneerrns 149; 158; 159; 161 USUe-I8Kalli oo 156 FAYYUTL e 24:28
Storm-god of Haya3a . .43 Utaliya .oveoverereeerenereneneenne ... 40
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KaSuledna............coooeceeenrieiiee e enes 160
Katapa......ceoeemree o 150; 158
KEI@.u.ovenvreeieeeciteicee s et ns e sesnesesssnens 53; 54
Kinik-Kastamonu..........c.oocevecerrevenecrnesersnes 50

. 14
19; 21, 32; 160
12; 19; 127, 158; 160

........................................................................... 53
................................................................................ 54
Kuru$tama ... 27
Kusakli (see also Saris$a) 63
Kugakl1-Sarissa 63; 137
Kuwannaniya.......cceenee oo 42
KYBiSITa. ovvvciscemcrerrncre e reseersesenee 58
LagaS ...t eri s rens s rennene 14
LaWazantiya ...........cc.oeveeeereencnceninennisnsisssnssensesssssessenens 19
LukKa, LUQQa coeoorerecreeremreeceenscsreessresseersssessesssnrens 53; 124
MEKKIHA .oovv v e srneeeseneerseneseseresoresasessenans 33
1\ .1 OO 53
Mammaranda 53
Mamranta. 53
MATi...ciirrect s 15; 148; 159
MaSA.....orierce s sr s 53
Magat HOYUK ....oooreecreeeice e crensiensscnens 84
Megiddo........ocveeerierircrcreeienian 29;33
MEMPhIS ...ocvrnerer it ereasesenens 29
Mira . 30;31; 33
J\Y §1721 Vo SO 150
Mount Daha 126
Mount Sarlaimmi .........coveceecererecermrneeererenseesenirecessrsecssens 58
Mount Saluwanda........ 54
NETTK covovverceernrrreeeere et secissennens 119; 123; 150; 158
NIBIYA oo 62; 108
Nisantepe . 50; 51; 56; 62
NIYBuvorrrrerrnrineerae s eesee s essssnssssseses 1;4;5;6
NUDIA.....ceretererirerere e reesarens 32
Nuhasse .3;,4;5
Nuzi ettt en st eens 159
PakKurunUwa...........cceiveennreeieneiesiessns s sessesennes 160
Palestine 29
PIramesse ..ottt 24, 28; 35
Qadesh ... 2;27;31

(07111 OO 33
[ 11O 33
OWhooererceesese s necsssasen s sionne 33
SANPINA........vvoeeereeeereeesesssssssseremmesss e ssseesss s sesesssesssens
1 S
SaluWaNda ..ot
Samuba..........oooeoerereeeers . 12; 127; 153; 154; 158
SANARUILA.........coooveos e eeeeeerenerseeanennn 150
SaPIUWA .ooooeo oo, 160
SAPIA coeveeece st cermerreeen e cnreree e nesenies 152
Saqgara 29
Sarisga (see also Kugakh)......... 53; 63; 119; 126; 127, 150
Sarkisla 56
Ty 1 SO 51; 53; 55; 57; 60, 61; 162
SehaRiver Land ...... 31
SIRITIYA cvevoeeeeee e s rene e ssssssensens 53
Siwanda. . 61
Subari..... . 32
SuluPassa ........evereeserenereenne 53
SUIUPARZE oo, 154
Suluppassi . 158
SUNnAra..........cooveeviiminrniecines 53
Suwanda .........cccvveririecnnnee 61
tag-tarali-ma(URBS) ... 62
TaKup3a.......ococrieiirnsricccrcnrene s 150
TAPUNA....eocvecereirreen e s rasnssrnees 160
Tarhunta$¥a ................. 14;
33;94; 108; 112; 118; 120; 124; 143; 149; 161
Tatta . 159
Tawinija . 150
TONUS «.coorvrereriinrictint ettt sab s e 63
Toros-Bolkar Dag ..... . 58
TUMANA. ... e erescresenerens 152
Tuttuwa . 53
Ugarit....ceeeieecrerrrenrenes 24; 26; 29; 33; 107, 123; 159
UBBaicc ettt serenienons 94;119; 124
ZA(H)DAPUNA. ..eovverreereereereraeetsscss s eerssssssns s sssesanes 158
ZAllAra ... 160
ZalPa .. 125
Zippalanda.........ccoeeceerrceinrnencin 126; 150; 153; 158
Zithara..........ccoconereenennee 150
ZULADI ...t st 22
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Index 5: Hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions

ALTINYAYLA oot eeeerese oo eeresenn 63
10 1€7-VA 00 ) T 56

KARAKUYUL .o 59
KIZILDAG 3 oo, 64
KIZILDAG 4 ..occoorvveeieeessecsses e 59; 60
KOCAOGUZ ..o 59; 61

KOYLUTOLU YAYLA... .62
KULULU oottt ssss st eensessse e 53
KULULU 4 § 1,2 oo 167
MALATYA 3 oo issesssnees 54

TOPADA § 26 ......eoeeeoeeereeseeeeeserseoeveresiseesessseneen 167
NN B :10):3 58; 59; 60; 62
N VA1 01 TN 7 62
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