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Meka ¥ BapMIOHSHaM. — IlmchMo Tymparrsl EA 29 (cu. 173 cc.) racaeres
0c060 CilomHOro caydasd, ®apaow mhman Tympartre HIA HAKA3AMHS MBYX MH-
raHuuiines, COBEPINUBIINX KAKOA-TO MPOCTYHOK B Erumre. TynIpaTra Hafnzad
HX HargQHHeM, HO BHUpAZRAeT FOTOBHOCTb HCMONHATH MEJaHHE $apaoHa H MpH-
FOBODHTh MX K CMEPTHOM EA3HH.

Bropas Tpymnmna MPHMeDOB KacaeTcd cIyJaeB, B KOTODLIX aBTOP mHChMA
SAIMHITIAeT COGCTBEHHbIE HHTEPECH CBOHX TPAMISH, MOCROJIBKY TAKOBLIM TPO-
3uT yllep6 B FocyAapcTBe ajpecata. HHTEDECHO, 4O OJeHD MHOrO TARHX cTol-
KMOBEHH] BOSHMKATO MeRAY (PAPAOHOM H HeGONDIIHM TOCYAADCTBOM AJANIHA.
— B 6onbIIKHCTBE CIy9aeB (papaoH ympekaer mapd Humpa B coneficTBHH ero
NOAJAHHHX ¢ BpamaeOwbiMy JyREAmamm HHnpekuit mapb Bo3pasmaeT NpoTHB
aTHX OGBHHEHHI, HO BCe R FOTOB HARA3ATh BHHOBHBIX H HPEAOCTABIAET pa-
PAOHY TO CBOEMY YCMOTDEHHIO Kapath (maennbix?). Tem He MeHee €rMNTsHE
NpHGEral0T K DEMPeccainsM, 3a/lePpmHBAA KHMPCKILe KOpaGnH  KYNUOB. OTO
BEJeT BHOBh K HHTCPBERIHH KMTPCKOTO NADA H €ro pa6ucy. Kpoxe artoro,
KHUpCKUA maph Tpebyer oT GapaoHa ynaaThl 3a nocrasaernndi nec (EA 35,
27 cc.). BaTeM OH NPOCHT BHIIATH ABARMMOE HMYHIECTBO CBOETO MOAAAHHOIO,
cronvasierocst B Erunre. (EA 35, 30 cc.).

BhysicHeHHe Bblile YMOMSIHYTHEX CHODHEIX CIY48eB LEHHO AIS HAC 0CO-
GeHRO NOTOMY, 4TO XOTSl GBI OTYACTH pUCYeT KAPTHHY TOrA4LIHHX OoGIIHX KO-
HOMHUECKHX H CONMAALHEIX OTHOLIEHMH,

International Relations according to Cuneiform Reports from the
Tall al-Amarna and Hittite State Archives

(A Summary)

§ 1. Introduction. Among the cuneiform juridical texts which
are especially important for studying the relations between the
states of the Ancient East, is the diplomatic correspondence preserved
i two state archives: in the Egyptian archives in Tall.al- Amarna
and in the Hittite archives in Khattushash (Boghaz-Keui).

In the present essay are not included the documents that have
been discovered, in recent times, at Mari (Tell Hariri); eventually
they might be the subject of a special investigation.

§ 2. Review of sources. In al- Amarna, in the late capital of Ame-
nophis IV (= lkhnaton), part of the correspondence between the
Pharaohs Amenophis Il and Amenophis IV (1405—1352) and the
Western Asiatic rulers was found in the year 1887 (cf. V. P.
Potemkin, History of Diplom‘:cy,hVOI. I;t V. S Serge_]ee:rl,

iplomacy of the Ancient East). As their contemporaries are men-
B;ng thg, following rulers: in Babylon Kadashman-tharbe,.Kurl-
galzu II, and Burna-buriash II; in Assyria Ashur-ubalht I; in the
Hittite State Shuppiluliumash; in the then still independant State of
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Arzava Tarkhundaradu, while the name of the ruler of the State of
Alashia (probably identical with Cyprus) is not known.

Of the 358 cuneiform texts which Knudtzon's® collection
contains there are only 42 belonging to the diplomatic correspon-
dence between the two Pharachs and the Western Asiatic rulers. In
four of them we find only gifts enumerated. Among the letters there
are three of Amenophis III, two of which he sent to Kadashman-
Kharbe and one to Tarkhundaradu (EA 1; 5, 31). The other letters
are addressed to the Pharaoh: nine of them are from Babylon (EA
2—4; 6—11), two from Assyria (EA 15, 16), eleven from Tushratta
(EA 17--21; 23—24; 2629), one is addressed to Teie, the widow
of Amenophis III; seven letters are from the ruler of Alashia
(Cyprus) (EA 33—39), one letter is from the rabigu of Cyprus writ-
ten to the rabisu of Egypt (EA 40), one is from the ruler of Arzava
(EA 32, and one or two are from Shuppilulimnash, the Hittite ruler
(EA 41, 42). Owing to the damaged tablet it is not possible to iden-
tify the author of the letter EA 43. Neither is known the author of
the letter EA 30, who sent a safe-conduct, addressed to the rulers of
Canaan, subjects of the Pharaoh, asking them not to hinder in any
way his messenger Akia who was travelling to Egypt in order to
express the author’s condolence to the Pharaoh.

The correspondence found in the Hittite state archives (1906-07)
vontains. besides an earlier letter of Shuppiluliumash to a Pharach
(KUB XIX, 20), the correspondence between the Hittite rulers from
the time of 12851230 (Khattushilish III, his wife Pudukhepa and
their son Tutkhaliash IV) and the rulers of: Egypt (Rameses Il
and his wife Naptera), Babylon (Kadashman-Turga. Kadaschman-
Enlil). Assyria (Adad-nirari I, Shalmaneser I, Tukulti-Enurta),
Akhkhiyava, and probably also of Cyprus (Alashia). Of the
material which is considerably damaged and not yet collected
in a single collection, we take into consideration mainly the
texts which have been philologically, at least somehow, made
accessible. Among this material the letter sent by Khattushilish III

_ to Kadashman-Enlil (KBo I, 10) is especially important. Besides the

diplomatic correspondence between the various rulers there is pre-
served in the Hittite archives also the Akkadian text of the inter-
national treaty between Rameses II and Khattushilish TII (1278).

The al- Amarna correspondence is written in Akkadian which
was the diplomatic language of that time. Among the exceptions
there is a letter written by Tushratta in the Mittannian language
(EA 24) and two Arzava letters written in the Hittite language
(EA 31: 32). The diplomatic correspondence found in Khattushash
is partly written in the Akkadian language (and so is KBo I, 10)
and partly in the Hittite language.

*) J. A, Knudtzon, Die El-Amarna-Tafeln. Anmerkungen
und Register, bearbeitet von O. Weber und E. Ebeling (Vor-
derasiatische Bibliothek II. Leipzig 1915).
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§ 3. General characteristics of international relations of that
period. It is characteristic for the al- Amarua period that in the
Eastern Mediterranean and Mesopotamia a - greater uumber of states
existed which recognized one another’s indepeudence, eutertained
mutual diplomatic relations, but "at the same time were jealously
guarding their equality.

The Hittite rulers discerned between the great powers and the
small states of that period; they cousidered the rulers of great
powers, such as of Egypt, Assyria, Babylon, the Mittauni State,
being their equals in rank (annavali, Akk. LOmihruti, LOmehir-su);
there was some hesitation in this respect regarding Akhkhiyava.
. The rulers of the small states are referred to as $arrani $a limiti
i. e. kings of the environs (ueighbourhood). That shows that their
states were situated in the immediate neighbourhood of the great
powers and were only uominally iudependant of them.

To denominate the »State« there is not yet a special term in our
sources, it is called just »country« (e. g. Mizri = Egypt) or »country
of the town...« (e. g. of Babylon /= Karduuyash/, Assur).

The states of that time were despotic states where the inhabi-
tants were mainly divided into slave-owners and slaves. All the state
activity was conceuntrated in the hauds of the independant, to nobody
responsible, monarch. Owing to his preponderate position also the
relations betweeu the states were looked upon as relations between
their rulers. Thus, by the treaty between Egypt and the Hittite
State above all »brotherhood and alliance (peace?)« was established,
in the first place between Rameses IT and Khattushilish III, which
relatious then extended to their sons and the two states. Similarly,
Khatushilish IIT declared the substance of his alliance with the
Babylonian King Kadashman-Turgu to be the establishment of
»friendship awd brotherhood« (KBO 1, 10, I, 7) between them. It is,
therefore, easy to uuderstand that in the documents uuder discussion
so much stress is laid upon the »brotherhood« among the indepen-
dant rulers and that consequently international relations appear,
above all, in the mutual exchange of messengers and gifts.

The occasional statemeuts of the Babylonian (EA 4, 7 ff and
23 ff) and Mittannian (EA 29, 154) rulers iu which they blame the
Pharaoh’s actions for being not autocratic enough, show, that the
giea of despotism in the two states was at least as strong as in
gypt. '

§ 4. Analysis of the arrangement of diplomatic letters. The let--
ters preserved in the two archives are composed on a fixed scheme.
Their constituent parts are:

a' Introduction giving the names of both the addressee and the-
author, whereby also the title »brother« is used, as a rule.

b) Salutations (Sulmu). The author expresses the wish that the
addressee, his »house« and family, nobles, armed forces, and coun-
tries may eujoy happiness, assuring-at the same timie that he is
enjoying happiness himself.
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¢) Subject matter. The al- Amarna letters deal, on the oue
haud, with marriages between the daughters of the Western Asiatic
rulers- (that-of Babylon, Mittanni, Arzava) and the Pharaoh, and,
cu the other hand, they emphasize the exchange of gifts, the Pha-
rach’s gold in particular. Occasionally they deal with various dis-.
putes between both states. The letter mostly ends by giving a list of
gifts which the author is sending to the addressee. In the diplomatic
correspondence from the Hittite archives marriages and gifts are not
discussed as much as political relatious and alliances.

It is characteristic, that in drawing up the introduction and salu-
tatious the equality of the addressee and of the author was care-
fully kept. '

It is interestiug, too, how, in spite of the traditional forms of
the introduction and salutations, some other forms were used which
are characteristic for the style of the state secretariats of Egypt,
Babylon, Assyria aud the Mittanni State.

§ 5. Brotherhood. The good relations between the independant
states are characterized by the »brotherhood« between their rulers
and by the periodical exchange of messengers and gifts.

In the introduction of their letters the rulers of the al- Amarna
period address each other »brother¢; only the ruler of Arzava (EA
31) is not addressed in this manner by the Pharach. Through »bro-
therhood« the equality and independence of the rulers of the
varicus states is acknowledged, while subordination and superordi-
nation are symbolized as the relation between master and slave
(belu-ardu), sometimes between father and son.

The question of addressing each other as brothers was a matter
of dispute between the Hittite and Assyrian kings. Khatushilish 11T
refused to address Adad- nirari I sbrotherc, sayiug, that this was
customary ouly among those being on good terms (a-a3-Si-ia-an-te-e§
ku-i-e-es, KUB XXIII, 102, 11); neither his aucestors did address
the Assyriau rulers in this way (1. 16 f). Nevertheless, his successor
Tutkhaliash IV uses the address »brother< in his letter KUB XXIII,
99, 2 to the Assyrian King.

>Brotherhood« is the most siguificant among the numerous
syucuyms deuoting good relations between the rulers, Burna-
buriash, writing to Amenophis IV (EA 11, II, 22f), combines the
mest important terms: sbetween the Kings there is brotherhood
(ahhutum), gcod friendship (fabutum), alliauce (peace?) (salimu)
and »/good/ word« (amatum [banitum]), when the jewels are heavy,
when the silver is heavy, when the [gold] is heavy«. In the same
sense Tushratta uses also ra’amutu=love. In a general meaning,
good relatious are spoken of as temu.

§ 6. Messengers and gifts.

a) Messengers. As already mientioned, good relations between
indepeudant rulers make themselves especially apparent iu the pe-
ricdical exchange of messengers. As suggested by the ruler of
Alashia that should be done every year.
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It is understood from the al- Amarna correspondence and from
the Hittite feudal treaties that only the rulers of independant states
were entitled to send messengers to the rulers of other states and to
receive their messengers (ius legationis activum et passivum).

On the contrary, the vassal sent his messengers only to the
ruler he depended on, but was not allowed to send them to other
states nor receive their messengers. Whenever an independant ruler
received messengers from a ruler who was up to that time only a
dependant ruler, and, when he established diplomatic relations with
him by sending him messengers, he recognized by this act his inde-
pendence. In this way diplomatic relations were established between
Amenophis IV and the King of Assyria, Ashur-uballit, though the
Babylonian King Burna-buriash II was alleging that the Assyrians
were »his subjects« (EA 9, 30).

'b) Gitfs. When'a ruler sent messengers to another ruler it was
customary to send him, at the same time, also a gift which the
messenger handed over, probably, when expressing his salutations
Sulmu; therefore, the gift was called $ulmanu, sometimes also gene-
rally $ubultu, or in the Hittite language uppessar, literally »the
matter sente. The exchange of gifts between the rulers is largely
discussed in the al- Amarna correspondence. The independence of
the rulers is stressed by the bilateral way how the gifts were
exchanged between them. The vassal that is sending gifts to his
ruler cannof expect any counter-gifts. In the al- Amarna period
there obtained the rule, though unwritten, that the ruler who had
accepied a gift, sent to him by a foreign ruler, must not dismiss the
foreign messengers empty-handed, but was obliged to hand them
over a suitable gift for their ruler. We learn from the al- Amarna
diplomatic correspondence how some rulers tried in different ways
to evade this cbligation when they were not able to fulfil it entire-
ly: sometimes they sent gifts of a lesser value, sometimes they
retained the foreign messengers for several years; sometimes they
nsed various pretexts (dangerous journeying, epidemics). The rulers
of Western Asia endeavoured to guard at least the aspect of reci-
procity of giving presents by assuring the Pharaoh that, on account
of sbrotherhood«, he might consider their countries as being his;
the Pharaoh should just let them know his wishes and they would

_readily comply with them.

Among the gifts the Egyptian gold was by far the most impor-
tant; in return the rulers of Western Asia supplied the Pharaoh
mainly with lapis lazuli.

They tried by every means, such as supplications, reproaches,
and threats to obtain from the Pharaoh »gold, much gold¢, »plenty
of gold, as much as there is¢, »gold more than can be counted overe.
Ashur-uballit and Tushratta deliberately assured that in Egypt
sthere is as much gold as dust¢<. As a matter of fact, in the reign of
Thutmosis 111, only from the Nubian mines were extracted 300—
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400 kg of gold yearly (Kees). How horribly thousands and thou-
sands of wretched people were exploited for the output of this gold,
vividly depicts Diodorus (III, 12—14) for the Ptolemaic period; in
the al- Amarna pericd the conditions certainly were not better
(Erman-Ranke).

The great economic importance of the Pharaoh’s gifts is clearly
shown by the expressed intentions of the Western Asiatic rulers
to build up larger constructions by using the Pharaoh’s gold. Thus,
sbrotherhoode is only a disguise for economic exploitation. As the
counter-gifts, lapis lazuli in particular, could not make up for the
value of the gifts received from the Pharaoh, the latter’s generosity
can be explained only by the weak military and political situation
of Fgypt in that period. By sending rich gifts the Pharaoh pro-
tracted the period of peace with the Western Asiatic rulers, and
thus, the Egyptian domination over his Asiatic provinces, which he
could hardly defend with armed forces. The exchange of various
goods with the small state of Alashia was carried on much more on
the principle of compensation: the ruler supplied the Pharach with
copper asking from him silver; he also supplied him with timber and
demanded the Pharaoh to pay for it.

In the diplomatic correspondence from the Hittite archives the
exchange of messengers and gifts as well as marriages are mention-
ed likewise. The economical conditions, however, were rather dif-
ferent. The Hitfites supplied iron receiving from Babylon in return
especially lapis lazuli and horses, which were said, to be there
smere abundant than straw« (KBo 1, 10, 1, 41). Egypt and Babylon.
the culturally more progressive states, helped the Hittites by sending
them physicians. Supplications for gifis receded somewhat into the
background, though they did not disappear entirely (cf. KBo 11, 11,
I, 11).

¢) Obligatory missions, In the course of time some general prin-
ciples asserted themselves, by which it was considered binding that
friendly rulers should send each other messengers on certain occa-
sions. Thus, the king announced his accession to the throne by send-
ing messengers to friendly rulers, who, in return, sent their mes-
sengers bringing appropriate gifts. Khattushilish III asserts that »'the
order relating to kings< (parsu $a Sarrani, KBo 1, 14, 11, 6) requires
the other rulers to send, on such occasions, »royal robes and fragrant
ointments<.

At the decease of a ruler the other rulers performed the official
mourning and sent messengers of condolence to the successor (cf.
safe-conduct for Akia in EA 30). It seems, as well. that royal festi-
vals were attended by messengers of friendly foreign states. As for
the complaint of Burna-buriash 11 that the Pharaoh did not send
hiin a special messenger when he was ill. it is difficult to state,
whether such a mission was expected being only international
courtesy (comitas gentium) or obligatory by law.
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d) Composition and juridical status of missions. It is not likely
that, in the al- Amarna period, there were permament, accredited
ambassadors. The envoys who mediated between independant rulers
(states) were itinerant.

It happened several times, indeed, that they were stayiug for
vears with the ruler they had been sent to. Probably, they were
not allowed at all to return home without his permission, (This
presumption has now been confirmed by the ‘correspondence of
Mari; of. F. Thureau-Dangin, RA XXXIII, 1936, 169 ss.)

At the head of the mission there was usually but one person,
in very important cases, there were two. The messenger was accom-
panied by the interpretor (targumannu) and on acconnt of security,
as well as of prestige, by an armed escort.

The messenger was chosen, as a rule, out of the richest set of
the slave-owning class, In the al- Amarua correspondence some
experts in settling diplomatic relations are mentioned: the Mittan-
nian diplemat Gilia who was a favourite with the Pharach; similarly,
the Egyptian diplomat Mane was highly esteemed by Tushratta,

and the Egyptian diplomat Khaa by the King of Babylon. Often

foreign rulers demanded that only definite persons should be sent
to them as messengers.

The rulers paid special honours to foreign messeugers, though,
there is no mention of diplematic privileges, especially of their
inviolability, ‘

The messenger’s statements leld good merely as much as they
were in accord with the text of the letter he was charged to deliver.
That was expressly laid down in the Hittite feudal treaty with
Shunashshura. It is understood from KUB X1V, 7 (IV, 481f) that
a messenger who wonld falsely alter the substance of his message
should be put to death.

§ 7. Settling of conflicts. The aforesaid correspodence also deals
with the settling of international conflicts, partly between the rulers,
and partly between the citizens of different states. As he, who suf-
fered damage, was not protected by law in a foreign country, his
ruler appealed to the foreign ruler to grant him such protection. So,
Burna-buriash II demanded in two cases (EA 7, 731f, EA 8, 131f)
from Amenophis IV to punish those who had attacked on Egyptian
territory his messenger and his merchants (tamqaru), and to
ensure that indemnity be granted to the damaged persons. Thus, re-
garding any crime, perpetrated in a certain country, justice was ad-~
ministered by the ruler of that country. And by the territorial prin-
ciple he was obliged to take care that such offences be punished.
So, Ashur-uballit let the Pharaoh know that he had punished the
Bedouins Sutu who had attacked the Egyptian' mission (EA 16,
37 ff.). Khattushilish in his letter KBo I. 10 gave answer to two
Babylonian interventions. The first one dealt with the Babylonian
merchants who were attacked on their way to Ugarit and Amurru.
The second one concerned his vassal Bantishshini. The Hittite ruler
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pr:)mised to put to trial his vassal for th.e alleged hOStlllt}' agaltnhs;
Babylonia. But, at the same time{, .he himself demands. r%r;]b 1
Babylonian king to give Bantishshini th,e chance to sue his 3ffy o-
nian debtors for payment. In Tushratta’s lette;r EA 29 (i).}?is ) ha:)
rather complicated case is referred to. Two Mlttanman stl}i J%Ch \;th
had perpetrated a crime in Egypt were extradited byh e t arxile
to Tushratta for punishment. The latter condemned t }fmholz thé
but declared himself to be ready to put them to death, shou
ire. . )
Pha;io};nf)othgss grcup of cases the zjluthor defended elth.er his ov;n
interests or those of his subjects which were threatened in any ‘\; rz
in the foreign country. It is interesting to note.how numerfotzl ere
such conflicts between the Pharach and the little statehp asnad.
The Pharaoh reproached the ruler of Cyprus that hlS melnr e
collaborated with the hostile Lukki-people. Though the 1Ituhe -
Cyprus rebuked such allegation, he was .readsil to punis ey
culprits and left it to the Pharach to punish t e (gprlsone (.);né
nevertheless, the Egyptians used self-help a}nd seize 'up(t)n 'i ome
ships and merchants from Cyprus. Such action gave ;)1§e 001 er-
vention on the part of the ruler of Cyprus and his rabisu. ¢ n the
other hand, the ruler of Cyprus urged the Pharaoh to }}:ay or h
timber he had delivered to him (EA 35, 27ff.). Eurt le;z:m(:re, h(e):
asked him to return the movable googis of one of }}15 subjects Zv 0
had died in Egypt (EA 35, 30 ff.) his family having remaine
Cyp'lilfé afore mentioned cases reveal at least to a cert.ahn deg=<e
the general economical and social conditions of that period.






