The ‘Eternal Treaty’ from the Hittite perspective
Trevor Bryce

In 1259 BC, 15 years after the battle of Qadesh, the Hittite king Hattusili III drew up a treaty with
the pharaoh Ramesses II.1 It was intended to establish between the two Great Kings ‘peace and brotherhood for all time’. Two independent versions were composed, one in the Hittite capital Hattusa, the
other in Ramesses’ capital Pi-Ramesse. The Hittite version was originally written in Akkadian, from a
ﬁrst Hittite draft, inscribed on a silver tablet, and then sent to Egypt, where it was translated into Egyptian. Correspondingly, the Egyptian version of the treaty was ﬁrst composed in Egyptian, and then
translated into Akkadian on a silver tablet before being sent to the court of Hattusili. There are no signiﬁcant discrepancies between the two versions, and it is clear that all critical issues had been discussed
and negotiated in advance of their preparation.2
A copy of the Akkadian version, which originated from Egypt, appears above the entrance to the
Security Council Chamber of the United Nations in New York – presumably to serve as a symbol of
the peace and goodwill and cooperation which in theory underpins the relationships between the
nations of the modern world. If so, the symbol is a misleading one. The treaty belongs to a world where
warfare was the norm, and peace an aberration from it. Treaties between Late Bronze Age kings were
never underpinned by any broader vision of a world united in peace and harmony. They were set up
for reasons of expediency and self-interest Their concern was much more with establishing strategic
alliances than with peace for its own sake. Of course, that could be said about international alliances
in almost any period of history.
At the time the Eternal Treaty was concluded, four Great Kings shared power over much of the Near
Eastern world. They addressed each other as ‘My Brother’, and were in effect members of a highly
exclusive club – the club of royal brothers. They were the kings of Egypt, Hatti, Assyria and Babylon.
The letters which passed between them contain fulsome expressions of love and esteem.3 Yet they
deeply distrusted each other and frequently squabbled. Control of the lands and peoples which lay
between them was often a contentious issue. But remarkably, in a world geared to constant military
conﬂict, major military showdowns between them were rare. How do we explain this?
The fact that there were four of them helped maintain a kind of equilibrium and stability between
their kingdoms. To be sure, the great men were expected to lead their people in war, and to demonstrate outstanding prowess in the ﬁeld of battle. That was an important part of the ideology of
kingship. But a king could give sufﬁcient proof of his abilities as a mighty war-leader by conducting
successful expeditions against rebel vassals or independent tribes and kingdoms – particularly if he
achieved victory relatively quickly and cheaply, and brought home substantial spoils from his campaigns. On the other hand, declaring war on a fellow Great King was a much more hazardous
enterprise – with far more risk that the contest would be drawn out, costly, and ultimately inconclusive. Not only this. A king who felt threatened by one royal brother might well join forces with another
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to counter this threat. The aggressor could thus ﬁnd himself confronted with formidable adversaries
on two fronts. For a Great King bent on furthering his interests and expanding his inﬂuence on the
international scene, skilful political manoeuvring rather than brute military force was often the best
means of achieving his objectives. Often, but certainly not always.
The battle of Qadesh was one of the exceptions to the general rule. Tensions between Egypt and
Hatti, the kingdom of the Hittites, had long been building, particularly after the kingdom of Mitanni
fell to the great Hittite warlord Suppiluliuma in the second half of the 14th century. For two centuries
before this, Mitanni had been one of the great powers of the Near Eastern world, overlord of an empire
which extended across northern Mesopotamia, northern Syria and parts of eastern Anatolia. With its
destruction, Hatti had become the new master of its Syrian territories. This brought it to the frontiers
of Egyptian subject territory in southern Syria and Palestine, and paved the way for conﬂict with
Egypt. Tensions arose particularly over control of the local kingdoms which lay between them. Both,
for example, claimed sovereignty over Qadesh. Amurru on the coast was another state which came into
contention. Though its rulers had initially pledged their allegiance to the pharaoh Akhenaten, one of
them, Aziru, secretly negotiated with the Hittites and ﬁnally switched his allegiance to Suppiluliuma.
Akhenaten himself may have been preparing a major campaign into Syria at the end of his reign to
wrest back control of his lost Syrian territories, but this was aborted by his death.4 Similarly, at the very
end of Tutankhamun’s reign, the Egyptians attempted to regain Qadesh, now ﬁrmly in the Hittite
camp, by launching a foolhardy attack upon it. A Hittite expeditionary force dispatched by Suppiluliuma inﬂicted a devastating defeat on the attackers. With the demise of its 18th dynasty, Egypt
offered no further serious challenge to Hittite territorial claims in the Syro-Palestinian region – until
the rise of the 19th dynasty some 30 years later. Under Seti I, second ruler of the dynasty, Egypt once
more set its sights on regaining the inﬂuence it had once exercised in Syria-Palestine. Inevitably, this
set the scene for fresh conﬂict with Hatti. Hittite and Egyptian forces clashed in a ﬁrst battle at Qadesh,
and the result, it seems, was a resounding Egyptian victory. The Hittite king Muwattalli lost both
Qadesh and Amurru to the pharaoh.5 Seti’s son Ramesses II enthusiastically took up where his father
left off. Both pharaohs clearly saw themselves in the mould of the great warrior-king Tuthmosis III,
whose extensive conquests in Syria carried Egyptian arms all the way to the Euphrates.
The Hittites might well have feared that a resurgent, aggressive Egypt posed a serious threat to all
their subject territories in Syria, including the viceregal seats at Carchemish and Aleppo. Muwattalli
made extensive preparations to counter the threat. He assembled a vast army at Qadesh to meet Ramesses’ forces, which had set out from Pi-Ramesse in May, 1274. As is well known, the famous
encounter between Ramesses and Muwattalli which looked like turning into a total rout of the Egyptian forces, ended in a stalemate. However, Muwattalli was the ultimate victor. After fending off the
Hittite onslaught, Ramesses promptly withdrew far to the south. His retreating forces were pursued
by Muwattalli to the Land of Aba (the region around Damascus). Aba fell to the Hittites, and before
returning to Hatti, Muwattalli placed it under the control of his brother Hattusili, who had played a
major role in the battle.
This was the Hattusili who eventually succeeded to the Hittite throne and drew up a treaty with
Ramesses, 15 years after the great military showdown. Why did these two war opponents ﬁnally decide
to come to terms? It was hardly because of any warming in the personal relationship between them.
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To be sure, the letters which they exchanged contain the usual protestations of love and esteem for each
other, so typical of Late Bronze Age royal correspondence.6 But their communications are frequently
acrimonious – ﬁlled with complaints and threats and accusations. The relationship between them was,
by and large, one of hostility and distrust. So why did they conclude a treaty?
Amongst other things, the treaty was an implicit recognition by both partners of a territorial status
quo. On the Egyptian side, Ramesses had lost his taste for fresh enterprises in Syria, and was content
to maintain the northern frontier of his Syro-Palestinian territories in the region of Damascus. One of
his main concerns now was to ensure the security of his own homeland, particularly from invasion by
Libyans in the west. Apart from this, his energies were now directed to monumental construction
projects, and to building his kingdom’s wealth through trade and the exploitation of its mineral-rich
regions, rather than to ambitious military enterprises. Even so, he may have felt the need for some signiﬁcant achievement in the international arena to bolster his image amongst his subjects. In the
absence of any great military triumphs abroad in recent years, perhaps the next best thing was a major
diplomatic achievement – an alliance with the long-term enemy of Egypt. Ramesses could represent
the treaty as a settlement sought by the Hittite king, abjectly suing for peace.
On the Hittite side, Hattusili had no intention of seeking to expand his Syrian holdings south of
their present limits. The battle of Qadesh had conﬁrmed Hatti’s sovereignty over all the territories it
wanted in the region, and no further expansion of Hittite territory was justiﬁable or desirable. Hattusili
needed all his available resources for shoring up other less stable parts of his realm. In the far west, the
Mycenaeans in collaboration with local insurrectionists were posing a serious threat to the security of
Hatti’s western Anatolian subject states. In the north, the Kaskan tribes of the Pontic zone continued
to threaten the Hittite homeland’s northern frontiers, and in the east an ambitious and increasingly
aggressive Assyria endangered virtually all of Hatti’s territories in northern Syria. A treaty which gave
assurance of stability on Hatti’s southernmost frontier clearly had much to recommend it.
The ‘Assyrian factor’ warrants further comment. Suppiluliuma’s destruction of the Mitannian
empire had let loose Mitanni’s vassal Assyria, which rapidly began to ﬁll the political vacuum left by
its former overlord east of the Euphrates. Assyria swept under its control the kingdom of Hanigalbat,
the last remnant of Mitanni and now a puppet state of the Hittite empire. The Hittites gave little if
any assistance to local resistance movements in Hanigalbat, abandoning the state which they had
pledged to support to the mercies of its Assyrian conquerors. But the ongoing Assyrian threat could
not be ignored. Particularly as one of the Assyrians’ ultimate objectives was, almost certainly, to establish direct access to the Mediterranean coast. To achieve this, Assyria needed control of the territories
lying between the Mediterranean and the Euphrates. The western bend of the Euphrates, between
Carchemish and Emar, provided the shortest distance from the river to the sea – and also to the wealthy
kingdom of Ugarit, with its well-established international trading emporia and its excellent harbours.
It must have been an extremely enticing prospect for the Assyrians. But Ugarit and the lands lying
between it and the Euphrates, including the viceregal kingdom of Aleppo, belonged to Hatti. Assyrian
attempts to gain control of territories in Syria, which would have provided them with access to the
Mediterranean, would inevitably have meant war with the Hittites. Indeed in the reign of the Hittite
king Mursili II, the Assyrians had already indicated the direction of their continuing expansion by
attacking and occupying the Hittite viceregal kingdom of Carchemish.7 Though their occupation was
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short-lived before Mursili drove them out, it was simply a matter of time before they once more
invaded Hittite territory west of the Euphrates.
This provided Hattusili with a strong motive for concluding a treaty with Ramesses, who would be
bound by the terms of the alliance to come to Hatti’s assistance if Assyria invaded Hittite territory.
Egypt was less directly threatened by Assyria. But it must also have had concerns about the upstart
kingdom’s rapid development and expansion. Should Assyria succeed in extending its conquests to the
coast of northern Syria, its next objective could well be the lands and cities lying further to the south
which belonged to Egypt. A Hittite-Egyptian military alliance would act as a strong deterrent against
Assyrian military enterprises in Syria and Palestine. For if Assyria did launch an invasion across the
Euphrates, its army faced the prospect of waging war on two fronts with the forces of two Great Kings
– one coming from the north, the other from the south. Admittedly, the treaty makes no speciﬁc reference to a possible attack by Assyria in the clauses which deal with mutual defence obligations. But
in general terms, provision is clearly made for such an eventuality:
If an enemy comes against Hatti, and Hattusili, Great King of Hatti, sends to me (Ramesses) (and says): ‘Come to my aid against him’, then Ramesses, Great King, King of
Egypt, must send his infantry and his chariotry, and they will defeat his enemy and take
revenge on Hatti.8
To the best of our knowledge, Assyria made no attempt to carry its battle standards across the Euphrates during Hattusili’s reign – even though with its frontiers now extending to the east bank of the
Euphrates, it was well positioned to do so. Quite possibly, the Egyptian-Hittite alliance did prove an
effective deterrent against such an enterprise.
Considerations of a more personal nature may also have played an important role, perhaps an even
more important role, in bringing about the pact between Hattusili and Ramesses. Particularly on the
part of Hattusili. And it is to Hattusili’s personal motives for concluding the treaty that the rest of this
paper will be devoted.
A few words ﬁrst about the king’s background.9 The youngest of the four children of Mursili II,
Hattusili was a sickly child, not expected to survive his childhood years. But with the help of his patron
goddess Ishtar, he not only survived, but went on to enjoy a long and illustrious career. He became the
chief support of his brother Muwattalli, who succeeded to the Hittite throne after their father’s death.
Shortly after his accession, Muwattalli appointed Hattusili to the important post of governor of the
Upper Land, the region lying on the northeastern frontier of the Hittite homeland. One of Hattusili’s
prime responsibilities was the defence of the region, parts of which had long been under enemy occupation. In a series of brilliantly executed military campaigns, he drove out the enemy forces and
established his authority ﬁrmly over the entire region. Hattusili now became virtually king of the
northern half of the Hittite homeland.
Subsequently, he played a major role in the battle of Qadesh, as commander of the infantry and
chariotry recruited from the northern kingdom. And after Qadesh, Muwattalli sent him south to take
command of the land of Aba (in the region of Damascus), after the defeat of the Egyptian forces there.
While he was in Aba, worrying reports came from his northern kingdom of uprisings there, and fresh
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incursions by enemy forces, particularly the Kaska people. As soon as Muwattalli released him from
his Syrian command, he returned to his northern kingdom, drove the Kaskans back across the frontiers
and restored his control over the rest of the region.
Muwattalli died several years after Qadesh, leaving no son of the ﬁrst rank – that is, no son by his
principal wife – to succeed him. However, he had a son called Urhi-Teshub by a concubine, a wife of
the second rank. In accordance with the laws of royal succession, this son became by default his father’s
legitimate successor. And Muwattalli had made clear that Urhi-Teshub was to succeed him. Probably
around the same time, he assigned to Hattusili’s protection a second son, Kurunta, presumably of the
same status as Urhi-Teshub, but younger.
Hattusili honoured his brother’s wishes by declaring his support for Urhi-Teshub, who adopted the
throne-name Mursili on his accession. To begin with, uncle and nephew probably worked closely
together. But tensions grew between the pair. Urhi-Teshub became increasingly concerned about the
power his uncle wielded, and began stripping him of all his ofﬁces. Finally Hattusili retaliated. He
declared war on his nephew, and enticed him into leading his forces north to the Upper Land for a
showdown. This proved disastrous for Urhi-Teshub. Hattusili commanded considerable support in the
region, which had beneﬁted from many years of stability under his command. The king was defeated,
captured, and brought back to Hattusa as his uncle’s prisoner. Here he was formally deposed, and sent
to a place of exile in Syria. Hattusili now seized the throne.
The usurper did not keep his nephew completely out of circulation, but appointed him governor
of a number of cities in the Nuhashshi Lands, the region in Syria to which he had been banished. This
was a major blunder. Urhi-Teshub was determined to get his throne back, and his relocation in Syria
provided him with convenient access to both Babylon and Assyria. He entered into secret negotiations
with Babylonian ofﬁcials, and dispatched a letter to the Assyrian king Shalmaneser I. Presumably, in
both sets of communications, his aim was to win support for his restoration to the Hittite throne.
When word reached the Hittite court of his dealings with Babylon, Hattusili immediately ordered that
he be shifted to a new location. But Urhi-Teshub escaped his Hittite minders, ﬂed from Syria, and
resurfaced at the court of the man who had been his father’s bitterest enemy – Ramesses, pharaoh of
Egypt.
All this had a profoundly unsettling effect on Hattusili’s regime. To understand why, we should
begin by emphasizing one very important aspect of the treaties. They were agreements not between
states but between two persons – Great King and Great King, or Great King and vassal ruler.10 A vassal
swore an oath of allegiance to his king alone, not to the kingdom over which he ruled. He also pledged
support for his king’s successors, provided these were the king’s own lineal descendants. If a usurper
seized the Hittite throne, the vassal was automatically freed from his treaty obligations, except that he
might be called upon to help restore the legitimate king. International treaties were also personal compacts between two Great Kings, and remained in force only for so long as both kings occupied their
respective thrones.
In his Apology, Hattusili tried to justify his seizure of the throne and the shift of the succession to
his own family line. But his elaborate defence of his actions cannot disguise the fact that his coup was
blatantly illegal. This was later quite frankly admitted by his son and successor Tudhaliya. The rulers
of all the Hittite vassal states were bound to remain loyal to Urhi-Teshub, and to reject the new occupant of the Hittite throne. Indeed Hattusili’s coup led to a number of divisions within the Hittite
10
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world, both inside the homeland as well as in the vassal states. What intensiﬁed these divisions was the
fact that Urhi-Teshub had by no means accepted his fate. On the contrary, he looked for every possible
avenue of support in his bid to reclaim his throne. This included approaches to the other three Great
Kingdoms – Babylon, Assyria, and Egypt. Undoubtedly, his determination to wrest power back from
his uncle had serious implications for the stability of the Hittite empire as a whole.
Hence the persistent efforts Hattusili made to win acknowledgment as the Great King of Hatti from
both his peers and his own subjects. The two were connected. It was very important for a new king to
gain peer recognition as a means of establishing his credibility amongst his subjects – especially when
his right to rule was in dispute. The task was no easy one for Hattusili. Particularly worrying was the
news that Urhi-Teshub had ﬂed to Egypt, where the pharaoh had apparently granted him refuge.
Demands for his extradition were ignored. Does this mean that Ramesses, initially, still recognised
Urhi-Teshub as the rightful King of Hatti, and might in fact help him regain his throne? We do not
know if the pharaoh had any such intention. But the opportunity to destabilise the regime of the man
who had been one of his chief opponents at Qadesh – simply by refusing to give up Urhi-Teshub –
must have been a distinctly appealing one. 11
Hattusili had more luck with Babylon, at least to begin with. He succeeded in securing an alliance
with the Babylonian king Kadashman-Turgu, who obligingly severed diplomatic relations with the
pharaoh. He may even have offered military support to Hattusili if it came to a showdown with Ramesses over Urhi-Teshub. Unfortunately, Kadashman-Turgu died within a year or so of drawing up a
treaty with Hattusili, and his son and successor, the young Kadashman-Enlil II, had no intention of
following in his father’s footsteps. In fact he quickly restored relations with Egypt, and there was a
noticeable cooling in Babylon’s relations with the new regime in Hattusa. This information comes
from the draft of a letter which Hattusili wrote to Kadashman-Enlil.12
The Assyrian king Adad-nirari showed no greater enthusiasm for this regime. In fact he simply
ignored it, which provoked a letter of complaint from Hattusili:
When I assumed kingship, you did not send a messenger to me. It is the custom that when
kings assume kingship, the kings who are his equals in rank send him appropriate greeting-gifts, clothing beﬁtting kingship, and ﬁne oil for his anointing. But you have not yet
done this.13
Indeed, one of the Assyrian kings, Adad-nirari or his successor Shalmaneser, contemptuously dismissed Hattusili’s claim to kingship: ‘You’re no real king,’ he said. ‘You’re just a substitute for one.’
Hattusili might well have hoped for a more positive response from Assyria. Some years earlier, when
Adad-nirari sought recognition from Urhi-Teshub as a royal brother, he had been treated as an upstart
and rebuked for his impertinence.14 And Urhi-Teshub had given a hard time to Assyrian envoys who
came to his court. Hattusili sought to distance himself from his nephew’s attitude towards Assyria, and
seems to have gone out of his way to appease the Assyrian regime. No doubt this was partly because
he wanted to avoid a confrontation with Assyria over Hittite subject territories in the Euphrates region.
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But personal considerations to do with Hattusili’s kingship may well have been a signiﬁcant factor in
the usurper’s attempts to cultivate good relations with his Assyrian counterpart.
Of course, what Hattusili needed most of all was an accommodation with Ramesses. The pharaoh
was widely respected throughout the Near Eastern world, both by his peers as well as by his peers’ subjects. He was in effect the senior member of the club of royal brothers. And his endorsement of
Hattusili as the legitimate king of Hatti might go a long way towards reconciling disaffected elements
in the Hittite kingdom to Hattusili’s regime – particularly if the pharaoh ﬁnally handed back UrhiTeshub into the usurper’s custody. But the longstanding enmity between Ramesses and Hattusili was
not easily resolved. Even in the lead-up to the treaty, there are threats and accusations on both sides.
And when Ramesses’ good faith was put to the test by yet another demand from Hattusili for the extradition of Urhi-Teshub, relations were not improved when Ramesses declared that he could not give up
Urhi-Teshub, because the bird had ﬂown the coop. In fact he was now back in Hittite territory!
Ramesses suggested several places where his royal brother might ﬁnd him – maybe in Qadesh,
maybe in Aleppo, maybe in Kizzuwadna. Hattusili responded angrily: ‘He did not go to Qadesh! He
did not go to Aleppo! He did not go to Kizzuwadna!’ If he had turned up in any of these lands, the
king’s own loyal subjects would surely have handed him over. Ramesses dismissed this response with
contempt. ‘Your subjects are not to be trusted!’, he said. Hattusili refused to accept Ramesses’ claim
that Urhi-Teshub was no longer in Egypt. But was Ramesses actually telling the truth? And if so, what
had become of Urhi-Teshub? Two things seem certain.The ﬁrst is that Ramesses was in fact telling the
truth. Urhi-Teshub had indeed left Egypt, with or without the pharaoh’s consent, and had returned to
Hittite territory. Secondly, he still commanded considerable support amongst his former subjects, as
Ramesses suggested. But where did he end up? We shall return to this.
Hattusili strongly denied that there were elements in his kingdom who remained loyal to UrhiTeshub. But he must have been aware that he himself had yet to win over many of his subjects. Formal
endorsement by the other Great Kings would have done much to enhance his status in the eyes of these
subjects. His approaches to Babylon and Assyria had met with unsatisfactory responses, or no
responses, or outright rebuffs. This made it all the more important that he gain recognition as Great
King of Hatti from the man whose reputation stood higher in the Near Eastern world than that of any
of his contemporaries – Ramesses of Egypt. In view of the past history of Egyptian-Hittite relations,
he must sorely have resented the necessity of doing this. But eventually Ramesses gave him what he
wanted – though only after Hattusili had complained that the pharaoh had addressed him as though
he were a servant. Ramesses responded angrily:
That I would have written to you as to a servant from amongst my servants is simply not
true! Have you not received the kingship, and did I not know this? Was it not in my heart?
You are a Great King in the Hatti Lands! You are a Hero in all lands! The Sun God and
the Storm God have granted that you exercise kingship in the Hatti lands in the place of
your grandfather.15
This acknowledgement of Hattusili as King of Hatti was formalized in the Eternal Treaty, a pact
between two Great Kings of equal status:

15

For a full translation of what remains of this letter, see Edel 1994: 50–51, no. 20.
http://www.thebritishmuseum.ac.uk/bmsaes/issue6/bryce.html

8

bryce

bmsaes 6

The treaty which Ramesses, Beloved of Amon, Great King, King of Egypt, Hero, concluded on a tablet of silver with Hattusili, Great King, King of Hatti, his brother.16
This more than anything else put the seal of approval on Hattusili’s occupancy of the Hittite throne.
It must have carried considerable weight not only amongst Hattusili’s peers, but amongst many of the
king’s own subjects.
We have a clear instance of this in a letter which Ramesses wrote to a man called Kupanta-Kurunta,
king of the land of Mira, the largest and most powerful of the Hittites’ western vassal states. KupantaKurunta was bound by an oath he made originally with Urhi-Teshub’s grandfather Mursili to protect
Mursili’s rightful successors in his direct family line. Urhi-Teshub was one of these successors.
Kupanta-Kurunta was in a quandary. Should he now violate his oath by switching his allegiance to the
usurper? Urhi-Teshub’s ﬂight to Egypt prompted Kupanta-Kurunta to write to Ramesses, apparently
to ﬁnd out whether he was supporting the fugitive’s bid to regain his throne. The Miran king’s future
course of action could well have been determined by Ramesses’ response. If Urhi-Teshub had Ramesses’ support, Kupanta-Kurunta might well have remained loyal to him, and rejected Hattusili. In this
event, Hattusili’s hold over his western states could have been seriously imperilled. But Ramesses came
down unequivocally in favour of Hattusili. In his reply to Kupanta-Kurunta, he wrote:
Take note of the good alliance which the Great King, the King of the Land of Egypt, made
with the Great King, the King of the Land of Hatti, my brother, in good brotherhood, in
good peace. The Sun God and the Storm God have granted this forever.17
We hear no more of Kupanta-Kurunta. But the likelihood is that he did ﬁnally pledge his allegiance
to Hattusili. And in the reign of Hattusili’s successor Tudhaliya, Mira almost certainly provided the
‘replacement’ regime in Hattusa with a valuable source of support in dealing with the problems of the
volatile western Anatolian region.
There is, I believe, another reason why Hattusili was keen to establish a permanent, stable relationship with Egypt. In the last century of its existence, Hatti seems to have suffered increasingly from
shortfalls in its grain production, becoming increasingly dependent on supplies imported from outside. During Hattusili’s reign, a Hittite prince called Heshmi-Sharrumma was sent to Egypt to
organize a shipment of grain back to his homeland. This perhaps was a prelude to the regular importation of grain from Egypt into the Hittite world, and may well have been one of the by-products of
a permanent peace with Egypt. Recent excavations at Hattusa have unearthed two sets of grain-storage
depots in the city, perhaps of late date. Their capacity was sufﬁcient to provide an annual grain ration
for 20,000 to 30,000 people, and there were no doubt other grain storage areas within the city as well.
The newly discovered silos may well have been built for long-term storage of grain imported from
abroad, to be used particularly in times of shortfalls in local production.
While the Hittite and Egyptian versions of the treaty follow each other fairly closely, there is one
section in the Hittite version which has no counterpart in the Egyptian. It has to do with the royal
succession:
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And the son of Hattusili, King of Hatti, shall be made King of Hatti in place of Hattusili,
his father………………. And if the people of Hatti commit an offence against him, then
Ramesses…. must send infantry and chariotry to his aid and take revenge for him.18
Ramesses apparently felt no need for a matching clause in the Egyptian version. Its insertion in the
Hittite version clearly reﬂects Hattusili’s sense of insecurity – above all, his concern that his son’s succession be kept secure against threats from his own people, with Egyptian support if need be. Most
likely he had in mind dangers posed by collateral branches of his own family. His son and successor,
Tudhaliya, spells out the situation more precisely in a set of instructions to his ofﬁcials:
The Land of Hatti is full of the royal line: in Hatti the descendants of Suppiluliuma, the
descendants of Mursili, the descendants of Muwattalli, the descendants of Hattusili are
numerous. With regard to kingship, you must acknowledge no other person (but me,
Tudhaliya), and protect only the grandson and great grandson and descendants of
Tudhaliya.19
The greatest threat to Hattusili’s line came from Muwattalli’s offspring and descendants, who had
been wrongly deprived of their inheritance. Hattusili and Tudhaliya had not only Urhi-Teshub to
worry about. Muwattalli had another son, Kurunta, who had been assigned to Hattusili’s guardianship.
Initially Kurunta remained loyal to Hattusili’s family – and for this Hattusili rewarded him by making
him ruler of the prestigious kingdom of Tarhuntassa in southeastern Anatolia. Hattusili and subsequently Tudhaliya gave him special privileges and concessions, in an effort, presumably, to retain his
loyalty.20
Did they succeed? Epigraphic evidence may provide the answer. Seal impressions bearing the hieroglyphic inscription Kurunta, Great King, Labarna, My Sun have recently turned up in Hattusa. And
more recently again, a rock relief has been discovered at Hatip (17 km south-west of Konya) with the
inscription Kurunta, the Great King, [the Hero], the son of [Mu]wattalli, the Great King, the Hero. Of
particular signiﬁcance is the title ‘Great King’. No-one in the territories covered by the Hittite kingdom could use this title other than the king of Hatti himself. How then do we explain its use in these
hieroglyphic inscriptions? The likelihood is that Kurunta did in fact break his allegiance to Hattusili’s
son Tudhaliya, proclaiming himself as the rightful Great King of Hatti. Perhaps for a short time he
even succeeded in occupying the throne in Hattusa, if we can so judge from his seal impressions found
in the capital. But it has been argued that these could just as well indicate preparations for an
attempted coup which never took place. In any case, we can conclude from another recently discovered
inscription, the so-called Südburg inscription in Hattusa,21 that some time after Tudhaliya’s treaty
with Kurunta, Tarhuntassa severed its links with the regime in Hattusa – perhaps at Kurunta’s instigation. That could explain the hieroglyphic inscription near Konya, which gives to Kurunta the title
Great King, son of the Great King Muwattalli. We may speculate that the rock bearing this inscription
served as a boundary marker for a breakaway kingdom which would be reunited with Hatti only when
18
19
20

21

After Beckman 1999: 98.
For an edition of the full text of this document, see von Schuler 1957: 8–21.
These privileges and concessions are spelt out in the treaty inscribed on a bronze tablet discovered in 1986 just
inside the south wall of the Hittite capital. The treaty, drawn up between Tudhaliya and Kurunta, has been edited
by Otten 1988.
Edition in Hawkins 1995.
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the descendants of Muwattalli reclaimed their legitimate inheritance. In the meantime, they deﬁantly
and consistently asserted their right, over the claims of the descendants of Hattusili, to produce rulers
with the title ‘Great King of Hatti’.
There may be further indications of this. During the 1970s, a number of hieroglyphic inscriptions
were found at several sites in southeastern Anatolia. They were composed by a man called Hartapu,
whose name is accompanied, once again, by the title ‘Great King’.22 Hartapu also gives us the name
of his father, Mursili, who is similarly entitled a Great King. We recall that Mursili was the thronename of Urhi-Teshub. He was thus the third Hittite king called Mursili. It is likely that these inscriptions date to the last decades of the Late Bronze Age, and that the Mursili in question is Urhi-Teshub.
We do not know what happened to Urhi-Teshub after his departure from Egypt. But we know that he
had sons, and one of these may well have set himself up with the title of Great King, perhaps as successor to his uncle Kurunta, in the land of Tarhuntassa. If we can so judge from the spread of the
inscriptions to which we have just referred, our supposed breakaway kingdom would have deprived
the regime in Hattusa of a substantial portion of its subject territory, in a strategically important
region. It also posed a serious, ongoing threat to the current regime in Hattusa.
Hattusili no doubt became aware, soon after his succession, of the dangers he and his successors
faced because of his usurpation, especially from the family who had been displaced from kingship. His
hope was that Ramesses’ endorsement of his own position, and by implication that of his lineal
descendants, would provide some security against future challenges, particularly if the pharaoh honoured the terms of the treaty and was ready to provide military support for the current ruling dynasty
in Hattusa if any attempt was made to unseat it. As it happened, the succession remained in Hattusili’s
line till the fall of the kingdom in the early 12th century. So this particular treaty obligation was never
put to the test.
Was the treaty ever put to the test? We know of no speciﬁc cases where its terms were invoked. However, it had the effect of easing tensions between Hatti and Egypt, and in 1246 the alliance was
consolidated with the ﬁrst of Ramesses’ two marriages with a Hittite princess, daughter of Hattusili.
A second marriage between Ramesses and one of Hattusili’s daughters, probably not long after her
father’s death, may have followed a possible renewal of the treaty with Hattusili’s son Tudhaliya. It is
also possible that the Egyptian-Hittite alliance continued to act as a deterrent against Assyrian military
enterprises in Syria. Even after the Assyrian king Tukulti-Ninurta inﬂicted a devastating defeat on Tudhaliya’s forces in the Tigris region, in the so-called battle of Nihriya,23 he refrained from invading
Hittite territory in Syria, but turned instead against his southern neighbour Babylon.
To conclude, there were a number of reasons prompting Hattusili to establish an alliance with his
kingdom’s long-term enemy. But I suggest that the most important was the legitimacy which the agreement conferred upon Hattusili’s occupancy of the Hittite throne. The Egyptian-Hittite pact is one of
the most famous of all treaties, and is supposed to serve as a source of inspiration for nations of the
modern world. But I wonder if it would ever have been come into being but for the fact that a Hittite
king squabbled with his nephew and seized his throne.
I have discussed the treaty almost entirely from the Hittite perspective, particularly Hattusili’s perspective. But that gives us only one side of the picture. Which still leaves us with the question: What
was in it for Ramesses?
22
23

See Hawkins 2000: 433–42.
Singer 1985.
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Pharaoh and his Brothers
Stefan Jakob

Earlier than Egypt, Mesopotamian communities felt the necessity to grapple with the world beyond
their own frontiers – not least due to different geographical conditions. In the course of time, a complex system of international relationships with ﬁrm rules of conduct evolved. When Egypt began to
recognize Near Eastern states as quasi-equal, it consequently accepted their standard patterns of diplomatic contacts, the form of international correspondence or the messenger’s etiquette. Even though
contacts with Babylonia are attested for the reigns of Amenophis II and Thutmose IV, detailed information about the way Egyptian kings organized their relations to the rulers of the Near East are
provided only by the archive of Tell el-Amarna (382 clay tablets; cf. Moran 1992). A small circle of
imperial powers (Egypt, Babylon, Hatti and Mittani) surrounded by subordinate vassals dominated
nearly the entire Near Eastern world (Fig. 1). One of the characteristics for the rulers of the largest
powers is their use of the title ‘Great King’ (sharru rabû). The acknowledgement of equal rank is also
expressed by calling the other king ‘my brother’. The membership of that ‘Club of Royal Brothers’ is
tied to real political power. When the Assyrian king Assur-uballit approaches Pharaoh with a petition
for an establishment of diplomatic contacts, he signals the dissociation from his overlord Mittani, since
a loyal vassal would shy away from a foreign policy of his own. Finally, Assur-uballit put special emphasis on the fact that he is equal to the king of Hanigalbat (= Mittani):1
EA 16:22–31 [W]hen the king of Hanigalbat [wr]ote to your father in Egy[pt, h]e sent
20 talents of gold to him. [Now] I am the [equal] of the king of Hani[galbat], but you
sent me […] of gold, and it is not enough [f ]or the pay of my messengers on the journey
to and back’ (Moran 1992: 39)
In that second letter to the Pharaoh Assur-uballit consequently used the title sharru rabû and called
the Egyptian king ‘my brother’. Mittani obviously no longer had the power to prevent Assyrian independence. What the Mittanian court probably thought about this newcomer, may be illustrated by the
following lines of Shattiwaza whose father, Tushratta, is known from the Amarna archive as ‘brother’
and ‘father-in-law’ of Amenophis III (cf. EA 17:2; EA 19:3; Adler 1976: 123;129):
‘… King Tushratta, my father, built a palace and ﬁlled it with riches, but Shuttarna
destroyed it, and it became impoverished … he threw himself down before the Assyrian,
the subject of his father, who no longer pays tribute …’ (Treaty between Shattiwaza of
Mittani and Suppiluliuma of Hatti; Beckman 1996: 44ff.)
Neither Babylonia nor Hatti might have been pleased with the Assyrian attempt (it should be kept
in mind that Assur-uballit was able to menace the Hittite kingdom of Carchemish; cf Harrak 1987:
47, Faist 2001: 215).
Since several decades later the Hittites were reluctant to accept Assyria as a great power, it is probably
1

Cf. Nashef 1982: 119. Even the Mittanian kings themselves occasionally used the term Hanigalbat to designate
their own country (cf. EA 20:17; Moran 1992: 47).
http://www.thebritishmuseum.ac.uk/bmsaes/issue6/jakob.html

2006

pharaoh and his brothers

13

not an accident that the same evaluation has been found in a royal treaty whose second party was the
Hittite king (Suppiluliuma I). So Urhi-Teshub, nephew and predecessor of Hattusili III, wrote to
Adad-nerari I after his accession to the throne:
KUB XXIII 102 ‘… Do those who are not on good terms customarily write to one
another about brotherhood? On what account should I write to you about brotherhood?
Were you and I born from one mother? As [my grandfather] and my father did not write
to the king of Assyria [about brotherhood], you shall not keep writing to me [about
brotherhood] and Great Kingship. [It is not my] wish…’ (Beckman 1996: 138)
The Egyptian king himself was expected to admit the Assyrians to the club. This new power seemed
to be suitable as a political counterweight to the powerful Hittite Empire.
Nevertheless, this diplomatic strategy was probably not pursued for a long time. In the following
decades, until the early phase of the 19th dynasty, Egypt tried again to force the hegemony in the Near
East with the use of troops. As late as 1279 BC, the battle of Qadesh between Ramesses II and the
Hittite Mursili I brought about a turn in Egyptian foreign policy.
Thus, the ﬁrst bilateral peace treaty in history between Ramesses and Hattusili III was ratiﬁed,
establishing the pax aegypta-hethitica, the ‘Hattusa-Pi-Ramesses Axis’. Thanks to a corpus of more than
100 more or less fragmentary letters, which was found in the Hittite capital Hattusa, we have a fairly
clear impression of the dealings of these former enemies (Edel 1994). The new relationship is well documented by remarks of Ramesses II such as ‘both great lands have become one land’ (Edel 1994: Nr.
5:6’ and passim; cf. line 6’ in the famous letter of the widow of pharaoh Nibhururia to the hittite king
Suppiluliuma; ibd. No. 1). Despite this euphemism, he cannot conceal the fact that the Egyptian position on the international stage is rather weak in comparison with the epoch of Amenophis III.
In addition to the dictated peace treaty after the battle of Qadesh, which he actually lost, Ramesses
adapted the Hittite way of international contacts with the queen being involved in the royal correspondence (cf. the role of the Hittite queen Puduhepa as a self-conﬁdent negotiator; Roth 2003: 180f.;
Roth 2002: 83f.). One should not forget that Hattusili obliges the Egyptian king in § 10 of the treaty
to support his heir to the Hittite throne in case of a dispute (Edel 1997: 38).
The concern was justiﬁed when one considers that Hattusili had come to power in a quite illegal
way by deposing his nephew Urhi-Teshub from the Hittite throne. But Tudhaliya IV obviously did
not need help from Egypt when he acceded to the throne after the death of his father. From that time
on, no correspondence with the Egyptian king is available that could provide us with information
about the further development of the pax aegypta-hethitica. Therefore a tiny fragment of a clay tablet
from Qantir/Pi-Ramesses unearthed in 2003 is the ﬁrst evidence of correspondence between Egypt
and the Hittites at the time of Tudhaliya (Fig. 2–3; Pusch/ Jakob 2003).
The general political climate had changed since the Amarna period. Mittani as a great power did
not exist any more. First it had become a vassal of the Hittite king Suppiluliuma. Then it was split in
various parts (Harrak 1987). The main beneﬁciary of these developments was the Assyrian Adadnerari I. During his rule, Mittani deﬁnitively lost its autonomy, and from the reign of Adad-nerari’s
son, Shalmaneser I on, the Habur region, heartland of the Mittanian state and otherwise known as
‘Hanigalbat’, was incorporated into the Assyrian realm. At the latest from the successor TukultiNinurta, Assyria was a permanent member of ‘The Club of Royal Brothers,’ among the imperial
powers Egypt and Hatti, and certainly Babylonia as well, even though Ramesses II seemed to be
unconvinced of the rightfulness of the Babylonian membership (Edel 1994: No. 105 Obv. 56 ‘…the
http://www.thebritishmuseum.ac.uk/bmsaes/issue6/jakob.html
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king of Babylonia is not a great king…’). In doing so, however, he suppressed the fact that Egypt likewise was hardly in a position to return to more glorious times (R. Morkot 1986: 3f. pointed out that
this development has already begun during the early 18th dynasty).
Particularly with regard to the Egyptian idea of kingship, the phrase ‘two lands become one land’ is
nothing but a sign of weakness. In the abstract, Egypt still laid claim to world domination (Roth 2003:
175).
So it is not surprising that meanwhile, as far as domestic policy is concerned, the adoration of the
pharaoh reached its highest point. The relationship between the king and the world of the gods as the
centre of attention is well documented by the Nubian rock temples of Ramesses II, the wide spread
erection of statues of him with features of the sun-god, and the temple of Medinet Habu.
But a royal observer from abroad would not have necessarily felt this conﬂict between the way Ramesses saw himself and political reality. After all the Mesopotamian kings were not so different in their
behaviour. In the treaties of the Hittite rulers, the king usually appears only as ‘hero’ (Beckman 1996:
30f. and passim), ‘beloved of the Storm-god’ (Beckman 1996: 38f.) or beloved of the Sun-goddess of
(the city of ) Arinna’ (Beckman 1996: 99). In the rock sanctuary of Yazilikaya king Tudhaliya IV is portrayed in the arms of his personal god Sarruma (Seeher 2002: 116).
In Babylonia the dynasty of the Kassites had a special preference for traditional titles from the era
of the Early Dynastic Sumerian city states (third millennium BC). But a Sumerian ‘king of the four
quarters of the world’ would have had fewer problems to fulﬁl our expectations than his colleague in
the second half of the second millennium BC, when the ‘world’ has grown much larger.
The most intriguing example is Assyria, where royal titles increased in correspondence to the political rise of the ‘Land of Assur’ and the growth of its military power. Assur-uballit, who was regarded
by his successors as the actual founder of the Assyrian Empire, calls himself just ‘the appointee of the
god Enlil and vice-regent of Assur’. At the beginning of the 13th century, king Adad-narari I is much
more self-conﬁdent:
A.O.76.1:1–17 ‘Adad-narari, holy prince, pride of the gods, founder of cult centres,
defeater of the heroic - the army of the Kassites, Qutu, Lullumu, and … Subaru - scatterer
of all enemies above and below, trampler of their lands from Lubdu and the land Rapiqu
to Eluhat, conqueror of the cities Taidu, Shuru, Kahat, Amasakku, Hurra, Shuduhu,
Nabula, Washshukanu, and Irridu, the entirety of Kashiieri to/with Eluhat, the fortress
of the city Sudu, the fortress of Harranu to/with Carchemish which is on the bank of the
Euphrates, capturer of all people, extender of borders and boundaries, the king at whose
feet the gods Anu, Assur, Shamash, Adad, and Ishtar made all rulers and princes bow
down, exalted priest of the god Enlil’ (Grayson 1987: 131)
The inscriptions of his grandson Tukulti-Ninurta brought the art of collecting titles to a climax:
A.O.78.1:1–20 ‘Tukulti-Ninurta, king of the universe, strong king, king of Assyria,
chosen of Assur, vice-regent of the god Assur, attentive shepherd, favorite of the gods Anu
and Enlil, whose name the god Assur and the great gods faithfully called, the one to whom
they entrusted their dominion, the attentive one, appointee of the gods, the one who
gladdens the heart of the god Assur, the one whose conduct is pleasing to the gods of
heaven and the underworld and who is endowed with excellence, the one constantly
makes abundant the offerings for all the gods, the one who encircled enemy lands above
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and below, strong king, capable in battle, the one who shepherds the four quarters at the
heels of the god Shamas…’ (Grayson 1987: 233)
In no case are these ideologies of kingship compatible with the idea of equal ‘brothers’ as suggested
by diplomatic etiquette.2 This inconsistency may have been unproblematic in practice. As far as we
know the ‘brothers’ never met face-to-face.
They had no reason to do so anyway. We should not forget that diplomacy was not an expression
of interest but rather the result of the realization that military forces alone were unable to ensure their
own power in the international sphere. A main hindrance surely was the rule of protocol insofar as the
reputation of a ruler was affected. They were very concerned about the impression their behaviour
made in foreign countries and among other rulers.
That is why the meeting of Ramesses and Hattusili did not take place even though it was desired by
both parties. The reputation of the Hittite ruler would have been harmed by visiting Ramesses in
Canaan, that is in the Egyptian sphere of inﬂuence.
The Assyrian king Shalmaneser, son of the aforementioned Adad-narari, made no secret of his contempt for that plan by calling him a ‘substitute of a Great King’ who wanted to go to pharaoh like a
vassal.3 The journey to Canaan would have been inevitably resulted in a loss of face. That is why the
historic encounter was cancelled. Hittites and Egyptians furthermore restricted themselves to the
widely accepted ways of communication:
1) Permanent representatives resulted from diplomatic marriages. In the long term they helped to
conﬁrm treaties and consolidated relations (Roth 2002). The ﬁrst marriage of an Egyptian king with
the princess of a Near Eastern imperial power4 took place during the reign of Thutmose IV (beginning
of the 14th century BC), when Egypt began to recognize non-Egyptian states as quasi-equals. Ramesses the Great had ﬁve foreign wives, Amenophis III even had seven.
Even though the foreign princesses were ofﬁcially ‘Egyptianised,’ (e.g., by giving them a new, Egyptian name after they arrived at the pharaonic court), it must be emphasized that they surely did not
lose their own traditions.
Clearly, the foreign women did not come alone. Their entourage was with them in Egypt and
remained at their disposal thereafter. In this way the two Hittite wives of Ramesses II established a Hittite ‘side court’ in Pi-Ramesses to serve in some way as an embassy. From here ﬁrst-hand-information
come discreetly from the wives’ country of origin and vice versa. The Hittite queen Puduhepa raised
the problem of a free ﬂow of information in a letter to Ramesses in this way:
‘I shall regularly send my messengers, and my messengers shall see the daughter and speak
to her. The daughter should be allowed to speak to them.’ (ÄHK 104:5’f.)
Therefore it might be that also the complaint of the Babylonian king Kadashman-Enlil towards
Amenophis III about the messengers’ hindered access to the Babylonian princess (EA 1 and 2; Moran

2

3
4

In Egyptian sources the gap between real politics and royal ideology is exemplarily exposed by the ‘marriage stela’
of Ramesses II. We ﬁnd there a very different interpretation of the events that led to the peace treaty: a graceful
pharaoh who shows mercy to the Hittites, the only people that had refused to submit so far; cf. Roth 2003:
185f.).
Ramesses makes reference to that matter in a letter to Hattusili: ÄHK 5:10’; cf. ÄHK 4:19’ff.
A daughter of the Mittanian king Artatama I; cf. Roth 2002: 88).
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1992: 1ff.) was not only due to the care for the welfare of his daughter in Egypt but also for the fear
for a future lack of information.
2) The delegates of the royal courts charged with delivering letters were not yet specialists in ‘foreign
affairs’ with a diplomatic service in a modern sense (Gundlach/Klug 2004: 14). Instead, they owed
their position to their membership in the upper classes. Often they are ofﬁcials of the king with special
skills (e.g., foreign languages, diplomatic expertise). In any case they must have been trustworthy persons, who would represent their rulers with dignity. Since rulers never met in person, the messengers’
appearance was also very important. The choice of the diplomatic personnel and the equipment of the
delegates was, therefore, a matter of special attention.
Within the correspondence these men were nearly always named as mar shipri (‘messenger’). An
exception is the well-known passage in a letter of the Mittanian king Tusratta (EA 17:46; Moran 1992:
42), where he refers to his messenger as a sukkallu (vizier). From the Nuzi palace archive it is known
that foreign visitors were designated there as ‘ubaru’, lit. ‘foreigner’ (Kendall 1975: 168ff.; cf. AHw.
1399 ‘Ortsfremder, Schutzbürger’). Assyrian sources now clearly demonstrate the meaning of ubaru
(in Assyrian ubru) as ‘foreign delegate’ (Jakob 2003: 2888) for whom the host guaranteed protection
and provisions. More detailed information about the treatment of these ubru-delegates while travelling
in the host country may be found in the 13th century administrative archive from Harbe, a Middle
Assyrian highway station situated on modern Tall Huwera (Fig. 4–9) along the ancient road through
Northern Syria (halfway between Tall Abyad and Ra’s al-‘Ain). In particular, I draw attention to a group
of letter-orders (TCH 92.G.208; 209; 211; 212; 222; 232, 233+; partly published by Kühne 1995:
216ff.; full edition in Jakob 2006b), sent by the Grand Vizier Salmanu-mushabshi who was responsible
for the western part of the Assyrian realm (Hanigalbat) as well as diplomatic matters (cf. Cancik-Kirschbaum 1996: 19–33; Jakob 2006b). They are addressed to the district governors of three different
cities and deal with the supply ( piqittu) of several ‘ubru’ from Hatti, Amurru and Egypt (Fig. 10–11).
Over a period of two months in the eponym year of Ninu’aju5 they were on the way back from the
Assyrian capital Assur. Their provisions for two days are as follows (cf. Fig. 12):6
Teli-Sarruma, Hatti
(TCH 92.G.209, 211, 222)
bread: 16 sutu
‘temple beer’: 4 sutu
‘samar beer’: 12 sutu
meal: 2 qa’u
spices: 2 qa’u
oil: 2.5 qa’u
sheep: 3

Jabnan, Amurru
(TCH 92.G.212)

bread: 4 sutu
‘samar beer’: 4 sutu
4 sutu for 10 donkeys

18 sutu for 4 teams of horses (these teams

Milku-ramu, Sidon
(TCH 92.G.208)

bread: 2 sutu
‘samar beer’: 4 sutu
3 sutu 2 qa’u for 1 team of horses and 3
donkeys
(2 sutu > 2 horses)
(1 sutu 2 qa’u > 3 donkeys)

unusually consist of three horses)
1.55 sutu for 3 teams of mules and 6
donkeys

The administration bears the costs of the provisions, if the tablets are sent back to the grand viziers’

5
6

That year has to be dated into the 2nd half of Tukulti-Ninurta’s I reign; cf. Freydank 1991: 156. That means the
last years of Ramesses or beginning of the rule of his son Merenptah (cf. von Beckerath 1997).
1 sutu = 10 qa’u ≈ 0.8 liter (s. Powell 1987–1990: 501).
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ofﬁce within a month. Therefore, the letter-orders have the form of a legal document (the envelope of
the letter is bearing the same text as the tablet itself; cf. Jakob 2006b: No. 22–28 with commentary).
If we take the usual daily rations (bread, beer and barley) for men and animals calculated by the
Assyrian administration as a basis (cf. Jakob 2003: 49; 355f.), we receive detailed information about
the size and organization of the delegations:

man

bread

beer

barley

5 qa’u

5 qa’u

-

horse

-

-

5 qa’u

mule

-

-

3 qa’u

donkey

-

-

2 qa’u

Regarding the instructions in detail, we see signiﬁcant differences among these ‘ubru’ as well as
inside the delegations. They obviously refer to a certain social stratiﬁcation.

Social Status
Jabnan of Amurru is accompanied by three other persons. They most probably travelled on foot since
they only have donkeys and not a chariot. The same day, the arrival of a certain Milku-ramu was
expected by the administration of Harbe. He came to Assyria as an Egyptian envoy travelling on a chariot and was accompanied by only one man on foot, who was responsible for three donkeys.
Accordingly, Jabnan (as a merchant?) was the leader of a trade caravan with a diplomatic assignment.
In contrast, the use of a chariot by Milku-ramu clearly proves this Sidonian to be a member of the
social-economic elite. In respect of the provision there is no signiﬁcant distinction. He may receive a
higher ration of beer, but as it is proved by another document from the same archive, that is not due
to his social status. Moreover delegates from Canaan apparently always enjoyed this privilege (TCH
92.G.226; Jakob 2006b: No. 54).
The treatment of the Hittite Teli-Sarruma, however, was completely different. His delegation, consisting of 4 chariot drivers as well as 12 persons on foot and presumably on mule-drawn wagons, was
supplied with two different kinds of beer. The chariot drivers were receiving ‘temple beer’, presumably
of higher quality than the ordinary ‘Samar’ beer that is issued in all other cases (Jakob 2003: 290). The
distribution of meat, spices and oil is also extraordinary (since these commodities were normally not
given as rations, we unfortunately cannot deﬁne the amount per head with any certainty). This could
be a sure sign that in fact Teli-Sarruma may be identiﬁed with a Hittite prince from Carchemish
(Kühne 1995: 211). Otherwise in the diplomatic exchange between the Hittites and Assyria during
that time, the Hittite diplomats were receiving nothing but bread and beer like the aforementioned
envoys from Amurru and Sidon (Jakob 2006b).
Despite the evidence of good and regular relations between the Hittite Empire and Assyria, there
must have been a very special occasion to send a high-ranking member of the royal court (cf. the occasions of sending princes in the Hittite-Egyptian trafﬁc at the time of Ramesses II). In view of a possible
chronological connection of these diplomatic activities with the second Assyrian campaign of TukultiNinurta against Babylon (cf. Jakob 2006a), the comparatively small delegations from Amurru and
Egypt may reveal the current condition of the relationship with Assyria.
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Historical signiﬁcance
Sidon must have been very important among the coastal cities of the Levant (Faist 2001: 205), but it
seems rather surprising nevertheless that a Sidonian should be required to send the ‘tablets of the king
of Egypt’ to the ‘Brother’ in the Assyrian capital. To some extent the mastery of the Akkadian language,
the lingua franca of the Late Bronze Age, may be important, but we cannot exclude the possibility that
Egypt did not maintain a permanent staff for diplomatic relations with Assyria (or the Near Eastern
states in general?) at the time in question. The non-Egyptian origin of the messenger from Egypt seems
at any rate important to the Assyrian administration.
Or should we assume that Ramesses II, if he was still alive at that time, possibly persisted in his low
opinion of the Babylonian king (cf. Edel 1994: No. 105 Obv. 56), considering his fall as a rather small
matter? If so, he perhaps did not take notice of the fact that, apart from the Egyptian mission of Milkuramu, Sidon was apparently going its own way in foreign affairs. Perhaps a few days later, at least within
the same year, a small Sidonian legation (TCH 92.G.233+; Jakob 2006b: Nr. 28), comparable in size
with that of Jabnan of Amurru (4 persons, 10 donkeys), was on the way to Assur. The possibility
cannot be excluded that both of them were in contact with Assyria without the permission of their
overlords. They were probably seeking for new alliances (Jakob 2006a). It could well be that they were
not the only ones among the vassals of Hittites and Egypt who were in contact with Assur. After all,
the letter-orders of Salmanu-mushabshi were preserved in the archive of the provincial capital Harbe
only because they had not been sent back to the vizier’s ofﬁce within one month after it was requested
(Kühne 1995: 211).

The journey through Assyria
Obviously, the foreign delegates of our letter-orders were not in haste. As expected, the light twowheeled chariot is used, but more as a status symbol. The cruising speed is anyway determined by donkeys and travellers on foot (Kühne 1973: 118f. tried to determine the distances between the capitals
as well as the time required.). Of the three relay stations, two can be identiﬁed: Harbe is identical with
Tall Huwera itself, while Sahlala was situated on Tall Sahlan on the river Balih. The distance between
both cities is about 50 km (Fig. 13). It can be proved that an Assyrian courier on chariot required only
more than half a day to make the trip. But for a donkey caravan, a maximum speed of 25 km/day seems
reasonable (cf. Faist 2001: 146). So we must assume the existence of another relay station not referred
to in our sources.
A solution to the problem may be provided by the expression alaku u tuaru (lit. ‘to come and to
return’), which is common in the letter-orders of the Grand Vizier. This term is otherwise used for the
journey to and back from home to the host country (Assur-uballit, EA 16 ; Moran 1992 s. v.). That
can hardly be the case here. Instead the passage through the area of a district governor could be meant.
It is therefore not necessary to infer from the allocation of a two-day ration that all the rations were
consumed before the journey, but rather only during the travels through the administrative area of the
city concerned. From receipts of the same archive we know that in comparable cases one share of the
rations is intended for consumption on the spot and another ‘for the way’ (ana hule; Jakob 2006b: No.
58, lines 1–2).
In addition, the designation as ubru also comprises a rightful claim to shelter and protection. Either
the administration maintained rest stations in villages or farmsteads (Assyrian dunnu) in the vicinity,
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or the delegates were provided with an escort. The Assyrian term for escorts is panushu ka’’ulu (lit. ‘to
hold in front of him’), referring to a real person (Jakob 2006b: No. 54, lines 19f.).

Itineraries
The Hittites probably travelled through northern Syria on the way home, especially if their destination
was Carchemish. But why do we ﬁnd traces of delegations from the Levant in Northern Syria at all?
Until recently scholars believed that messengers from Egypt, Amurru or Sidon travelled the desert
route via Tadmor/Palmyra (Fig. 14; Kühne 1973: 80406; Faist 2001: 197; cf. Faist 2001: 196). That
is here presumably not the case. We must take into consideration that the security of the delegates
could not be guaranteed on a Southern route along the Euphrates. Hattusili III referred to the danger
of nomad-attacks in a letter to the Babylonian Kadashman-Enlil (G. Beckman 1996: 134). Yet the
main reason may have been that only on the route through the Habur region were sufﬁcient Assyrian
road stations for an appropriate supply available. The northern route seemed to be common. A few
years back there was another envoy from Canaan passing by (cf. Jakob 2006b: No. 54). We cannot be
sure whether the Assyrians could even exercise control in the Southern desert.
If we assume that the Sidonian Milku-ramu himself received the tablets of the Egyptian king in PiRamesses, he might have followed the via maris (Fig. 15; Mekadi Ouda 2003: 72), reaching northern
Syria via the Middle Euphrates, e.g. the city state of Emar (Fig. 16).

Conclusion
The delegations from Hatti, Egypt, Amurru and Sidon have travelled to a land that - if the connection
to the fall of Babylon is correct - reached a peak of its power. In general, the world of the Amarna period
seemed not to have changed. We still see the imperial powers in contact with each other. They
exchange messages and gifts, and we may rest assured that the rulers correspond as ‘brothers’.
But whilst the Assyrian king Tukulti-Ninurta was the focus of attention on the international stage,
the Hittites had to contend with difﬁculties within their sphere of inﬂuence. The list of ever more disloyal vassals (Klengel 1999: 299) would have to be supplemented with Amurru, which obviously took
the opportunity to reconsider its political position. Egypt, the other major power, may still have
retained control over Southern Canaan at the transition from 13th to 12th century BC, as proved by
both textual and archaeological evidence (Morris 2005: 382ff.). But the ambiguous activities of Sidon
seem to indicate a different situation in the northern part of that region. And it should not be forgotten
that Amurru and Sidon were probably not the only ones among the client states to apply to the conqueror of Babylon.
Certainly some twenty years later, the crisis was obvious and included everyone. Assyria, weakened
by internal struggles after the assassination of Tukulti-Ninurta I, ﬁnally lost its possessions in Southern
Mesopotamia and felt impelled to withdraw from the river Balih to a line somewhere in the Habur
triangle. The Hittite Empire together with many cities and cultures between the Levant and the
Middle Euphrates lay in ruins. Egypt was in danger of being overthrown by the Sea Peoples. Although
Ramesses III ﬁnally was successful in repulsing their attack, he could not prevent the loss of control
over the Southern Levant during his reign (Hirsch 2003: 221ff.; Schipper 2003: 243). This meant not
only the end of the Egyptian foreign policy in the narrow sense of the word, but also the disappearance
of ‘Brotherhood’ in our sources from the Late Bronze Age.
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Abbreviations
AHw.
ÄHK
A.O.
EA
KUB
TCH

W. v. Soden, Akkadisches Handwörterbuch (Wiesbaden 1981)
Die ägyptisch-hethitische Korrespondenz (Edel 1994).
refers to the numbering in Grayson 1987
Amarna letters (Moran 1992).
Keilschrifturkunden aus Boghazköi (Berlin 1926ff.).
Tall Huwera/Tell Chuera (Jakob 2006b).
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Fig. 1: 1) Map 1 (The Near East in the Late Bronze Age)
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(Excavation Qantir/Pi-Ramesses; Axel Krause)
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Fig. 3: 3) cuneiform tablet qantir 03/0260
(drawing by S. Jakob)
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Fig. 4: 4) Map 2 (Tall Huwera; drawing by S. Jakob)

Fig. 5: 5) Tall Huwera, view from South
(Photo: S. Jakob)
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Fig. 6: 6) Tall Huwera, Excavation areas
(from: W. Orthmann et al, Ausgrabungen in Tell Chuera, Saarbrücken 1995)

Fig. 7: 7) Tall Huwera, Area G (Middle Assyrian ofﬁcal building)
(from: W. Orthmann et al., Ausgrabungen in Tell Chuera, Saarbrücken 1995)
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Fig. 8: 8) Tall Huwera, Area G (Middle Assyrian ofﬁcal building, room 3 ‘tablet room’)
(from: W. Orthmann et al, Ausgrabungen in Tell Chuera, Saarbrücken 1995)

Fig. 9: 9) Tall Huwera, Area G; ﬁndspot of the ‘letter-orders’
(Photo: S. Jakob)
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Fig. 10:10) TCH 92.G.211; tablet (Excavation Tall Huwera)

Fig. 11:11) TCH 92.G.222, envelope (Excavation Tall Huwera)
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TCH 92.G.211, envelope

5

10

15
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[çtu]p-┌pµ┐ IdSILIM-ma-nu-mu-┌„sab┐-„si
a-na ┌EN pa┐-›he-te „sa URU┌Sa›h-la-┌li┐
_____________________________
1 AN…SE NIGIDA NINDA ┌i+[na]┌GI…S┐BƒAN TUR 2 S½ILA Z½I. GAL.GAL.LA
4 BƒAN KA…S ƒE.DINGIR 1 AN…SE 2 BƒAN SA.MAR ┌çta┐-bu
1 AN…SE NIGIDA 2 BƒAN ┌…SEum i+na GI…SBƒAN SUMUN
…SUKat 4 âi-mi-te AN…SE.KUR.RAME…S
„sa 1 BƒAN 5 S½ILATA-‡AM …SEam e-ku-lu-[ni]
†u 3 âi-mi-te AN…SEku-di-ni
„sa 3 S½ILA TA-‡AM e-ku-lu-ni
┌†u┐ 6 AN…SEME…S „sa 2 S½ILA TA-‡AM
…SEam e-ku-lu-ni
3 UDUME…S 2 S½ILA ½I
[2 S½ILA] ra-[q]u-tu
[p]i-qµt-tu
[„sa IT]e-li-„sar-ru-ma
┌ub-ri KURœHa-ta-ie-e┐
„sa çtup-pa-┌te †u┐ „se-bu-ul-ta
na-âu-‚u-ni
a-na UGU LUGAL a-na URU…S‡Abi.URU
il-li-ka-a-ni
[çte-m]a „sa-ak-nu-‚u-ni
[a-na KURti-„su] im-mu-„su-‚u-ni
[„sa a]-la-ki †u ┌tu┐-a-ri di-in
[tu]p-pi tu-ba-la [a]-na NA4KI…SIBME…S
[„sa k]i-iâ-┌ra┐-te tu-ta-ar
[„s‚um-ma] ┌a┐-di 1 ITU U4ME…S la ta-ta-bal
┌la-a┐ tu-ta-ir ┌la-a┐ i-ka-âu-ru-ni-[ku]
____________________________
[I]dUTU-m[uSIG5] „sa p]i-qµt-te
ITU

Qar-ra-tu U4.XI.KƒAM
┌INi┐-nu-a-iu-‚u

li-mu

Fig. 12:12) TCH 92.G.211, transliteration
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Tablet of Salm¢anu-mu„sab„si
To the district governor of Sa›hlala speak !
__________________________________________________________________________
1 em¢aru 6 s¢utu bread in the small s¢utu measure, 2 qa'u meal
4 s¢utu "temple beer", 1 em¢aru 2 s¢utu sweet Samar beer
1 em¢aru 8 s¢utu barley in the old s¢utu measure
provision for 4 teams of horses,
which eat 1 s¢utu 5 qa'u barley each,
and 3 teams of mules,
which eat 3 qa'u each
and 6 donkeys, which eat 2 qa'u
barley,
3 sheeps 2 qa'u oil,
2 qa'u spices:
The provision
of Teli-…Sarruma,
the Hittite envoy,
who has carried tablets
and a present,
who has come to the king in Assur-City,
who has been supplied with instructions
(and) has set off to his country,
give for coming and returning!
You will send back my tablet (and)
change into the seals of the kiâirtu documents !
If you do not send (it) back until the end of a full month,
you do not change, they won't refund !
____________________________________
…Sama„s-mudammeq, (inspector) of provisions
Month of Qarratu, 11th day, eponym year (of)
Ninu'¢aju

Fig. 12 (continued) TCH 92.G.211, translation
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Fig. 13:13) Map 3 (The distance between Harbe and Sahlala)

Fig. 14:14) Map 4 (The desert route)
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Fig. 15:15) Map 5 (from Qantir to Gaza and beyond)

Fig. 16:16) Map 6 (The northern route)
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High society and lower ranks in Ramesside Egypt at
home and abroad
K. A. Kitchen

This brief study simply explores mainly nooks and crevices, even curiosities, in the richly varied canvas
of life in Egypt and its Near Eastern links in the 13th century BC, besides historical sidelights of wider
signiﬁcance.

1. A Touch of Cuneiform amongst the Plebs
So long time ago (almost a century!) since it ﬁrst appeared in print in the venerable but invaluable early
issues of ASAE,1 the only example that I know of, of a cuneiform sign in an Egyptian inscription, has
ever since been left in oblivion until the present time. But such a curio is worth resurrecting, if only to
ponder what sort of scenario its presence might reﬂect.
The piece in question is a modest shabti ﬁgure (Cairo Cat. 47644), that belonged to a quite minor
dignitary, a ¢ry ¡ry(w) ™£w Ê(w)r, ‘Head Porter, T(j)ur(o)’,2 which was found at Saqqara. It bears the
usual shabti formula, chapter VI of the Book of the Dead, but with just one peculiarity. See Fig. 1.
Instead of sm¢y, ‘to ﬂood’ being determined in the normal way with a canal-sign and the three ripples
of water (mw), here the ‘water’-group (mw) is replaced by the regular cuneiform word-sign3 for the
Sumerian word A, ‘water’, used in turn as equivalent for Akkadian mû, ‘water’. Thus, this stray cuneiform sign ﬁlls exactly the role of the Egyptian ‘triple-ripple’ mw of the same innate signiﬁcance.
How this came to be, even in cosmopolitan Memphis where (from his shabti accompanying a
Saqqara burial) Turo was probably employed, may give us pause for brief thought. The more economical our assumptions and reasoning can be, the less likely it is that we will be wholly in error. No head
porter (however efﬁcient) is likely himself to have mastered cuneiform (or Middle Babylonian/Middle
Assyrian, its sole raison d’être for being found in Egypt). The most economical suggestion I can make
is that Turo served at the local ‘foreign ofﬁce’ building (in Memphis, if not away in Pi-Ramesse) where
Egyptian scribes trained in cuneiform actually worked, reading incoming tablets and writing outgoing
missives. Among his friends there, one Egyptian scribe with cuneiform skills showed him what he did
for a living; and Turo was sufﬁciently intrigued to get a copy of the sign for ‘water’ that he asked his
shabti supplier to include appropriately (as water determinative) on at least one of his inscribed shabtis.
If only to impress friends and inferiors. I can think of no simpler, more mundane scenario.

1
2

3

Legrain, ASAE 9(1908/09), 284.
Probably Tur(o), not Tjur(o); Tur(o) is probably simply a variant of Turi, the nickname of the vizier Paser’s father
Nebneteru, of whose name it is an abbreviation. Thus, our T(j)ur(o)’s full name may likewise have been Nebneteru.
No. 579, in Labat, Manuel d’épigraphie akkadienne, 236/7–238/9; and No.839, in Borger, Mesopotamisches
Zeichenlexikon, 434–9.
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2. Amenmose, most cosmopolitan of Egyptian foreign envoys
Among the immense epigraphic wealth of various scripts and languages discovered in the Late Bronze
seaport of Ugarit (Ras Shamra) on the North Syrian coast, the seal-impressions on one particular tablet
should be noted. This is a legal document under the long reign of Niqmepa, King of Ugarit,4 redeeming a man Yapa’u and his sons back to Ugarit from the household of no less a person than prince Tilisarruma, son of the (unnamed) King of Carchemish (viceroy for the Syrian region of the Hittite
Empire). These include one (cf. Fig. 2) of a man named in cuneiform as mA-ma-an-ma-as-su, and in
‘Hittite’ (strictly, Luvian) hieroglyphs Ma-n(a)-ma-su; the latter omits (for graphic reasons) the initial
A, but gives the correct sibilant—result, Amanmasu, a closely correct transcription for the Egyptian
name that we moderns commonly render as ‘Amenmose’.5
The seal itself was a cylinder-seal of Near-Eastern type, not an Egyptian-type scaraboid stamp seal;
its graphics were wholly Anatolian: at left on the impression, the storm-god upon two personiﬁed
mountains, facing (at right) the Hittite Great King under a winged disc, standing on a lion, and
attended by an armed man upon a kneeling genie. Nothing Egyptian here! Clearly, like some other
Egyptians, our Amenmose was engaged wholly in Hittite service. In this case, as full-time staffmember and employee of the royal house at Carchemish, attached speciﬁcally to the household of
prince Tili-sarruma. And (with a colleague) fully entrusted with that empire’s internal interstate affairs,
as here between Ugarit and Carchemish.

3. Egyptians involved with Hittite princesses marrying Ramesses II in Egypt
After various incidents, the ﬁrst Hittite princess reached Egypt in Year 34 of Ramesses II, c. 1246/45
BC, and the marriage was well celebrated by enormous poetical stelae. One of the men instrumental
in bringing her safely to Egypt was the former Royal Envoy Huy who, for his pains, was rewarded with
the viceroyalty of Nubia (tenure, Years 34–38, after which Setau took over the post). On his stela (Berlin 17332), Huy is ‘(the) one who came from the Hatti-land, (the) one who brought its Great Lady’
for his king.6
Less familiar in detail is the second such marriage. In Egypt (so far), we have only one almost intact
stela (Koptos, in Cairo) and the end of another (Abydos), with no indication of date. However, the
cuneiform evidence does help us to limit its date to within Years 42–56 of Ramesses II. Within that
period, the pharaoh extended his nomen cartouche, by adding the elements ‘god, Ruler of Heliopolis’,
as his self-identiﬁcation with the Sun-god Re reached its peak. In the Hittite correspondence, we ﬁnd
his full cartouche titles and names (carefully transcribed and translated into Akkadian) in the extended
form (cf. Fig. 3). So, by the mid.-40s, the great event was probably consummated. Who brought her
to Egypt? The most likely candidate was the vizier Prahotep, himself (like Huy earlier) a former envoy
to Hatti. From Hazor in northern Canaan, the greatest centre of its kind there, comes a statue-frag-

4

5

6

Lasting from the 9th year of Mursil II (time of Horemheb) down to at least early in the reign of Hattusuil III
(about years 18–20 of Ramesses II), or some 50 years (c. 1310–1260 BC). For an account of his reign, see Klengel, Syria c. 3000 to 300 B.C., 135–9 with documentary references.
Published by Schaeffer and (texts) Laroche, in Schaeffer, Ugaritica III, 42–4 §16, 50–1, ﬁgs. 67–71, and (texts)
pp. 142–5, VI,A. The text on which the seal appears, Nougayrol, Palais Royal d’Ugarit, IV, 109–10 (and pl. II):
RS 17.28.
KRI, III, 79–80; RITA, III, 55; cf. Kitchen, Pharaoh Triumphant, 136, 255, and refs.
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ment, seemingly of a vizier, which can with good reason be attributed to Prahotep.7 The event (and
Prahotep’s setting up a personal statue at Hazor) may be dated within about 1240–1230 BC (Years
44–50 of Ramesses II). So, we may thus gain further sidelights on this episode.
The route of the princesses to Egypt may be sketched in passing (Fig. 4). From Hattusas (Boghazköy) the cavalcade would have gone SE to cross the Taurus mountains (perhaps visa the Cilician Gates)
into Kizzuwatna (later, Cilicia). Then through the Amanus range into North Syria, to Aleppo, the
great religious centre there. Then, south, probably via Tunip (at or near later Hamath) and on to
Qadesh and the Egyptian frontier at the ridge of Kemuat Hertmil. From here, if not before, Huy and
Prahotep in succession (Years 34, c. 44), would receive the responsibility of bringing the whole cortège
through the Biqa valley to the Egyptian base at Kumidi (Kamid el-Loz), and south through the Merjayun passes to Hazor by the Jordan. Then, across Jezreel, through the Dothan gap (Carmel range) and
on through Canaan to Gaza, on the ﬁnal lap westwards along the Mediterranean littoral (lined with
Egyptian forts and depots) ﬁnally to Pi-Ramesse and the presence of Pharaoh himself!

4. In Conclusion
These are but glimpses of a cosmopolitan age, on which we may expect to gain further light as work
in Egypt and beyond continues. Sufﬁce it to mention the important discovery by Dr. Zivie of a Saqqara
rock-tomb that belonged to another Egyptian envoy to Hatti, the Neterwy-mose who helped bring the
famous Egypto-Hittite treaty of Year 21 (c. 1250 BC) to Egypt—and his identiﬁcation with the envoy
Parekhnawa, already famed from the subsequent Egypto-Hittite cuneiform correspondence.8 One
never knows what new surprises may turn up.
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Fig. 1: Cuneiform in an Egyptian context. Rearranged from Legrain, ASAE 9 (1908/09), 284.

m

A MA (A)N MA SU

(A) MA N(A) MA SU

Fig. 2: Amanmasu (‘Amenmose’) cylinder seal. Cuneiform and Hittite hieroglyph digraph
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Fig. 3: Transcripts of KUB III, 66 (etc).
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Fig. 4: The route of the Hittite princesses to Egypt. Map based on M. Roaf, Cultural Atlas of Mesopotamia
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The failed reforms of Akhenaten and Muwatalli
Itamar Singer

In his ﬁfth regnal year Akhenaten founded his new capital Akhetaten in Middle Egypt, thereby crowning his religious reform intended to promote the cult of Aten to the exclusion of the rest of the
Egyptian pantheon. Half a century later Muwatalli founded his new capital at Tarhuntassa in the
Lower Land, as the apex of a religious reform promoting the cult of the Storm-god of Lightning at the
expense of other major deities of the Hittites. Both reforms collapsed shortly after the death of the ‘heretic’ kings, but Tarhuntassa continued to exist as the seat of a competing Great King. The similarities
and the differences between these major religious reforms of the Late Bronze Age will be examined in
the light of the contemporary sources and some historical analogies.
The foundation of a new capital has always been one of the most radical and subversive steps in the
history of a nation. From Akhetaten and Tarhuntassa to St. Petersburg and Brasilia, the foundation of
a new capital derives from a fundamental ideological change in the mind of the reformist, reinforced
by an unrelenting commitment to a complicated and risky endeavour.
The Late Bronze Age witnessed an unprecedented wave of new foundations throughout the Near
East — Dur-Kurigalzu in Babylon, Akhetaten and Piramesse in Egypt, Dur-Untash in Elam, Tarhuntassa in Hatti, Kar-Tukulti-Ninurta in Assur. All these new foundations share common traits, yet, as I
will try to argue, the most meaningful comparison is between Akhetaten and Tarhuntassa, despite the
tremendous disparity between the amount of documentation on the two cities.
Akhenaten’s is probably the best documented religious reform in the ancient Near East; in contrast,
Muwatalli’s religious reform has only recently been identiﬁed as such. The city of Akhetaten at Tell elAmarna is one of the most extensively excavated sites in Egypt; Tarhuntassa has not even been located
with certainty on the map of Anatolia. Akhenaten, despite the inexhaustible efforts to erase his memory, speaks out loudly from his own inscriptions and pictorial representations; Muwatalli does not even
mention his new capital in his preserved documents. Nevertheless, from the records of his successors
and from subtle clues embedded in his own prayers and seals, it is possible, I believe, to reconstruct
this important reform which irreversibly changed the course of Hittite history. The emphasis of my
paper will be on the less known reform of Muwatalli, within the domain of my own discipline, and I
will utilize Egyptian evidence from translations and secondary sources.

Akhetaten
Though Aten as a form of the Sun-god Re was venerated long before the ascent of Akhenaten, his elevation to a prominent status is clearly associated with the heretic king (Fig. 1). There have been many
attempts to detect the underlying causes for his avatar, but, as concluded by Barry Kemp (Kemp 1989:
262), ‘how and why Akhenaten came to step outside the mentality of his time remains a mystery that
we are unlikely ever to resolve’. Already at the outset of his reign he built temples for Aten at Thebes
and at other places in Egypt and Nubia. However, he soon realized the paradox of promoting Aten to
the point of exclusivity within the domain of his main nemesis, Amun, and therefore set out to dedicate to his god a city of his own.
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The notion of building a new city was not entirely new to Akhenaten, since he witnessed his father’s
ambitious building project at the palace-city of Malqata, ancient Per Hay (‘The House of Rejoicing’),
a few kms. west of Thebes. But Akhenaten’s concept of a new residence, for him and for his god, was
far more radical and subversive.
Fortunately, we have the actual foundation decree for the city carved on the boundary stelae of
Akhetaten (Fig. 2). From these inscriptions, (Murnane and Van Siclen 1993; Murnane 1995: 73–86),
we learn that in the ﬁfth year of his reign, 1348 BC, Akhenaten summoned his ofﬁcials in Akhetaten
and solemnly announced:
Behold Aten! The Aten wishes to have [a House?] made for him as a monument with an
eternal and everlasting name. Now it is Aten, my father, who advised me concerning it,
nor had any people in the entire land ever advised me concerning it, to tell me [a plan]
for making Akhetaten in this distant place. … Behold, it is pharaoh who found it, when
it did not belong to a god, nor to a goddess; when it did not belong to a male ruler, nor
to a female ruler; when it did not belong to any people. … My father, Hor-Aten, proclaimed to me: ‘It is to belong to my Person, to be Akhetaten continually forever’
(Murnane 1995: 75).
This distant place in Middle Egypt, about halfway between Memphis and Thebes, met the prerequisite of not belonging to anyone, either god or man. Other rulers throughout history, including
Muwatalli and Tukulti-Ninurta, had chosen to found new capitals on virgin grounds.
After receiving the blessings of his courtiers, Akhenaten set the limits of the city by carving boundary stelae at its four corners and pledging his commitment to the new capital:
I shall make Akhetaten for the Aten, my father, in this place. I shall not make Akhetaten
for him south of it, north of it, west of it (or) east of it…
Nor shall the King’s Chief Wife say to me, ‘Look, there’s a nice place for Akhetaten someplace else,’ nor shall I listen to her (Murnane 1995: 76 f.).
In the following, he lists the various mansions that he intends to build in the city, concluding with
the ultimate commitment that any Egyptian could ever make to a locality: his burial place. He establishes the location of the royal tombs in the eastern hills, for him, for Nefertiti, and for their daughter
Meritaten. Moreover, he pledges that in the case of his death outside the city, his body should be
brought back for burial in Akhetaten. Needless to say, this commitment was far more deﬁnitive than
all the others, since from an Egyptian point of view a person is far longer dead than alive.
Unfortunately for Akhenaten, his plans to spend ‘millions of jubilees’ in Akhetaten proved to be far
too optimistic. A few years after his death, Tutankhamun moved the royal residence to Memphis and
Akhetaten was gradually abandoned. The Royal Tomb in which the heretic king was originally buried
was terribly depredated in ancient as well as modern times, and his name was mutilated (Martin 1989).
What remained of his mummy was probably removed from Akhetaten to somewhere in Thebes. I will
not enter into the labyrinthine argument over the ownership of Tomb 55 in the Valley of Kings and
the identity of the body that was found within it. Neither will I ponder over the reasons for the failure
of Akhenaten’s reform and its alleged resurrection in later times.
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Tarhuntassa
Muwatalli, represented on this rock relief from Sirkeli on the River Ceyhan (Fig. 3), was the second
eldest son of Mursili II. His elder brother Halpasulupi must have died at a young age. Like that of
Akhenaten, Muwatalli’s accession to the throne (c. 1295 BC) appears to have been a smooth one, and
on the face of it, there was nothing to foreshadow his ensuing reform. He inherited a relatively stable
empire extending from the Aegean to beyond the Euphrates, and as far as the Lebanon ranges in the
south (Bryce 2005: 190 ff.). Though the constant incursions of the Kaska tribes from the Pontic ranges
caused considerable annoyance, there was nothing exceptionally critical in their activities at this point
in time. In any case, to fend off their chronic attacks Muwatalli appointed his brother Hattusili as the
governor of the Upper Lands, supplanting the previous administration in this frontier land. There
might have been additional reasons for this appointment, which proved to be a very successful one, at
least from a military and administrative point of view. But despite the apparently normal circumstances of Muwatalli’s accession and reign, there were at least three problems which must have
blemished the king’s disposition:
1) Since the days of his grandfather a terrible plague, probably spread by Egyptian soldiers, decimated the population of Hatti and caused a constant sense of self-accusation at the royal court. This
calamity must have weighed heavily on the conscience of Muwatalli as well, bringing about a deep
sense of penitence and piety.
2) Second, the revengefulness of Egypt. The energetic new kings of the 19th dynasty were openly
preparing a major offensive against the Hittites in Syria and the odds were hardly reassuring for
Muwatalli. His grandfather’s violation of the Egyptian border was conceived as the major cause for
divine irritation, especially since the Storm-god was the one who guaranteed the treaty between the
two empires. His renewed support was desperately needed.
3) And third, cherchez la femme. Muwatalli was embroiled in a vicious dispute with Danuhepa,
either the last wife of his father or his own wife. This dispute eventually led to a public trial as a consequence of which she was banished from the palace. The exact circumstances of this bitter affair
remain to be elucidated, but in any case, the personal problems facing Muwatalli did not contribute
to his peace of mind. And yet, here was a king determined to undertake the most radical change in the
history of Hatti, despite or perhaps because of these pressing problems.
Before we try to reconstruct his reform, it should be recalled that all the evidence for Muwatalli’s
reform, culminating in the transfer of his capital to Tarhuntassa, comes from later sources, notably of
his brother Hattusili. How does one reconstruct a religious reform which is still hidden under the
unexplored ruins of Tarhuntassa? Much as an archeologist restores the course of ‘robbed’ walls from
their foundation trenches, so shall we follow the spiritual foundation trenches of Muwatalli’s reform
in his prayers and seals.
The most explicit source recounting Muwatalli’s transfer of the capital is his brother’s Autobiography, or Apology, and related texts (van de Hout 1997). These references to the transfer precede his
laconic report on the Battle of Qadesh, thus providing a terminus ante quem before 1275 BC. But how
many years before the battle the transfer occurred is difﬁcult to say.
Let us look ﬁrst at Muwatalli’s seals. Nothing predicts yet his change of heart on the seals on which
his name appears alone (Fig. 4), or together with Queen Danuhepa (Fig. 5), before her expulsion from
the palace. A new decorative style is introduced by a seal on which the king is being embraced by his
god, the so-called Umarmungsszene (Fig. 6). (Recently, David Hawkins managed to reconstruct fully
the cuneiform inscription in the outer and inner circles, which conﬁrms the reading of Muwatalli’s
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second name as Sarri-Tesub.) The hieroglyphic inscription above the god’s hand identiﬁes him as the
Great Storm-god of Heaven. The god is holding with his right hand the king’s left wrist, as if he were
leading him. Now, exactly the same position is metaphorically described in Muwatalli’s great prayer to
the Storm-god of Lightning: ‘ Walk with me at my right hand side, team up with me as (with) a bull to
draw!. Ascend with me in a true Storm-godly fashion! ’ (KUB 6. 45 iii 71–3; Singer 1996a: 42, 68). I
think that we may safely identify this Great Storm-god of Heaven on the seals with his personal god,
the Storm-god of Lightning (pihassassis Tarhuntas). The new glyptic style, with its intimate contact
between the king and his god, ushers in a new theological concept. The embracing scene was later
adopted by Muwatalli’s successors, both on their seals (Hawkins 2001: 168 f.; Herbordt 2005: 69 ff.)
and on the well-known relief of Tudhaliya IV from Yazilikaya (Fig. 7).
Who is this god of Muwatalli who ‘teams up with him in a true Storm-godly fashion’ and guides
him towards a sweeping religious reform? The Storm-god pihassassi is a special hypostasis of the more
generic Storm-god of Heaven (Singer 2006a). The name is Luwian and is derived from the root piha, ‘luminosity, splendour’. pihassassi is an adjectival genitive meaning ‘that which is luminous’, hence
‘the lightning’. In a few early occurrences the determinative URU is afﬁxed to the epithet, but a toponym *Pihassa is not otherwise attested, and it is doubtful whether such a place ever existed. It has been
suggested that the name of the winged horse Pegasus of the Greek tradition is derived from Luwian
pihassassi, but the large gap in time calls for caution, especially in the absence of a Neo-Hittite link.
The Storm-god of Lightning makes his ﬁrst appearance in texts of Muwatalli. In his famous treaty
with Alaksandu of Wilusa, Muwatalli is already designated, ‘Beloved of the Storm-god of Lightning’
(NARAM dU pihassassi). The most eloquent textual tribute to his god is found in Muwatalli’s prayer
to the Assembly of Gods, with the Storm-god of Lightning playing the role of the principal intercessor
(Singer 1996a). A few excerpts from this impressive poetic invocation will demonstrate the intimate
relationship between Muwatalli and his god, not unlike the one between Akhenaten and his Aten:
Storm-god of Lightning, my lord, I was but a human, whereas my father was a priest to
the Sun-goddess of Arinna and to all the gods. My father begat me, but the Storm-god of
Lightning took me from my mother and reared me; he made me priest to the Sun-goddess
of Arinna and to all the gods; for the Hatti land he appointed me to kingship.
… The bird takes refuge in the cage and it lives. I, too, have taken refuge with the Stormgod of Lightning and he has kept me alive.
… In the future it will come to pass that my son, my grandson, kings and queens of Hatti,
princes and lords, will always show reverence towards the Storm-god of Lightning, my
lord, and they will say as follows: ‘Truly that god is a mighty hero, a rightly guiding god!’
The gods of heaven, the mountains and the rivers will praise you.
… As for me, Muwatalli, your servant, my soul will rejoice inside me, and I will exalt the
Storm-god of Lightning. The temples that I will erect for you and the rites that I will perform for you, Storm-god of Lightning, my lord, you shall rejoice in them.
… Storm-god of Lightning, glow over me like the moonlight, shine over me like the Sungod of Heaven! (Singer 1996a: 40 ff.: 2002: 91 f.).
The sentiment conveyed by these verses, especially the last ones, is not dissimilar from the one conveyed in Akhenaten’s hymns to the Aten. Of course, I do not argue for a direct inﬂuence. What I refer
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to is a typical state-of-mind that motivated both innovative individuals to evoke previously unknown
or unimportant hypostases of generic deities, to claim an exclusive relationship with them, and to vow
to them eternal obedience.
But there are obviously essential differences between the two reforms. For one thing, there is no hint
whatsoever in the preserved documents of Muwatalli for the abolishment of rival deities, not to mention iconoclasm. On the contrary, in his Great Prayer to the assembly of gods through the Storm-god
of Lightning Muwatalli invokes an impressive list of 140 deities classiﬁed by their places of worship.
On the face of it, this long list of theonyms appears as a supreme display of piety. But upon closer scrutiny it reveals some important innovations that may predict the forthcoming reform and the transfer
of the capital:
First, Hattusa occupies a mere ﬁfth place in the list, preceded by Arinna, Tiwa, Samuha and Katapa
(Singer 1996a: 172 ff.). This must anticipate the decline of Hattusa during Muwatalli’s reform (Singer
1998). Second, the Storm-god pihassassi occupies a prominent place in the list, replacing the Stormgod of Hatti as the consort of Hebat and the Sun-goddess of Arinna. And third, there is a disproportionately high representation of cult centres from regions situated southwest of Hatti, including the
Lower Land, where the future capital is about to be founded (Singer 1996a: 176). Tarhuntassa itself
does not appear in the list.
All these indications may reveal Muwatalli’s intentions of moving the political and religious centre
of gravity from the northeast to the southwest, from Hattusa to Tarhuntassa. It has even been suggested
recently by the Georgian Hittitologist Irene Tatishvili (2004) that this prayer is some sort of a farewell
ceremony from the traditional Hittite pantheon.
And there is a further point in this prayer which deserves to be underlined. The Assembly of Gods
is addressed through three intercessors: the main one is to the Storm-god of Lightning, and the two
other are to the Sun-god of Heaven and the sacred bull Seri. It is not coincidental that all these deities
are male, whereas the great goddesses of the kingdom — the Sun-goddess of Arinna, Ishtar/Sausga of
Samuha and Hebat of Kummanni — who dominate the religious scene before and after Muwatalli,
are subordinate. Once again we are reminded of the Amarna religion, with its pronounced male orientation, somewhat attenuated by Nefertiti’s prominent presence.
With the religious and political preparations completed, Muwatalli sets out to execute his major
move, the transfer of the capital. As already mentioned, the only evidence for this episode comes from
the texts of Hattusili, a fact which calls for caution in view of the burdened relationship between the
two brothers. For unknown reasons, the laconic description of the transfer is repeated twice in the
Apology (§§ 6, 8), in both cases preceding a list of northern localities placed under the command of
Hattusili:
When my brother Muwatalli, at the word of his god, went down to the Lower Land, he
left Hattusa behind. He took up the gods of Hatti and the Dead and carried them to the
Land of Tarhuntassa (§ 6).
The ﬁrst point to note is the reason given for the transfer of the capital: ‘at the word of his god’
(IÍTU AMAT DINGIRLIM-ÍU ). In the past, this statement has not been taken too seriously, and various political and strategic grounds were suggested for the transfer of the capital to Tarhuntassa: the
Kaska threat, a closer proximity to the Egyptian front, and so on. But I see no reason to doubt Hattusili’s testimony in this case, especially in view of the following statement about the unprecedented
transfer of the entire Hittite pantheon. A parallel text of Hattusili, KBo 6.29, speciﬁes that the gods
http://www.thebritishmuseum.ac.uk/bmsaes/issue6/singer.html

42

singer

bmsaes 6

moved to Tarhuntassa were ‘the gods of Hatti, the gods of Arinna, and the Cedar Gods’. The latter are
understood to represent the gods of Kizzuwatna. In other words, all the important divine circles of the
Hattian north and the Hurrian south. Clearly, this is the opposite tendency of the one professed by
Akhenaten who left behind the gods of Egypt, deprived and humiliated.
Now, we can more-or-less imagine what these gods who were transported for several hundred kilometers from Hattusa to Tarhuntassa might have looked like, but what about ‘the Dead’? The
Sumerogram GIDIM corresponds to the Hittite participle akkant- ‘dead’, which may refer to the dead
body or to its remains after cremation. It can also refer to the souls of the dead ancestors, hence the
customary comparison with the manes of the Romans. What exactly did Muwatalli take with him to
Tarhuntassa? Probably not some efﬁgies of his ancestors, for that would more likely be designated as
ALAM, ‘statue’. Could he actually have dug out the earthly remains of his ancestors, which must have
been deposited in urns in the ‘Stone House’, the ﬁnal resting place of Hittite kings and queens?
Morbid as this may sound, the transfer of graves, indeed of entire cemeteries, is not unheard of in
the ancient world and neither in the modern. Royal mummies were moved around in Egypt, either for
political reasons or to confuse treasure searchers. When ﬂeeing from Babylon to Elam through the Sea
Land, Marduk-apal-iddina II ‘gathered the gods of the entire extent of his land, together with the bones of
his forefathers from (their) graves’ (CAD, E: 342a). And so did Aeneas, who in Virgil’s story (2.385 ff.)
takes the Penates of Troy with him to Italy. Throughout the ages, the possession of the earthly remains
of sanctiﬁed individuals was far more than an ultimate act of reverence, and in extreme cases it became
a tool for political manipulation. From modern history sufﬁce it to recall the elimination of the Inca
mummies by the Spanish conquistadores, or the grim fate of Evita Peron’s embalmed body, now resting
in peace in the Recoleta cemetery in Buenos Aires.
Where exactly did Muwatalli deposit the transferred Dead is still an open question, and, as indicated
in § 10 of the Bronze Tablet, the Mausoleum of Tarhuntassa (lit. the ‘Eternal rock sanctuary’) became
a highly contested place. In any case, when his son Urhi-Tesub moved back to Hattusa, he took with
him the Gods, but no mention is made of the Dead. Strictly speaking, the dead Hittite kings also
became gods, so the report on the re-transfer of the Gods could be intended to include the dead kings
as well, but not necessarily.
It is time now to speculate about the location of Muwatalli’s capital in the Lower Land. Later texts
inform us about the extent of the kingdom of Tarhuntassa in south-central Anatolia, but there are no
indications about the whereabouts of its capital. The place name does not occur before Muwatalli, and
we may safely conclude that he chose, like Akhenaten, to establish a new city on virgin ground. From
the various suggestions put forward, I still consider Sedat Alp’s (1995) localization at Kizildag, north
of Karaman, as the most plausible ( Fig. 8). Kizildag, ‘Red Mountain’, is a rocky outcrop (Fig. 9) situated on the edge of Lake Hotamis, a land-locked drainage basin which dries out in the summer
(Fig. 10). Its slopes are rather steep and the best access is from the southern side, where dense architectural remains are visible on the surface. The site is best known for the so-called ‘throne’ on the
northern slope with its carved relief of Hartapu (Fig. 11). Incredible as this may seem, this intriguing
site has never been excavated, but various visitors have found ceramic and architectural evidence for a
Late Bronze Age occupation (Bittel 1986: 108; Gonnet 1983; 1984; Dinçol et al. 2000: 7 f.).
The summit of the mountain is fortiﬁed by a circular rampart (90 m. in diameter) with eleven
towers (Fig. 12) (Bittel 1986: 107, ﬁg. 10–11; Karauguz, Bahar, Kunt 2002: ﬁgs. XVI, XVII). Inside
the fortress there are remains of a large ediﬁce, possibly a palace compound, built of large stone blocks,
typical for Hittite architecture. The same applies to the complex associated with the inscription Kizilhttp://www.thebritishmuseum.ac.uk/bmsaes/issue6/singer.html
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dag 4 on the southwestern slope. It is usually referred to as the monumental ‘entrance’ to the fortress,
but Hatice Gonnet (1984) has convincingly identiﬁed it as a typically Hittite open air sanctuary consisting of a rock-cut throne and an altar (Fig. 13). The inscription, which intersects the rock-cut altar,
was probably added at a later stage ( Fig. 14). There are also rock-cut chamber tombs which cannot be
dated presently (Fig. 15). In short, a thorough excavation is urgently needed in order to conﬁrm the
identiﬁcation of this exciting site with Muwatalli’s capital.
But Kizildag is only part of the mystery surrounding this unexplored corner of Hittite Anatolia.
About 12 km. southeast of it rises the far more impressive summit of Karadag, the Black Mountain,
with its ‘One thousand and one Byzantine churches’ (Binbirkilise) (Fig. 16). This is how Karadag is
described by Gertrude Bell who visited the site in 1905 and discovered its ‘very queer inscriptions’: ‘…
a huge volcano the crater of which is about half a mile across, a ring of rocky peaks round the lip of it
and the great plain stretching away to snow ranges behind’ (Bell 1927: 222) (Fig. 17). Indeed, the view
from the 2271 m. high peak is unequaled, overlooking the Karaman and Konya plains, that is, the
entire Lower Land of the Hittites (Fig. 18). The summit itself is occupied by a massive church
(Fig. 19), and the nearby Hieroglyphic Luwian inscription (Fig. 20) leaves no doubt what must be
hiding under it: ‘In this place (for) the Storm-god of Heaven, the divine Great Mountain (and) all the
god(s), the Great King Hartapu, who conquered all the lands, for the Storm-god of Heaven and all the
god(s)[…’ (Hawkins 1992: 265; 1995: 105). Muwatalli could hardly have chosen a more appropriate
location for the new abode of his god, the Storm-god of Heaven, alias the Storm-god of Lightning, in
close proximity to his own residence.
If the identiﬁcation of Tarhuntassa at Kizildag is valid, we may now put Muwatalli’s great move into
a larger prespective. Since the very beginning of the Hittite kingdom, after Hattusili I’s move of his
residence to Hattusa, Hittite religion and ideology were heavily dependent on the great (proto-)Hattian tradition of the north. Besides Hattusa, other sacred cities, such as Arinna, Nerik and Zippalanda,
were also situated in this northernmost part of the kingdom. After the incorporation of Kizzuwatna
and other southern and eastern regions, another important layer was added to Hittite religion and ideology, the Hurrian. Places such as Kummanni and Samuha came to play a prominent role in Hittite
history and religion. There remained, however, one extensive region of Hittite Anatolia which had
never played a decisive role in the consolidation of Hittite religion: the vast plains in the south-west.
None of the great cities of the Lower Land and other southwestern areas ever played a dominant role
in Hittite ideology and politics. Yet, this centrally-located Luwian-speaking region looked back into a
reputable history in the distant past, with the city of Purushanda, for example, being the seat of a
‘Great Ruler’ in the Old Assyrian period. This neglected third corner of Hittite Anatolia suddenly
leaped into the foreground of Hittite history under Muwatalli’s reform.
A Luwian orientation of Muwatalli has always been suspected, and, without overstating this ‘ethnic’
aspect in Muwatalli’s reform, we should nevertheless acknowledge the following facts. His previously
unattested god has the clearly Luwian epithet pihassassi, and the new capital, wherever one prefers to
locate it, was certainly situated in a Luwian-speaking area (Melchert 2003: passim; Singer 2006b). To
this we may add Muwatalli’s own name, which is of Luwian origin. Muwatalli (logographical
NIR.GÁL) is ‘valiant’ or ‘mighty’ in Luwian (Starke 1990: 173; Melchert 1993: 151). The ‘Valiant
Storm-god’ (dU NIR.GÁL) was the personal god of his father Mursili, which may explain Muwatalli’s
choice for a throne-name. It would seem, that from the day of his birth Muwatalli was predisposed to
the adoration of a Luwian Storm-god, or as he puts it in his prayer, ‘the Storm-god of Lightning took me
from my mother and reared me’ (KUB 6.45 iii 28 f.).
http://www.thebritishmuseum.ac.uk/bmsaes/issue6/singer.html

44

singer

bmsaes 6

So much for the Luwian connections of Muwatalli, which are not insigniﬁcant. Still, I would assert
that the choice of the southwest as his new residence was not so much dictated by ‘ethnic’ concerns,
but rather by more general geo-political and cultural considerations, that is, a more centrally-located
focal point for his huge kingdom. Although the western kingdom of Arzawa was ﬁnally subdued and
partitioned by his father Mursili, this vast region continued to pose a constant threat on the stability
of Hatti, and a shift of the kingdom’s centre of gravity towards the southwest seemed a timely solution.
Throughout history, a recurring tendency in choosing the location of a new capital was a shift to
the centre of the country, as a statement of a more balanced and equitable policy. I could bring plenty
of examples, but sufﬁce it to mention again Akhetaten in Middle Egypt and Brasilia in Brazil. It is quite
instructive to have a brief look at the foundation decree of Brasilia, as presented in 1957 by Lucio
Costa:1
Founding a city in the wilderness is a deliberate act of conquest, a gesture after the manner
of the pioneering colonial tradition … It should not be envisaged merely as an organism
capable of performing adequately and effortlessly the vital functions of any modern city,
not merely as an ‘urbs’, but as a ‘civitas’, possessing the attributes inherent to a Capital.
Indeed, Tarhuntassa was better situated to serve as a ‘civitas’ of the Hittite commonwealth than Hattusa. Incidentally, the nearby city of Karaman also served as the capital of a large kingdom in the 14th
century A.D., the Emirate of the Karamanids, who were eventually subdued by the Ottoman Turks.
Thereafter the capital of the central Anatolian plateau was moved to Konya. And, one may also add,
that Atatürk’s transfer of the capital from Istanbul to Ankara was also aimed, among other things, to
achieve a more equitable political structure for the Republic of Turkey.
But alas, Muwatalli’s courageous reform was shortlived, like Akhenaten’s. It ﬁrst seemed that the
Storm-god of Heaven had indeed compensated Muwatalli with a sweeping victory over the Egyptians
at Qadesh. But shortly afterwards Muwatalli died, and his son and successor Urhi-Tesub, like Tutankhamon, cut short the reform and moved the capital back to Hattusa.
Why he did so is difﬁcult to tell. Like in Egypt, there must have been strong pressures from privileged circles of the established clergy and aristocracy to return to the traditional capital. But I think
that Urhi-Tesub’s decision had more to do with envy of his ambitious uncle than with penetrating
political and theological reasoning. Before Muwatalli left Hattusa he entrusted the city to the able
hands of the Chief Scribe Mittanamuwa. Contrary to previous assertions, Hattusa was not included in
Hattusili’s large jurisdiction in northern Anatolia (Singer 2001). But, despite this prudent move,
intended to diminish the importance of Hattusa at a time when a new capital was being established,
Muwatalli’s reform initiated a de facto division of the land. Urhi-Tesub must have been pretty concerned about the intentions of his uncle, perhaps rightly so. He moved the gods back to Hatti and
started to curtail Hattusili’s jurisdiction and inﬂuence, until the latter revolted and usurped the throne
of his nephew.
When exactly were the gods moved back to Hattusa, and who remained in charge of Tarhuntassa
during the remaining years of Urhi-Tesub is not known. Independent sources of Urhi-Tesub, besides
his seals, are missing, and we must again rely on the testimony of Hattusili and his wife. In her famous
letter to Ramses II, Queen Puduhepa sarcastically explains the reasons for Hatti’s impoverishment: ‘As
you, my brother, knows the palace of Hatti (É KUR URUHatti), should I (myself ) not kn[ow] it? […] the
1

‘Report of the Pilot Plan for Brasilia’, http://www.infobrasilia.com.br/pilot_plan.htm
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palace [has been tra]nsferred(?), and whatever remained, Urhi-Tesub gave to the Great God
(DINGIR.GAL). Since [Urhi-]Tesub is there, ask him whether it is so, or whether it is not so’ (KUB 21.38
obv. 10–12; Singer 1998: 537 f.). It is quite obvious that this unnamed Great God is the Great Stormgod of Heaven, and if we accept Puduhepa’s witness, it would appear that Urhi-Tesub continued his
worship, at least for a while.
This is also supported by his seal on which he is embraced by the Storm-god of Heaven (Fig. 21).
In the cuneiform legend, however, he presents himself as the ‘Beloved of the Storm-god and the Sungoddess of Arinna’, which marks the return to the traditional concept of a divine couple. On another
elaborate seal Urhi-Tesub appears in the company of the Storm-god of Aleppo (Hawkins 2003)
(Fig. 22). This marks the dissolution of Muwatalli’s revolutionary perception of a favoured universal
Storm-god of Heaven and a return to the traditional multiplicity of territorial deities. This tendency
will continue even more vigorously after Hattusili’s takeover. His theology had a marked feminine
inclination, perhaps due to the dominant inﬂuence of Queen Puduhepa. The great goddesses and their
sons reappear in the foreground of the Hittite pantheon, with a strong tendency towards syncretism:
the Sun-goddess of Arinna, Hebat, and most of all, Ishtar/Sausga of Samuha, the personal goddess of
the royal couple.
The story of Tarhuntassa could have ended here. Like Akhetaten, the new capital could have been
pillaged, abandoned, and covered with sand until its rediscovery in modern times. Yet, it had a different fate, mainly due to the moralistic stance of an usurper. A short while after his successful coup,
Hattusili took Muwatalli’s younger son Kurunta, who grew up on his lap, and installed him on the
throne of his father in Tarhuntassa. Why he did this belongs to the domain of ‘psychological history’,
a domain which is viewed with skepticism by some historians. If we believe Hattusili’s own testimony,
he did this ‘out of regard for the love of his brother’. In any case, through this crucial decision he perpetuated the division of Anatolia, perhaps unconsciously. Already in the next generation the two Hittite
states, each ruled by a Great King, competed ﬁercely over political supremacy, a competition which
weakened the Hittite Empire and contributed to its dissolution (Singer 1996b; 2000: 26).
And what happened to Muwatalli’s new god before and after the counter-reform? Well, he certainly
befell a better fate than Akhenaten’s god. Once established in Tarhuntassa, the cult of the Storm-god
of Lightning spread to other areas of Anatolia. On the 18th day of the AN.TAH.ÍUM festival the
Storm-god of Lightning is celebrated alongside the Sun-goddess of Arinna. He even seems to have
enjoyed a certain revival during the cult reforms of Tudhaliya IV. In Tarhuntassa itself, that is in complex of Kizildag and Karadag, the only deity mentioned by name in Hartapu’s inscriptions is the
Storm-god of Heaven, which cannot be coincidental. The only exceptions are the Divine Great Mountain in KARADAG 1, and the deity in KIZILDAG 2 (Fig. 23–24). On the latter Hatice Gonnet
(1983) identiﬁed the epithet of the Storm-god as the bent arm holding a dagger, which represents ‘Valiant’ or ‘Mighty’, Luwian Muwatalli, perhaps as a tribute to the founder of the city. In short, the last
king of Tarhuntassa, Hartapu, apparently remained loyal to his grandfather’s god until the very end.
Retrospectively, I would say that the failed reforms of Akhenaten and Muwatalli are perhaps the
most fundamental religious transformations in the Late Bronze Age. The new capitals that they
founded are the only ones which were called after the names of their respective gods, Aten and Tarhunta, and which were actually destined to replace the old capitals (Fig. 25). Other new cities were
named after their founders and were not intended to replace the traditional capitals: Dur-Kurigalzu
was not intended to replace Babylon; nor did Dur-Untash replace Susa; Pi-Ramesse did not replace
Thebes and Memphis; nor did Kar-Tukulti-Ninurta, Dur-Sharukkin and Niniveh replace Assur. Perhttp://www.thebritishmuseum.ac.uk/bmsaes/issue6/singer.html
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haps here lies the reason for the failure of Akhenaten’s and Muwatalli’s reforms — the irresistible
gravitational force of tradition.
Tel Aviv University
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Fig. 1: Akhenaten (Egyptian Museum, Cairo).
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Fig. 2: The boundary stele of Akhetaten (Kemp 1989: 268, ﬁg. 87).
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Fig. 3: Relief of Muwatalli II at Sirkeli (Ehringhaus 2005: 98, ﬁgs. 175–6).

Fig. 4: Seal impression of Muwatalli II (Neve 1993:
58, ﬁg. 156).

Fig. 5: Seal impression of Muwatalli II and Danuhepa
(Neve 1993: 58, ﬁg. 158).
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Fig. 6: Seal impression of Muwatalli II embraced by the Storm-god (Neve 1993: 53, ﬁg. 149).

Fig. 7: Tudhaliya IV and Sarruma at Yazilikaya (photo I. Singer).
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Fig. 8: Hittite Anatolia with locations of Hattusa and Kizildag (Hawkins 1998: 31, ﬁg. 11).

Fig. 9: Kizildag (courtesy J. Yakar).
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Fig. 10:Lake Hotamis near Kizildag (courtesy J. Yakar).

Fig. 11:The ‘Throne’ of Kizildag (photo I. Singer).
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Fig. 12:Plan of Kizildag (Bittel 1986: 107, ﬁg. 10–11).

Fig. 13:Open air sanctuary at Kizildag with inscription KIZILDAG 4 (Karauguz, Bahar, Kunt 2002: 24, ﬁg. XI).
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Fig. 14:Open air sanctuary at Kizildag (photo I. Singer).

Fig. 15:Rock-cut chamber tomb at Kizildag (courtesy J. Yakar).
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Fig. 16:Karadag (Binbirkilise) (photo I. Singer).

Fig. 17:Crater seen from the summit of the Karadag (photo I. Singer).
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Fig. 18:The Lower Land seen from the summit of the Karadag (courtesy J. Yakar).

Fig. 19:Church at the summit of the Karadag (photo I. Singer).
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Fig. 20:KARADAG 1 inscription (photo I. Singer).

Fig. 21:Seal impression of Mursili III/Urhi-Tesup (Otten 1993: 25, ﬁg. 20).

Fig. 22:Seal impression of Mursili III/Urhi-Tesup (Neve 1993, front cover).
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Fig. 23:KIZILDAG 2 inscription (Gonnet 1983: 22, ﬁg. 1).

Fig. 24:KIZILDAG 2 inscription (Gonnet 1983: 24, ﬁg. 2).

Fig. 25:Satellite map of Anatolia indicating the locations of Hattusa and Tarhuntassa
(http://www.wabash.edu/AsiaMinor/rome/Maps/NASA.htm).
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Forerunners of the Hattusili-Ramesses treaty
Dietrich Sürenhagen

1.

In 1259 BC, the 21st year of Ramesses II, a long period of hostility between Egypt and Hatti ended
when the pharaoh concluded a treaty with the Hittite Great King Hattusili III. Hostilities had begun
during the reign of the Hittite Great King Suppiluliuma I, some 80 years before, when this ruler conquered parts of Northern and Middle Syria and on this occasion came into conﬂict with Egypt which
was ruled then by the pharaohs of the 18th Dynasty. Ongoing hostilities between both major powers
are also attested during the reign of Suppiluliuma’s successor, his son Mursili II. They reached their
culmination in 1274 BC when Mursili’s son and successor Muwatalli II, supported by a great number
of vassal troops, fought the famous battle at Qadesh against the young pharaoh Ramesses II. That this
battle ended with only moderate success for the Hittite side is clearly visible from succeeding campaigns of Ramesses in Central Syria. The situation did not improve until Hattusili III, a brother of the
late Muwatalli, deposed the successor to the throne, his nephew Mursili III, and made himself Great
King of Hatti. In order to stabilize his illegitimate reign, Hattusili was more interested in good relations with foreign powers of equal rank than his predecessors were. Besides the treaty with Egypt,
which is the only preserved one, we know from diplomatic letters about the existence of treaties with
Babylonia, Assyria, and the Mycenaean kingdom of Ahhijawah. At least two of them—the treaties
with Egypt and Babylonia—deal with the mutual protection of the ofﬁce of the ruler and the succession to the throne.1
2.

The Hattusili-Ramesses treaty is known from two main sources. These are texts in Egyptian hieroglyphs preserved on the walls of the temple of Amun at Karnak and of the Ramesseum, and of some
fragmentary cuneiform tablets in Akkadian, discovered at the Hittite capital of Hattusa, the modern
site of Boghazköy in Central Anatolia. The relationship of these versions to one another can be reconstructed as follows: After agreement was reached on the terms of the treaty by negotiators of both
states, two corresponding versions were inscribed in cuneiform and in Akkadian upon sealed tablets of
silver. These documents were then exchanged. First the Hittite silver tablet was sent to Egypt. Afterwards the Egyptian document was brought to the Hittite capital. Thus it is the Hittite version which
was secondarily translated into Egyptian and carved into the wall of the Egyptian temples, while the
tablets found at the Hittite capital are copies of the Egyptian silver tablet.
2.1.

In both versions an earlier relationship between Hatti and Egypt and regulations for both countries—
probably in written form—is mentioned. 2

1
2

cf. Beckman, Hittite Diplomatic Texts, 93. 133.
The subsequent translations are from Beckman, Hittite Diplomatic Texts, 90 ff, while paragraph divisions (§) are
taken from Edel Der Vertrag zwischen Ramses II. von Ägypten und Hattusili III. von Hatti.
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The extremely short historical retrospection of § 2 deﬁnes the relationship between past and prospective rulers of both countries in the following words:
‘As far as the relations of the Great King, King of Egypt, [and] the Great King, King of
Hatti, are concerned, from the beginning of time and forever [by means of a treaty] the
god does not allow the making of war between them’ (A obv. 9–11).
The relationship between the two countries in the past as well as in the future is deﬁned in § 3,
where the main objective of the treaty—brotherhood and peace—is formulated:
‘Ramesses, Beloved of Amun, Great King, King of Egypt, is doing this in order to bring
about the relationship which [the Sun-god] and the Storm-god established for Egypt with
Hatti in accordance with their relationship from the beginning of time, so that for eternity he might [not permit] the making of war between [them]… [And] we will create our
brotherhood and our [peace], and they will be better than the former brotherhood and
peace of [Egypt with] Hatti.’ (A obv. 11–21).
Obviously there was a relationship between Egypt and Hatti for a long time or, in the words of Ramesses, ‘from the beginning of time’, which is said to have been established by the [Sun-god] and the
Storm-god; and that Ramesses will bring about this relationship again in order to prevent the making
of war between them for eternity.
Old regulations, probably in written form, are subject of § 5 which deals with the renewal or revival
of an older treaty:
‘The eternal regulation which the Sun-god and the Storm-god made for Egypt with Hatti
is intended <to provide> peace and brotherhood and to prohibit hostilities between them.
And [Ramesses], Beloved of Amun, Great King, King of Egypt, has taken it up in order
to create peace from this day on. Egypt will be at peace and brotherly with Hatti forever.’
(A obv. 24–27).
It seems noteworthy that these regulations are also said to have been established in the past by the
[Sun-god] and the Storm-god.
3.

Since the existence and renewal of a forerunner is attested in the Hattusili-Ramesses treaty itself
beyond any doubt, the question arises whether evidence for this older treaty can be found elsewhere.
As far as I know, Egyptian texts provide no information at all. Instead there are some reports of Hittite
kings prior to Hattusili which throw a characteristic light on the question.
3.1

In his ‘Second Plague Prayer’,3 Mursili II, the father of Hattusili, mentions the rediscovery of two
ancient (Hittite karuila) tablets, the latter one referring to people from the Northern Anatolian town
of Kurustama:
‘And I found two [a]ncient tablets… The second tablet dealt with the town of Kurustama:

3

Laroche, Catalogue des textes hittites, No. 378
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— how the Storm-god of Hatti carried the men of Kurustama to the land of Egypt;
— and how the Storm-god of Hatti made for them a treaty with the men of Hatti, so that
they were put under oath by the Storm-god of Hatti.
Since the men of Hatti and the men of Egypt were bound by the oath of the Storm-god
of Hatti, and the men of Hatti proceeded to get the upper hand, the men of Hatti thereby
transgressed the oath of the gods at once (Hittite hudak). My father sent infantry and
chariotry, and they attacked the borderland of Egypt, the land of Amqa. And again he
sent, and again they attacked … And when I found the aforementioned tablet about
Egypt…’.4
The text refers to military activities of Mursili’s father, Suppiluliuma I, which took place in Middle
Syria and in the modern Biqa plain in Lebanon. On this occasion Suppiluliuma attacked Egyptian territory deliberately and unexpectedly (this is another meaning of Hittite hudak). This act was later on
regarded by Mursili as the violation of a valid treaty with Egypt.
Violations of borderlines between Egypt and Hatti seem also to be the topic of another text from
the times of Mursili,5 which was recently classiﬁed by Itamar Singer as ‘another fragmentary plague
prayer’ of Mursili, although in my opinion that it is a puriﬁcation oath of the Hittite king is still more
likely:6
‘[It was a tablet (?) about] Egypt. // To this tablet I did not add any word nor did I remove
[any]. … I do not know whether any of those who were kings before me added [any word]
to it or removed any … // I did not concern myself with those borders which were set for
us by the Storm-god. Those borders that my father left me, those borders [I kept]. I did
[not] desire from him [anything]. Neither [did I take anything (?)] from his borderland’.7
The phrase ‘those borders which were set for us by the Storm-god’ seems to correspond with the
statement of the ‘Second Plague Prayer’, that ‘the men of Hatti and the men of Egypt were bound by
the oath of the Storm-god of Hatti’. What must, however, be separated from Mursili’s report on conﬂicts between Hatti and Egypt is his mention of the resettlement of people from the Northern
Anatolian town of Kurustama to Egypt (see below).
3.2

The same events are described in a wider context in the posthumous edition of the annalistic ‘Deeds’
of Hattusili’s grandfather Suppiluliuma:8
‘And when they attacked Amka, which is your country, you probably were afraid; and
(therefore) you keep asking me for a son of mine (as if it were my) duty (Hittite pidda)’.9
Here Suppiluliuma refers to the letter of the widow of a deceased Egyptian pharaoh, whose identity

4
5
6
7
8
9

Modiﬁed translation after Singer, ‘The Kurustama Treaty Revisited’, 595.
Laroche, Catalogue des textes hittites, No. 379.
cf Sürenhagen, Paritätische Staatsverträge aus hethitischer Sicht, 106 ff.
Singer, ‘The Kurustama Treaty Revisited’, 596.
Laroche, Catalogue des textes hittites, No. 40, fragm. E3 IV.
Güterbock, Journal of Cuneiform Studies 10 (1956), 97.
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(Akhenaten or Tutankhamun) is still controversial. In this letter the demand for a Hittite heir to the
Egyptian throne was formulated in a way which made a refusal as good as impossible. This becomes
obvious from the use of the Hittite word pidda. Against Güterbock’s translation, its true meaning is
with all probability ‘legal claim’.10 This is why Suppiluliuma:
‘concerned himself on their behalf with the matter of a son again (Hittite namma). Then
(Hittite namma) my father asked for the tablet of the treaty (in which it was told):
— how formerly the Storm-god took the man of Kurustama, a Hittite (lit.: a son of Hatti)
and carried him to the land of Egypt, and made them Egyptians (lit.: men of Egypt);
— and how the Storm-god concluded a treaty between the lands of Egypt and Hatti,
— and how they were continuously friendly with each other;
— and how they had read about the tablet before them.
Then my father addressed them as following: ‘Of old, Hatti (lit.: Hattusa) and Egypt were
friendly with each other, and now, this too has taken place between us. Henceforth Hatti
and Egypt will continuously be friendly with each other’.11
Here we ﬁnd the Kurustama people again, but this time they are obviously not subject of the treaty
but just embedded in a historical retrospection. Because of that their resettlement must have taken
place before a treaty between Hatti and Egypt was concluded in the name of the Storm-god.
3.3

The existence of a treaty with Egypt during the times of Suppiluliuma may therefore be taken for
granted. Apart from provisions still unknown to us, it must have contained the following statements
and clauses:
— A preamble which is to be expected at the beginning. It must have contained the mention of the
Storm-god in whose name this treaty was concluded. This was probably followed by the mention of
the people—and probably not the rulers—of Hatti and Egypt, who were the addressees of this agreement. This is not only attested in the texts of Mursili and Suppiluliuma, but it is also in accordance
with §§ 2 and 5 of the Hattusili-Ramesses treaty where ‘the God’, in other words, the Sun-god and
the Storm-god, is said to have established the former agreement between both countries.
— The preamble was followed by a historical retrospection in which the resettlement of the Kurustama people is described and taken as a positive argument with regard to the conclusion of a treaty
between Hatti and Egypt.
— Next came a clause of central importance, by which both addressees were obligated to be continuously friendly with each other. This obligation corresponds well with § 3 of the Hattusili-Ramesses
treaty which deals with brotherhood and peace ‘for eternity’ as the main objective of the treaty. And
like the preamble it makes also clear that the older treaty was already an agreement among equals.
— These three sections were followed by individual regulations which, among other things, ﬁxed
the borders between both countries, and guaranteed the integrity of the ofﬁce of ruler and of royal succession for both sides. Without a clause of the last-mentioned kind, the demand of the Egyptian side
10
11

Sürenhagen, Paritätische Staatsverträge aus hethitischer Sicht, 58 ff.
Modiﬁed translation after Singer, ‘The Kurustama Treaty Revisited’, 594.
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for a Hittite heir to their throne would have stood without legitimacy. It should be remarked that a
dynastic guarantee clause (§ 10) is also part of the Hattusili-Ramesses treaty, being the only paragraph
here which is formulated in an unilateral way:
‘And the son of Hattusili, King of Hatti, shall be made King of Hatti in place of Hattusili,
his father, after the many years of Hattusili [King] of Hatti. And if [the people] of Hatti
commit an offense against him, then [Ramesses], Beloved of Amon, must send [infantry]
and chariotry to take revenge on them.’ (A obv. 40–43).12
— From the ﬁnal provisions only the pronouncement of the text is attested, but it must be taken
in consideration that this was an act of outstanding importance which required the oath of the addressees and the obligatory deposit of the tablets in advance.
4.

The question remains how old this treaty was and what might have been preserved from it other than
its quotation in later texts. Against this background, the so-called ‘Kurustama treaty’13 which has survived in a series of altogether 5 poorly preserved copies should be taken in consideration. Because of
its archaic language, the missing original version was certainly written down during the times of the
Middle Hittite kingdom, several generations before the reign of Suppiluliuma I.
4.1

These fragments were most recently re-studied by Itamar Singer.14 Due to his meticulous study a
much better understanding of the content and the genre of the text has now become possible.
Before, several scholars had regarded this text to be in fact the old treaty between Hatti and Egypt15
which was cited and re-acknowledged by Suppiluliuma in his ‘Deeds’ and mentioned again by his son
Mursili II in the ‘Second Plague Prayer’ where it is labelled both a ‘tablet of the town of Kurustama’
and a ‘tablet about Egypt’. As quoted above, the latter designation was also used by Mursili in his puriﬁcation oath.16
In a different view17 the ‘Kurustama treaty’ was regarded more as some sort of a ‘release treaty’ for
the men of Kurustama, before they left their homeland and went to Egypt. And with regard to later
sources, parallels with the ﬁrst two entries in the ‘Second Plague Prayer’ were taken for granted, because
they also deal exclusively with the people of Kurustama. Thus the actual ‘Kurustama treaty’ was separated from an old agreement between Hatti and Egypt which was repeatedly mentioned until the times
of the Hattusili-Ramesses treaty.
4.2

Now, according to Singer’s new restorations of the text, an even more complex interpretation seems
possible.18
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Beckman, Hittite Diplomatic Texts, 93
Laroche, Catalogue des textes hittites, No. 134.
Singer, ‘The Kurustama Treaty Revisited’.
cf. Sürenhagen, Paritätische Staatsverträge aus hethitischer Sicht, 29; Singer, ‘The Kurustama Treaty Revisited’,
602.
Laroche, Catalogue des textes hittites, No. 379.
Sürenhagen, Paritätische Staatsverträge aus hethitischer Sicht, 29 ff.
Subsequent translations from Singer, ‘The Kurustama Treaty Revisited’, 601 ff.
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No doubt regulations are set forth here which are not made for the people of Kurustama. Instead
they refer to the people of Hatti and Egypt likewise:
‘(5') The men of H[atti], you should not go into (6') the land of E[gypt] with [ev]il intentions (lit.: ‘word/thing’), [and the men of Egypt (7') should not go(?)] [t]o the land of
Hatti [with(?)] evil. (8') [The land of H]attusa [should] be allies to the land of Egypt (9')
and you should defend Egypt! Egypt should be allies (10') [to Hattusa and you should
defend Hattusa!]’.
These are mutual regulations for partners of equal status which can be found in parity treaties only,
such as the later Hattusili-Ramesses treaty. The name of the person or institution who made this agreement for both sides is not preserved, but taking the ‘Deeds’ of Suppiluliuma and Mursili’s ‘Second
Plague Prayer’ in consideration, it can be taken for granted that this was neither the Great King of
Hatti nor was it the Egyptian Pharaoh. The agreement was, with all probability, concluded in the name
of the Storm-god of Hatti.
It must be noted that regulations of this kind can be found exclusively on the reverse of the fragmentary tablets in question, while in all known cases the content of the obverse looks quite different.
Instead of mutual regulations for partners of equal status we ﬁnd several obligations at the beginning
which were probably spoken aloud by a group of people:
‘(2') Our heart tremble[s (or: tremble[d (3') and [we will (?)] not def[end(?)] any more.
(4') Let us not see any [more ……] (5') let us not hea[r any more…]’
These obligations are followed by instructions which probably apply to the same group:
(6') [Be(?)] very conce[rned…] (7') Behold, for/to you (plural ) the Sto[rm?-god…] (A
obv. (4')) the sea (accusative) [……] // (5') fea[r (or: respec[t accusative? (Hittite kar-timmi-ja-at-t[a-an(?))…(6') you (plural ) should not see any m[ore…]’
Finally, in l. 7', ‘the sons of Kurustama’ are mentioned. Since obligations and instructions are
addressed to one group of people only, they should explicitly refer to the people of the town of Kurustama, and not to the people of Hatti and Egypt, what is obviously the case with the regulations on the
reverse of the tablets. The same observation can be made in the event of the isolated fragment Bo 3508:
‘// (2') You (plural ) should [not] in[trude(?) to H]atti […] (3') [the words(?)] [of(?)] the
St[orm-god…] (4') [you should] not vio[late…] (5') […] of the Storm-god […] (6') […]
not […] (7') […] the sons of Kurus[tama…] (8') […should] b[e sons of(?)] Egypt […] //’
If these conclusions are correct, the existence of two different documents on one and the same tablet
must be taken in consideration. The ﬁrst one, which is in all cases written on the reverse of the tablets,
may then be identiﬁed with the old treaty between Hatti and Egypt. The other one, which is always
to be found on the obverse, looks rather like a dialogue between a person or institution which gives a
group of people instructions to be accepted or even repeated by the latter. If the people of Kurustama
are meant, as is supposed here, the instructions were formulated in the name of the Storm-god, and
were then laid under oath. In this case the ﬁrst two entries in Mursili’s ‘Second Plague Prayer’ should
refer to this accord, which was solely made for the Kurustama people.
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4.3

Nevertheless the nature of the Kurustama accord does remain a little obscure. Its deﬁnition depends
on the status of the Kurustama people at the time of their swearing-in. In other words: were they still
regarded as Hittite subjects, or not? In the ﬁrst case a simple instruction form would be sufﬁcient,
while in the latter case a sort of agreement should be visible which matches to some degree the form
of Hittite vassal treaties. From what is preserved from the text, both seem possible.
For negative obligations of a vassal, the treaty between the king of Mitanni Sattiwaza and Suppiluliuma I provides a good example:
‘If I, Sattiwaza, and the Hurrians do not observe the words of this treaty and of the oath,
… let me, Sattiwaza, … and us Hurrians … like the ﬁr tree have no progeny. … let us,
like the water of a drainpipe not return to our place. … let me, Sattiwaza, … and the Hurrians … like salt have no progeny. Like a (dissolved) lump of salt let us not return to our
place’.19
But the same kind of self-condemnation can also be found in instructions for the Hittite military
from the Middle Hittite Period:
(I 17') ‘[As long as this (man)] (18') [wa]s enjoying his life, he could see the sky above,
(19') and, behold, they have now blinded him (20') at the place of the oath — (21') whoever transgres[ses] these oaths, (22') betr[ays] the king of the Hatti land, (23') and turns
his eyes in hostile fashion upon the Hatti land (24') let these oaths seize him! (25') Let
them blind this man’s army (26') and make them deaf! Let them (27') not see ea[ch] other,
let them (28') not hear each [other]’ …… (46) The men declare: ‘So be it!’.20
Here almost the same phrases are used as in the Kurustama accord, where the hitherto obscure
meaning of ‘let us not see any more’ and ‘let us not hear any more / you (plural) should not see any
m[ore…]’ now ﬁnd a reasonable explanation.
4.4

While the date of both agreements still needs resolution, it seems most likely that the Kurustama
accord was concluded prior to the Hittite-Egyptian treaty, because in the latter one the event served as
a positive argument and thus became a prominent part of the historical retrospect. This becomes also
obvious from the order in which Suppiluliuma referred to the clauses of the old treaty. Possibly the
span of time between both agreements was rather short. Nevertheless, a precise date for them is still to
be found, and it should be located in the Middle Hittite Period. At present Itamar Singer21 looks most
convincing when he argues that ‘An early accord between Hatti and Egypt would best be set in a period
when Hittite hegemony extended deep into Syria and could have clashed with Egyptians interests in
the area’. He further demonstrates that this was the case during the reign of Tuthalija I, ‘who …concluded vassal treaties with (the Northern Syrian kingdoms of ) Halap, Tunip and Astata’. On the other
hand no synchronism with Egypt from this time exists. But as Singer observes, during this period two

19
20
21

Beckman, Hittite Diplomatic Texts, 93 49.
Translation after A.Goetze, in: Pritchard, Ancient Near Eastern Texts Relating to the Old Testament, 353; Oettinger,
Die militärischen Eide der Hethiter, 7.
Singer, ‘The Kurustama Treaty Revisited’, 604 ff.
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Pharaohs—Thutmose III and Amenhotep II—were in contact with the Hittites. His arguments in
favour of the latter one, Amenhotep II, deserve attention.
Regardless of many differences in detail both texts have one topic in common, the relations between
Hittites and Egyptians. This might explain why they were written down together on one tablet. This
concept becomes visible again in the case of a Hittite tablet which deals with the town of Zalpa at the
Black Sea coast. Here the text begins with a mythological tale from prehistoric times and continues
with historical events from the times of the Old Hittite Empire.22
Against this background the two different designations for one and the same tablet—‘tablet of the
town of Kurustama’ and ‘tablet about Egypt’—, which were used by Mursili in his ‘Second Plague
Prayer’, seem better understandable if we assume that he had in mind one of those tablets which contain the Kurustama accord as well as the old, and up to now earliest, treaty between Hatti and Egypt.
The question may be asked, however, whether at that time the original documents of the Kurustama
accord and the old Hittite-Egyptian treaty were still available to the Hittite chancellery.
5.

Two clauses of the Hattusili-Ramesses treaty, the historical retrospect and the clause concerning the
renewal of an existing agreement, have already shown that only one treaty prior to it had existed. This
was a parity treaty, which was possibly concluded during the reign of the Middle Hittite king Tuthalija
I, three generations before Suppiluliuma I. It was preceded by the resettlement of the Kurustama
people to Egypt. As demonstrated above (3.3), the structure and contents of this older treaty can partially be reconstructed.
None of the textual sources discussed here speaks in favour of neither the renewal nor the cancelling
of the older treaty at any given time prior to the Hattusili-Ramesses treaty. From Suppiluliuma we just
know that the treaty he had violated was acknowledged by him again. Obviously this did not prevent
him from further military campaigns against Egypt. Mursili felt responsible for violations caused by
his father but never took the conclusion of a new treaty with Egypt into account. Muwatalli’s answer
to the question was the battle at Qadesh.
It was only in the time of Hattusili III and Ramesses II that a serious interest in peaceful mutual
relations becomes visible. This led to an updated version in written form of the existent treaty. The
partly renewed version of the Hattusili-Ramesses treaty resembles Hittite vassal treaties were older versions were cited in a modiﬁed way. The most prominent example for this practise is the appanage treaty
concluded by the Hittite Great King Tuthalija IV. and his cousin Kurunta on a bronze tablet.23 In all
those cases former treaties remained legally valid and this should also apply to the Hattusili-Ramesses
treaty and its forerunner.
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Le messager royal égyptien Pirikhnawa
Alain Zivie

Il n’est pas fréquent que des spécialistes des deux grands empires du Proche-Orient aux XIVe et XIIIe
siècles avant notre ère puissent se rencontrer et échanger leurs vues. Or, c’est ce qu’ils ont pu faire à
Londres en juillet 2005, pour traiter plus particulièrement du sujet suivant: « l’Egypte et les Hittites ;
contacts, conﬂit et diplomatie », un thème qui souligne bien l’importance des relations diverses et
changeantes qu’entretinrent Hatti et Vallée du Nil. D’où l’importance de ce colloque international
organisé par le Département d’Egypte et du Soudan du British Museum, à l’initiative de Vivian Davies,
à qui je rends ici un amical hommage pour cette entreprise originale et bénéﬁque. Ce sera ainsi l’occasion d’attirer l’attention des spécialistes des deux civilisations, en particulier celle des Hittites, sur une
découverte archéologique survenue récemment à Saqqara, qui permet de donner de la consistance à
une ﬁgure centrale de la diplomatie égyptienne sous le règne de Ramsès II ; or, celle-ci n’était connue
auparavant que par les seules sources hittites, du moins pouvait-on le croire.
En 1996, la Mission Archéologique Française du Bubasteion (MAFB), qui travaille depuis de nombreuses années sur le site de Saqqara1, a découvert une série de nouvelles tombes remontant pour la
plupart à la XVIIIe dynastie. Mais deux d’entre elles dataient de la XIXe dynastie, période jusqu’alors
pratiquement pas représentée sur le site de la dhnt ™n∞-t£wy, « la falaise de Ankh-taouy », dénomination
du plateau de Saqqara englobant le site de la falaise du Bubasteion (Fig. 1)2. Avec la progression de la
fouille, au cours des saisons, il s’est avéré que ces deux sépultures différaient de celles qui les avaient
précédées dans le temps et présentaient deux traits communs importants. D’une part, il s’agissait de
tombes de type mixte ou, pourrait-on presque dire, en hémispéos, c’est-à-dire qu’elles étaient constituées successivement d’une partie construite en calcaire de Toura et d’une partie rupestre, où s’ouvrait
l’accès aux appartements funéraires situés à un niveau inférieur (Fig. 2). D’autre part elles avaient
toutes deux une caractéristique à la fois cultuelle et décorative spectaculaire dans la mesure où leur chapelle rupestre comportait une grande efﬁgie taillée dans le roc (Fig. 5), représentant un protome de
vache Hathor sortant du gebel et surmontant une ﬁgure royale debout, adossée à son poitrail. 3
Au demeurant, un autre fait notable atteste qu’un lien étroit unit ces deux tombes (et peut-être
d’autres, encore à découvrir). Il apparaît en effet de plus en plus, avec la progression des dégagements
et la découverte de nouveaux fragments de reliefs, que, dans le cas de ces deux sépultures, l’une (il s’agit
1

2

3

Sur la MAFB et ses travaux, voir Zivie, Les tombeaux retrouvés de Saqqara, ainsi qu’une présentation de la mission
dans Archéologies. 20 ans de recherches françaises dans le monde, p. 367–70. Depuis l’année 2005, la société Alcatel
(Egypte) apporte son soutien à la MAFB pour les travaux menés à la tombe Bubasteion I.16, dite « de
l’ambassadeur », dont il est question dans cette communication.
Sur le sens du terme dhnt, « falaise », « piémont », et non pas « cîme » comme on le traduit habituellement, voir
l’analyse fort éclairante de Yoyotte, in Deir el-Médineh et la Vallée des Rois, p. 289–94, et particulièrement p. 292–
93 pour le Bubasteion de Saqqara.
Sur l’efﬁgie rupestre de la vache Hathor de la tombe Bubasteion I.27, appartenant au premier échanson royal Penrenout (règne de Mérenptah), cf. Zivie, in Pascal Coste, Toutes les Egypte, p. 184–85 (à ce moment-là, la statue
d’Hathor et du roi de la tombe Bubasteion I.16 n’avait pas encore été découverte). Sur ce type de représentations
de « déesse-vache et de roi-dieu », voir la synthèse de Blumenthal, Kuhgöttin und Gottkönig.
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de Bubasteion I.21 dans la nomenclature de la MAFB), datant du règne de Mérenptah et appartenant
au premier échanson royal Penrenout (P(£)-n-Rnwt, Celui de Rénenoutet), s’inspire largement de
l’autre (Bubasteion I.16), antérieure et remontant, quant à elle, à l’époque de Ramsès II. C’est ce dernier hypogée et surtout son propriétaire qui nous intéressent ici4. De toute évidence, ce dernier avait
deux noms, l’un très fréquemment mentionné, l’autre un peu moins. La lecture du premier ne peut
cependant être établie de façon tout à fait certaine. Il est écrit avec deux faucons sur un ou des pavois
(dans un cas sans pavois), suivis du signe ms avec son complément phonétique s, « né de ». Après des
hésitations, j’ai opté pour une lecture n†rwy des deux faucons, qui désigneraient ainsi Horus et Seth
selon un procédé bien attesté. On songerait certes d’abord à lire ce nom Nemtyouymes (Nmtywy-ms,
Celui né de Nemty) ou, moins vraisemblablement, ‘Antyouymes (™ntywy-ms, Celui né de ‘Anty), mais
je préfère jusqu’à preuve du contraire la première solution. Du reste, cette discussion, déjà entamée
dans une précédente publication 5, se poursuivra avec la publication des inscriptions de la chapelle et
il est toujours possible, voire souhaitable que de nouvelles données, indiscutables, viennent un jour
remettre les choses en question. Quant au second nom du personnage, qu’on trouve plusieurs fois
mentionné en alternance avec le premier, ainsi qu’associé à celui-ci sur la porte menant à la partie
rupestre de la chapelle (Fig. 3), il ne pose pas de problème de lecture, même si son sens exact peut être
discuté. Car il ne fait pas de doute que ce nom a un sens bien précis. A vrai dire, on a presque l’impression qu’il s’agit d’une épithète laudative substantivée: P£-r∞-nw(£), signiﬁant Celui-qui-sait voir/
regarder, qu’il faut peut-être comprendre comme Celui-qui-sait-(pré)voir, ou Celui-qui-a-une-visionclaire (des choses)6.
Les titres du personnage sont assez nombreux et montrent amplement son importance. Citons les
principaux : grand intendant de Memphis, directeur du trésor, directeur de tous les travaux du roi,
grand intendant royal. Mais il y en a un autre qui n’est mentionné que sur une grande stèle, malheureusement incomplète, trouvée en fragments dispersés dans le voisinage immédiat de la tombe, et sur
une scène de la partie rupestre de la chapelle. C’est celui de « messager royal » (wpwty nsw), que l’on a
aussi coutume de traduire par « ambassadeur »7, avec, sur l’exemple de la chapelle, la précision r ∞£st
nbt, « vers/dans tout pays étranger » (Fig. 4). A priori cependant, cet homme ne semblait pas connu
comme messager royal de Ramsès II, si l’on se fondait sur une excellente étude consacrée aux diplomates égyptiens de l’époque ramesside, parue en 19998. Mais un examen attentif allait révéler qu’il n’en
était rien, bien au contraire, si l’on suivait la piste du second nom du propriétaire de la tombe Bubasteion I.16, à savoir P£-r∞-nw(£), Parekhnou(a).
Une attestation de ce nom se trouve justement sur une stèle du British Museum (Inv. EA 555,
Fig. 6) provenant de Deir el-Médineh9. L’ouvrier de la Tombe Khâbekhnet (TT 2) y ﬁgure en adora4
5
6

7

8
9

Sur la tombe Bubasteion I.16, voir Zivie, in CRAIBL, Paris, janvier-mars 2001, 693–710 ; id., National Geographic, octobre 2002, 26–31 ; id., Deir el-Médineh et la Vallée des Rois, 67–82.
Cf. Zivie, in CRAIBL janvier–mars 2001, 696.
Le verbe peut s’écrire en tout cas nw ou nw£, cf. Hannig, Grosses Handwörterbuch Aegyptisch-Deutsch, p. 397. Pour
ce nom, cf. Ranke, PN I, 419, qui renvoie au « parikhnâwa » des sources hitites et à son étude parue dans ZÄS 58,
1923, 132–38 (cf. infra ).
Sur le titre wpwty nsw, voir l’étude de Valloggia, Recherches sur les « messagers » (wpwtyw) dans les sources égyptiennes
profanes. Cf. aussi l’article de H. El-Saady cité à la note suivante, ainsi que, sur les messagers à l’Epoque Amarnienne, celui de G. N. Gestoso, in Revista de Estudios de Egiptologia (REE) 3, 1992, 63–8.
Voir H. El-Saady, in MDIAK 55, 1999, 411–25.
Sur cette stèle provenant de la collection Belmore, voir Bierbrier, Hieroglyphic Texts from Egyptian Stelae etc. 12,
12, pl. 30–31.
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tion devant la vache Hathor sortant de la montagne et précédée d’une ﬁgure soit royale (portant le
sceptre-heqa et le fouet-neheheh), soit princière (l’homme porte une tresse latérale). Les inscriptions
mentionnent Hathor, les maîtres de l’éternité (nbw r¢¢) et justement P£r∞nw(£).10 Or, compte tenu de
la juxtaposition de ce nom et de cette représentation de Hathor sur un monument datant également
de Ramsès II, il paraît certain qu’on a affaire sur cette stèle à notre personnage et j’ai pu montrer
ailleurs11 que ce sont certainement les ouvriers de la Place de Maât qui ont dû aménager et décorer la
tombe Bubasteion I.16. Quant à savoir si la ﬁgure royale ou plutôt princière représente Parekhnou(a)
lui-même, comme on serait d’abord enclin à le croire, ou l’habituelle ﬁgure royale adossée à Hathor, la
question reste encore ouverte et n’interfère pas avec le sujet de cet article. Rien en tout cas, dans la
tombe de Saqqara, ne permet pour l’instant de penser que son propriétaire était un prince royal12.
Mais la stèle du British Museum n’est qu’un élément indirect dans la question qui nous occupe
maintenant, celle de l’identiﬁcation d’un messager royal égyptien du règne de Ramsès II, nommé
Nétchérouymes et Parekhnou(a). Ce qui importe avant tout ici, c’est que le nom P£-r∞-nw(£) avait été
très tôt identiﬁé à un nom égyptien pratiquement identique, ﬁgurant dans les archives cunéiformes de
Boghazköy . A partir de la transcription cunéiforme Pa-ri-ih-na(a-)ua et Pi-ri-ih-na-(a-)ua, les spécialistes ont très tôt restitué un original égyptien P£-r∞-nw(£). On peut mentionner les travaux successifs
de H. Ranke13, W. F. Albright14, W. Helck15 et E. Edel16. Mais la documentation égyptienne ne permettait pas de donner chair à cette hypothèse, la seule attestation connue paraissant être celle de la stèle
British Museum Inv. EA 555 avant la découverte de la MAFB à Saqqara 17. Mais désormais la tombe
de ce personnage à Saqqara vient conﬁrmer avec éclat cette restitution, tant pour son nom que pour
son titre et ses fonctions. Car quel était cet homme, ce Pirikhnawa ou Parikhnawa que les archives
hittites de l’époque de Ramsès II mentionnent à plusieurs reprises (Fig. 7)? Justement un messager
royal égyptien, fort estimé par la famille royale hittite selon toute apparence, et largement mis à
contribution18.

10
11
12

13
14
15
16
17

Mais Parekhnou(a) n’est pas mentionné dans la prière ﬁgurant au bas de la stèle (lignes horizontales).
In Deir el-Médineh et la Vallée des Rois, p. 75–6.
En fait, on peut se demander si le personnage représenté sur la stèle, devant la vache Hathor, n’est pas tout simplement le roi (sans doute Ramsès lui-même) ﬁgurant sous la vache dans la tombe, mais montré sous un aspect
juvénile. En tout cas, voir dans cette efﬁgie un grand prêtre de Ptah (mèche latérale, contexte memphite…) semble peu vraisemblable du fait que le personnage tient un sceptre et un fouet. Dans son édition de la stèle British
Museum, K. Kitchen (Ramesside Inscriptions III, 816) identiﬁe l’homme à un ‘Royal Prince’. Pour mémoire, on
rappellera que H. Ranke, in ZÄS 58, 1923, 134, n. 1, y voyait aussi un prince et suggérait d’identiﬁer celui-ci
(avec cependant une réserve) au prince égyptien qui avait envoyé Parekhnou(a) en mission, comme le mentionne
justement une lettre de celui-ci au roi Hattousil.
In ZÄS 58, 1923, 132–8.
In JNES 5, 1946, 7–25.
Die Beziehungen Ägyptens zu Vorderasien im 3. und 2. Jahrtausend v. Chr., 2e éd., p. 438.
In JNES 7, 1948, 11–24.
En fait, il est probable que des fragments de la partie construite de la chapelle, mise en pièces par les chaufourniers il y a quelques siècles, ont été transportés ailleurs sur le site ; ainsi un fragment de colonne à Berlin (cf. PM
III, 592). D’autre part, M. Martial Bretter, que je remercie ici, m’a signalé une plaquette de faïence à Londres
(University College 12802) qui pourrait mentionner le personnage (mais apparemment pas son titre d’wpwty
nsw). Enﬁn, durant le colloque du British Museum, mon collègue Edgar Pusch, que je remercie vivement pour
cette information, m’a indiqué que le personnage semble également mentionné sur un ou des objets ou inscriptions découverts à Qantîr, ce qui ne serait pas étonnant car, en dehors de ses voyages hors d’Egypte, Pirikhnawa a
dû partager son temps entre Pi-Ramsès et Memphis.
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Mais était-il vraiment absent de la documentation égyptienne avant la mise au jour de sa tombe? Ce
n’est pas certain, comme on vient de le voir19. Il pourrait bien être mentionné, sous son nom de
Nétchérouymes, dans un document diplomatique essentiel : le texte du traité de paix de l’an 21 de
Ramsès avec Hattusil. On sait que le texte de la stèle de Karnak (Fig. 8) comporte des parties très effacées, en particulier au début. C’est ainsi que les noms des trois diplomates (messagers royaux) égyptiens
qui viennent en délégation avec leurs collègues hittites apporter au pharaon la tablette portant le texte
du traité, sont pratiquement en lacune. Pourtant des traces existent pour le premier d’entre eux. Visiblement le nom de celui-ci comportait deux fois le signe du faucon (on distingue encore les traces des
têtes)20. Compte tenu de ce que l’on sait maintenant de Nétchérouymes/Pirikhnawa, tant par les sources hittites que par sa tombe de Saqqara, ce n’est sans doute pas faire preuve d’audace excessive que de
retrouver celui-ci à la tête de la délégation égyptienne et de voir ainsi dans le propriétaire de la tombe
Bubasteion I.16, récemment découverte, une ﬁgure majeure de la diplomatie égyptienne sous le règne
de Ramsès II, en un temps qui vit alterner guerre et paix.

Bibliographie
Albright, W. F., «Cuneiform Material for Egyptian Prosopography 1500–1200 B.C.», JNES 5, 1946,
p. 7–25.
Bierbrier, M.L., Hieroglyphic Texts from Egyptian Stelae etc. 12, Londres, 1993.
Blumenthal, E., Kuhgöttin und Gottkönig. Frömmigkeit und Staatstreue auf der Stele Leipzig Aegyptisches
Museum 5141, Leipzig, 2000.
Davies, B. G., Historical Inscriptions of the Nineteenth Dynasty, Jonsered, 1997.
Edel, E., «Neue Keilschriftliche Umschreibungen Ägyptischer Namen aus den Bogazköytexten», JNES
7, 1948, p. 11–24.
Edel, E., Die ägyptisch-hethitische Korrespondenz aus Boghazköi in babylonischer und hethitischer Sprache,
Vol. I et II, Opladen, 1994.
El-Saady, H., «The External Royal Envoys of the Ramessides : A Study on the Egyptian Diplomat »,
MDIAK 55, 1999, p. 411–25.
Gestoso, G. N., «Los mensajeros en la época de El Amarna», Revista de Estudios de Egiptologia REE 3,
Buenos Aires, 1992, p. 63–9.
Hannig, R., Grosses Handwörterbuch Ägyptisch-Deutsch, Mainz, 2000.
Helck, W., Die Beziehungen Aegyptens zu Vorderasien im 3. und 2. Jahrtausend V. Chr., 2ème édition,
Wiesbaden, 1971.
Kitchen, K., Pharaoh Triumphant. The Life and Times of Ramesses II. Le Caire, 1990.
Kitchen, K., Ramesside Inscriptions, Oxford = KRI.
Ranke, H., «Keilschriftliches», ZÄS 58, 1923, p. 132–8.
Ranke, H., Personnennamen, Glückstadt = Ranke, PN.
Valloggia, M., Recherches sur les « messagers » (wpwtyw) dans les sources égyptiennes profanes, Paris, 1976.

18
19
20

Edel, Die ägyptisch-hethitische Korrespondenz aus Boghazköi in babylonischer und hethitischer Sprache, II, index, p.
364, s. v. Pa-ri-ih-na-(a-)ua et Pi-ri-ih-na-(a-)ua. Cf. aussi Kitchen, Pharaoh Triumphant, p. 80
Voir supra, n. 17.
Cf. Kitchen, Ramesside Inscriptions II, 226. Traduction par Davies, Egyptian Historical Inscriptions of the Nineteenth Dynasty, p. 97–116.
http://www.thebritishmuseum.ac.uk/egyptian/bmsaes/issue6/zivie.html

72

zivie

bmsaes 6

Yoyotte, J., «A propos de quelques idées reçues : Méresger, la Butte et les cobra », in Deir el-Médineh
et la Vallée des Rois. La vie en Egypte au temps des pharaons du Nouvel Empire (Actes du colloque organisé par le Musée du Louvre les 3 et 4 mai 2002, édité par G. Andreu) Paris, 2003, p. 281–307.
Zivie, A., «Pascal Coste égyptologue», in Pascal Coste, Toutes les Egypte, Marseille, 1998, p. 163–88.
Zivie, A., «Une statue rupestre de la déesse Hathor. Fouilles et décuvertes dans le tombeau d’un dignitaire de Ramsès II à Saqqara», Comptes rendus de l’Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres, janvier–
mars 2001, p. 693–710.
Zivie, A., «A Pharaoh’s Peacemaker», National Geographic, Washington, octobre 2002, p. 26–31.
Zivie, A., «Un détour par Saqqara. Deir el-Médineh et la nécropole memphite», in Deir el-Médineh et
la Vallée des Rois. La vie en Egypte au temps des pharaons du Nouvel Empire (Actes du colloque organisé
par le Musée du Louvre les 3 et 4 mai 2002, édité par G. Andreu) Paris, 2003, p. 67–82.
Zivie, A., Les tombeaux retrouvés de Saqqara (photographies de P. Chapuis), Paris, 2003.
Zivie, A., «La résurrection des «tombes des nobles» de Memphis», in Archéologies. 20 ans de recherches
françaises dans le monde, Paris, 2005, 367–70.

Fig. 1: La face sud de la falaise du Bubasteion.
Plan P. Deleuze (INRAP) / MAFB. © Hypogées
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Fig. 2: La tombe Bubasteion I.16.
Plan P. Deleuze (INRAP) / MAFB. © Hypogées
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Fig. 3: Partie construite de la chapelle de la tombe Bubasteion I.16. Montant mentionnant les deux noms de
l’ambassadeur côte à côte.
Photo P. Chapuis / MAFB. © Hypogées
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Fig. 4: A et B. Le titre wpwty nsw r ∞£st nbt dans une inscription de la partie rupestre de la chapelle.
Photo P. Chapuis / MAFB. © Hypogées
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Fig. 5: Détail du haut-relief de la partie rupestre de la chapelle : la vache Hathor et un roi, probablement Ramsès II.
Photo CFGT / MAFB. © Hypogées

Fig. 6: La stèle British Museum Inv. EA 555 : Khâbekhnet en prière devant la vache Hathor et une efﬁgie royale,
avec une mention de P£r∞nw(£).
D’après Bierbrier, Hieroglyphic Texts from Egyptian Stelae etc 12, pl. 31.
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Fig. 7: Les mentions du messager royal Pirikhnawa dans la correspondance de Boghazköy.
Index de E. Edel, Die ägyptisch-hethitische Korrespondenz aus Boghazköi, II, p.364.
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Fig. 8: Le texte du traité de paix de l’an 21 avec les traces encore visibles du nom du premier ambassadeur égyptien.
Edition de K.Kitchen, Ramesside Inscriptions, II, 226.
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