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KIZZUWADNA AND OTHER HITTITE STATES
By L. A. MAYER aNp J. GARSTANG

It is evidently desirable at this stage to preface our theory of the disposition of the
Hittite provinces! by a few elementary considerations, if only to eradicate from the field
of discussion the tares which at present obscure a fair view of the general question. In the
first place it is common knowledge that the Hittites dominated Asia Minor for nearly
1000 years?; and that during this period they extended their power, at various times and
to varying extent, in the west to the Aegean, in the south to Damascus, and towards the
south-east as far as Babylon. It may then be accepted as an axiom that during the greater
part of this time Asia Minor generally was under the Hittite domination, notwithstanding
periods of rebellion and other local incidents. At different epochs of this long period other
oriental powers, including Egypt, challenged their positions, which, however, remained
intact. Their physical frontier towards the east and their own organization within it proved
in fact impregnable, and it seems clear that the Hittite Empire fell eventually to invasion
from the side of Europe to which it was more exposed. A glance at a map showing the
physical features will show that the natural frontier of Asia Minor runs not north and
south but from above Alexandretta north-eastwards towards Batum, along the ranges of
Anti-Taurus and the almost continuous mountain systems which divide the waters of the
Euphrates from those which flow into the Black Sea. The existence of this double and
treble wall® between the Hittites and their rivals in the Near East enables us to explain
how the Hittite dominion remained unshaken from without, notwithstanding repeated
signs of internal disaffection and weakness.

The centre of this power, the capital of the Hittite state and empire, was Hattusas,
which most students will identify with the ruins of Boghaz-Keui where the state archives
were found. Now Boghaz-Keui itself, lies north-east of the centre of Asia Minor: the area
of Pontus is in fact no further, while physically less separated from it, than the southern
coast of Cilicia, and much nearer than Sipylus and Karabel on the western coast. From
Boghaz-Keui to Trebizond (the latter well towards the east of former Pontus) is about
280 miles as the crow flies; from the same point to Adana is 220 miles, with Taurus

t Index of Hittite Names: Geographical, with Notes (British School of Archaeology in Jerusalem,
Supplementary Papers, 1923) quoted hereafter as Jz.H.N.
In order not to overcrowd these notes the very numerous textual and other references assembled in the
Index will not be separately quoted in what follows. The following further abbreviations will be used :
A.JS.L.: American Journal of Semitic Languages. [Lv., LUCKENBILL.]
Bo.Stu.: Boghazksi-Studien. [HR., HRozNY; WEL, WEIDNER.]
Bo.T.U.: Boghaikoi-Texte tn Umschrift. [Fo., FORRER.]
K.Bo.:  Keilschrifttexte aus Boghazko.
L.A.A.: Liverpool Annals of Archaeology.
R., H.G.: Rawmsay, Historical Geography of Asia Minor.
2 For the greater part of the time visibly under the Hattic rulers.
8 The middle course of the Euphrates below Malatia was like an advanced line in this scheme, behind
which the Hittite “advanced posts” (in the direction of Syria) early found a measure of security.
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intervening. To Xanthus or to Cadyanda, in Lycia, where there are traces of Hittite
handiwork?, the distance is nearly 400 miles, a figure which is exceeded between Boghaz-
Keui and Ephesus. There is then no prima facie reason for excluding from our purview
the north-eastern coast lands of Asia Minor. On the other hand, a further glance at the
map will show that between the area of Pontus and that of Hatti within the circuit of
the Halys, there is no conspicuous landmark. The oscillation of the political or adminis-
trative boundary between them at various historical epochs is itself an indication of this
fact. Both areas drain into the Black Sea, and lie as we have seen behind the common
Asiatic frontier. And just as these two areas are interlocked so were their destinies inter-
woven. Without the Pontic area Hatti would have had no defensible frontier in that
direction ; and conversely, during the dominance of Hatti, the openness of the communi-
cations restrained separate development or independent history. Indeed, centuries after
the power of Hatti had fallen, the re-establishment of ordered administration by the
Persians reveals the Halys basin and the north-east coast lands (Cappadocia and Pontus)
as united in a single satrapy. The southern coastlands and the regions of Taurus, draining
to the Mediterranean, are distinct and separate; and they formed accordingly a different
satrapy.

Two conclusions emerge from these preliminary considerations, firstly that the historical
tendencies of Asia Minor cannot be rightly understood without careful appreciation of its
physical geography. This truism is in fact only mentioned to give it emphasis. Secondly
that the early history of the Pontic area in the north-east is inseparable from that of Hatti:
that area therefore claims our due consideration on an equal footing with Cilicia and the
rest of Asia Minor®

In the Hittite organization as revealed in the later empire the two greater allies of
Hatti are disclosed as Arzawa and Kizzuwadna®. It was this triple alliance that defended
their Asiatic frontier. About the position of Arzawa there is already a general consensus
of opinion that it lay on the southern coast of Asia Minor and comprised at any rate Cilicia
Tracheia‘. Where then was Kizzuwadna? This kingdom previous to the Treaty with Hatti
about B.c. 1300 had no separate history of its own. If the evidence of the records hitherto
transcribed® may be regarded as complete the area was not called by this name, nor did it
figure separately in history previous to the signing of this document, which granted auto-
nomy to its ruler Sunafura. Formerly it formed part of Hattis. We may suspect therefore
that there was no prominent physical barrier between the two areas, which were, however,
separable in fact by a political frontier. The text of the same treaty tells us more, namely,

! Compare the masonry shown on the right hand of the drawing in FrrLrows, Lycia, 121 with that of
Boghaz-Keui, near the Lion Gate, in PucusTEIN, Boghazkit, Bauwerke, Pl. 22.

2 If anyone feels disinclined to admit the full force of this conclusion, in spite of the arguments
adduced, that feeling is surely traceable to unfamiliarity with the history and geography of Pontus, which
is to most rather like Keftiu to the Egyptians, the “back of beyond.” A few hours with the map and the
stirring historical traditions of Pontus will soon remove the feeling.

3 Cf. the terms of the offensive and defensive alliance between Hatti and Kizzuwadna, I X.Bo., 5,
especially Rev. 1, 1. 35-39; WEL, VIII Bo.Stu., 103-4; Lu., 4.J.8.L., XxxvI1, 185. For Arzawa inter
alia 111 K.Bo., 4, Rev. 111, 1. 22-5 and 31; also the treaties IV K.Bo., 3 and V K.Bo., 13, VI K.Bo., 27,
and ¥o., M.D.0.G., 63, 8.

¢ Cf. HogArTH, Anatolian Studies, 225, which we had not seen when this article was written. We
apologize if we appear to deal scantily with this important contribution to the subject.

5 Ix.HN. 28, ¢ Treaty, loc, cit. Obv. L 6.
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that Kizzuwadna bordered upon Harri; a people and country whose realm lay eastwards,
towards or in Armenia, though the boundaries of its territory are unknown?, Kizzuwadna
then lay somewhere upon the eastern frontier in contiguity with Hatti. So far as these
preliminary considerations take us, Kizzuwadna may thus have occupied eastern Cilicia
proper (if this was not already included in Arzawa) or Cataonia, or Armenia Minor, or
Pontus. The physical barrier of Taurus opposes the first of these possibilities, but is not
insurmountable. We may however dismiss the second and third alternatives, for the treaty
tells us that Kizzuwadna touched the sea. Further, the region of Cataonia comprises the
approaches from Hatti to Northern Syria by way of Marash, and it is inconceivable that
the Hittite emperors would have handed over the control of their chief or sole lines of
communication with Syria to an autonomous power recently in rebellion?. The area
of Cataonia and beyond seems in fact to have been dotted with time-honoured Hittite
shrines®. With regard also to Armenia Minor we shall show that this was probably the
home of the turbulent Gasga tribe*, an identification which some English scholars support
who do not agree with us as to the situation of Kizzuwadna.

As between Cilicia proper and Pontus, what then is the evidence to enable us to come
to a decision? All the older indirect evidence derived from a scrutiny of Egyptian sources
may now be regarded not indeed as negligible but as entirely secondary compared with
the direct evidence of the Hittite archives. Some of these are narratives of campaigns
and lines of march where geographical sequence is clearly indicated. Others contain lists
of geographical names that by frequent association form groups, defining areas which may
in some cases be distinguished and eventually localized. The obstacle to identification at
present is the unfamiliarity of these place-names. As a preliminary step, to render this
new material readily available, and at the request of several scholars, we published our
index containing all the geographical names transcribed up to mid-summer 1923, with
some additional references introduced for comparison or special reasons. Collaterally we

1 Iz.H.N., 18.

2 Mr. Hogarth however accepts this situation (Anatolian Studies, 233) which, in view of the proved
Hittite sagacity in peace and war, seems to us to rule out the Cataonian theory. His argument does not
explain how the boundary might touch the sea (with Hatti beyond), nor does it take into consideration
the new evidence of the place-names and other points considered below. It is without derogation to the
scholarly handling of his material that we remain accordingly unmoved by his conclusions.

3 Cf. Iz.H.N., Notes on Dunna, Hubi$na, Laanda, Maras, etc. Compare also the solar radiate deity of
Komana (L.4.4., 1914, 114 ff.) with the sun-goddess of Arinna (I/z.H.N., 5, 6). Mr. Hogarth brings to-
gether these two sites (op. cit., 233) which we identify completely for several reasons. In the lists of local
hiera just mentioned the name Komana never occurs, while Arinna always takes first place. Yet at
Komana there was in classical times an ancient and principal shrine of the Goddess MA-BELLONA,
whose special attributes were identical with those of the Hittite divinity (¢f. III K.Bo., 4, Obv. I, 1. 21-5;
Hrozny, III Bo.Stu., 171).

These lists of hiera in the vicinity of Cataonia are of peculiar significance, and might have been adduced
as establishing a geographical group by frequent association. Compare

Text of Telibinu¥: Hubi¥na, Tuwanuwa, Nenas3a, Laanda, Zallara, MasSubanda,
Treaty w. Mitanni: Dunna, Hubidna, Laanda,

Treaty w. Nuha3¥: Dunna, Hubidna, IShupitta, Laanda,

Ptolemy (Cataonia): Kabassos, Tynna,. . . Kybistra,. . . Komana,. . . Leandis.

Incidentally we may mention here (in reply to Journal, X, 108) that the reading MasSubanda is well
supported by the variant forms (/z.H.N., 34), and from the contexts may very well prove to be Mazaka,
otherwise unrecognized. Burushatti is different.

4 ¢f. also [z.H.N., 14. Hrozny also came to much the same conclusion (ITT Bo.Stu., 158).
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classified all the names, ancient and modern, of the probable areas involved. Our analysis
comprised some 6000 index cards and the comparative material twice as many. The work,
with the help of students and friends, took three years. We were struck as it progressed
by the evident survival of Hittite names in classical times?, and more particularly by the
re-appearance of some Hittite names after the classical period? during which they had
been officially submerged. We learnt too that in searching to place the various districts
it was necessary to dispossess one’s mind of all previous theories, and to look upon the
physical features and natural routes upon the map alone as permanent factors. If Erech
survives to-day as Warka® why should not Teburzia and Arawanna, which are grouped
among the eastern enemies of the Hittites, be Tabriz and Erivan? If the Gasga folk were
swineherds® should not their country lie west of the Halys®? It will be seen as we proceed
that these ideas were abandoned like many others in the course of our investigation, in
which we have endeavoured to test every published theory as well as our own by the cold
touchstone of the facts stated on each card. There is nothing unscientific in this method,
it is merely elementary ; it started ab initio, assuming nothing, and the theory established
as the result claims only to be a basis for further investigations, philological, archaeological
and topographical. As several groups of names emerged and became identifiable with
groups of names upon the map, the outline of the Hittite organization disclosed itself.
Some of the detail which has since been tentatively added on a less solid background will
doubtless require modification as more cogent evidence becomes available. But we are not
alone in believing that the framework will remain and stand all tests’.

Without attempting to recapitulate the whole argument, the process may be appro-
priately illustrated by a number of groups selected over as wide a field as possible, one
from each of the principal confederated areas, others from the eastern borderlands and
beyond, as being of more immediate interest to students of Egypt.

SYRIA. A clue to the explanation of many Hittite names is found in the name
Yaruwadas, which is written alternatively Yaruwandas$ or Yaruwatta$: this was the name of
a fortress in the district of Barga®. Embodied in it the name of Arwad is transparent, and
the identity is confirmed by comparison of the relevant Tell el-‘Amarnah letters® with the
Hittite document concerned?. The land of Barga was thus the mainland opposite to the
island : its name survived in the classical Bargylus, and indeed it still survives undisguised
in two place-names on the coast, one 18 k. north-east of Beirut and the other 12 k. north
of Sidon. Turning to the campaign of Subbiluliuma in Syria a number of places are

! £g., Arawanna, Damashuna$, Dunna, Humi$lena$, Kumani, KurSaura, Laanda, Nenassa, Sarissa,
Tuwanuwa, Uda, Wiyanawanda.

* E.g., Barga, Halab, Harran, Marai, Hima$(ma%), Kuwanna, Lawasa, Pala, Red River, Suta, Zimurria.

3 Cf. SipNEY SMITH, Journal, x, 105,

4 1 K.Bo., 2, Obv,, 1L 11, 13; 20, 22.

5 Fo., M.D.0.G. 61. ¢ R, H.G. 32.
7 “Cette carte, qui appellera peut-étre des corrections de détail, donne dans ses grandes lignes des
indications qu'on peut juger définitives.,” M. CoNTENAU, Syria, v (1), 1924,

8 Iz.H.N., 10. 9 KN., No. 57.

10 TII K.Bo., 3; Hr., III Bo.Stu., 5.

1 Cf. Kiepert’s map in OPPENHEIMER, Vom Mittelmeer zum Persischen Golf, 33. (For this reference, we
are indebted to Sir George Adam Smith.)
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grouped to the south of Aleppol. A study of the context will show that the geographical
sequence was probably thus:

Halpa, Mukishi, Arahti, Nia, Qatna, Abzu, Kinza and Abina.
We identify these places respectively with

Aleppo, [southwards], Tell Riha, Kh. el Mudik, Hamath, Homs, Kadesh and the As-
syrian Abi on the Abana near Damascus.
These identifications are not all new. The feeling that Qatna was at Hamath has been
gaining ground for some time, while that Kinza was Kadesh is generally believed. The
proposed identity of Abzu with Homs, leading to the equation Abzu = Emesa = Homs, is

36. 7
Central Syria in the fourteenth century B.c.

A study based on the Hittite archives and Tell el-‘Amarnah letters.
interesting both topographically and phonetically. Whether these identifications will be
borne out by further evidence is not of such immediate importance by way of illustration
as the grouping of these names between the fixed points of Aleppo and Kadesh. Without
1 I K.Bo., 1, Obv, 1L, 30-46. Cf. WEL., VIII Bo.Stu., 11-15 and notes.



28 L. A. MAYER AND J. GARSTANG

any other evidence the area of NuhasSe, mentioned in the text between Katna and Kinza,
becomes localized, while the sequence of names given by a study of incidents of the cam-
paign upon the map provides, as we have seen, clues to the identity of the towns, which
may now be compared with and tested by those derived from other sources.

Mitanni It is again one of Subbiluliuma’s campalgns which groups together several
names that can be recognized®. After a campaign in Iuwa, beyond the Euphrates, Subbi-
luliuma marched against Alse. He took by storm the fortress of Kutmar, next he captured
the fortress of Suta, which he plundered ; he then appeared before Was$ukkani, the Mitan-
nian capital, with the same intentions. The district of Alse is already known from Assyrian
sources ; it lay chiefly upon the north bank of the Tigris, just above the great bend where
it is joined by the river from Bitlis, corresponding in general terms with the classical
Arzanene. Kutmar? is identified, philologically and geographically, with the Assyrian
Kullimeri, a chief town of Supria, Armenian K’lmar. It was apparently the chief fortress
of the region. Suta? on the way to WasSukkani, may be readily identified with Kefr Zuti
(Siti) on the main road south; for it is known from other sources that the Mitannian
capital lay somewhere near the headwaters of the Khabur. The name WasSukkani* would
appear to be possibly a Hittite rendering of a local name, WasSuk, and Tell Wahsuk is to
be found to-day, Lat. 26.43, Long. 41.8, on the Jaghjagha Su, near its junction with El
Radd, both tributaries of the Khabur. This site satisfies all the general indications; but
only excavation or some other direct evidence can determine whether the ruins of the
former Mitannian capital constitute in fact this ancient tell. However that may be, this
sequence of names leaves little doubt as to the main lines of Subbiluliuma’s advance, which
must have followed up the main branch of the Euphrates past Palu, subsequently turning
southwards past the Nimrud Dagh, the mountains westward of Lake Van, which thus
rose on his left hand as he traversed AlSe. This fact makes possible the identity of that
mountain with “ Mt. Niblani” which the conqueror claims repeatedly to have made as his
eastern boundary. Thus at the conclusion of the whole campaign, both east and west of
the Euphrates, he recapitulates: “Because of the presumptuousness of TuSratta the king,
I plundered all these lands and brought them to Hatti. From Mt. Niblani, from that side
of the Euphrates, I restored them to my domain.” And again: “In the time of Tusratta
I seized them [the lands of Mitanni]: I left the Euphrates behind and [made] Mt. Niblani
my boundary?®.”

Other strongholds mentioned in the texts may be tentatively identified. Thus Ahuna,
grouped with Tirga beyond the Euphrates in the river country of Astata’, looks very like
the classical Ichnae on the Nahr Belik, near the confluence of which with the Euphrates
Tirga has been independently located’. Another one, Harmurik, the first of a group of

! In the same texts (the treaties between Hatti and Mitanni), 1l. 25-9 and 6-9. WEL, VIII Bo.Stu., 9;
Lu., A.J.8.L., xxxvI1, 164.

? Iz.H.N., 30. WEL, op. cit., 8 n. 2. 3 In.H.WN., 43. 4 Ibid., 49.

5 The writing Lablani, which occurs appropriately in a treaty with Nubasse (I K.Bo., 4, col. 1v, 1. 36)
shows that the Hittite scribes knew the Lebanon by another and more obvious name. In view of the
facts adduced and the passages quoted (after the translations by WEIDNER, VIII Bo.Stu., 15, 23), it is
unnecessary to suppose with Weidner (op. cit., 3, n. 5 and 23, n. 5) and others (Fo., #.D.0.G., 61, 31) that
the Hittites confused the two names. The third context mentioning Niblani (I K.Bo., 1, Obv., 1. 4) is
ambiguous. Mr. Sidney Smith’s statement, Journal, X, 107, that our view is unsupported by any evidence
is contradicted by the same facts.

¢ Wer.,, VIII Bo.Stu., 24, 1. 19, 7 Op. cit., 24, 10, 1,
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four, if correctly read! may be Tell Karmurik, 15 miles south-west of Tell Wahsuk.
Harrana as the ancient Harran seems hardly doubtful, being grouped with Irrite®.

In this way, without dwelling upon detail, little by little the whole of northern Meso-
potamia can be tentatively portioned out to its various provinces, Astate, Irriti, Taiti, and
so forth. Mursil in due time, if we are not mistaken, led his troops through the same
fields?, followed successively by his ally Tarhini$ and his general Hutubianza. From a study
of his narrative, from which we infer that Masuwati of the former text is MisSuwanza$* of
the latter, we conclude that the powerful province of KalaSma® is to be sought in the
neighbourhood of Diarbekr. It is tempting to place “the mighty land of IStahara” in
the vicinity of Lake Van (classical Astakana); but new texts claim a pause for further
reflection®.

ARrzawA”. In the earliest text Arzawia (a district) is associated with the district of
Adania. If the latter prove to be identical with Adana, then it may be inferred that in
the time of Telibinus Arzawa did not comprise the whole of Cilicia, but only the tract
bordering upon it to the west, that is to say Cilicia Tracheia®. How far it extended west-
ward in this early period cannot be determined. The rebellion of Arzawa on the accession
of Mursil brought about speedy retaliation from the young king, whose rapid movements
and skilful tactics rank among the great military achievements of history. His campaigns
in this area extended over the close of his first year and the second year of his reign®
During the winter he went into “winter quarters” on the banks of the river Astarpa.
Numerous places are mentioned in sequence in the narrative, and these are complemented
by details of boundaries in the subsequent treaties. From these it is clear that as a result
of this rebellion, Arzawa was now broken up into its several principalities, among which was
one comprising Mira and Kuwalia. The treaty defining the political relations and physical
boundaries of this area may be taken as an indication of the real significance of these
geographical texts. Thus IV K.Bo,, 3, Obv. I, 1. 17-22 reads

17 [To] here [?Till now] the town of Maddunas3u, the fortress of Dudhalia, was your boundary.

18 [From] there [the shrine of] the 1llat-gods of Wiyanawanda be your boundary.

19 Now into the town Aura you shall not go over. From there onwards

20 the river A&tarpa [of] the land of the town Kuwalia be your boundary. This land be yours.

21 Protect it. And from the river AStarpa and from the river Siyanta
22 not one of my towns you shall occupy !10

! Weidner, however, prefers the reading Murmurik ({oc. cit., 23, n. 6).

2 Jz.H.N., 24; WerL, VIII Bo.Stu., 26, u. 1.

3 Hr., 11T Bo.Stu., vi1, 239 ff. ¢ In.H.N., 34.

5 Op. cit., 25, GotzE (Kleinasien zur Hethiterzest) locates this kingdom in the heart of Hatti—an im-
possible position. The error begins with his assumption that the related place Zaparadsad was necessarily
Ptolemy’s Zoparissus in Melitene (cf. Jz.H.N., 51), whereas there are reasons for believing it to be the
Assyrian Sabiresu near the bend of the Tigris. The same unlucky start spoils a number of his geographical
conclusions. His philological work however is a real contribution to the subject.

8 GOTZE, op. cit., 7, 8. 7 Of. Go1zE, op. cit., 8.

8 (f. HoaarrH, Anatolian Studies, 238. ¢ We follow Hrozny, III Bo.Stu., vi, 181, 1L 8 ff.

10 The text, which supplements the parallel one from V K.Bo., 13, Obv. I, 1l 23, 28 (the latter already
admirably rendered by Gi1zE, op. cit., 24, n. 1), reads as follows :

1V K.Bo., 3, Obv. L.

1. 17. ki-e-iz-ta(!) ALUma-ad-du-na-sa BAD.KI.KAL.BAD SA mdu-ud-ha-li-ia ZAG-a$ e-es-ta

L 18. ki-e-iz-ma-ad-ta SA ALUwi.ia-na-wa-an-da IWOILLAT » ZAG-a3 e-es-du

1. 19. nu-gan LNA ALUa-¢.ra pa-ri-i-a-an li-e za-a-id-ti ki-e-iz-ma-ad-ta
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The Hittite text thug. associates two districts called Mira and Kuwalia, and bounds
them by two rivers, the Siyanta and the AStarpa. All beyond these boundaries belonged
to Mursil. Between the rivers, necessarily on the land side, a town Wiyanawanda lay near
the frontier and another, Aura, lay in the forbidden ground behind it. A glance at the
classical map and the accounts of classical geographers show in the neighbourhood of Lycia
the two historic districts of Milyas and Kuwalia’, bounded in classical times, broadly
speaking, by the Xanthus and the Cestrus. These two rivers are now called respectively
Eshen or Eshenide and the Isparta. Following up the former river, inside the bifurcation
with the Ak-Su there is a ruinous ancient site once “surrounded by a fine Cyclopean wall,”
now called Ooran®. Following up the main stream eastwards we pass near the site of
Oeneanda® above the south bank. Briefly, corresponding to the districts of Mira and
Kuwalia, lying between the rivers Siyanta and Astarpa are Milyas and Kabalia between
the rivers now called Eshenide and Isparta; while the town Wiyanawanda on the land
boundary is represented by Oeneanda. The phonetic equivalences of these names and the
geographical grouping conforming so precisely with the text are obvious and cannot be set
aside. If substantiated the result shows that at the time of Muril’s campaign Lycia had
been a tract of Arzawa, from which this treaty separated it. The first test of this result is
entirely accordant. Early in Mursil’s campaign, after his first blow had divided the rebels
into three, he pursued one group as far as the river AStarpa, near the banks of which at
Walmaa he defeated them. Assuming that Muril’s first blow was struck at the heart of
the country, and there are reasons which make this likely, then as he advanced westward
the river now called Isparta lay across his path, and near its mouth according to Strabo
was a place called Olbia. The phonetic equivalence of Olbia to Walmaa is obvious; and

1. 20. NARgy-tar-pa MAT ALUku-wa-li-ia ZAG-a§ e-eS-du nu-ud-ta a-pa-a-ad MAT.TUM e-es-du

L 21. [na]-ad-za pa-ah-si U IS.TU ¥ARas-tar-pa U IS.TU NARgi.ia-an-ta

1. 22. LEN ALUM.IA li-e ku-in-ki a-Sa-ad-ti.

Dr. Mayer adds the following notes to his reading:

1.17. kéz-kézma “here-there.” I do not know of any passage suggesting the meaning *till now—from
now onwards” for these words, but the change of mood and tense in our text (“it was”—*“let it be”) would
make it rather probable, if the text is a correct one. V K.Bo., 13, Obv. I, 29 and 30 translated by Gorzr,
24, rules it out by reading “e-e3-du” (“let it be”) as in the sentences that follow (ll. 18, 20), but even
the latter text has “kézatta” in 1. 29 thus putting the position of the fortress of Dudhalia in some contrast
to the following points of the boundary. Incidentally our former reading Kuadunasa (fx.H.N., 29) seems
to be amended definitely to Maddunala by this text.

1. 18. As gods without some visible monument cannot be a boundary, a word like “shrine” or “images”
must be added.

1. 20. Perhaps the most important difference between our text and the parallel one is in the word
“ZAG-a8” (=boundary) omitted in V K.Bo., 13. Gotze is therefore compelled to add something in order
to give his sentence a proper meaning, and he suggests “IS.TU” (=“vom Flusse Astarpa ab”). If his text
is correct, and a word must be added, Professor Garstang’s suggestion “as far as” would suit better the
position and be more in harmony with the next line. But it seems to me that in this case the text of
1V K.Bo., 3 is much superior, because with or without the addition of SA (=of) the words NARa3-tar-pa
MAT ALUku-wa-li-ia can mean only “the river Astarpa of the land Kuwalia” of (1. 21) Kupanta-KAL who
must not extend his territory beyond the rivers Astarpa and Siyanta. A similar construction occurs in the
names of gods, e.g., ILUUDALU PU.-na or ILUUALUma.-ra-a-as.

1 On the change of the Digamma to 8, ¢f. R., H.G., 22 and 312 n.

2 FeLLows, Lycia, 125. “Euren” in some maps. There was a Lycian name Ure (SUNDWALL, 232).

3 Forrer's map of Arzawa, #.D.0.G., 63, evidently starts from the Cilician Oeneanda as a base, and con-

sequently his district names, though much the same as ours in sequence, read from E. to W. without much
relation to physical or classical geography. For him Arzawa is Cilicia proper and some of Cilicia Tracheia.
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it adds further weight of agreement to the related suggestion that Isparta is a relatively
modern version of the Hittite river name AStarpa’, and to the theory of the Lycian terri-
tory just outlined.

The records suggest to us three phases at least in the political development of Arzawa.
In the first the Land of Arzawa is grouped with the Land of Adania: if the latter prove
to be Adana? then it may be inferred from geographical and subsequent historical con-
siderations that Arzawa in the earliest period comprised Lycia Tracheia. We have seen
that if our identifications are correctly founded on the accession of Mursil it extended or
had expanded towards the west so as to embrace Pamphylia and Lycia as far as the
Xanthus; to the east, if the river Seha prove to be Seihan, it extended at any rate as far
as Adana. As a result of Mursil’s policy it was broken up, but at the time of Hattusil ITI
it is found with a frontier which extended as far inland as Tyana and Hyde®. This last
reference is the only clear indication as to the eastern extension of Arzawa at any time,
and this is not direct; but unless we are to assume that the frontier, already tending north
of east, turned abruptly southward from Tyana, either towards Tarsus cutting off Cilicia
from Tracheia, or more eastward down one of the river valleys cutting Cilicia into two, it
is natural to assume that the boundary which led through Hyde and Tyana followed the
range of Taurus eastward to connect with the time-honoured eastern frontier of Cilicia
down the ridge of Amanus. The significance of this consideration will become apparent
when we come to discuss the boundaries of Kizzuwadna.

GaSGA. A detailed examination of the texts® of Subbiluliuma, Mursil II and Hattusil ITI
discloses Gasga

(a) as the buffer state between Hatti and Harri,

(b) as lying in a mountainous vicinity,

(c) as between the Halys and the Euphrates,

(d) as bordering on or near to Kizzuwadna, etc.

Amongst the numerous sites mentioned in and near to Gasga are
I$hubitta, HumisSenas, HimaSmas, Zimurria ;
we identify these respectively with

Euspoena, Komisene, Kamisa, Zimara.

In two cases, namely, Kamisa (modern Kemis), and Zimara (modern Zimarra), both
classical and Hittite names seem to have survived almost without change. In view of the
discussions in philological journals® and the analogies already quoted, the suggested equi-
valence of IShubitta with Euspoena appeals to us as of special interest. The area indicated
by these names is the northern portion of Armenia Minor, west of the uppermost great
bend of the Euphrates at Zimarra below Erzingan. The district of GaSga proper on full
consideration of the evidence seems to us to lie westward of the Euphrates between Zimarra
and Malatia, bounded nominally to the south by Tochma Su and to the north by the

1 Mr. SipNEY SMITH, Journal, X, 106, mis-states our view and evidently has not appreciated our sug-
gestion that the old river name Astarpa has by changes of time taken the more recent and intelligible
form Isparta, the name of a loca town which has arisen upon its banks.

2 On this question however, vide SIDNEY SMITH, Journal, vIII, 46 and X, 110, n. 7.

3 VI K.Bo., 28, 1. 9. Cf. Saxce, Journal, viii, 233 ; Iv.H.N., 47.

4 Iz.H.N., 14.

5 We do not find any evidence that it was near to Arzawa as inferred by HoaARrTH, Anatolian
Studies, 232.

6 FrieprIcH in Z.D.M.G., N.F., 1, 159, etc.
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Kangal Su, but ever and again found extending its confines northwards, westwards and
southwards. The town Zazzisa, which marks the limit of the inroads of rebels in the time
of Subbiluliuma’s father, seems appropriately to place itself at Azizie in the pass of Anti-
Taurus between Mazaka and Malatia. This name in its present form, as Professor Ramsay
has pointed out to us, is probably quite modern; but it seems possible to us that it merely
conventionalizes an older name of similar sound. In several other cases we have found
that radical elements of really old names implant themselves in various ways in the neigh-
bourhood. Thus, in support of our view, slightly to the west, upon the same road, the
form appears as Azesha, while the mountain which rises above the modern village is called
by the same name. In the vicinity are several tumuli and ruined buildings, and the anti-
quity of the site and route, generally speaking, cannot be questioned.

Ki1zzuwaDNA. We come lastly to Kizzuwadna itself, about which all the general evi-
dence has been discussed by several earlier students of the question. That this evidence
had hitherto been unconvincing is plain from the fact that there has been no general
agreement as to the position of this state, and it is only the more recent evidence of the
Hittite archives that has led to a gradual consensus of opinion, not shared however by
several English scholars, that it lay in the area later called Pontus. Our own method of
enquiry has led us to support the conclusion that it lay in Pontus, and we bring to the
general discussion of possibilities a new factor the importance of which will be apparent.
In the treaty which established Kizzuwadna as an independent kingdom?, among the places
which define the Hittite side of the frontier?, we find the following in sequence

Salia¥, Anamugta, Turutna, éerigga;
on the modern map may be found
Sala, Amastum, Tortan, Erzingan.

The places form a sequence along the southern slopes of the main watershed which formed the
southern frontier of Pontus. Sala is an ancient site, the classical Zara. Serigga appears in
Ptolemy as Zoriga in the vicinity of Erzingan. Erzingan was in fact a district name?, and
its application specially to the town formerly called Eriza is not older than Byzantine times.
We know nothing of the history of the sites called Amastum and Tortan ; but the phonetic
equivalences of the names, their sequence with the other names on the map corresponding
exactly with the Hittite text and the line of real frontier which they indicate, remove this
group of equations from the ground of mere speculation. This being so, we note as a
further point of agreement that the treaty makes special reference to Urussa, the site of
which, by the direct evidence of the text, was near the frontiers of Kizzuwadna, Hatti and
Harri; and that with the line of frontier marked as indicated, the position of Eriza will
be found to fulfil these conditions, while the phonetic similarity of the two names is self-
evident. Further, the frontier was continued in its last stage by the river Samri, upon the
banks of which, according to our reading*, was Turpina, the last place upon the common

1 T K.Bo., 5, etc. translated by WEIDNER, VIII Bo.Stu., 89 ff., and Lvu., 4./.8.L., xx1, 180,

2 Described with diagram and map in Z.4.4., 1923, 172 ff.

3 Ibid., 175.

¢ Mr. SIDNEY SMITH, Journal, v, 115, n. 2, states that the reading Ehbina is the only one possible, but
this several philologists regard as purely a matter of opinion. From the orthography there is no evidence
either way, but as an initial syllable Eh is without parallel among Hittite names. (/z.H.N., 138.) It is read
Durbina by Professor Luckenbill (4./.8.L., 21, 187), who rendered great service by publishing his early
translations of these texts.
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boundary. The word Samri means “raging,” and the fact that it can be translated suggests
that it may be a descriptive appellation of the river in question. Now the eastern frontier
of Pontus lay along the valley of the Acampsis, the modern Chorokh Su, a river which in
antiquity was called uniquely the Boas, meaning “roaring.” Upon its bank, in Lat. 40.35,
Long. 40.58, is the place given by Kiepert as Tarpinii and in the standard I1.D.W.O. map
as Tarpin. These several “coincidences” so conform with the physical and political require-
ments of the frontier of Pontus that we cannot but consider their cumulative agreement as
good evidence.

We stated at the outset that the area of Kizzuwadna would probably be found to have
little or no physical separation from that of Hatti. The situation in Pontus satisfies this
and indeed all the preliminary considerations: it is consistent with the teaching of
historical geography, it explains easily the few special factors such as the inclusion of
Komana and the iron fields, and finally it offers an intelligible account of the line of
frontier which the Hittite text defines. The theory of a position in or near eastern
Cilicia does none of these things. No tract of country there can reasonably form a part
of Hatti while the other coast lands of the south, separated as they are by the wall of
Taurus, remain distinct; nor can it have bordered on Harri (even if Harri were confined
to the banks of the Euphrates south of ISuwa') without lying across the main line of
communication between Hatti and their Syrian possessions. Nor can the southern
Komana be included in such a scheme, without assuming an artificial frontier incon-
sistent with all the teachings of the historical geography of the country. No attempt is
made by the advocates of the southern area to define or even to explain the line of
frontier which is the most important factor of the new evidence. Any attempt to do so
leads inevitably to an untenable position. Let us take for instance Mr. Sidney Smith’s
constructive argument (J.E.4., X, 111), which is a.dmittedly at first glance attractive,
and follow up logically his own position from his own premises. His chief point is based
upon the possible identity of Salia and Erimma on the border of Kizzuwadna with Saliad
and Arimattas of the so-called “Dattasa$” treaty, in which they are assoclated with a place
Ui%a. Now the text of the Kizzuwadna treaty tells us categorically that Salia and Erimma
were on opposite sides of the frontier—the former in Hatti, the latter in Kizzuwadna®
Mr. Sidney Smith states that in approzimately the same relative positions® were Saliad and
Arimatta$ on the border of Datta$ad and in Dattada$’. Assuming the identity which he

1 As inferred by Mr. Sidney Smith from Assyrian sources, Journal, vii1, 113 and 114, n. 1.

2 Treaty: Rev. col. 1v, 1. 46; WEL, op, cit., 109; Lu., op. cit., 187.

% The italics are Mr. Smith’s; we do not ﬁnd any reason for thls emphagized statement in the text, e.g.,

1.19. IS.TU ZAG MAT ALUbj.ta§-5a-ma-a8-§i ILUILLAT#
ALUg.ri-im-ma-ad-ta ZAG.a% ALUa.ri-ma-ad-ta-ad-ma-gan
A .NA MAT ALUb;-ta%-8a a-a3-%a-an-za.

“From (there) the boundary of the land BitadSa goes as far as the [shrine of the] Illat-gods of Arimatta,
but the town of Arimatta belongs to the land Bitassa.”

This statement is followed by an enumeration of other points of the boundary between the land of the
river Hulaial and its neighbours, namely, the Hatti-land proper and the province of USsa. Nine lines are
filled in this way before mention of Saliad, of which is said—

1. 29. ALUga li-ia-a¥-ma-gan A.NA MAT ALUha-ad-ti a-ad-Sa-an-za.
«But Salia3 belongs to the land of Hatti.”
This text was first translated by Professor Sayce in J.H.8., xu111 (1923), 46.
4 Journal, X, 111, 1L 1, 12, 21.
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advocates, Salia§ is both in Hatti and in Datta$a$ and on the borders of both, while Ari-
mattas is both in Kizzuwadna and Dattasa$ and on the borders of both. If taking a pencil
one tries to explain this apparent incongruity, it will be found to be physically possible
only on the supposition that at the time of the Dattasas treaty the frontier of Kizzuwadna
did not exist, but that a frontier at right angles to it separated Dattasa$ from Hatti, the
former now occupying a tract of country which in fact hardly a generation previously had
been divided between Kizzuwadna and Hatti. This conclusion would involve the assumption
of a complete political re-organization of which there is no documentary or physical in-
dication. Nor does it help logically to locate Kizzuwadna in Cilicia; for there is no
independent indication that the - district called Atania was anywhere near Arzawa, nor
indeed are we aware of any proof that Adania8 was in Arzawa!. Finally the localization
of UsSas? of this text does not affect the question of Kizzuwadna at all, unless the identity
of Erimma and Salia with Arimatta$® and Saliad be proved; and we have seen this sug-
gestion to be inadmissible on present evidence.

All these possibilities had been tested by as mechanical a process as possible before
publishing our Index, and we return more confident than ever to our position of Kizzu-
wadna in Pontus, which is shared by most European scholars to-day. This result will
probably appeal to anyone looking at the question broadly as having at any rate the
merits of simplicity, consistency and balance. With the main Hittite force in the centre,
with the left wing confided to the ally of Kizzuwadna stationed in Pontus, his flank upon
the sea, and with the right wing held by Arzawa whose flank also rested on the sea, the
positions held by the Hittites were impregnable on the side of Asia so long as this political
unity was maintained. They commanded all the passes from the gulf of Issos to Batum;
natural lines of communication radiated from their capital with a complete system of
lateral communications as perfect as though designed by a modern general staff, The
alternative hypotheses require little comment if this one be fully appreciated. In any case
it is not for us to weigh their value.

It is indeed doubtful whether anyone who has a fixed theory in which he candidly
believes can examine impartially the merits of theories which conflict with his own. Most
of us would confess to a certain impatience in reading evidence that seems at first sight
irrelevant (to our own thesis), or conclusions that seem to miss the point. If any illustration
of this human tendency is needed, it is to be seen in the naive attitude towards our work
adopted by the writer of this interesting article on Kizzuwadna in the Jast volume of this

1 Mr, SIDNEY SMITH, ibid., 1. 21. 2 Jz.H.N., 49.

3 The criteria are not favourable to the identity of Erimma with Arimattas. Cf. Arinna, Arinnanda;
Lawasa, Lawazantia; Maras, Marasanda. Each of these names is distinguished from its fellow, and as
yet we have no case of direct interchange between the corresponding forms. For -attas=-antas [-anda],
of. Yaruwadas and its variants, Iz.H.N., 24.

¢ Mr. SIpNEY SMITH, in this Journal, X, 105, warns his readers against “the danger, more especially,
of Professor Garstang’s methods.” This remark, in itself of doubtful taste, could only be justified by a
dispassionate exposure of the methods denounced. No effort is made however by Mr. Smith even to
explain our method. The note he proceeds to quote (éeha) is one of several conclusions derived from a
consideration of the whole problem of the physical and political geography of Arzawa (cf. note Arzawa,”
Iz.HN., 7 and L.4.4., 1923, 21 f.), which he does not examine. In his remarks on our proposed identifi-
cation of Walmaa on the AStarpa with the site of Olbia on the Isparta (p. 116, fourth line from the
bottom) he distorts Professor Garstang’s view, though correctly quoted four lines previously, and from this
insecure platform makes further useless remarks. His statement that it “would not be necessary to regard
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Journal. After all, the ultimate value of a constructive theory lies not so much in its
acceptability to other theorists or students, but in the way it conforms with, satisfies and
explains all known facts upon the subject. A single proved disagreement on a vital point
would kill the theory, and conversely the greater the number of requirements fulfilled, and of
facts reasonably explained, the stronger it becomes, and the nearer its probable approximation
to the truth. The difficulty lies in the practical impossibility of proving anything by in-
ductive reasoning, and the ease with which the slenderer items of cumulative agreement
(or “coincidence”) may be severally destroyed, Ez parte discussion therefore may do more
harm than good, by dispersing the germs of ideas that might be fruitful, unless each one
taking part makes it his chief purpose to learn to understand and appreciate his opponent’s
views, and the common desire of all be to seek the Truth.

Olbia as a phonetic equivalent of Walm4, unless the latter name also means ‘the happy’” requires no
comment; but it is gratuitous to add that the identification proposed is a negation of all sound methods
and to couple in the same denunciation Dr. Albright’s suggestion that the River Sianta is “to be found in
the classical Xanthus.” Does Mr. Sidney Smith wish it to be believed that he is ignorant of the common
phenomena and science of place-names —or is it only that he had not patience to read and appreciate our
argument? His further statement (p. 112, n. 9) that Professor Garstang “hailed” the reading Zabarina as
correct, creates a false impression and is contrary to the facts, which may be read in our note on this
name, Jz.H.N., 28 and 50, where the difficulties of the reading and various alternatives are discussed, and
a further note (L.4.4., X, 176), where correspondence with the original transcriber, Dr. Weidner, is put in
evidence. Lastly, on the subject of Kizzuwadna (p. 111), he arbitrarily suppresses the evidence that we
consider to be the most important, and complacently says that if no better arguments can be adduced we
may revert to his own theory.

We must exonerate Mr. Smith from any intention to mislead; the apparent misrepresentations and
suppression of evidence clearly arise from his personal enthusiasm for his own theory and aptly illustrate
our contention.





