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VI, THE SEALS AND THE DYNASTY Y

J. D. Hawkins

The royal seals of the Nisantepe archive excavated in 1990 and 1991 were initially made
available in part in photographic form by the excavator'; and again in part in preliminary form
as edition with discussion by Otten’. Their evidence has thus been included in a number of
studies on the Hattusa dynasty, notably for the Early Empire period those of Carruba’;
Houwink ten Cate®; Freu®; Forlanini(’; and for the general historical sources, Klengeﬂ. In
addition this evidence must be combined with that of a number of separate recent discoveries:

the “Cruciform Seal”®; the Kantuzzili-Tudhaliya seal’; and the seal of Tudhaliya son of

Kantuzzili'® with other Kantuzzili seals'".
The Nisantepe seals offer new pieces of evidence relating to some but not all of the main

problems of the dynasty, but such is the interlocking nature of these problems that a general

reappraisal of the situation from the present standpoint may seem appropriate.

V1 1. Early Empire queens
The earliest queens’ seals from the Nigantepe archive are the anonymous Tawananna seals

Kat. 1 and 2, which with Ku. 97/61 from Kusakli join the already known seals SBo I no. 78
and no. 79 (B.154-155). The Cruciform Seal lists the queens in the genealogy of Mursili II as

Nikkalmati — Asmunikkal ~ (?) — Taduhepa. Of these the only one attested on a Bogazkdy

seal is Asmunikkal, whose known seal SBo I no. 77 (B. 152) is now supplemented by the

mpression Kat. 3. The unparalleled character of these seals (single ring of{ éuneiform, lack of C‘J‘L“j
X, . . )4 ‘-(: d*-‘l
NA,.KISIB introduction) has led Otten to postulate a missing outer ring [NA4.KISIB G
Lilf“; 7

!Arnuwanda etc.], which seems very probable. Asmunikkal also appears on the great seal of AR

. J =
Arnuwanda SBo [ no. 60 (B. 162) with its unfortunately largely lost central/ ieroglyphic M 2
inscription. Together her two seals identify her as daughter of Nikkalmati and of Tudhaliya,

raising the problem of her relationship with her supposed husband Arnuwanda son of
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The position and family relations of this king continuc (o raisc problems. 10 1s typical of
the slippery nature of the evidence that no sooner does the question of his paternity appear
definitively settled by his Nisantepe seal naming him “son of Tudhaliya” (Kat. 8)23, thus
confirming Alp’s earlier 1‘ecognition24, than Houwink ten Cate in a wed article
reassetts the paternity of Hattusili 1. ¢ @0_,ULL1 g
VI 2.1.1. Houwink ten Cate: Hattusili 11, father of Suppiluliuma

His point of departure is Giiterbock’s original proposal based on the genealogy of
Hattusili 111, who styles himself [DUMU.DUM]JU.DUMU-SU S4 Hattusili LUGAL.GAL,
literally “great—graﬁdson of Hattusili Great King” (KBo VI 28, 11.1-5). This together with the
evidence of the Aleppo Treaty preamble (KBo 16, obv.15-32)%, which appears to requirc a
Hattusili between a Tudhaliya and Suppiluliuma, was taken to establish the existence of a |
Hattusili II, with further support from an Early Empire fragment KUB XXXVI 109,
apparently recording that a Hattusili, assuredly not Hattusili I or IIl, was “named for
kingship”. Zbo

To this Houwink ten Cate adds a new piece of evidence from Nisantepe which must now
be factored into the discussion. Kat. 14 of Suppiluliuma with Great Queen Henti preserves the
inner Cuneiform ring styling her MUNUS.LUGAL.GAL DUMU.MUNUS LUGAI?’\C'}AL K
(UR.SAG), “Great Queen, daughter of the Great King, (Hero)”?". Is this title “daughter of the
Great King”, even if reinterpreted as “Great Daughter-of-the-King*®, which would surely
amount to the same thing, to be taken literally, i.e. that Henti was the daughter of a (Hittite)

Great King? And if so, of which one, Tudhaliya IIl or Arnuwanda I, which would seem to
make her Suppiluliuma’s sister or aunt, neither a probable marriage partner?

Houwink ten Cate links this question with others longer known: (1) who is the “TaSmi-

Sarri assocated with the queen Taduhepa (see above); (2) on the Cruciform Seal, which Great
King should appear on the obverse, right wing, with Great Queen Taduhepa?; (3) where
would this king belong in the genealogy of Mursili II? (Question 2 may be conflated with
question 1 by the supposition that “Ta§mi-Sarri” stood here). His proposed solution may be

summarized: (1) Ta8mi-Sarri is Hattusili [1, a brother of Tudhaliya III, and these two kings

3 Neve 1992a, 314 Abb.7a; Neve 1992b, 57 Abb.147; Otten, 1992, 10 f. Abb.3-4; Otten 1995, 7-11. 31 Abb.1.
> Alp 1980, 56 f. seal Mst 76/15.
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2 Otten 1994, 259 £., pointing out that UR.SAG may descend from the titulary of Suppiluliuma from the lost

outer Cuneiform ring.
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had as queens respectively Taduhepa and Satanduhepa; (2) Suppiluliuma is the son of
Hattusili II and Taduhepa or more probably their son-in-law by marriage to their daughter
Henti; (3) Suppiluliuma was adopted by his uncle Tudhaliya Il,'! hence his seal affiliation.

The explanation of Suppiluliuma’s uncertain position and 'ﬁatemity by marriage to a Great
King’s daughter and adoption mirrors that proposed by Beal for Arnuwanda I with
Asmunikkal, the weakness to this being the evidence that Tudhaliya and Nikkalmati had
“sons”, which might be circumvented by identifying these “sons” and the “children”
Asmunikkal and Arnuwanda (see above). However Houwink ten Cate’s new proposal suffers
from the same weakness, name that Tudhaliya III also had recognized sons/Tudhaliya the ) Z
Younger (TUR, son of Tudhaliya) and his brothers, as attested in Mursili’s first Plague
Prayer. It has other weaknesses too. It is extremely difficult, given the facts at our disposal, to
accommodate a putative Hattusili IT either between Tudhaliya I/II and his son and co-reigning
successor Arnuwanda I, or between Arnuwanda [ and his fuhkanti and successor Tudhaliya
(IIT), the Tudhaliya son of Arnuwanda who sat on his father’s throne (sarrassi-ritual, KBo X
34, colophon), This very difficulty has led other scholars, on the evidence of the Aleppo
Trea?; ?gc‘ll‘lﬁf}né a Tudhaliya followed by a Hattusili, to place Hattusili I before Tudhaliya
VI alii\ to split the latter into Tudhaliya I, the destroyer of Aleppo and Tudhaliya H}gndueror

of Arzawa, Assuwa and JSuwa and husband of Nikkalmati (Carruba, Freu, see below).

Spa=*

A final difficulty for Houwink ten Cate is the question: if Suppiluliuma were the son-in-
law of Hattusili II by marriage to his daughter Henti, why should Hattusili III name as his
great-grandfather (i.e. Suppiluliuma’s father) Hattusili (II)? Houwink ten Cate specifically
evades this problem, asserting “this is not a valid objection”?, but it surely is. Further, this
schema does not address the question of who was then Suppiluliuma’s natural father — he was
hardly the son of a nobody.

A modification of this schema which would resolve some at least of the problems might
be considered. Suppiluliuma might have been the natural but junior son of Tudhaliya III,
married to Henti the daughter of his paternal uncle Hattusili IT and adopted by him for the
usual reason, lack of a male heir. This would explain his apparent dual paternity: Tudhaliya
(Kat. 8), natural father; Hattusili II (of the Hattusili III genealogy), father-in-law and adoptive
father. His natural brothers would then have been Tudhaliya TUR and his brothers,
presumably including Zida, Suppiluliuma’s only known brother, as attested in the Deeds of

Suppiluliuma and the Annals of Mursili. This would also fit with the Cruciform Seal

¥ Houwink ten Cate 1995/96, 57.



senealogy: obverse, right wing, Taduhepa with [Hattusil) 1], adoptive parents: obverse top
wing, Tudhaliya 111 alone, natural father. Finally it avoids the historical improbability of the
adoption of Suppiluliuma by Tudhaliya III against the interests of his own sons Tudhaliya

TUR and his brothers, which Houwink ten Cate®® feels obliged to explain by an elaborate

. drama for which there i€ little supporting evidence.

The principal problem of this schema however remains: the difficulty ol inserting
Hattusili 1 hetween either Tudhaliya /11 and Arnuwanda [ or between Arnuwanda T and
Tudhaliya i1]. Houwink ten Cate’s way round this is to insert the period of Hatiusili [l as
Gireat King into a co-regency with his father Arnuwanda 1. which must then be understood to
have terminated in time for his brother Tudhaliva to be “anointed for kingship™ as (hkanti by

Arnuwanda and /ﬁ\smunikkal_3 !, Such a complicated scenario is hard to accept.

VI2.1.2. Carruba, Freu: Tudhaliva I - Hattusili I[ - Tudhaliva I]

The alternative for advocates of “Hattusili II” is, as noted above, to place him before

Tudhaliya (I/II) and Nikkalmati, but the necessity of having a Tudhaliya before him (Aleppo
Treaty) then demands the splitting of Tudhaliya I/II into Tudhaliya I and (grandson)
Tudhaliya II. This schema is argued by Carruba®® and Freu™. Apart from the Aleppo Treaty
however, arguments for a separate Tudhaliya I are weak, amounting to little more than that
Tudhaliya “II”” father of Arnuwanda I does not boast the conquest of Aleppo™ — and this
ignores the fact that his annals break off with the narrative of an ISuwa campaign involving
the Hurrian king. Unlike Houwink ten Cate, this school of thought is not concerned to
(re)establish Hattusili II as father of Suppiluliuma, but Carruba omits to address the problem
of Henti as daughter of a great King and the rest of Houwink ten Cate’s arguments, not even
citing his article. He also dismisses the problem of Satanduhepa, identifying (unconvincingly)
the name as a simple variant of Taduhepa. In this context we %_Suld note that Miller has now b:i\'
identified a damaged but plausible Cuneiform writing of the name Satanduhepa along with
[Arnuwanda Great King], Asmunikkal Great Queen, [Tudhaliya the tuhkanti], also

Par[iyawatra] in a newly published fragment of the Arnuwanda-Asmunikkal prayer

 Houwink ten Cate 1995/96, 69-72.
> Houwink ten Cate 1995/96, 58-69, esp. p.58.

2 Most recently Carruba 2005a and Carruba 2005b, earlier Carruba 1998.
" Most recently Freu 2002.

** Freu 1996, 32 f.; Carruba 2005b, 185.
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concerning the Kaska (KBo LI 10 11 24, and p. IVY?. She is here appearing among the /

children of Arnuwanda and Asmunikka[l,ipresumably as daughter-in-law. 4
Carruba’s arguments drawn from thé scals are not strong cither’. For Taduhepa and the

Cruciform Seal, see below. His proposed readings of the Hieroglyphic titles on the

impressions Bo 78/56 and SM 90/2 do not convince. This leads us to a consideration of the

various Kantuzzili seals.

V12.1.3. Soysal: the Kantuzzili seals

A cluster of occurrences of the name Kantuzzili on seals appeared recenty in the period
1999-2000: Bo 75/56, SM 90/2 and Bo 99/69; and the links with the Kantuzzilis attested in
137, Extraordinarily, a further cluster has appeared 2002-

the texts were examined by Soysa
2006: Bo 2002/14 (publ. 2003), Bo 2004/12}\ (2004, unpubl.), and Kayalipinar (2006,unpubl.).

This last group somewhat changes the picture.
Bo 78/56 was reported in 1999 by A. Dingol to the International Congress of Hittitology

in Wiirzburg and published with the Acts, 2001. The digraphic inscription established the

reading of Hieroglyphs for Kantuzzili (Cun. Yeantuzzili = Hier. k4-1.283-1i). Besides the
central Kantuzzili entitled MAGNUS . HASTARIUS (established as the Hier. writing for Cun.
GAL MESEDI), to the right stands the name Tudhaliya entitled MAGNUS.LITUUS. To the
leit may be another name LEO?, with title SCRIBA? The Hier. signs TI NA below Kantuzzili
are also unexplained.

SM 90/2 (Sivas Museum), published by S. Herbordt and M. Alkan®. Not knowing the
forthcoming publication of Dingol™, the editors could not read the fuzzi of Kantuzzili, nor

identify the title as MAGNUS.HASTAR};‘US. ?7
Bo 99/69, excavated in 1999, published by Otten*’, reading (Cun. outer ring) NA@KBIB ; r«.«,fl[ﬂ

ldu-ud-ha-li-ia LUGAL.GAL, (inner ring) DUMU Vean-tu-zi-li; (Hier. centre) MAGNUS
REX MONS.u (apparently dextroverse, contra Otten). The seal was cautiously attributed by

Otten to Tudhaliya I (II).
Basing his study on these three seals, Soysal attributed Bo 78/56 and SM 90/2 to the same

Kantuzzili identified by him as “the Priest”, brother ofTudhaliya III. Then on the grounds that

35 See Miller 2004, 8 . with n.12.
3¢ Carruba 2005b, 190-194.

*7 Soysal 2003.

3¢ Herbordt — Alkan 2000.

%% Dingo) 2001.

° Otten 2000.



Tudhaliya the Younger, son of Tudhaliya (IFirst Plague Prayer of Mursili) should not have the
same name as his father, he explained this anomaly as resulting from adoption: Tudhaliya
TUR, son of Kantuzzili the Priest, adopted by his paternal uncle Tudhaliya III. He found
support for this in identifying Tudhaliya TUR with Tudhaliya, Great King, son of Kantuzzili
of Bo 99/69, and with the Tudhaliya MAGNUS.LITUUS of Bo 75/56 accompanying his
father Kantuzzili.

The premise for this construct is altogether (0o [Timsy and has been succinetly rebutted by
Miller™!, Further, as is now becoming the rule with these adoption theories. it falls down on
the problem of why a king who has son(s) (Tudhaliya Il and sons Suppiluliuma, also Zida)
should adopt another™ The three seals attributed to Kantuzzili (the Priest) and Tudhaliva
(TUR) Greal King appear too early for such an attribution.

Other of Soysal’s arguments also require comment. His schema is of course quite
incompatible with that of Houwink ten Cate®, which however he ignores along with its
substantive arguments (particularly Henti “daughter of the Great King”). He attributes the seal
SBo 1 no. 58 to Tudhaliya (I) [son of Huzz]iya (Cuneiform traces), unjustifiably dismissing
Giiterbock’s notice of [..-/]i-ia on the mantle impressions, in order to remove Bo 99/69
(Tudhaliya, Great King, son of Kantuzzili) for his later attribution. His arguments against the
archaic character of this seal (no TI LUGAL; no rabarna title; Kantuzzili no title, therefore
not great King; Kantuzzili more likely to be the GAL MESEDI /Gt/han the UGULA LU-ME{:
IS.GUSKIN killer of Muwatalli I) do not convince.

The new Kantuzzili seals not known to Soysal in any case change the picture.

Bo 2002/14 published by Herbordt** was read kd—tugzi-li MAGNUS.HATTT REX FILIUS,

“Prinz von Gross Hatti”, with another name and title, unreadable as it still is, to the left. A HO FELNY
Bo 2004/12 (Abb. 21), found‘in 2004, shows the name and title of Kantuzzili alone, more B(Ow; ,\ﬁ/\” (,
clearly preserved, permitting the correction of the title’s reading to (kd—ngz'i—li) UW T ! dﬂgﬂ(: i*\: f(\.,
MAGNUS.AURIGA, REX.FILIUS. \s S-eJ g%"/\f )
Kayalipinar, found in 2006 and made available to me by courtesy of A. Miiller Karpe, has ' [T(i : | 'd"/? )
a very clear impression reading kd-tuzi-li MAGNUS HASTARIUS. (,;: a({;./i ! FJ(

We now have several Kantuzzilis comparatively well defined by groups of evidence, texts

and seals. The problem is which, if any, of the groups refer to the same individuals.

! Miller 2004, 5 n 4.
“2 cf. Soysal 2003, 50 n.37.

“ Houwink ten Cate 1995/96.
“ Herbordt 2003.



On the textual side we recognize Kantuzzili who with Himuili killed the usurper

Muwatalli 1 (KUB XXXIV 40)*. They were sons of the queen and presumably the former

 murdered king Huzziya. Kantuzzili is identified with the UGULA LUMES [§ GUSKIN on the

Muwatalli I donation KBo XXXI1 185, where Himuili is the GAL‘%L@-MBé GESTIN. He is
further identified as the Kantuzzili found fighting with “(I) Tudhaliya the King” against
Muwa identified as the GAL %/UJ/MLS MESEDI on the two Muwatalli I donations mentioned
(KUB XXXIII 16, Bo 90/671). More recently since the discovery of the seal Bo 90/69, the
attasmis, “my father”, of the same text is also recognized as referring to Kantuzzili. (MS& o

The other Kantuzzili now well established from the texts is “the Priest” @SANGA), 2
named among a group of princes, sons of the king and queen now recognized as Arnuwanda
and Asmunikkal (KUB XXXVI 119+ 118; KUB XLV 47; KBo LIl 10 added to CTH 375).
He is also recognized as the author of rituals and probably the prayer of Kantuzzili*®. As
priest he seems to have been given political authority in Kizzuwatna (KUB XVII 22)*. This
Kantuzzili as a son of Arnuwanda would be brother of Tudhaliya the tuhkanti, later Tudhaliya
111, and grandson of Tudhaliya I/II.

The seals now present at least two clear Kantuzzili’s. The first is Kantuzzili the
MAGNUS.AURIGA, REX FILIUS (Bo 2002/14 and Bo 2004/12). Hier. |
MAGNUS.AURIGA may be equated with Cun. GAL LU-MES IS by identification of Hier. kd-
su with Cun. Gassu, and AURIGA, may be a variant of AURIGA®, though these equations
are not very secure.

The other Kantuzzili now known from his seals is the MAGNUS.HASTARIUS: SM 90/2
with Kayalipinar 2006 (latter confirms the reading of the former’s title, which might
otherwise be doubted, as by Carruba)*; Bo78/56 where he is coupled with Tudhaliya
MAGNUS.LITUUS. The Hier. MAGNUS.HASTARIUS is securely identified with the Cun.
GAL MESEDI. The title MAGNUS.LITUUS however is not elsewhere attested, indeed
LITUUS is not elsewhere attested as a Hieroglyph in the Empire Period, being found only as
an element in the iconography carried vertically by gods and (possibly the same) upside-down
by the king, if it can be identified as the GSkalmus. An identification with Cun. GSPA,
“staff”, as in (GAL) LUMES) PA, “(commander of) the staff-bearer(s)”, considered by

“> See de Martino 1991,
% Singer 2002, 309 £,

‘" Beal 1992, 320 f.

“® Hawkins apud Herbordt 2005, 301 f.
9 Carruba 2005, 193.

5% Hawkins apud Herbordt 2005, 304.
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Dincol™" s quite uncertain. One would expect the GISPA as a mark of seeular office 1o be
straipht as seen in Neo-Hittite reliefs, while the curved lituus seems to be a religious symbol.
Then there is the Kantuzzili appearing on the seal Bo 99/69 as the father of Great King

Tudhaliya. There really can be no doubt that this is Tudhaliya I/11, the only king of that name

whose father was not known (Tudhaliya III is “son of Ammuwanda Great King (who) sat on the
throne of his father”. Tudhaliva IV of course son of Hattusili 11T; if a separate Tudhaliya I1

cexisted he would be son of Hattusili [T). Equally this Kantuzzili can hardly be anvone other

Wy e
\\\35”‘56\ i . e LUMES (€ < e with Fimanil of el 1 e @ ST
g than the UGULA IS.GUSKIN, killer with Fimuil of Muwatalli 1. the “my-{athe
;\«5"-)’0 \_1“-’2‘ Kantuzzili™ of")f'T/'udlwliya the King” of the annals fragment K(/8 XXII1 16. How Tudhaliya
}lx’\"vL became king in the aftermath of the killing of Muwatalli Iis unknown, nor is it clear whether
Kantuzzili himsel{ ever held the kingship™.

Can either of the two groups of Kantuzzili seals, that of MAGNUS.AURIGA,
REX.FILIUS or that of the MAGNUS.HASTARIUS be attributed to the elder or the younger
Kantuzzili? _

In her original publication of Bo 2002/14, S. Herbordt dated it on stylistic criteria (small
flat seal, presence of TI) to the period between Arnuwanda [ and Suppiluliuma I, and reading
the title REX FILIUS MAGNUS.HATTT attributed the seal to Kantuzzili the Priest. With the
reading of the title now corrected by Bo 2004/12 to MAGNUS.AURIGA, REX.FILIUS we
must consider whether the title does not fit better with Kantuzzili the UGULA LU-MEé:
IS.GUSKIN (note that no Hier. equivalent of GUSKIN has been identified). We may thus

o€ 9’—‘; allow this to outweigh the,sﬂpp@seé%ﬂtylistio criteria and attribute both seals to the elder
X 5\’%%9\5"{’0} Kantuzzili, killer of Muwatalli and father of Tudhaliya I/I1.
(}\Q:;L/-:.W Turning to the three seals of Kantuzzili the MAGNUS.HASTARIUS (= GAL MESEDI),
;-_.,?‘( e we note that no such officer is attested in the texts. Though the seals are stylistically different

from each other, we can hardly suppose that they could be attributed other than to a single
individual, a caution perhaps on placing too much weight on stylistic criteria. Dingol on such
criteria preferred an attribution to the younger Kantuzzili the Priest®?, and for him the
Tudhaliya MAGNUS.LITUUS would be Tudhaliyﬁlatef the tuhkant&then king Tudhaliya III.
Herbordt argued for an earlier dating both for Bo 78/56jand SM 90/2, and an attribution to

the elder Kantuzzili*. Neither attribution is without problem.

*! Dingol 2001, 91.
32 See Beal 2002, 59-61.
%3 Dingol 2001, 95 1.

> Herbordt 2003, 23 f.
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The attribution to Kantuzzili the Priest would imply as Dingol acknowledges that he was
GAL MESEDI before his brother Tudhaliya was anointed for kingship (as tuhkanti 7). But an
attribution to the elder Kantuzzili would mean that after the killing of Muwatalli I, Kantuzzili
took the office of GAL MESEDI from Muwa, who had held it under the murdered king and
who is later found in battle with Kantuzzili (in what office?) and his son Tudhaliya as king.
Both attributions suggest rather complicated scenarios, yet to postulate yet another Kantuzzili,
a GAL MESEDI, associated with yet another Tudhaliya, does not look promising either. If ]

must express a preference for one option, it must be in favour of an attribution to the elder
—

Kantuzzili and the period between the killing of Muwatalli I and the emergence of Tudhaliya
I/l as Great King when we are almost totally ignorant of the sequence of events. We should

note however that this option would involve the attribution of both groups of Kantuzzili seals

to the elder of that name.

VI12.1.4. Forlanini. Hattusili 1]
A new attempt to accommodate a Hattusili IT is that of Forlanini®. He very reasonably

observes:

Wenn man bei der Wiederherstellung der Geschichte des Tudhaliya 1., Sohn von
Kantuzzili und Vater von Arnuwanda 1., einen Zeitlichen Raum und eine historische Funktion
findet, in denen sich die Gestalt des Hattusili sozusagen verk6rpern kann, und gleichzeitlich
auch die Ursache seines Verschwindens aus den Texten, wird die Hypothese, auch ohne
direkien Beweis (my italics), sich als wahrscheinlicher als die Wiederherstellungen der
betreffenden Periode erweisen, die zwei verschiedene Tudhaliya, oder im Gegensatz, keinen

Hattusili II. voraussetzen*®. " ?

Acknowledging that this is based only on the evidence of the Aleppo Treaty he attempts
to create a space for Hattusili I in the reign of Tudhaliya I as co-regent before the adoption
and co-regency of Amuwanda I. He suggests that Hattusili’s disappearance from history and
the documents might have been due to a failure over Aleppo as described in the treaty.

If the Aleppo Treaty is still thought to demand a Hattusili between Tudhaliya I and
Suppiluliuma I, some such solution must be accepted. Though unsupported by hard evidence,
it avoids the major obstacles of the other schemes considered above. We should note however
that it does not address the question of Henti as the daughter of a Great King. As for the
Aleppo Treaty evidence, we may further note new arguments in favour of recognizing the

references to Hattusili following the section on Tudhaliya I as applying to Hattusili I".

35 Forlanini 2005.

*¢ Forlanini 2005, 234
37 Miller 2004, 6 1.6, citing arguments in his still unpublished thesis.



;\_,,'" \\rl*) \; 'f V1 2.2, Suppiluliuma’s queens: 1. Taduhepa and the Cruciform Seal
R 3\3;7 / Of the queens named in the texts with Su. {pi]uliuma, Taduhepa, Henti and Tawananna, the ,// /
§/ S %—( first as noted above is not attested on any contemporary seal but does appear on the Cruciform '
; '46\ \(:f ). Seal after the sequence Tudhaliya with Nikkalmati — [ Arnuwanda] with Asmunikkal —
é (3\,6%[\ Tudhaliya (IIT) with no queen. The king with Taduhepa (obverse. right wing) is not rcadable,
(\@ %%LK so the question remains. whose name stood here and who was her hushand (the answers not
ﬁ 2 necessarily identifving the same individual)? For Carruba it is Tudhaliya JT1/ Tagmi-garri®®,

but this involves taking the sole Tudhaliya (obverse, upper wing) as Tudhaliya L. giving a

- . . . . . 50 . .
strange non-sequence of Kings. and rejecting the evidence for Satanduhepa™. For Houwink

/
Za_tound
Lorat

ten Cate Tasmi-8arri, husband of Taduhepa, is Hattusili II who might have been the missing

< barced ik
Cas H

name beside her™’, but alternatively it could have been her son(-in-law?) Suppiluliuma, with

whom she also appears in a text (KUB XX VI 57 I 8-9). He twits us the editors of the

2
Ei

3 ¥
hE I
) j g Cruciform Seal for not commenting on the traces of the king’s name. Perhaps here is the place
—y
S 2 | to“come clean” on this.
St 8
= f The Dingols and I examined the impressions of the Cruciform Seal separately and
“—g Qj i independently and we each thought that we saw traces of the PURUS of Suppiluliuma’s name
S <
by g on Bo 86/618, but when we came to check this together, we could not verify it, hence our (pa
= -
iﬁ. Nl somewhat equivocal presentation of this part. I publish here (Abb. 22) my own contemporary 4‘@0 - {\0
:é g \(D\) sketches of the impressions of the obverse. Following Houwink ten Cate’s remarks, I must | {[ v
5} ;g‘é ‘g (Bo_vi/gdmxt that the most probable name to seek here is indeed that of Suppiluliuma. ?hé
(:J b\\ 3 efbverse-of the Cruciform Seal weuld-then-give as-the. genealogy-of Murstli-IT- (omlttmg;ﬂ
T ‘5\«\; f attustir I —father-Suppilu l-l-u-ma—wrth—g-randme-t-her—-TaduhepaLgranelfather—Fudh-a-hya/l[l*
3 S £ \ALLt1:1oLuLﬁJ:s1_w1fc:_Sai.zu:ldubce}aec——nert—reia;tedj‘—grearb—gﬂrandfa;ther—AmLszmda_ﬁtc-/‘J
_g e J‘L/. /\(% he Mw (A a@pmgg JC re V\ftl’k SWPM@&”M’ Q ‘\/{/\pvk s { o
< . e —>LC && L2 Wit Huz .
= 2 ¥1v122.2 Henti and Tawananna e Wl (7‘) YD,M%ZJ }/[WSV‘A“ nrethe ’C) Wl
A \ﬂ \(\J, L/\/V‘V l/{/i’\_b:,,}fr“‘“' AR I
T Suppiluliuma’s new seal impressions provide additional evidence for his queens Henti and
a o
’E{} 1?) Tf Tawananna particularly in relation to their titularies, and this was made available by Otten®',
. Y Henti as noted above, in addition to the Cun. title MUNUS.LUGAL,GAL, “Great Queen”, is r gk
- 7% AN ’ ' cl“"“é -
— = -0styled also DUMU.MUNUS LUGALKGAL “daughter of the Great King”, or perhaps as @ 7 3
==y ! | 5}\'5’ o
'"L:Z suggested by Otten “Great Daughter of the King / Great Princess”, if that were significantly (@ @ pf-s
] N
o < T ¥
\
— % Carruba 2005, 190 1. ALl 40
o~ * ¢f. Miller 2004, 7-9 with nn. 9. 12.

% Houwink ten Cate 1995/96, 54.
' Otten 1994, 253-261; Otten 1995, 11-16.



different. Houwink ten Cate put forward his theory of Suppiluliuma’s adoption to avoid
recognizing her as his sister or aunt. As an alternative one would have to suppose that
“daughter” was not to be understood literally but as “descendant”, perhaps granddaughter,
which could make her his cousin. Imparati has shown that DUMU.LUGAL could be borne by
a grandson as an inherited or “courtesy” title, and has raised the possibility that it might be a
conferred title outside direct royal descent®. A comparison of Tawananna’s titles may help in
this enquiry.
On the Nisantepe seals of Suppiluliuma with Tawananna she is styled: Cun.
DUMU.MUNUS LUGAL KUR KA.DINGIR.RA, “daughter of the King of the land
Babylon”, or possibly “Princess of the land Babylon™ (again if this were in practice different);
Hier. REX INFANS (+ FEMINA, = FILIA) MAGNUS, “Great Child / Daughter of the King}i? X
These then must be her titles before she assumed that of Great Queen, which must imply that :
AOL I)G:: she was married to Suppiluliuma while Henti still o_gg&ed that title®. What became of Henti,
Oc’fw&&\e{ who was presumably the mother of Suppiluliuma’s many sons, is not known, though a text
o fragment perhaps referring to hei’iis been taken to show that she fell from favour and was 2(

exiled®. \~

Tawananna first appears as Great Queen on the Ugarit seal of Suppiluliuma, where the
Cun. prefixes MUNUS.LUGAL GAL to DUMU.MUNUS LUGAL KUR KA DINGIR.RA,
and Hier. replaces REX INFANS/FILIA MAGNUS with MAGNUS.REGINA. These titles
she retains on the seals which she shares with Amuwanda II and Mursili 1. What is the
significance of her Cun. and Hier. titles before she assumed the Great Queenship?

Cun. “Daughter of the King of the land Babylon” or “Princess of the land Babylon” is
clear enough and there is probably no difference in significance between the two translations
— could we envisage her as any other Babylonian than the daughter of the king? A translation
of the Hier. title as “Great Princess” is probably indicated, as against “daughter of the Great
King”, by the placing of the MAGNUS behind the rest of the title rather than over the REX®®,
It must be taken as the only preserved example of the title borne by the King’s wife while a
preceding Great Queen still occupied the title. Mursili’s wife Gassulawiya was in this position

in relation to Tawananna, but her title is not preserved on her seals with Mursili (SBo 1, no. 37
5

6? Imparati 1976. g !
& of. the study of Carruba 2000, but contra his observations p.72 and n.4. D { qf
% See e.g. Bryce 1998, 173 with nn.20. 21, referring to XBo XIV 2; an alternative identification of “my mother” fL '\1 w ‘

. as Urhi-Tes8ub speaking of Tanuhepa cannot be correclt‘ see below. s & ¢ "
% % Sdee the table in Otten 1995, 24, and note that for KA DINGIR.RA Amuwanda has Karanduniaéﬁ’also'the ' > Ii’;—% [N

. »

{ addition by Suppiluliuma (Ugarit seal) and Mursili, but not Arnuwanda, of *HAL-/a to the name Tawananna — S S

discussed below.
% S0 Otten 1995, 14, followed by Carruba 2000, 72.




and Kat. 36). The unknown queens of Muwatalli ] and Urhi-TesSub would also have stood 1n

the same relationship to Tanuhepa butl do not appear on seals.
It may be noted thal Flenti’s Cun. title DUMU.MUNUS LUGAL GAL corresponds sign

for sign with Tawananna’s Hier. REX INFANS + FEMINA MAGNUS with the ambiguity
noted as {0 whether “Great” applies to “King” or “King’s-Daughter/Princess”. But even if the
latter were intended. it would hardly he argued that it would be given to a woman who was
not a Great King’s daughter. Henti would not have borne it as the Greal King's wife since she
already had the ttle Great Queen. We have seen above, following Imparali. that a
DUMULLUGAL might be a son of a DUMU.LUGAT. and not of a LUGAL, and we might
expeet the same of DUMUMUNUS LUGATL. But the addition of GAT. to the ttle must be
'signiﬁcunt, and we may compare the possible title DUMU.LUGAL [GA|L given o Urhi-
TesSub on his fwhkanti seal®’. 1t is thus hard to escape the conclusion that Henti was indeed
the daughter of a Great King, so Suppiluliuma’s relationship to her demands an explanation
that avoids consanguinity. That he should be adopted looks to be one of the most plausible
routes around the problem, and this must be acknowledged as a strong point in Houwink ten

Cate’s arguments. The weaknesses in his proposed scenario have also been pointed out.

In this context a word should be said about the problematic title DUMU.MUNUS.GAL,
“Great Daughter”, although Nisantepe throws no further light on this. The question has been
recently reviewed by de Roos®®. Even if this is not simply an elliptical version of
DUMU.MUNUS LUGAL GAL, as has been suggested, it is again hard to argue that those
who bore it were not daughters of the Hittite Great King, like Kilushepa and Gassul(iy)awiya
daughters of Hattusili and Puduhepa. If so, the Gassul(iy)awiya of the prayer KBo IV 6%
could hardly be the “Great-Daughter” and wife of Mursili 11, as Singer has now changed to in
his new translation, without raising the same problems of an incestuous marriage as would
occur for the marriage of Suppiluliuma and Henti.

Finally two further points on Tawananna’s Hieroglyphs should be noted, here, both
diécussed by Otten’’. It is now clear that the signs L.271-na render the name Tawananna
probably as a logogram with phonetic complement, thus 74 WANANNA-na (rather than
Otten’s *TAWANA-na): compare the Cruciform Seal, reverse, upper wing’', and correct

what was said there. To this name was added on Suppiluliuma’s Ugarit seal the signs L.292-1q

7 Hawkins 2001, 174 with n.33.
% De Roos 2005, with earlier references.
¢ Singer 2002, no.15.

" Otten 1995, 13-16.

! Dingol et al. 1993, 93.
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which recurs among the Nisantepe seals on those of Mursili IT with Tawananna (KKat. 29-33).
Transcribing 1..292 as *FAL from its usage in writing the name Ehli/Ehal-Sarruma Otten
suggested doubtless correctly that this represented “Babylon™, thus L.271-na L.292-/u, bb\%«fuf
“Tawananna (of) Babylon”. This of course deletes the identification of this group as the Hier. f\éfjw a5
equivalent of Cun. ma-al-ni-gal on SBo I no. 84, which was in fact always dubious’”. For this
seal see below under URHI-TESSUB/ MURSILI 111 (Kap. V1 5.5).

The use of the sign L.292 apparently as a logogram for “Babylon”, while at the same time
it is used to write the syllable Ali/hal in the onomastic element ehli-/ehal-, remains
unexplained. Carruba” addresses the problem, but I do not find his explanations convincing.
Nor can I myself offer an explanation for the Hier. writing of the land ISuwa composed
apparently of the signs L.19 (d) + L.292, which | identified”. In the meantime however
further evidence has accumulated both for the Ali/hal reading and for the use as “Babylon™.
The Nisantepe seals have produced further examples of ehlz’—writings”. For “Babylon”, a
small sandstone mould found at Bogazkdy has incised beside the matrix on either side the

Hieroglyphs L.292-/a, explained by the supposition that the moulded items were to be cast in

the type of glass known as “Babylonian stone”, N@KA.DINGIR.RA%. {-V\m&( 0,
VI2.3. Summary
The above section is presented less with the hope of solving long-standing historical ;
¢ Auils
LAY

problems than with the wish to review these problems from a present stand-point and to point \

—
~

out how the new evidence from Nisantepe and the other recent seal finds affect the argument. y

“Hattusili II” refuses to go away, particularly on the Aleppo Treaty and the fragment ke b% s

8| 0 v . oy . . . .
N ~ showing that a Hattusili was named for kingship. Houwink ten Cate’s scheme relies on these,

~

VEP3T and adds the important new fact that Henti was “daughter of the Great King” (though this

would not necessarily point to a “Hattusili II” to the exclusion of the other options). But

though he claims that “almost all the pieces of the puzzle would seem to have fallen into their
proper place”’”, his elaborate construct, a remarkable tour de force, runs up against two S\
obstinate snags — where to fit Hattusili IT into the sequence Tudhaliya VIl — Arnuwanda I — cx\L‘;:r “on

Tudhaliya II], and why Tudhaliya III should adopt Suppiluliuma, against his own sons — and '

2 of. Laroche 1956, 100.

7 Carruba 1998.

™ Hawkins 1998.

7> Hawkins apud Herbordt 2005, 252 f. 426; Kat. 97. 99-103. 104.
76 See Seeher 2002, 77.

T Houwink ten Cate 1995/96, 72.



here it is difficult to follow him. 117 is still held that the Aleppo Treaty demands a [Fattusil

11, Forlanini’s solution is less problematic.

The scheme of Carruba and Ireu is much simpler, but suffers from a lack of hard
supporting evidence (the separate existences of a Tudhaliya I and IT) and skates over awkward

facts (Satanduhepa, the Cruciform Seal).

\ )
. . . . . ) -C;\\
Savsal’s attempt to redistribute the Kantuzzili with Tudhaliya references crected on weak

{/

foundations a problematic adoption theory. and was unfortunate in the subsequent appearance

of new evidence which was difficult to assimilate to his scheme.

In short we must conclude that definitive evidence (o solve these interlocking problems is

((\) Tl awaited. but the access of new material in recent vears may inspire the hope that it will in
wo Y, —_— T

“\k/
O

L]

time be forthcoming.

Distinction of |10} and === in writing Suppiluliuma

For this question and the attribution of Kat. 12-13 and the similar seals, see below under

SUPPILULIUMA 1I (Kap. VI 10).

VI3, MURSILI I
VI 3.1. The Seals: distinction of Mursili I and [II

In the Hieroglyphic writing of the name Mursili, the first sign L.227 is still unexplained,
so transcribed purely conventionally URBS+RA/I(-1i)’®. That this writing represented Mursili

was not at first recognized because of confusion with the name Urhi-Tessub: the seal SBo 1

no. 13 B-C was seen by Giiterbock from the genealogy given to belong to that king, though
the Cuneiform equivalent of his name was not preserved on the impressions then available.
By the time that another impression appeared giving the equivalent Hier. URBS+RA/@ZZ = (7an A
( (M/ﬁ/ Cun. 'mur-5i-li”° the Ugarit digraphic seals of Mursili IT were als% known, which both

61\/\7
70/ established the attribution of his seals and showed that Urhi-Te$$ub f?.[lready used the name

Mursili (II)*°. Nisantepe has now provided a nearby complete impression of the great seal of Q / o

Mursili III/Urhi-Tes8ub: Kat. 55, and of the [/nearlzy identical no.56. ? AL = l
To distinguish between Mursili Il and ITI, Beran®' suggested, besides other no longer valid

criteria, that Mursili II was always written with the /i dextroverse and Mursili IIT with /i

sinistroverse. With the addition of the Nigantepe material, this criterion remains valid in all

7 Hawkins 1995, 72.
™ Otten 1955, 19-22; Beran 1957, 43; Taf. 30.
89 | aroche 1956, 103-108; Giiterbock 1956, 161-163.

8 Beran 1967, 74 f.
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cases where the identity is established by the presence of the genealogy in the Cuneiform
Jegend: Mursili (1) DUMU Suppiluliuma, Kat. 23-25, 27; Mursili (11I) DUMU Muwatalli,
_ Kat. 55-56, also no. 53. These are all seals where the Mursili Hieroglyphs stand alone; Mursili
with Tawananna and with Gass;/ulawiya, clearly Mursili 11, is also dextroverse, and the great \/-,{J

| Storm-God seal, Kat. 57, with sinistroverse Mursili could hardly be attributed to Mursili II.

The only clear exception is on the Cruciform Seal where the central Mursili with Gassulawiya

is sinistroverse, but here the king’s name stands on the left, so would be expected to be
sinistroverse.

The crucial question confronting us concerns the seals of Mursili with Tanuhepa as Great
Queen where the dextroverse Mursilis stand to the right of the queen (Kat. 55-80), and the
sinistroverse Mursilis to the left (Kat. 61-63). In the absence of identifying genealogies on
these seals, can we establish that Beran’s rule holds and the dextroverse is still Mursili II, the
sinistroverse Mursili [II? The answer, one way or the other, has important implications for our
understanding of the history of the dynasty. 3 >

The reg(')’ristgtnlctign of :c,_hq,oute’r,‘ring of the Cur}eifgmg }Egend on f;{fpair-of Mursili IT seal;/,

Kat. 2‘}{ én@f?ﬁasg p:r(ob;l;/leflge‘;/& Tslf“éfs’g“ggfbf?geh?cf have borne parts of the same
inscription as partial impressions from Ugarit RS 17.285 + 335%, adding also the fragment
SBo I no. 12. Combining all these we may reconstruct the outer ring legend (supplementing

Laroche):

ol
NA, KIS [IBY] nur-5i-i-li LUGAL.GAL LUGAL [KUR URU hg-at-f]i NA-R[A-AMPU U if Ao
NJIR.GAL (see Abb. 23). %f{f:s\; o
\
Tuming to the seals of Mursili with Tanuhepa, we find that those with dextroverse Mursili %\[ (}g

/) f
(Kat. 55-60) permit a composite reconstruction of the outer Cuneiform ring: f(&o
NA,.KISIB mur-§i-i-li LUGAL.GAL I LUGAL KUR VRU hg-gr -ti NA-R[4-A]M PU

NIR.GAL n
The sinistroverse Mursili with Tanuhepa, Kat. 63, has a reconstructed outer ring:
NA,.KISI[B ... ] LUGAL.GAL LUGAL KUR YRV pg-gr-ti (inner

ring, Tanuhepa and titles). On this seal after NA,.KISIB there is more space than could be
filled by [*mursili] but not enough for [tmursili + titles DUMU IRN]: for a suggested
restoration, see below. Note also the absence of a NARAM formula; on his other seals Mursili

I1I/Urhi-Tes8ub has (Kat. 55, 56 and 53) NARAM PU (pihassassi, Kat. 52) PUTU YRUgrinna.

82 Schaeffer 1956, 11 figs. 11. 12; Laroche 1956, 103 f.



Comparing these legends we may consider that the identity of the outer ring Jegends of
Mursili 1 alone and dextroverse Mursili with Tanuhepa, especially the shared PU NIR.GAL,
i contrast with Mursil s NARAM deities, renders the attribution of dextroverse Mursili
with Tanuhepa to Mursili II virtually assured. ‘

The attribution of sinistroverse Mursili with Tanuhepa (Kat. 61-63) to Mursili IIl is less
assured. also historically less important since Tanuhepa’s presence as Great Queen with Urhi-
Tegiub (Kat. §1-52) shows that she was alive and rehabilitated at the beginning of this reign.
However D, Bawanypeck regards the presence of T1L.S1G5 and TTalone within the Cuneiform
leoends of Kat, 61 and 62 as evidence for a Mursili ITT attribution. (see above Kap. V
Konmmentar (o 61-62). We may also consider for the restoration Lo the outer ring
reconstruction of Kat. 63.1-4 ([\mursili| too little, [\mursili + titles DUMU ! RN] too much, as
noted above) a reading [(PUTU-ST) tabarna 'mursili] to be a better space filler, the titles used

in the other seal inscriptions of Urhi-Te§Sub/Mursili III.

V1 3.2 Historical implications: Tanuhepa
Beran’s identification of dextroverse Mursili with Tanuhepa as Mursili II fitted with one

of Laroche’s suggested op’cions83 , namely that of a single Tanuhepa as Great Queen with three
consecutive Great Kings, namely Mursili II, Muwatalli I and Urhi-Te88ub/ sinistroverse
Mursili (III). This was generally accepted, bringing with it the assumption that she was the
second and last wife of Mursili II and that her sons were his legitimate issue. It formed the
basis for the understanding of relationships within the royal family, specifically a recognition
that the name of Muwatalli’s queen was not known, and on other evidence it was believed
that she bore no sons to him.

Recently however, this understanding has been questioned. Van den Hout in his
prosopography of Tanuhepa expressed reservations about the security of the evidence®, while
Singer® explicitly rejected the view that Tanuhepa was paired with Mursili I and reverted to
Giiterbock’s original view that she was Muwatalli’s wife and queen.

The principal attested event of Tanuhepa’s life is a court case against her in the palace, as
a result of which she was “ruined” (har(a)kta) along with her sons and all her entourage
(“lords and subordinate folk™), also a specified but unnamed son who was independently

ruined. This we know from the remarkable prayer of Hattusili and Puduhepa to the Sun-

% Laroche 1956, 105.
8 van den Hout 1995, with reference to previous discussions of the question.

¥ Singer 2002a.
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Goddess of Arinna, which has been recently treated by Singer, including an important new
join fragment®. This case of Tanuhepa is cited by Hattusili among a number of other such

cases, each of which might have aroused the anger of the Sun-Goddess of Arinna, whose

. priestess (MUNUSAMA}EH\‘ GIR-LIM) Tanuhepa was. Hattusili is at pains to exculpate

v

himself from this proceeding and to place the blame sqarely at the door of his late brother
A

Muwatalli. For Singer the scenario is relatively simple: Tanuhepa was Muwatalli’s wife and
queen and her sons were his (legitimate) issue. Their “ruin” (hargan-) along witlj ’\their
mother apparently did not involve death, since Tanuhepa at least reappears under Urhi-
Tessub, but only disgrace, probably according to Hittite usual practice exile. The specified
ruined son is identified by Singer as Kuruntiya, the only other known son of Muwatalli
(besides Urhi-TesSub), whose maternity is not attested but who was handed over by
Muwatalli to his uncle Hattusili to bring up (Bronze Tablet treaty, i 12—13)87. In the prayer
Hattusili says of this ruined son: “Indeed I sat in judgment on him, but he was (a matter) for
mercy to me, by the word of my mouth and my decree no one was ruined”®®. From this Singer
understood that Muwatalli’s legitimate sons, including the specified one, the heir apparent,
were “ruined” along with their disgraced mother, thus excluded from the succession. The
handing over of Kuruntiya to Hattusili to bring up is understood in terms of this exclusion.
At this point we should remember what Hattusili actually says of the succession to

Muwatalli as #mf seen in a passage parallel to that in Hattusili’s Apology, now elucidated by

a recent j oin®:

“When my brother died, since to my brother there was not yet any Awihwiswali son of his
wife, out of respect for my brother I took up Ur[hi-Te$8ub, the son of a concubine] and set
him on [the throne of his father] in kingship”.

The previously unknown word hwihwiswali-, presumably derived from the stém hwis-,
“live”, has to be interpreted to fit the context. How may we now understand this?

It must be said tha/ti ;élénario arising from Singer’s interpretation has the merits of
simplicity and clarity: Tanuhepa as Muwatalli’s wife/queen, disgraced and exiled along with
the heir apparent Kuruntiya and her other sons, so that at his death Muwatalli did nor yet have
a hwihwiswali (“adult”?) son of his (second?) wife. Unfortunately as shown above, Tanuhepa
already appears as Great Queen with Mursili II, and was thus his second and last wife, who

had borne him (legitimate) sons. This makes for an altogether more complicated picture.

% Singer 2002a, 742 f.; Singer 2002b, no. 21; p. 98 f.

7 Otten 1988, 10 £.
88 Singer 2002a, 742 f., ii 6-9 and n.10; the translation given here differs somewhat from Singer’s.

¥ Kosak 1996; both passages reviewed by Singer 2002a, 744.

X
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Two possible though improbable ways around this might be considered, Muwatalli might
have marricd Tanuhepa, the young widow of his father, though one would expect such a
unjon 1o lie under strong taboo. Alternatively it might be that afler the death of Mursili’s wife
Gassulawiya and the disappearance of Tawananna as Great Queen, Tanuhepa the wife of the
heir apparent Muwatalli succeeded to the Great Queenship before the accession of her
hushand.

In the absence of any supporting evidence for such possibilities. we are leftwith
Tanuhepa as last wife and Great Queen of Mursili [Tand mother to sons by him. In this
context we should ﬁole [attusili’s statement:

“My father Mursili begot us lour children, Halpasulupi. Muwatalll. Hattusih and &
daughter Massanauzzi, and | was the youngest child of all” (Haut. 19-1 1).,’He passes over the
sons of Tanuhepa though they might have had a claim to the succession ~ indeed in oriental
courts younger sons of later wives have shown a tendency to be manoeuvred into the
succession. These sons of Tanuhepa, including the one singled out for special mention were
“ruined” with their mother; whether they shared her subsequent come-back is not known and
they vanish from history. Why Tanuhepa was restored at the beginning of the reign of Urhi-
Te$3ub remains a matter for speculation. We cannot see how it would be in his interest or in
that of his supporter Hattusili. Perhaps they felt guilt about her treatment as later expressed by
Hattusili in his prayer, perhaps she still enjoyed a body of support that was worth conciliating.

So Tanuhepa was put on trial by Muwatalli as his stepmother rather than his wife,
repeating the pattern of Mursili’s struggle with his stepmother Tawananna. The seals on
which Tanuhepa appears as Great Queen/with Muwatalli are presumably among his earliest,
though not necessarily earlier than those on which he appears alone. She was presumably
removed from the seals after her ruin, and though we cannot identify a seal phase at which
this occurred, it is certain that Muwatalli’s Umarmungssiegel are among his latest (see below,
Kap. VI4.1).

We return to our former position of almost total ignorance of Muwatalli’s wife/queen, not
knowing her name as she does not appear on his seals and indeed may never have occupied
the position of Great Queen. The only certain reference to her is Hattusili’s statement that at
Muwatalli’s death she did not yet have a hwihwiswali son, which led to the succession of the
son of a concubine. The only meaningful sense for Awihwiswali, especially if “not yet” (nawi)
is taken into account, is thus “adult”. The problem also returns to the position of Kuruntiya,
Muwatalli’s other attested son, whose mother is not known but was not Tanuhepa. Was he the

son of Muwatalli’s wife, thus legitimate but not Awiswiswali at the time of his father’s death,
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or was he another son of a concubine, a “bastard™ (pahhurzi) like his (hal{=)brother Urhi-
Tessub? If the former, his bastard brother would have been chosen over him as fuhkanti by his
father” and for succession by his uncle because he was a minor (not yet hAwihwiswali). But

the reason behind his being handed over to Hattusili to bring up would remain unexplained.

V1 3.3. Other observations

Seal Kat. 27
The appearance of this seal impressed on Bogazkdy bullae and the reconstruction of its

outer Cun. ring with the epithet NARAM D IM GI-NU is important, authenticating as it does
beyond doubt the seal stone of Mursili I excavated at Ras Shamra, RS 14.202”". Various
aspects of this seal struck some specialists as curious if not suspicious, those voicing doubts
being Otten, Beran, and more strongly Boehmer. Prominent among these doubts was this very
epithet GI-NU (then read zi). In a more recent assessment of the piece Salvini®” listed the
problems, also the bibliography/and proposed an explanation of the supposed zi.

The reconstruction of the present seal inscription, besides authenticating the Ras Shamra
piece, corrects the reading of zi to G/-NU, identified by D. Bawanypeck (see above Kap. V)
as representing Akk. kinu, which she takes as “Liebling des rechtschaffenen Wettergottes”.
Since this is not attested as an epithet of the Storm-God, also in view of its apparently
nominative case, [ would prefer to take it as qualifying NARAM, thus “true darling of the
Storm-God”.

Another doubt cast on the seal stone from Ugarit was the commencement of the seal
legendjwith the NA,.KISIB at the bottom of the outer ring. However Kat. 27 authenticates
this by doing the same. Cf. also Kat. 70 (Hattusili III) and 116 (Tudhaliya IV). In fact the
Nigantepe corpus shows that while seal legends most commonly begin at the top, there are
other examples which im&}jbegin almost anywhere in the circle.

The other peculiar features of the seal tabulated by Sa_lvini93 as 1-2 and 5 still seem valid,
as does Beran’s opinion that the seal was of local Ugarit manufacture. We may thus suppose
that it was a copy made there in a rather unauthentic style from a seal like our Kat. 27.

The “Malnigal” seal: see below under URHI-TESSUB (Kap VI 5.5.).

VI.4. MUWATALLIII

% Hawkins 2001.

! Schaeffer 1956, 87-93.
%2 Salvini 1990.

%% Salvini 1990, 424.
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V14.1. The Seals: Sarri-Tessub
Before the excavation of the Nigantepe archive in 1990-1991, three types of seal of

Muwatalli IT were already known though sparsely attested and with Cuneiform legends
preserved mainly on the inner ring, hardly at all on the outer: (1) SBo II no. 1, Muwatalli
alone his name written with a complete bull (BOS» ); (2) SBo I no. 42, With Tanuhepa as
[Great Queen], his name on the left, written with the complete bull; (3) SBo 1 no. 38-41, at
Jeast four different variants of Umarmungssiegel.

Each of these types is now represented by multiple examples often with further variants,
and more significantly the outer rings of the Cuneiform legends can be reconstructed, with
some important results: (1) Kat. 37-38; (2) Kat. 46-49, also Kat. 50, a poorly preserved single
example showing the positions of Muwatalli and Tanuhepa reversed (queen on left, king on
right); (3) Kat. 39-42 corresponding to SBo I no. 35-41, and further variants Kat. 43-45.

It is‘{h-;hree best represented types of Umarmungssiegel, Kat. 39-41, whlc@

engage our attention. The basic scene is the same on all: the Storm-God in his usual attire

holding the king dressed as the Sun-God in the protection of his arm. The king’s name is
written behind him with the bull’s head, BOS-MI(= mu)-ta-li MAGNUS.REX, and the Storm-
God holds his own name MAGNUS. TONITRUS.CAELUM, “Great Storm(-God) of
Heaven”. But the Hieroglyphs within the royal aedicula beneath the Storm-God’s outstretched
arm differ, Kat. 39 as against nos. 40-41, and the Cuneiform legends of all three are also
different.

Kat. 40-41 have within the aedicula the signs 1..270-1..318-1.334 (= pa), while Kat. 39 has
L.199-L.363-L.17 (TONITRUS.MAGNUS.REX). After initial doubts about the nature of the .
first writing®, Ugarit digraphs confirmed the reading of L.318-pa as T. ELS}L/B-pa and enabled S S ’
Laroche to identify the group as a second name of Muwatalli (“Y'T%Eb”)% . Beran identified | 5 SV g
the Hieroglyphs in the aedicula of Kat. 39 as another writing of the same name”. F inally
Nowicki identified L.270 as the Empire form of L..70 (SUPER) used as a rebus sari to write
the name Sarri-Tesiub, and TONITRUS (MAGNUS) REX as a sportive reverse writing

Tes3ub-Sarri®”. This was triumphantly confirmed by the reconstruction of the outer Cuneiform ya ¢t

ring of Kat. 39 (= SBo I no. 38/B. 250) to read (see Abb. 24): {(/V‘U 0
DUTU-ST 1$ar-ri-te-es-su-up LUGAL.GAL DUMU Ymu-ur-§i-li LUGAL.GAL UR.SAG k (\_ U\SC}/
Y W

NA-RA-AM (inner ring) PIM etc. )

/Kb{’? ‘

* Giiterbock 1940, 22 — Muwatalli’s “personliche Emblem”.
% Laroche 1956, 117 .

% Beran 1967, 79 n. 6.

7 Nowicki 1983, 111-118.



F/NuVN

0

= S0 ] no. 39/B.251) reads:

The reconstructed outer ring of Kat. 40 (=
CDUTU- 8 INIR.GAL [LUGAL GAL] LUGAL KUR ha-ar-ti UR.SAG [NAJ-RA-AMPU

TI (inner ring) ..
P
Together these seals provide the sequence of equations Cun. ! sa/ -ri-te-e$-Su-up = Hier. X
TONITRUS (MAGNUS) REX = Hier. SUPER- TEE{/B -pa = Cun. INIR GAL, Hier. mu(wa)-
i ¢ 7

We should note that both scals share the innovation unparallcled elsewhere of omitting

N Ay )KISIB and commencing the legend with DUTU-SI.

For the equation of Hurrian and “Hittite™ names and the reversing of nominal clements, ¢f.
the scals of Urhi-Tesgsub /Mursili L (below Kap. VIS 1.1

Another interesting point to note relating to the use of seals Kat. 39 and 40 is that on a
number of occasions their impressions are found on two-sided, spool-shaped bullae, the other

side of which bear impressions of the seal of Urhi-Te$Sub with Tanuhepa (Kat. 52), as listed

below:

Kat.  39.7 +524 (91/517)

39.49 +52.19 (91/1883
( ) ][ A = Photagr obs ot
40.11 +52.1 (90/169) f( L, J
_ O X - é\ea@( £ C‘(é
40.12 +52.8 (90/380) T buddo Hat T
40.18 +52.5 (90/287) _ e ve Seand o
4023 +52.9 (90/1162)
T
40.48 + 52;1,8-/(9'1/1797)
Additionallx_Kaf./éQl + 52.3 are found impressed on an ox-head shaped bulla, Bo
7
90/1029 (Taf. A)gg. What could be the significance of this? It would seem most unlikely that
the seal of Urhi-Te§Sub as Great King V}(/ith Tanuhepa as Great Queen could have been cut and

used in Muwatalli’s lifetime, when Urhi-Te§$ub was fukkanti and Tanuhepa was “ruined”. At

the earliest this seal would have been made immediately after Muwatalli’s death, when Urhi-
Tes8ub would have succeeded and Tanuhepa would have been rehabilitated. So the two
Muwatalli seals should have been applied posthumously, perhaps because the transactions
which they were validating were begun in his lifetime and concluded under his successor. A
hat these two seals of Muwatalli were his latest, and the seal

further inference tc be drawn is that th

Ll vl

of Urhi-Teg8ub with Tanuhepa his earliest, while he still used that name.

% cee Neve 1991, 328 Abb. 28a. b; Neve 1992b, 57 Abb. 148. 149
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V1 4.2, Historical implications: double names of the Kings

Interesting and important in itself, this confirmation of a Hurrian second name of
Muwatalli has wider implications for our understanding of Fittite history. As far as concerns
Muwatalli himself, we should note that on his Umarmungssiegel it 1s his Hurrian 7esSub-
Sarril Sarri-Tessub names which appear within the royal aedicula, while his Mwwaralli name
with a simple “Great King” stands behind the figures. Kat. 39 demonstrates quite
unambiguously that Muwatalli had a second, Hurrian name read Sarri-Tessub. Furthermore,
since the evidence suggests that this seal was used posthumously, it must have been in use at
the end of his life, and thus Sarri-Tessub was not a “personal name” discarded in favour of a

“throne name” Muwatalli but simply an alternative name in the system of double names

recently defined by Beal®. The parallel with the double name of Muwatalli’s son Urhi- " o
TesSub/Mursili III is striking, though in his case he does seem to have used Urhz’—Te)fs“‘;z(b Iy ‘H/\O('-’N()\ . \L))( 3
earlier and subsequently switched to Mursili (see further below, Kap. VI 5.2, 4). g g z qq_\ ’
Two further important cases of double names are clarified by these observations. @gf 2® ;5
AL

Muwatalli’s other known son Kuruntiya, King of Tarhuntassa, is identified by many scholars
as the same person as Ulmi-Te$Sub, who otherwise remains a mysterious and problematic
figure, but others have disputed this on various grounds, including the difficulty of the double
name' Oo.Lhese’difﬁoultées,q{re now removed.

4 The great Ugarit seal of Tudhaliya IV (impressed on RS 17.159, new fragmentary
impréssions from Nisantepe, Kat. 110) shows below the name of Tudhaliya in the great
aedicula the signs L.418-S4RRUMA flanked by “Great King”, recognized by Laroche as a
second name of Tudhaliya with a suggested reading Hi$mi-Sarruma, to be identified with the
prince of that name known from Cuneiform texts'®'. This was generally accepted until the
discovery of the Bronze Tablet treaty of Tudhaliya IV, where Hi$mi-Sarruma, prince, appears
among the witnesses, thus is clearly not Tudhaliya. Nisantepe produced impressions of

another seal of Tudhaliya, Kat. 111, where the signs L.418- S4RR UMA appear within the

. great aedicula flanked by the Tudhaliya Hieroglyphs. Sedat Alp, rejecting an attempt by van

den Hout to interpret L.418 SARRUMA as an epithet, ... -ed of Sarruma”, proposed to
recognize Tudhaliya under his second name in the prince Tasmi-Sarruma, a witness on the

Ulmi-Te88ub treaty, but significantly absent from the witnesses of the Sahurunuwa donation

? Beal 2002.
"% see Beal 2002, 57 n. 17, 70.
! Laroche 1956, 117-119.



and the Bronze Tablet teaty, both documents issued by Tudhaliya 1V ”$. Heinhold-

Krahmer subjected this question to an exhaustive re-examination ™, in which she inclined to

van den Hout’s explanation as an epithet against Alp’s Tagmi-Sarruma, basing her argument
principally on the fact that Tudhaliya (IV) was known by that name before he became king
(thus it could not be his throne name). This argument, which was circumvented by Beal’s
dismissal of the personal vs. throne name distinction, has been undermined by the
appearcance of the Sarri-Teddub scal. and Alp’s Tagmi-Sarruma identification remains
convincing. Like his uncle Muwatalli, Tudhaliya would have included his second name on his
seals. and before his accession (o kingship is attested under both names, Tudhaliva on his
GAL MESEDI seal and in the Apology of Hattusili, 7wimi-Sarruma as witness 1o the Ulm_J?—
Tessub treaty. We are of course no closer to an explanation of the sign L.415, best aﬂn_a/ly_a@gi as

c2p

X+mi: on general grounds X is more likely to be a logogram standing for tasmi than some

kind of rebus representing T4S (+M]).

V15, URHI-TESSUB / MURSILI (1)
The seals

VI5.1. The tuhkanti seal
Impressions of two different but similar Umarmungssiegel from Nisantepe, which did not

show the titulary of a Great King, permitied the reconstruction of their Cuneiform legends to
read together (see Abb. 25): T jpe . (luis Aaest f\&/ (oo afso Ligted. fbb
NA4.KISI%I‘2r—h[i—DU]-up LUty-hy-kin-ti DUMU.LUGAL [GAJL

“Seal of Urhi-TeS§8ub, tuh(u)kanti, Great(?) Prince”!%
The Hieroglyphic legend placed behind the Umarmungsszene consisted of the three signs
L.199-L.419-L.*525, of which the first two (now read TONITRUS RHOMBUS) were further
found on two impressions, here Kat. 51.1-2, as the name of a Great King paired with
Tanuhepa as Great Queen. These sealings were characterized by Neve in his preliminary
listing of the Nisantepe royal seals'® as “Unbekannte Grosskdnige — 6 (davon 2 mit
Danuhepa)”, a description which has unfortunately caused some confusion to scholars seeking

to clarify the relations within the royal family in the Iight of the information from Nisantepe.

. rd{ V} ° 'OVLPé'm 'l\

92 Alp 1998.

19 Heinhold-Krahmer 2001.
1% See Hawkins 2001; now also Herbordt 2005, Kat. 504-508; and Hawkins apud Herbordt 2005, 278. 306.

1% Neve 1992a, 313.
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VI15.2. Fher. writings z,//'~/11'—TE}S§/B-pa = TONITRUS.RHOMBUS

The reconstruction of the Cuneiform legend of Urhi-Te$Sub’s tuhkanti-seal indicated as
Hieroglyphic digraphs Cun. Urhi- Te§$ub = TONITRUS.RHOMBUS and tuhkanti = L.*525
(now read PRINCEPS), which would fit well also with Kat. 51, Tanuhepa with TONITRUS
RITOMBUS MAGNUS.REX (Cun. outer ring not preserved). Since TONITRUS can be read
Hurrian 7essub as well as Hittite Tarhun(d)a, the writing must be taken as reversed, Tessub-
urhi, exactly paralleling the writing TONITRUS (MAGNUS) REX = Cun. Sarri-Tessub on
Kat. 39 (= sari-TESUB-pa, Kat. 40-41). Thus Kat. 51, Tanuhepa with
TONITRUS.RHOMBUS is clearly simply a variant writing to that on Kat. 52, Tanuhepa with
Urhi-Te8Sub, on which the reconstructed Cun. outer ring gives for the first time the
unambiguously recognized Cun. digraph ['u]r-hi-PU-ub for the long since recognized Hier,
ur-hi -TES E’/B—pa e,

It may/;e noted that Urhi-Tes§Sub follows his father Muwatalli in using two different
Hieroglyphic writings for his Hurrian name, one logographic (reverse writing), one semi-
phonetic TES z/B-pa writing. Note also his assumption of the title tabarna on Kat. 52, the first
' king who 1s s/:aen to do so, also PUTU-ST taparna on Kat. 55-56, as Muwatalli had been the

first to use PUTU-ST (Kat. 39-40).

VI5.3. Urhi-Te$Sub with Tanuhepa

These two seals of Urhi-TesSub with Tanuhepa are probably his earliest seals, Kat. 52,
because as noted above it appears on two-sided bullae paired with impressions of Muwatalli’s
seals used posthumously, and Kat. 51 because it writes Urhi-Tessub in the same way as on his

———
tuhkanti seal. It has also been argued above that the seals with sinistroverse Mursili with
Tanuhepa (Kat. 61-63) are probably attributable to Urhi-Te§Sub/Mursili (IIT), partly on the

grounds of TL.SIG5 and TI at the end of the Tanuhepa titulary (Kat. 61, 62), also because on

Kat. 63 [(PUTU- SI) tabarna 'mursili] looks to be the most fitting restoration in the other
Cuneiform ring between NA,.KISIB [...] TLUGAL GAL'l. If this is correct, we may suppose

that Urhi-TesSub deliberately wrote his Mursili name sinistroverse to distinguish it from the wo™

dextroverse writings of his grandfather’s name.

V15.4. The Unarmungssiegel

1% Tentatively Giiterbock 1940, 27 f.; confidently Beran 1967, 41 nos. 226. 227.
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A novelty of the Nisaniepe archive was impressions of a fine Umarmungssiegel of Urhi-
Tegsub/Mursili 111, already included in Otlen’s preliminary publication of 1993'%7 where
errors in the drawing of Bo 91/852 are noted'™, which mistakenly indicate it to be an
impression of a different seal. In fact my collation confirms that all impressions including

those listed in n. 33 are from the same seal. The outer ring of the cuneiform legend is nowhere
preserved except for a single trace on Kat. 53.7 at 12 o"clock. but significantly. as Oten'™
points out this gives the [P]U-up of the name Urhi-Tesdub, paralleled in the centre by the
Flieroglyphic URBS + RA/I-/i. and this disposes of the unfortunate attempt of C. Mora to
separate Mursili [T from Urhi-Teggub''?. To fill the space in the outer ring perhaps this
reading should suffice:
[NA,.KISIB UUTU-S_‘I_za—ba—ar-na lur-hi—D'JilU—up [LUGAL GAL LUGAL KUR YRUjg-
at-ti UR.SAG] (cf. Kat. 55-56). The inner fing would then continue:
NA-RA-AMPU u PUTU URUg-ri-na DUMU INIR.GAL etc.
This would avoid placing the NARAM formula after the affiliation, as Otten supposed''’,
although in fact there are several examples of this order of clauses among the Nisantepe seal
legends: see e.g. Kat. 39 (Sarri-Ted$ub), 52 (Urhi-Tes$ub), 66 (Hattusili III). '
Otten also expresses doubts on the Storm-God epigraph over the hand of the deity''? —
justifiably so since the drawings of this group are actually incorrect. Careful examination and
comparison of all examples show that apparent variations between the examples of the 4 b, 2%
epigraph are due only to the character of each impression, whether well and deeply or only - I /e

lightly stamped (Abb. 26). A curious fact emerges from this scrutiny when one compares this 0(; e /V

epigraph with that on Muwatalli’s Umarmungssiegel, which reads: dﬂli%‘d/u f
MAGNUS. TONITRUS.CAELUM, “Great Storm(-God) of Heaven” (the omission of DEUS A({ e S&Og( o -
before TONITRUS is peculiar). QV'L e&f s ’

On the Umarmungssiegel of Mursili III on the other hand, the definitely recognizable \F"/c u
signs read DEUS.TONITRUS MAGNUS.REX CAELUM, but the REX is flanked by an
outward-curving stroke on each side (Abb. 26), giving it the appearance of the TONITRUS of
Muwatalli’s seal, perhaps deliberately, and it is this which has misled the artist into drawing

TONITRUS'". I can only suggest that this is some kind of graphic play with the signs: it

17 Otten 1993, 22-27.
LA

108

Otten 1993, 25 Abb. 20. = Mg =
% Otten 1993, 27. e YU L 5@13»“
"9 S0 Otten 1993, 27 with n. 38; cf. Beal 2002, 57 £, and nl00. So™t ¢ oW
' Otgen 1993, 26, A e ¥
"% Otten 1993, 27 with n. 37. SJ‘

"3 apud Otten 1993, 25 Abb”o

/_



cannot be read other than as indicated, “Storm-God, Great King of Heaven” (ignoring the
flanking strokes). Such a title without GAL, “great”, is attested for the Storm-God on the
Muwatalli Prayer and the Ulmi-Te$3ub treaty''* (cf. below, Kat. 101). We may also note, as
perhaps relevant to a playful writing, that the epigraph does contain in its heart the writing of

Urhi-Tes$ub’s father’s name TONITRUS MAGNUS REX (Tediub-Sarri), as seen on Kat. 39.

VI 5.5, Mursili I
2
The two great seals of Urhi-Te38ub as Mursili III (Kat. 55 and 56) are both now

represented by almost completely preserved impressions and enormous numbers of others.
The earliest known, incomplete example of Kat. 55 was already identifiable as a seal of Urhi-
Tessub from the genealogy'"?, but additional impressions of the seal giving the king’s name in
the Cun. outer ring only appeared in 1953 16 which established that the central Hieroglyphs
were indeed to be read Mursili, thus that Urhi-Te$Sub used the name Mursili (III). At almost

exactly the same time the digraphic seals of Mursili Il were found at Ras Shamra, also

confirming the Cun. reading of the _Hieroglyphs1 "7 These two seals remain the only clear and

unequivocal evidence for Urhi-Te§8ub’s use of the name Mursili, though they are
supplemented by his Umarmungssiegel on which as noted above the central Mursili
Hieroglyphs are matched by the trace in the Cun. ring [urhi-PJU-up. The magnificent Storm-
God in chariot seal, the apogee of the Hittite seal-cutter’s art, with its sinistroverse Mursili
Hier. epigraph, could on stylistic grounds hardly be attributed to Mursili I1. Yet there is no
unequivocal evidence in the texts for the name Mursili being used of Urhi-Tes§sub, although
examples of this have been sought and proposed, e.g. in the difficult fragment KUB XXXI
338 We thus have no evidence as to whether he could have borne the name Mursili before
his accession, perhaps unlikely for a pahhurzi son of a concubine, or whether in fact he

assumed it as king, in an effort to bolster the legitimacy of his succession, as has been

supposed”g.

VI 5.5, The “Malnigal” seal
The impression of this unique seal, of unrecorded provenance but presumably from the

Winckler excavations since it was already known to Forrer before 1926 (BoTU 2, p.*14),

"4 Van Gessel 1998, 783.
U5 Giiterbock 1935, 64 f. and Taf, 26, 5.

"6 Otten 1955, 19-22..

"7 Giterbock 1956, pp.161-163.

"8 See Houwink ten Cate 1974, 127 £.; Houwink ten Cate 1994, 240-242.

"% e.g. by Beran 1967, p.75.
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raises problems still not fully resolved but certainly affected by data [rom Nisantepe. The
central Cun. inscription was read ma-al-ni-gal MUNUS.LUGAL, and considered to be the
Hurrian name of a queen of a Mursili read on the Cun. outer ring, followed by a queen whose
name began fa-[...]. The discovery of the Ras Shamra seal of Suppiluliuma with Great Queen
Tawananna gave in the centre Hier. inscription the queen’s name written X-na-Y-/la; for
which the only comparandum seemed to be Malnigal. Laroche'?® recorded this without
enthusiasm, though it has generally been accepted but occasionally doubted. (Laroche himself
did not accept it)!?'. Beran'* proposed to read the queen’s name on the outer circle lra-[wa-
na-an-nla, and considered its relation to “Malnigal”. More recently Salvini has studied the

})iCCClZJI he accepted the outer rin la- wanann]a but erCCth the centre read as a queen’s
g .

name, with which we must agree, but after collating the piece'* he read the outer ring: Mmur- . C
RANSY

Si-li t/zgérzu 7ﬂhe?-pa?] LUGAL G[AL MU]NUS LUGAL.

This we must accept as the latest pronouncement on the piece, but it still leaves us with
the problem of whether this is Mursili I or TIT with Tanuhepa. Salvini notes Mofa’s
arguments'® in favour of a late dating, but cautions that the late form of the /i in Mursili,
important to Mora’s case, is also found on the Ugarit seal of Mursili II alongside the earlier
form (used in the patronym Suppiluliuma). I would point out however that the /i in the
impression on RS 17.382 (not 17.237!) cannot be verified on the photographs126 and appears
to be somewhat damaged; further that in my observation the late /7 is not found elsewhere on
Bo. royal seals until those of Tudhaliya IV. We may well accept then that this is a seal of
Mursili (IIT) with Tanuhepa.

Although the central ma-al-ni(-GAL) remains unexplained (Salvini’s proposal “malni to
the Great Queen”'?’ awaits corroboration), it is now clearly ruled out as being the personal

name of Tawananna'>*.

VI 6. HATTUSILI Il and PUDUHEPA

20 Laroche 1956, p.100.

211 aroche 1960, no.271.

122 Beran 1967, 33. 69.

123 Salvini 1990, 455-459.

24 Salvini 1990, addendum 461 f.; Salvini 1992, 155 f.

' Mora 1989.

% Schaeffer 1956, 9 Fig.8 and P1.II.

27 Salvini 1990, 458 f. :

2 S0 Otten 1995, 24; Carruba 1998, 114 £, Borker Klahn’s forlorn attempt (Borker-Klahn 1995) to re-establish

“Malnigal” cannot achieve this.
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The seals of Hattusili alone (Kat. 66-69) and Hattusili with Puduhepa (Kat. 70-83) are
mostly known from sufficient examples to permit more or less complete reconstructions of
their Cuneiform legends, whether oneff or two%ings (Kat. 66, 68, 69, 70, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78,
82). These do not contribute any new information on the dynasty. Otten devoted two short
articles to these seals'?, in which he noted the salient points: (1) (Kat. 67) inner ring UR.SAG
NARAM PU VRU nirik NARAM PINANNA YRU samuha; (2) (Kat. 66) inner ring DUMU
Imursili LUGAL GAL UR.SAG NARAM PU URU pjrik ... thus the NARAM-clause following
instead of preceding the affiliation; (3) (Kat. 70-73) appearance of Puduhepa Great Queen in
the Hier. centre but not mentioned in the Cun. inner ring where the Kat, 67 formula is
maintained. Even after the full reconstructions of the Cun. legends, there is nothing to add to
or correct in his observations.

It remains to note the seal of Hattusili with Puduhepa Kat. 83, the only well attested and
clear seal on which Puduhepa’s Hi.er. name is placed on the left and the Hattusili Hieroglyph
is dextroverse. Impressions of the same seal were found at Ras Shamra on tablets RS 18.03,
17.229, 17.130. The seal is curious in its single ring Cun. legend where the NA, KISIB
Lhattusili LUGAL.GAL is followed directly, without NARAM, by PINANNA PIM written
with somewhat peculiar sign-forms. Laroche in his edition misread the gods’ names (from
photographs and/or casts?) as the title Q4-RA-[D]I-IM**°. Again we note the absence of
Puduhepa’s name from the Cuneiform legend.

Puduhepa was already known from seals of herself alone (Tarsus and Ras Shamra), and is
now represented at Nisantepe by four seals Kat. 85-88, the first three of which preserve

e ool
Cuneiform inscriptions. Kat. 86 gives her her well known title “daughter of Kummanni”?, £« lecoos

while Kat. 87 has the unparalleled X Psa-la, where the partially damaged sign x should stand

either for “priestess” or “beloved”, or some variant of these, but has not been positively

identified.

Kat. 85 shows the curious feature of two rings of Cuneiform legend, the outer of which,
though partially reconstructed, appears to bear a legend identical with that of inner:
NA,.KISIB fpu-du?/hé-pa MUNUS.LUGAL.GAL MUNUS LUGAL KUR hg-at-ti NA-RA-
AM Dhé-bar. This repetition leads Otten to suggest that the seal was used by Puduhepa after
the death of Hattusili III to assert a claim to sole rule (4lleinvertretungsanspruch). This seems

rather a lot to infer from the evidence, and Otten’s comparison of a supposedly similar seal of

129 Otten 1993; Otten 1995.
130 { aroche 1956, 108 f.
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Tudhaliya IV 1s shown by the complete reconstruction of its Cunetform legend to be

unfounded (see below, Kap. V1 7 [seals type 2]).

Vi 7. TUDHALIYA IV
Tudhaliya’s seals may be grouped as follows:
type 1. Name written “MONS, (mountain-god) 1+ 7707 (Kat. §89-100)
all with single ring Cunciform Jegend
type 2. Name written MONS 4 70U (Kat, 112-127)
all with double ring Cuneiform legend
tvpe 3. Tasmi-Sarruma™ seals (Kat, 110, 111)
one known from Ras Sharma, one new
double ring Cuneiform legend (outer ring poorly or not preserved)
type 4. SAR KISSATI seal (Kat. 134)

already known
type 5. Tabloid seal (Kat. 102, 104 with 103; 129, 130 with 131)

reconstruction of originals proposed

type 6. Cylinder seal (Kat. 101)

Examples oi’:’\{c‘ypes 1 and 2 were already known (SBo I no. 63/B. 160; SBo I no. 53-57/B.
190-196 — SBo I no. 52/B. 90 is type 5), but the Nisantepe impressions are the first to preserve
substantial parts of the Cuneiform legends permitting more or less complete reconstructions.

The single ring Cuneiform legends of type 1 and double ring of type 2 are noteworthy

features.
It is also worth noting that Tudhaliya is the first king to introduce the late form of /i

(51{4(\}’1[) into his Cuneiform legends, using it always in his and his father’s names except in Kat.

96, 97 and 115 inner ring.
Type 1 has at simplest (Kat. 89-91) the legend:
NA, KISIB tabarna tudhaliva LUGAL.GAL LUGAL KUR hatti

to which may be added
(Kat. 93) UR.SAG NARAM PIM S4M.
or (Kat. 96-97) UR.SAG NARAM PU URUperik

b

- or (Kat. 94) UR.SAG LUSANGA.GAU?A DUTU WUgrinnig GASAN-I4

Type 2 has only two examples with reconstructable legends:
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/ / (Kat. 116) (outer ring) NA,.KISIB ta-ba-[ar-na ‘/u—ud—ha—cilf—i]a LUGAL.GAL [LUGAL

KUR hatti UR.] SAG NARAM (inner) PIM U[RUneri]k(?) DUMU 'ha-ad-du-si-Ii LUGAL.

S RV R R )

|GAL LUGA]L KUR hatti UR.SAG
(Kat. 115) (outer ring) NA, KISIB tabarna 'dudhalilya] LUGAL GAL [LUGAL KUR harti

(? — uncertain spacing) DUM@sza—[ad] -du-$i-li LUGAL.GAL UR.SAG (inner) NA4.KI§IB

tabarna 'dudhaliya LUGAL.GAL LUGAL KUR hatti

Noteworthy is that the affiliation clauses are found not in the single Cuneiform ring of
type 1 but only in the double rings of type 2. There Kat. 116 has the relatively normally
patterned NA,. KISIB RN, + titles NARAM DN DUMU RN, + titles. Kat. 115 on the other
hand has (outer ring) NA,.KISIB RN, + titles DUMU RN, + titles, (inner) NA, KISIB RN, +
titles repeated. When only incomplete examples were known before the full reconstruction of
the legend, this unusual patterning led to some inferences which may now be seen to be
invalid. C. Mora from an earlier discovered impression of the seal Kat. 115 from Ras Shamra, >

RSL 2, proposed to restore in the outer ring the name, titles and affiliation of Hattusili, and PSLR o
! Otten from a partial reading of ~ ( ]LW‘(%

for

inferred from this a coregency of Tudhaliya with his‘father
the impressions of Kat. 115 noted the invalidity of Mora’s proposal, but assumed that the
outer and inner rings bore duplicate legends of Tudhaliya, parallel to the duplicate legends of
Puduhepa on Kat. 85'*2. As noted above, he inferred from this a power struggle between
Puduhepa and Tudhaliya after Hattusili’s death'>. As shown by the full reconstruction, the
Tudhaliya leg of this theory is fallacious, but in any case it seemed a rather weighty inference
for the slender evidence. The duplicate legend of Puduhepa and the repetition in Tudhaliya’s
legend do however remain unexplained. We may also note that van den Hout’s theory of
coregency of Tudhaliva with Hattusili** is now deprived of the support of Mora’s restoration
and depends solely on his reconstruction of the oracle evidence.

Seals type 3 are named the “Ta$mi-Sarruma” seals from the occurrence in the
Hieroglyphic centre of an apparent second name of Tudhaliya for which Sedat Alp proposed
the reading Tasmi-Sarruma and the identification with the homonymous prince attested in
Cuneiform sources'. The writing first appeared on the impression of a great seal of

Tudhaliya on the Ras Shamra tablet RS 17.159, and fragmentary Nigantepe impressions of fhe

/Zfl"\"a /7272 (?knaﬁ. add TLO

" Mora 1987; Mora 1988.

2 Otten 1993. s , L, (.9129’6«0\()‘[‘%__ E
' Otten 1993, 112. T vag) \ {

> Vanden Hout 1991, ~ ° (onpe (AEESE

¥ Alp 1998. e (g L'O‘ g g4l g

-l [0
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same seal Kat. "]( ) are now Joined by those of another @eal Kat. 111, on which the L.418-

SARRUMA ocours twice in a double writing of the oreat ‘aedicula flanked by MONS + 7T/

writings of Tudhaliya’s name"*®. As noted above, the definitive establishment of the second

(Hurrian) name of Mpwatalh I as Sarri-TesSub by the seal Kat. 39 lends the strongest support

for taking L..418 ’SARRUMA as a second name of Tudhaliya and against van den Hout’s

suggestion that it u)u]d be an epithet, and it leaves Alp’s suggested reading and identification

as the most probable. See above. the discussion of sccond names, under MUWATALLI TI

(Kap. VI4.2).

The seal legends would both have been two-ringed. The Ras Shamra impression has the
inner ring largely preserved and restorable, and a part of the outer at 10-1 o clock™. Kat. 111
has part of the inner ring only at 12-3 o’clock, but enough to suggest that the two seals had the
same legend: it reads@probably) fou-du-h{é-b]at MUNUS.LUGAL GAL MUNUS
LUG[AL ..., as does the Ras Shamra impression in approximately the same position. For the
reading of the remains of the outer ring of the latter Laroche ™ gives:

.. LUG]AL GAL UR.SA[G] (then descending to inner@{pu—du—h[e—pa ...), though it
must be said that the outer ring traces look much more like

.. LUGAL KUR] ha-at-ti UR.SAG NA,KISIB [ ...
This is certainly what would be expected, though it is difficult to check from the photographs
as published. In any case it is clear that the outer ring must have contained Tudhaliya’s name
+ titles, son of Hattusili + titles.

Laroche’s reading O4AR-RA-A-TI as an Akkadographic writing for UR.SAG would be
unparalleled (note the correction of his reading OA4-RA-[D]I-IM on Kat. 82 and its Ras
Shamra impression) either on seals or in texts and is also difficult to check on photographs. If
correctly read, its use might have been dictated by the need to fill the space.

For the reading of the Sun-Deity’s Hieroglyphic epigraph on the Ras Shamra seal
DEUS.SOL.SOL as “Sun-goddess of Arinna”, see Hawkins'*

Seals type S, two pairs of closely similar seals of slightly different dimensions have been
reconstructed from impressions Kat. 104 and 129, 102 and 130, with inscriptions Kat. 103 and
131 (see above, Kap. IV 3). Even if the suggestions that the second of each pair backed up the

first as part of the same seal 1s not correct, the reconstructed Cuneiform legends call for

comment here,

136 Otten 1993, 35-40.

7 Schaeffer 1956, 20 fig. 25, printed upside-down.
138 1 aroche 1956, 111.

B9 Hawkins 1995, 32.
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(A) Kat. 129/130 with 131
1. NA4KISIB PUTU-S/

2. [[cz]—ba-ﬁ@‘—n@ 7

3oxxx.]
4. Wu-u]d-ha-li-i[a]
5. LUGAL GAL LUGAL KUR h[a-at-ti]
6. A tha-at-tu-5i-[1i]
“Seal of My Sun, Tabarna, [ ... ?] Tudhaliya, Great King, King of the land Hatti, son of

Hattusili
(B) Kat. 104/102 with 103
1. NA4.KISIB DUTU-[ST]

2. la-ba-ar-[na)

3. ltu-ud-ha-li-ia
4. LUGAL GAL LUGAL KUR ha-at-ti
5. UZU(?) URUEkym-ma<<-a-na>>-an(-ni]
“Seal of My Sun, Tabarna, Tudhaliya, Great King, King of the land Hatti, flesh(?) of the

: L
( {) / city Kumma<< >>anmf

Comments
(A) 3. This apparent line is discussed, inconclusively, with the reconstruction (above, Kap.

Iv.3).
6. A lhattusili: A as alternative for DUMU, “son”, is as far as [ am aware unparalleled in

Bogazkdy usage, but was presumably adopted by Tudhaliya as an Assyrianism like other of

his seal practices (SAR KISSATI seal, cylinder seal).

A -
L:\W (B) 6. UZU(.;XURUkum‘/—ma<<-a-na>>—an[nz']: this line parallel to A lhattusili presumably
/ — A
refers to Tudhaliya’s descent, in which context URUkum-ma ... can surely only refer to

\)\‘ " \‘\bi\bq Kummanni, his mother’s Heimat. Yet something seems to have gone wrong with the cutting
\ o0
\wﬁ“‘“v of the inscription: there is an oddly written and superfluous -a-na(?) before the expected -an[-

/
4 / ni]. Further, what is the sign before UR‘L’? The left g'raﬂd;;dge of (B) 5 preserving this sign is 7
T visible only on the impression Kat. 103.6 Abdr. A, from which it is included in the

reconstruction. Clearly it must express as a logogram Tudhaliya’s relationship to Kummanni
through his mother, thus “scion” or the like. The sign appears to begin with two horizontals
‘followed by a broken vertical, for which only HZL nos. 201-203 (GU, DUR, UZU) offer a
match. Of these only UZU, “flesh”, seems at all appropriate, though not to my knowledge
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used in such a context. Other more appropriate logograms such as NUMUN, “seed”, hardly fit
the sign-form.

Seal type 6, Tudhaliya’s cylinder seal, is discussed in detail by S. Herbordt (see above,
I\{QL)MO, who sees the creation of a cylinder seal for Tudhaliya, unprecedented in Hatti, as
re's\\ulting from Assyrian influence. She reports the suggestion of J. Hazenbos that the seal
could represent a joint seal of the god and the king, paralleled by the Hittile seal on the silver
tablet version of the Hittite-Egyptian treaty as described in the Hieroglyphic text. He w ould
restore [NA, KISIB PU/IM]| URUkum-m|a-an-ni] LUGAL AN-¢ [ ... ]| NA,.KISIB PUTU-§i’
etc. However it does not seem self-evident from the wording of the Hieroglyphic description
of the scal that the god and the king actually shere a scal, vather that the king sealed the wreaty
with the god’s seal.

However this may be, I would offer the following alternative suggestion: the signs in front

of the god could represent the end of the inscription which encircled the entire cylinder, thus

reading K
NA4KISIB DUTU-[S7]
ta-ba-ar-[na|
LUGAL [GAL] UR.[SAG]
Yu-ud-ha-[li-ia)
[LUGAL KUR ha-at-ti]
[perhaps affiliation: DUMU lhattusili etc.]
[NA-RA-AM PU/IM]
URUkyum-m[a-an-ni)

LUGAL AN-¢ x...X...

VI8 KURUNTIYA
For this reading of the name, as against the Akkadographic Kurunta, see Hawkins'*'.

The occurrence in the leantepe corpus of these two seals of Kuruntlya Kat. 136, 137,

(

" along with the earlier Bo 86/ 7\ in all of which he takes the full great aedicula of the Great

Kings of Hattusa, is certainly a/ considerable 51gn1ﬁcance for the dynasty, as is also the fg‘ /
subsequent discovery of his rock relief HAT!L[P where he styles himself “Great King, Hero,

/il ({,’ ,'/ i S
Ld [ ton TEE SR ({T,".Lo".ft L

ey

[ v "

140 Also Herbordt 2006. 0q , ’ T\l % v o |
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son of Muwatalli Great King, Hero™'*?., Unfortunately in the absence of any {extual evidence
to explain these, the significance eludes us. Some have followed the suggestion of the
excavator of the seal impressions, seeing them as evidence of a temporary but unsuccessful
coup d’état on the part of Kuruntiya claiming his birthright as Great King of Hattusa, while

others have sought a more pacific explanation'*’. The fact remains that at present we lack

evidence 1n either direction.

V19, ARNUWANDA III

The large and pompous bullae of this little-known king with their inscriptions in weird or

archaizing Cuneiform (Kat. 138, 139) contribute nothing to our perception of his obscure

reign.

VI10. SUPPILULIUMA II
In contrast to the overblown seals of his brother, those of Suppiluliuma II as far as known

to us are as modest as those of his great predecessor Suppiluliuma I. In addition to
impressions of seals already known (Kat. 146, 147, = B.165, 166), a previously unknown seal
appears with Kat. 148, while B.167, an impression found in 1955, has not reappeared in a new
example. The Cuneiform legends, one-ring in all known seals, are extremely terse, lacking
even the NA,.KISIB, reading only 'Suppiluliuma LUGAL.GAL LUGAL KUR ha-ti (Kat.

146, 147). The new scal Kat. 148 prefixes this with NA ;. KISIB rabarna.

In 1967 Otten (correcting Beran) pointed out the distinction between the seals of
Suppiluliuma I and II, namely the different renderings of the suppi (PURUS, L.322): I
showing four vertical “bars” in the central space, II lacking these!™. All new Great King seals
known since then from Nisantepe follow this distinction. In 1995 I had to re-examine this
question in the light of a group of impressions, principally excavated by Neve in 1987 in
Temple 2, also an earlier example145 and two from Nigantepe, Kat. 12, 13, reading REX
Suppiluliuma REX using the “barred Suppi; and also in the context of the SUDBURG
inscription, attributed to Suppiluliuma II, where the relief suppi-sign bore the surface

markings of four vertical incisions, seemingly corresponding to the “bars” of the suppi on

142 For the sea) impression see Neve 1987, 401 f. Abb. 20; and for the rock relief, most recently Ehringhaus,
2005, 101-107 with bibliography.

"3 See Klengel 1999, 290; Singer 1996.

4 Otten 1967, 226-228.

5 Beran 1957, Taf. 29, 8.



seals'*®. Neve dated the Westbau example Kat. 12 to Suppiluliuma II on the grounds of its ;’,
find-spot in room 3 with seal impressions of Kuruntiya, Arnuwanda III, Tudhaliya IV and PR
Hattusili IIT (for a re-evaluation of the find-spot see above Herbordt, Kap. I1 4.1)'*, while D. (Vo

Bawanypeck dates the group to Suppiluliﬁma I on the grounds of the appearance of the sign v @/\

TI, “life”, on the example published by Beran'*® (see above Bawanypeck, Kap. V Kommentar

Kat. 12-13). Neither dating seems very secure for these unusual seals, though if they belonged
to Suppiluliuma 1T his use of the “barred” suppi would call for comment as | assumed in 1985.
but what I argued then remains the case for the SUDBURG suppis. Suppiluliuma Il might
have been an ordinary king during the Great Kingship of his brother, as was Hattusili III. or

Suppiluliuma I during the Great Kingship of his father, but we have no other evidence for

either.
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Ugaritica I Fig. 11

Abb. 23 a-d Reconstruction of the outer ring legend of Mursili seals Kat. 23 and 25. - a. Kat. 23.1-
5 recontruction drawing; b Kat. 25.2; ¢. composite drawing of seal impressions from Ugarit and
Hattusa; d. left Kat. 23-25.3; right Kat. 23-25.1-2 (composite). - M. 3:2



Abb. 24 Reconstruction of outer ring legend of Kat. 39. - M. 3:2



Abb. 25 a. b. Reconstruction of Cuneiform legends of tuhkanti seals
of Urhi-TesSub from the Nisantepe archive in Hattusa. - M. 3:7

MF2
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Abb. 26 a-f Storm-God epithet on seal of Mursili III. - a. Kat.
53.4; b. Kat. 53.1; c. Kat. 53.7; d. Kat. 53.3; e. Kat. 53.2; {.
Kat. 53.9. - M. 3:2
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mehreren Siegeln Arnuwandas IIL., der ebenfalls den Namen eines heiligen Berges trigt, eine
zentrale Stellung ein (Kat. 139-40). Im Falle Kuruntiyas besteht die Namensschreibung aus der
Darstellung des Schutzgottes der Wildflur, dessen Namen er trigt, sowohl in anthropomorpher als
auch theriomorpher Form (Kat. 136. 137). Mit den Botschaften der Schrift und des Schriftbildes bei
den digraphischen Kénigssiegeln hat sich zuletzt ausfiihrlich I. Klock-Fontanille beschiftigt'®”.

IV 3. Two Unusual Seals of Tuthaliya IV: Proposed Reconstructions (J. D. Hawkins; Abb. 8-14)
Kat. 102 with 104 and Kat. 129 with 130 are impressions of two pairs of closely similar seals
differing only slightly in dimensions (Abb. 8, 9). These were mostly impressed on the circular bases
of usual conical bullae, but examination shows that the original seals were rectangular (occasional

portions of the seal edge, upper, lower or lateral, may be visible on some impressions), and the

impressing surfaces were flat, in contrast to the convex surfaces of the circular seals. Note that

impressions of Kat. 104 and 129 appear together on the Tonverschluss Bo. 91/1618 (Abb. 12).
Each pair shows the g’éit aedicula enclosing “MONS, (mountain-man) + 70” (Kat. 102, 104),

and “MONS + TU” (Kat. 129, 130), nos. 104 and 129 being the larger of each pair, 102 and 130 the
smaller (Abb. 8-9). This central scene on each pair is demarcated on all four sides by straight
engraved lines (relief in impression), and above and below each is a single line of Cuneiform,
themselves demarcated by a further engraved line, above and below respectively. It is shortly above
and below the latter lines and on either side of the lateral lines that traces of the seal edges may

appear. The Cuneiform legends may be reconstructed to read (top) NA,.KISIB PUTU-§i, (bottom)
ta-ba-ar-na. 1t is striking that the name of the king, Tudhaliyé (IV) in Hieroglyphic, does not appear

in Cuneiform.
The bullae on the bases of which these impressions are found may show on their mantles
numerous partial impressions of small Cuneiform inscriptions, Kat. 103 and 131 (Abb. 11, 10)
which must be connected with the paired seals Kat. 102 + 104 and 129 + 130 respectively.
Impressions of Kat. 103 and 131 also appear on the Tonverschluss B(‘i.il/ 1618 (Abb.12). Portions 5?'/“
of the upper and lower edge of the inscription Kat. 103 are sharply marked in the impressions, as is
the bottom edge but not the top edge of inscription Kat. 131. Reconstructed these show one 3-line

and one 4-line inscription of Tudhaliya of approximately similar dimensions. They read /
Af,lﬂ

Yy-ud-ha-li-ia
T LUGAL GAL LUGAL KUR ha-at-ti

Kat. 103:

167 1 Klock-Fontanille, Ecritures et langages visuels sur les sceaux royaux digraphes de I'empire hittite, in: G. Wilhelm
(Hrsg.), Akten des IV. Internationalen Kongresses fiir Hethitologie Wiirzburg, 4.-8. Oktober 1999, StBoT 45
(Wiesbaden 2001) 292-307.
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ol 6 UZU? URUkum-ma<<-a-na>>-an-[ni]
Kat. 131:[ ...
Ytu-ud-ha-li-ia
LUGAL GAL LUGAL KUR h[a-at-ti]
A Yha-at-tu-si-[li

For comments on the texts, see chapter VI “The Seals and the Dynasty”, under TUDHALIYA
IV (VI7).

It will be observed that these mantle inscriptions giving Tudhaliya’s name, titulary and descent
provide what is missing from the Cuneifom inscriptions of the seals on the bases of the bullae, in
fact they run directly on from the latter in the manner of for example the titulary and name of
Tudhaliya on his cylinder seal Kat. 101. Logically the Tudhaliya of mantle should follow directly
from the Tabarna of the base, yet it is clear that it was not just the next line of the seal inscription
which failed to appear on the base impression, but that the mantle inscriptions were separate
elements. This can be seen clearly in the case of the inscription Kat. 103 (all examples of which
come from bullae bearing impressions of Kat. 102 on the base, except Kat. 103.2 from bulla Kat.
104.2): the upper and lower edges of this 3-line i;lscription are strongly marked by the depth of the
impression. Since this separate element is mostl}}g_likely to have formed a part of the seal, where on
the seal stone itself would it have stood in relation to the main face of the seal? Put like this the
answer should be obvious: round the corner on the lower edge of the seal, thus continuing the
inscription of the main face directly. The same should apply to Kat. 104, the larger of the pair of
seals, though the only mantle impression found with this example is Kat. 103.2 on Kat. 104.2
preserving only a fragment of the inscription.

In the case of the bullae Kat. 129 and 130 and their mantle impressions Kat. 131.1 (with 129.3
on Tonverschluss Bo—fg_l/ 1618), 131.2 on 130.14, the matter is not so clear cut, but indeed
problematic. While the bottom edge of the inscription is clearly discernible as for Kat. 103, the
upper is not; the ltudhaliya line seems not to be the top, rather there seems to be a line above with
traces of Cuneiform on Kat. 131.1 Abdr. b and ¢. An upper edge above this line as the upper edge
of the inscription is not visible in either example, but may be postulated, giving a 4-line inscription
the same reconstructed height as the 3-line Kat. 103. We are then left with the problem, if we try to
restore Kat. 131 inscription as the lower edge and continuation of the inscription on Kat. 129/130,
as to what this barely preserved first line might have read, standing aﬁt would between the tabarna <
of Kat. 129/130 and fudhaliya of Kat. 131. In this position Tudhaliya’s cylinder seal Kat. 101 has
the line LUGAL.[GAL] UR.[SAG], but this does not agree with the traces, and in any case LUGAL
GAL appears iﬁhe line after lrudhaliya. The traces could just about agree with the restoration [fa-

bla-a[r-na], but since we are trying to place this inscription imnmediately after the inscription on
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the face of the seal ending tabarna we would have this title written twice. We should also note that
these traces, if they were to represent [fab]lar[na] would in no way correspond in measurement to
the [ta]barn[a] visible on the bottom line of Kat. 129.1-3; that is, the inscription Kat. 131 could not
simply be a continuation of the inscription of Kat. 129 in the flat, its top line [tab]ar[na] being the
same as the [ta]barn[a] of the face.

In spite of the problem of its first line, it is most likely that the Cun. inscription Kat. 131,
reconstructed from mantle impressions associated with seals Kat. 129 and 130, formed the
continuation of their inscriptions in the same way as Kat. 103 for Kat. 102, also 104. If we put
together reconstructions of the seal faces and the mantle inscriptions as suggested, we obtain seal
faces with inscriptions continuing on lower edges as shown in Abb. 13. We must remember that
each represents two almost identical seals of slightly different dimensions. Numbering the two Cun.
lines of the seal face as 1. 1-2, we continue on the lower edges with 11. 3-5 (Kat. 102 + 104, 103),
and 1]. 3-6 (Kat. 129 + 130, 131).

With the reconstructions so presented, it occurs to us to take the further step of suggesting that
the larger and smaller of each pair placed back to back actually each represents a single seal, tabloid
in form, as indicated in Abb. 14. Obviously a first necessity is to demonstrate that the measurements
correspond in such a way as to render the suggestion feasible. Below we endeavour to establish the
dimensions, and, to anticipate, this seems to show the suggestion to be plausible.

In what follows we refer to the seal faces with “MONS, + TU” as the “obverse” (Kat. 102,

104), those with “MONS + TU” as the “reverse” (Kat. 130, 129).

<kt ch; Totle end

Ir/“—_H
! The measurements: obverse and reverse

Ideally one would wish to demonstrate that the full dimensions of the postulated “obverses” and
“reverses” up to the seal edges were identical, but this is only very partially possible, more
particularly for the heights. Since traces of the actual seal edges are only seldom visible, most
measurements can only be made between the top and bottom or the lateral lines framing the scenes,
and tﬁen allowance may be made for the extra distance to the seal edge estimated according to the
few preserved examples, usually about 1-2 mm. Particular difficulty is encountered in measuring
the widths. This is partly because no example shows traces of both lateral edges of the seals, so
measurements must be made between the lateral lines as preserved with estimated extra distance to
the edge; but as an additional difficulty it can be seen that these bullae were frequently, if not
regularly, pinched from the side, thus significantly reducing the width measure. Thus for
impressions of the same seal Kat. 102.2 measures 25.5 mm. from lateral line to lateral line, while
Kat. 102.10 which is markedly pinched measures only 21 mm. between the same points. (What

significance, if any, this pinching may have had would be interesting to know. [ have only noted it
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for the present series of bullae. For further examples of pinched bullae bearing the impressions of
other royal seals see below Kap. 92 under column "Kommentar zur Bulle"). For this reason lateral
measurements must be regarded as minimums.

The heights of the obverses and reverses can be more easily estimated in the absence of any
obvious pinching or distortion. Kat. 129.3, being one of the slightly larger pair of seals, preserves
parts of the upper edge and upper line and extends all the way to the lower line, 34 mm.; allow 2
mm. further to the lower edge, total 36 mm. Kat. 129.1 and 2, though not preserving the full height,
seem to agree adequately.

Kat. 130.2 preserves the upper edge and upper and lower top lines, 6 mm., and Kat. 130.1 traces
of lower top line down to upper bottom line, 23 mm.; add a further 5 mm. estimated to lower edge,
total about 34 mm.

Kat. 104.2, the slightly larger of the two seals, upper line to lower line, 33 mm.; add 1-2 mm.
top and bottom up to the seal edge, total about 36 mm. Kat. 102.2, the smaller seal, upper line to
approximate lower line 31 mm; add 1-2 mm. above and below up to the seal edge, total 34 mm.

The widths as noted are much more difficult to estimate because of the widely observed
phenomenon of the pinching of the sides of the bullae together. The following observations may be
offered.

Kat. 104.2, seemingly not or hardly pinched, approximate lateral line to lateral line 26 mm.; add
2-2.5 mm. on either side up to the edges of the seal, total 30-31 mm.

Kat. 102.2, the smaller seal, slightly pinched, lateral line to lateral line 25.5 mm.; add about 2
mm. either side up to the edges of the seal, total about 30 mm. Compare from the same seal Kat.
102.5, somewhat pinched, lateral line to lateral line 24 mm.; Kat. 102.10, considerably pinched,
lateral line to approximate lateral line 21 mm:.

Kat. 129.1-2, the larger of the pair of seals, slightly pinched; measure from and to the outer
sides of MAGNUS.REX, 25 mm.; allow 2.5 mm. on either side for lateral lines up to the edges,
total 30 mm:.

Kat. 130.2, the smaller of the seals, somewhat pinched; measure from trace of right lateral line
to centre of MONS, 12.5 mm. Kat. 130.7 (not drawn), somewhat pinched; measure from trace of
left lateral line to centre of MONS, 12.5 mm.; add 2 mm. either side to the edges of the seal, total
29 mm. Compare Kat. 130.1, considerably pinched, right lateral line to centre of MONS, 12 mm.

The measurements: the Cuneiform inscriptions
It has been proposed that the Cuneiform inscriptions on the mantles belonged with the seals
impressed on the bases of the bullae, both because this was the usual sealing practice and because

they complete the texts of the inscriptions. Since however they can be seen to be separate elements,
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it was proposed that they continued the inscriptions on adjoining planes, which, if the proposal that
the two pairs of impressions represented opposite sides of the same tabloid seals is correct, would
be the lower and upper edges of the resulting figures. Their measurements as reconstructed must
also be considered for their fit with the obverses and reverses.

The height of Kat. 103 is easily determined since as noted above, its upper and lower edges are
strongly marked in many impressions: it is 13 mm., which thus represents the thickness of the
postulated seal. Also as noted, all examples of the Cuneiform inscriptions belong with Kat. 102 (the
smaller of the two seals), except no. 103.2, which preserves traces only of the two bottom lines, but
these do not show a measureable difference from the other impressions.

Kat. 131 impressions show a clear lower edge but not an upper edge, the position of which can
however be estimated with fair certainty above the traces of the top line, and this too comes to about
13 mm. thus agreeing adequately with Kat. 103. The impressions Kat. 131.1 belong with Kat. 129
(the larger of the two seals) and 131.2 and 3 with Kat. 130, but again any difference in size is hardly
quantifiable.

The thickness of both postulated tabloid seals should thus be approximately 13 mm.

To establish that the Cuneiform inscriptions could be parts of their respective seals it remains to
show that their widths correspond. As with the obverse and reverse this is less easy to establish than
the heights, because the inscriptions are composite reconstructions put together from many
examples and traces of their left and right edges are hardly ever visible. For Kat. 103, assembled as
noted from examples belonging with Kat. 102 (the smaller seal) except Kat. 103.2, no traces of
either edge are anywhere visible, but the initial signs of all three lines are largely preserved,
signalling the proximity of the left edge: while on the right, parts of the final -ia (tudhaliya) and -ti
(hatti) are visible; and for Kat. 103.2 (from the larger seal) the -#i of hatti with part of the right edge
can be seen. Adding this last piece into the reconstruction, we measure an estimated maximum
width of about 32 mm. for the larger seal, and further estimate 1-2 mm. less for the smaller.

For the other Cuneiform inscription Kat. 131, Kat. 131.1 belongs with the larger seal (Kat.
129.3 on the Tonverschluss), and Kat. 131.2 with the smaller (bulla Kat. 130.14), while Kat. 131.3
is an isolated fragment. Though Kat. 131.2 impressions clearly preserve the left edge, no example
extends nearly as far as the right edge. All that can be said is that as with the height it is probable
that the two versions did have the same dimensions as Kat. 103, and that if we estimate that in the
reconstruction we see that it has ample but not excessive space to accommodate the missing signs.

Summary. We note that the larger of the two pairs of seals, Kat. 104 and 129, show a total
height of about 36 mm. and a total width estimated at a minimum of 30-31 mm.; while the smaller
of the two pairs, Kat. 102 and 130, show a total height of about 34 mm. and a total width estimated

at a minimum of 29-30 mm. It thus looks feasible to identify each pair as the obverse and reverse of
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the same seal, allowing for difficulties of measuring and distortion caused by pinching.

The Cuneiform inscriptions, Kat. 103 and 131, show a height of about 13 mm., and Kat. 103 a
total reconstructed width estimated at a maximum of 32 mm. for the larger seal, proportionately less
for the smaller. The same width thought not fully measurable, seems probable for Kat. 131. These
reconstructed and estimated figures for the widths correspond adequately to those calculated for the
width of the faces of the two pairs of seals, again allowing for difficulties, inaccuracies and
distortions. We may thus conclude that it is feasible to place the Cuneiform inscriptions Kat. 103
and 131 as the lower and upper edges respectively of the seal faces Kat. 102/104 and 129/130. The
height of these Cuneiform inscriptions then would as noted represent the thickness of the seals,
about 13 mm.

One final observation may be offered in support of the view that Kat. 104 and 129 together with
103 and 131 formed parts of the same seal: impressions of all four appear together on the
Tonverschluss Bo. 91/1618. This shows at least that the two impressions were closely connected,

and this would be best understood if they were all made by different parts of the same seal.

IV 4. Ikonographie (S. Herbordt)

K. Bittel'*® hat darauf hingewiesen, daB der GroBkonig im Bilde zum ersten Male auf dem
Siegel Muwatallis II. bezeugt ist. In der Monumentalkunst ist es ebenfalls Muwatalli II., der uns als
erster Konig in figiirlicher Darstellung auf dem Felsrelief in Sirkeli begegnet. Bittel betrachtete
dieses Zusammentreffen von Felsbild und Siegelbild unter Muwatalli II. als nicht zufillig, sondern
als Ausdruck einer neuen Idee, die mit dem Willen nach Verewigung des Dargestellten verbunden
war'®. Die Siegelungen aus dem Nisantepe-Corpus bestédtigen dieses Phdnomen insofern, als keine
figiirlichen Darstellungen auf den Kénigssiegeln der Vorgidnger Muwatallis bezeugt sind; sie sind
reine Schriftsiegel. Diese Tatsache ist hervorzuheben in Anbetracht der zahlreichen neuen, bislang

unbekannten Siegel, die fiir die Herrscher der GrofBreichszeit erstmalig durch den Befund von

Nisantepe ans Licht gekommen sind.

IV 4.1. 'Umarmungssiegel' (Abb. 15-17)
IV 4.1.1. Muwatalli II. (Abb. 15 a-f)

Es bleibt festzuhalten, dafl der Typ des Umarmungssiegels, das den Konig in der Umarmung

170

einer schiitzenden Gottheit zeigt, unter Muwatalli II. eingefiihrt wurde” . Insgesamt sind uns durch

188 1 . Bittel, Einige Kapitel zur hethitischen Archaologie, in: M. Walser (Hrsg.), Neuere Hethiterforschung (Wiesbaden
1964) 131.

' Bittel a.0.

' 7u den Umarmungsszenen hethitischer Konige allgemein s. Beran, Hethitische Glyptik 79 f.; S. Herbordt, The
Hittite Royal Cylinder Seal of Tuthaliya IV with Umarmungsszene, in: P. Taylor (Hrsg.), The Iconography of
Cylinder Seals, Warburg Insitute Colloquia 9 (London 2006) 82-91. Zu ihren wahrscheinlichen Vorbildern aus
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