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Hittites and Akhaeans: A New Look*

HaNs G. GUTERBOCK

Professor Emeritus, Oriental Institute, University of Chicago

s early as 1924, only seven years af-
A ter the Hittite language had been
deciphered, Emil Forrer, a young
Swiss scholar who worked on the Boghazkdy
tablets in Berlin, surprised the world by his
announcement that he had found “Pre-Ho-
meric Greeks in the Boghazkdy texts.””? Ac-
cording to him the term “Land of Ahhiyawa”
occurring in some Hittite texts referred to
the land of the Akhaeans. This claim was
soon challenged by other Hittitologists, such
as Johannes Friedrich (in 1927) and Albrecht
Gotze (in 1930).% In 1932 Ferdinand Sommer
published a monumental book Die Ahhijava-
Urkunden (The Ahhiyawa Documents),® in
which he presented a re-interpretation of all
the sources with detailed philological com-
mentary. Coming to the conclusion that none
of the points adduced by Forrer could be
taken as real proof, he rejected the whole
theory.

This total rejection was seen by others as
going too far. Already in 1935 Fritz Schach-
ermeyr countered with a monograph Hethiter
und Achier,* in which he concluded that the
assumption that the name Ahhiyawa re-
ferred to Greeks was highly probable, even
though it could not be strictly proven. In the
fifth volume of his monumental work Die
dgiische Friihzeit (1982)° the same author
takes an even more positive stand. The most
outspoken advocate of the ““Greek theory”
was G. L. Huxley in a monograph Achaeans
and Hittites (1960),° while Gerd Steiner in

* Read 23 April 1983

an article of 1964 tried again to disprove
every argument adduced by the proponents.”

The “Ahhiyawa question’” has become a
matter of faith—there are believers and
skeptics. On the one side it is true that by
strict linguistic laws Ahhiyawa or its older
form Ahhiya are not correct rendering of
*Akhaiwoi or *Akhaiwiya, *Akhaiwa (what-
ever the reconstructed form of the name of
the people or the country, respectively, may
be). I belong to those who think that strict
phonetic laws cannot be applied to the ren-
dering of foreign names, witness the Greek
names of the Akhaemenian kings. I think
that if other considerations favor the equa-
tion, the lack of correct phonetic correspon-
dence is not a serious obstacle.

Since the days of Forrer’s announcement
and Sommer’s rejection of the theory, our
picture of the ancient world has changed.
Thanks to Michael Ventris we now know
that the bearers of the Mycenean civilization
were indeed Greeks; the number of West-
Anatolian sites yielding Mycenean finds has
increased, and Aegean archaeologists know
more about the Mycenean thalassocracy.
Common sense tells us that the Greek world
was no more remote from Anatolia than
Babylon or Egypt, so that it is hard to un-
derstand why the Hittites should not have
known and mentioned it.

Indeed there are some indications of con-
tacts between the two peoples. Fig. 1 is a
map of Mycenean finds in West Anatolia
published by K. Bittel in 1967.° Note how
close to these findspots the Hittite monu-
ments are situated (marked X): at the moun-
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FIG. 1. Mycenean finds in Western Anatolia
After K. Bittel, MDOG 98 (1967) 18 fig. 17

tain pass called Karabel (fig. 2)° and on the
slope of Mt. Sipylos near Magnesia (Manisa)
(fig. 3).'° Both bear hieroglyphic Luwian in-
scriptions. The Karabel inscription stems
from a local ruler and marks the boundary
between the Hermos and Kajystros plains.
The image of the Mother Goddess on Mt.
Sipylos is accompanied by two inscriptions:
one belongs to a Hittite prince who also
“signed” two reliefs in the Taurus mountains
of Southeast Anatolia,'’ presumably because
he was in charge of these widely separate
regions at different times, the other to a man
with a Hittite name and an administrative
office.’? All three inscriptions can be dated
to the thirteenth century B.cC.

The pointed hat of the figure at the Karabel
is the typical headdress of Hittite gods; it
often is decorated with horns in varying
number and place, the sign of divinity. Fig. 4

shows two examples at random.’® A sherd
of a locally made Late Helladic crater found
at Miletus (fig. 5)'* obviously depicts just
such a hat. So there were people in the My-
cenean quarter of Miletus who were aware
of things Hittite. At the other end, an incised
drawing inside a bow! of Hittite manufacture
found at Bogazkdy in a level of the late fif-
teenth to fourteenth century (fig. 6)'° shows
that some Hittites must have seen some
things Aegean. Finally there is the Hittite
cylinder seal found in a Mycenean building
at Thebes (fig. 7).'® Even though, according
to Professor Porada’s plausible reconstruc-
tion of the events, it did not come directly
from the Hittites but rather as part of a whole
lot of lapis cylinders sent by the king of As-
syria, the find shows that Near Eastern ar-
tifacts were shipped to Greece at the time.

So much for the common sense approach.
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FiG. 2. The Karabel relief
Photo: Author

What about specific problems? One basic
question is whether Ahhiyawa was in An-
atolia or outside it. The “believers” cited
passages where it was reached by boat for
a location across the sea, whether it was on
one of the islands including perhaps Crete,
or on the Greek mainland. The “skeptics”
said that boats could have sailed along the
coast of Anatolia. They stressed the necessity
of disregarding the unproven and phonet-
ically faulty equation of the names and of
trying to locate Ahhiyawa in Anatolia in the
framework of the historical geography of the
Hittite period. But this is just where the dif-
ficulties lie. Several scholars have tried,
starting from the few known fixed points,
to arrange countries according to relations
of one to another, but the possibilities are
too many, so that a number of different
“geographies” have been proposed, none of
which is quite convincing. The places pro-
posed for an Anatolian Ahhiyawa range
from Pamphylia to the Troad, even Thrace.

Let us look at the evidence for a location
of Ahhiyawa in Anatolia. One source is the

text known as the Indictment of Maddu-
wattas,'” because in it a “man of Ahhiya”
is obviously operating on Anatolian soil.
Madduwattas (whose name sounds proto-
Lydian, like Alyattes, Sadyattes) apparently
was a vassal of the Hittites. His misdeeds,
listed in the document, span the reigns of
two successive kings who have been iden-
tified with a Tudhaliyas and his son Ar-
nuwandas.'® Previously it was believed that
these were Tudhaliyas IV and Arnuwandas
III of the thirteenth century B.C., but now
the text has been redated on linguistic
grounds to the late fifteenth century, where
we have Tudhaliyas Il and Arnuwandas L."°
The text states that Madduwattas was at-
tacked by Attarissiyas, “the man of Ahhiya.”
The term “man” may refer to a lesser ruler
whom the Hittites did not regard as “king,”
or it may simply be the gentilic, “an Ah-
hiyawan.” In any case this man on one oc-
casion commanded one hundred chariots.
Madduwattas was twice saved by the Hittites
from defeat by Attarissiyas. Nevertheless he
then made common cause with enemies of
the Hittites: first with the city of Dalawa,

FiG. 3. The Sipylos monument
Photo: Author
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FIG. 4. Tiaras of Hittite gods
After K. Bittel et al., Das hethitische Felsheiligtum Yazilikaya, pl. 63

FIG. 5. Mycenean sherd from Miletus
After C. Weickert, Ist. Mitt. 9/10 pl. 72.1
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FIG. 6. Drawing on bowl from Bogazkéy
After K. Bittel, Rev. Arch. 1976: 11

FiG. 7. Cylinder seal found at Thebes
After E. Porada, Archiv fiir Orientforschung 28 (1982): 48
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TABLE 1

Kings of the Hittite New Kingdom
Tudhaliyas I
Hattuslilis I
Tudhaliyas II
Arnuvlfandas I
Tudha|liyas 111
Suppilluliumas I ca. 1352-22
Arnluwandas I
Mursilis 11
Muwatallis around 1275
Urhi-Teshub (Mursilis III)
Hattusilis III
Tudhalliyas v

Arnuwandas III

Suppiluliumas II to ca. 1200

that is Lycian Tlava, Greek TI0s, in Lycia.
Using a ruse, he helped the Tlawans smash
a Hittite army and then made a formal al-
liance with Tlawa. Next, he joins the king
of Arzawa,”® an old enemy of the Hittites.
Later on, Madduwattas makes common
cause with his old enemy, Attarissiyas, and
at the time of Arnuwandas the two together
made raids on Alashiya, that is, Cyprus.”!
The king reproaches Madduwattas for hav-
ing attacked the island which he claims as
Hittite possession. (How such a claim was
possible in the late fifteenth century is hard
to explain.) Madduwattas promptly replied
that he did not know of it! It seems to me
that Attarissiyas (whose name sounds Greek,
although it is hardly Atreus!), rather than
being the ruler of an Anatolian country Ah-
hiya, would be an Akhean chieftain operating
out of one of the early Mycenaean settlements
on the west coast.

Another text was also adduced in favor of
locating Ahhiyawa in Anatolia.?> One sen-
tence in it was translated by both Forrer and
Sommer as “the king of Ahhiyawa re-

treated.” This was taken as indicating that
he was carrying out military operations on
Anatolian soil, specifically in the Seha River
Land in western Asia Minor, and that there-
fore his own country must have been nearby.
Reexamining the text I found that the verb
in question often means “to take refuge,”
for instance: “‘The population fled and took
refuge in hard-to-climb mountains.” In a
prayer we read: “The bird takes refuge in
his nest, and is saved. I took refuge with the
Stormgod, so, save me (my god)!”” Note that
in the last example the object of the verb is
a god; here one may say “‘to put one’s trust
in, to rely on.” Thus I interpret the historical
fragment to mean: “[Tarhunaradus] started
hostilities [against me] and relied on the king
of Ahhiyawa.” One could obviously ‘‘rely
on the king of Ahhiyawa” regardless of
where that country was situated.”

Summing up, we may say that so far we
have found no proof for localizing Ahhiyawa
either in Anatolia or outside of it. We shall
come back to that question, but there are
other aspects of the Ahhiyawa problem to
discuss.

The most important document for the re-
lations of Hatti with Ahhiyawa is the so-
called Tawagalawa letter.?* It covered three
tablets of which only the third (ca. 275 lines)
is extant. From internal evidence it is clear
that it was written by a Hittite king to a king
of Ahhiyawa. The names of the two sov-
ereigns do not occur on this tablet, since the
only place where the writer and addressee
of a letter are mentioned by name is the very
beginning. The letter has been attributed to
the kings Mursilis II, Muwatallis, and Hat-
tusilis III. Of these, Hattusilis is the most
likely.?

The main subject of this third tablet is the
behavior of a certain Piyamaradus, whom
the Hittite king accuses of having made raids
and planning more attacks on Hittite terri-
tory. His name is “Hittite” (in the wider
sense), but he is apparently a protégé of the
king of Ahhiyawa. In the first sections of
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the tablet, however, a certain Tawagalawas
is mentioned. His name is certainly not Hit-
tite; it has been taken for Greek and ex-
plained as Etewokléwes (Eteocles).”® Ta-
wagalawas is the brother of the king of
Ahhiyawa. I was able to dispel Sommer’s
objections to this interpretation on the basis
of texts published after his time.?” The Hittite
king speaks of a charioteer, who is a relative
of the queen, and who “has been stepping
on the chariot with me since my youth, and
also with your brother Tawagalawas”
(against Sommer’s “your brother and Ta-
wagalawas”).

At the beginning of our third tablet we
read that the people of Lukka, threatened
by an unidentified enemy, turned first to Ta-
wagalawas, then to the Hittite king for help.
While the latter was approaching, he re-
ceived a message from a man who wanted
to be taken on as vassal. It was thought that
this man was Tawagalawas, but the text is
not clear. I. Singer recently argued convinc-
ingly that he rather was Piyamaradus.?® Al-
though the Hittite king sent a high official
to escort him into his presence, this man
then refused to come and demanded to be
given the kingship on the spot. A little later
in the text the Hittite king says that he had
complained to the king of Ahhiyawa about
the raids of Piyamaradus, and that the king
of Ahhiyawa replied that he had instructed
a certain Atpas to hand Piyamaradus over
to him. Atpas seems to be an Ahhiyawan
official in Millawanda, because now the Hit-
tite king goes to that city in order not only
to receive that extradition, but also, “’so that
my brother’s subjects may hear what I have
to say to Piyamaradus.” From this we learn
that there were Ahhiyawans living in Mil-
lawanda. When the king arrived there, how-
ever, Piyamaradus had left—by boat.

Obviously the name Millawanda or Mil-
awata is close to Milatos, that is, Miletus. The
equation, proposed long ago, was doubted
as not provable. It has gained in probability
by the discovery of the Minoan and My-

cenean fortified settlement on the site and
is now widely accepted. Outside the Ta-
wagalawa letter Millawanda is once men-
tioned in connection with Arzawa and
Ahhiyawa in the Annals of Mursilis II, un-
fortunately in a badly damaged passage. The
other mention of the town is in a letter which
can now be dated to Tudhaliyas IV. It is
addressed to an unnamed vassal who is not,
as previously assumed, the ruler of Milawata
(as the name is written here). A join found
by H. A. Hoffner* shows that the writer and
addressee together did not “’[set] the bound-
aries of Milawata” (as previously restored)
but rather “annexed territory of Milawata.”
The added piece also shows that the writer,
Tudhaliyas IV, planned to re-install the de-
posed ruler of Wilusa, who had apparently
taken refuge with the addressee.

Wilusa is best known from a treaty that
Muwatallis concluded with its king Alak-
sandus.’® The combination Alaksandus of
Wilusa reminded many people of Alexandros
of (W)llios, and a list of Western countries
in a fifteenth-century text puts Wilusiya to-
gether with Tarwisa at the northern end of
the list. The name Tarwisa has been claimed
for Troy. That both Wilusiya and Tarwisa
are called “countries” and listed side by side
may perhaps be blamed on the ignorance of
the Hittite scribe. Wilusa is mentioned also
in the Tawagalawa letter in reference to an
earlier time, when apparently the kings of
Hatti and Ahhiyawa fought over that city
but then made peace. If the writer of the
letter is indeed Hattusilis, then this clash oc-
curred long after the installation of Alak-
sandus! I shall not go into further speculation
at this point.*

Back to the Tawagalawa letter—it has
been observed that its tone in general is
rather polite and cautious. The Hittite king
explains why he had to go to Millawanda,
and at one point excuses himself for some
offending words attributed to him. In light
of this, let us look at one crucial passage.

The Hittite king was apparently peeved
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by a message from the king of Ahhiyawa,
which curtly said (referring to Piyamaradus):
“Take this man, but do not le[ad] him
[away]!” To this he replies: “If one of my
grandees(?) or a “‘brother” of mine had told
me, I would have listened to his words.”
Sommer translated the next sentence: “‘But
now My Brother wrote to me like a Great
King, my equal: the word of my equal I hear
not!” Such impolite language hardly fits the
tone of the letter. The three terms “My
Brother,” “Great King” and “‘my equal” are
best understood as simple apposition, and
the last clause as rhetorical question. I trans-
late: “But now My Brother, the Great King,

my equal, has written me; shall I not listen
to the word of my equal?” Recently I was
pleased to learn that the Polish Hittitologist
Rudolf Ranoszek gave the same interpre-
tation as early as 1938.%* I think one should
draw the necessary conclusion from it. The
Great King of Ahhiyawa, equal in rank to
the kings of the other great powers of the
time, cannot have been the ruler of some
country in Anatolia, where there is no room
for another great power beside Hatti. Nor
would one expect him on one of the islands.
I think the conclusion can only be that he
ruled over mainland Greece as well as the
islands and the settlements in Anatolia.
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schungen 56 (1938): 38-39, quoted by idem, Archiv
Orientdlni 18.4 (1950) 242; by Ph. H. J. Houwink
ten Cate, in R. A. Crossland and A. Birchall, eds.,
Bronze Age Migrations in the Aegean (1974) 151, by
Easton (n.23), and by Heinhold-Krahmer, Or. 52:
96 with n.84.
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