e WL o A

Amenhotep III

Perspectives on His Reign

Edited by
David O’Connor and Eric H. Cline

Ann Arbor
THE LINIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN PRESS

(198



236 Amenhotep 111
_

Conclusions

Amenhotep IIf inherired a Levantine empire that, though not tranquil inter-
nally, was submissive to Egypt’s economic, political, and military demands.
While this kiug receives glowing praise in the Egyptological literature for his
diplomatic skills, it must be remembered that he ruled ac a point in history
when there was no serious contender to Egypt’s rule anywhere in the Levant
and when the towns of Palestine and southeen Syria were politically divided
and milirarily weak. Amenhotep Il may indeed have been a “master dip-
lomat,” but he was dealing from a position of strength unmatched by any
pharaoh of the New Kingdom. A few peace ireatics and diptoniatic mag-
riages were sufficieat to maintain harmonious relasions besween Egypt and
its most powerful imperial coatemporaries, while the threat or occasional use
of limited military force was adequate to control the vassal rulers.

Luck is often a critical factor in the success or failure of modern political
and military leaders. We tend to forget, however, that the same fuck could be
responsible for many of the major successes attributed to leaders in antiquity,
la the history of the New Kingdom Empire, Amenhotep Iil’s reign was the
last extended period in which Egypt controlied the entire southern Levant
and northern coastal region, without any superpower opponent to challenge
its authority. In the reign of his successor, the Hittites moved down into Syria,
and much of the northern Levant that had formerly been under Egyptian
hegemony (including the city of Ugarit} was lost. Though Akhenaten and
other pharaohs of the late Eighteenth Dynasty would do their best to regain
the lost terricory, their efforts at best were only partially successful. Never

again would the Egyptian Empire be as stable or secure as it had been in the
reign of Amenhotep H.

Amenhotep III, the Acgean, and Anatolia
Lric H. Cline

Amenhotep Il and the Aegean

The site of Kom el-letan in Egypt, located near the Valley of the Kings across
the Nile River from modern Luxor, contains the most important pieces of
evidence attesting to contacts between Egyptand the Aegean during the reign
of Amenhotep HL6? At this site are the remaing of the mortuary temple of
_—

69. The following discussion draws heavily upon previous publications by the author; f.

especially Cline (1987); idem {1990); and idem (1990-91); now also idem {1994) and idem
{1995).
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Amenhotep I11.70 Two huge statues of the pharaoh stand at the entrance to
the temple (fig. 7.1). One of these was famous in antiquity for emitting an
eerie whistling sound each dawn for centuries, until restoration work during,
the Roman period finally put an end to rthe daily “cries of the god.” These
statues were, and still are, erroneously called the Colossi of Memnon, as a
result of a mistaken identification with Memnon, a mythological Ethiopian
prince killed at Troy by Achilles. They are today the most famous remains of
Amenhotep’s ruined temple.

At the reac of the temple, in the northwest corner, are five statve bases
(labeled A, to E| by Lidel),?! which are all that remain of an original row of ten
statues of the great pharaoh. These stacues, each smatier than the Colossi of
Memnon, were still much lacger than life size. Today, only the sculpred feet and
the bases on which they stand stitl exist. Each of the bases is inscribed with a
series of place-names (toponyms) arranged in a single horizontal row, running
along the front and sides of the base. Each toponym consists of hieroglyphs
enclosed within an oval with projections, surmounted by the figure of a bound
prisoncr—these are sometimes referred to as “captive ovals,”72

Each of these statue-base lists gives the names of countries or regions that
are thought to have been involved with Egypt in some way during the reign of
Amenhotep H. The list inscribed on the fifth statue base, now known as the
Aegean List, consists of fourteen names that can be identified with sites and
areas in the Aegean {fig. 7.2).73 It is the only example we have from ancient
Egypt of such a list of Aegean place-names. There are seventeen toponyms
remaining on this statue base, fifteen of which are inscribed on both the left
side and the left half of the front side, with two more on the right half of the
front side. The list is composed in the so-called group writing or syllabic
orthography, the system used by the Egyptians to transcribe foreign words
and names.74

The two names on the right half of the front side are separated from the
others by a double cartouche of Amenhotep W ({ntr nfr] Nb-m3'1-R* [S3 R}
lmnhip bk 3 w3st) inscribed above a sm3-sign to which two bound captives
are attached. These two right-hand toponyms are Kft(jh, vocalized as Kef-

70. Hlaeny (1981),

71. Edel (1966).

72, Redford (1983) 362.

73, Eddel (1966) 37-40, 52; idem (1988) 30-35; Strange (1980) 21-27, no. 3; Cline
(1987) 2-6, 22-23, 26-29, table 2, with earlier references; idem {1994) 38-39, 112, 115, cas.
w0s, A24, A34; Bernal (1991} 432-34, 474-77; O'Connor (1996) 56-60, figs. 1-2; Haider
(1996) 144. The statue base is no longer inkact or in sit, having been aceidemtly destroyed
sometime after 1975,

74. See Kirchen (1969a) 198 au syllabic orihography.
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238 Amenbotep 1

tin, which is most likely the Egyptian name for the istand of Crete and the
Bronze Age Minoans, and Tj-nz-jj, read as Tanaja or Tinay, which refers
most likely to the Mycenaeans (Danaoi; *Danaia) of the Late Bronze Age

Peloponnese, on the Greek mainfand. In the register above these two names
is written:”s

3w nbw St3yt phw aw st

[All secret/difficult countries of the North of Asia]
The other remaining names on the Aegean List have been identified as, in
order, Amnisos, Phaistos, Kydonia, Mycenae, Boeotian Thebes or Kato
Zakro, Methana (Argolid), Nauplion, Kythera, Hios (Troy), Knossos, Am-
nisos (listed again), and Lyktos (i-‘m-n-y-33, b 3-¥-83-2-y, k3-t-w-n3-y, m--
k-i-n-1, d-y-q-e-i-s, m-d3-1-i3, mv-p-r-y, k3-ti-n, wi-iw-ry, k 3-i-yw-3, i-m-
ni-§3, ry-k 3-ti). Remnants of several other toponyms, already destroyed be-
yond legibility when the statue base was unearthed, indicate that Lyktos was

originally not the last name inscribed.
In the register above the first three names is written:

3w nbw [f]obw bnt-ho-nfr r rdwy ntr pn nfr

[All countries of the Phoenicians and Kheat-hen-Nefer fi.e. the North
and the South] are under the feet of this good God.]

In the regisier above toponyms 4—12 is written:

[wr]w b3swt nbw rs[ywt] mhftywt] bmw iit [} kme . . . iw hr pdwy iry
twitm bw [w'}. ...

[the princes of alt horthern and southern countries who did not know
to come to Egypt . . . come on their knees united in one place. . . .|

On a final fragment, F,, apparently from this same register, is written:

coorrditasaggwn ‘b, .,

[... that the breath of life may be given to them . . . i

75, Following Edel (1966} 34-55, pt. I, Strange (1980) 21-22 n. 33, 24 nn. 42-45;
Baines (personal communication). Cf. alse Bryan’s relevant discussion of similar texts in chap. 2

of this book.
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Early controversies, immediately following Ede!’s publication of this list
in 1966, focused on whether the list was “anachronistic propaganda” or was
contemporary to the reign of Amenhotep 111, The topic is still debated, but
most scholars favor the lattes, particularly since no earlier mentions of such
Aegean sites and areas exist in Egypt.76 Moreover, these names never appear
again in Egypt; they are confined and are unique to the reign of Amenhotep
1 and the site of Kom el-Hetan. .

This statue base of Amenhotep HI, while unique in its own right, is not the
only textual or pictorial evidence for connections between Egypt and the
Aegean during his thirty-eight years of rule. Additional literary references
aud a few tomb paintings are well known from publications by Vercoutter
and others and may now be updated.?7

Ia all, there ace three Egyptian words or phrases that apparently refer to
the Aegean area. Kft(j)w (Keftin) and Tj-n3-jj (Tanaja), to be equated with
Crete and mainland Greece, respectively, have atready been mentioned. I
bryw-ib my W3d-ior, translated as “the Isles in the Midst of the Great
Green,” is usually seen as a reference to the Cycladic istands of the Aegean,
perhaps including Crete. A final term, Hzw-nbist, vocalized as “Hau-
nebwet,” although used as a reference to “Greeks” in the Late Period, more
likely was a ceference to areas in Syria-Palestine during the New Kingdom
period and is not discussed here,”8 During the reign of Amenhotep 111, the
tesm Keftin appears in Egypt five times and the term Tanaja appears three
times. The term Isles in the Midst of the Great Green does not appear at all.

The range of contexts in which mentions of the Aegean occur in Egypt
during the reign of Amenhotep 111 is fascinating. In the tomb of Anen,
brother of Queen Tiyi, a “Keftiu” appears in a conventionalized wall paint-
ing considered to be copied from earlier tombs.?? In the scene, the “Keftiu,”
shown as a kneeling figure with arms bound behind his back and with an
identifying tabel immediately in front of his face, appears among a group of
“captives” painted or inscribed on the lower part of a royal pavilion in which

76. The sole holdours are Strom (1984) 192-93 n, 9, 203; Wachsmann {1987) 95-99,
111-14, 124-25; and Osing (1992) 25-26. The latter two tely on earlier arguments presenred
by Mercillees {1972) 290-91; Osing’s philotogical discussion is interesting but not ultimately
convincing. Their arguments are countered jn Cline (1987) 4 n. 18; idem (1990} 210 n. 46;
Mubly (1991) 235-39; cf. also now Haider (1996} 144,

77. Vercoutter (t956); Strange (1980); Sakellarakis and Sakellarakis (1984} 197-202;
Wachsmann {1987); Flaider {1988} 1-33, For the entire corpus of New Kingdom references to
the Late Bronze Age Aegean, including these from the time of Amenhotep 1 mentioned in the
following discussion, see now Cline {1994) 108-20, cat. nos, A1-AS59.

78. Vandersleyen (1971) 139; O'Connor {1996} 55,

79. Vercoutter {1956) 79-82, no. 15, pls. Xi:116, XXVI190, XXXiV:230; Strange
(1980) 55-56, no. 20; Wachsmann (1987) 40, pls. XLV, 1:A.
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Amenhotep 11l and Queen Tiyi are sitting. Other named “captives” include
Sangar (Babylonia), Kush, Nabarina {Mitanni}, Arame, bowmen of Nubia,
Tehenu, and nomads of Asia. The painting is dismissed by Vercoutter and
Wachsmann as useless for historical considerations, because of the hybrid
nature of the portrayed “Keftin” figure; he is shown sporting an Aegean
hairstyle, a Syrian robe, shoes witls their toes upturned in the Hittite manner,
and an unusual skullcap. However, the identifying label Keftiu in this paint-
ing is of value, and this evidence should not be dismissed out of hand.

Another occurrence of Keftiu in Amenhotep 1Il’s Egypt is found in a
medical papyrus now in London (P Lon. Med. 11, 4-6), in which medical
words in the “Keftiu language™ are listed for various ailinents. The rext,
copied in the time of Tutankhamen, dates originally to the reign of Amen-
hotep 111.80 It reads:

Spell for the Asiatic disease in Keftiu language: s3-n-ti-k3-piw-py-w3-
Y-k-y-mF-n-ti-r-k3-k3-i-r. This utterance is said with . . 81

The term Keftin also appears on an ostracon that is dated very imprecisely to
sometime in the Eighteenth Dynasty but that is possibly to be assigned to
Amenhotep 111’ reign. On the ostracon is written the name p 3 kftiwy, to be
translated as “the Keftiuan,”82

The rest of the occurrences of these terms are all on topographical lists
carved for Amenhotep IIf. The Aegean List, with its meations of Tanaja,
Keftiv, and specific Aegean sites and areas has already been described. In
addition, a sccond topographical list, engraved on column drums in Amen-
hotep Iil's Amon temple at Soleb in Nubia, includes the names Keftin and
Tanaja, as well as the names Hatti, Arzawa, and possibly Arusna. Other
names in the list are Qadesh, Tunip, Ugarit, Sangar (Babylonia), and
Naharina (Mitanni).$3 A few previous scholars have suggested that this is a
list copied by Amenhotep HI from one of his predecessors, either Thutmose
Wl or Amenhotep I, but most accept the list as a geanine record of Amen-
hotep I1L. The latter assumption certainly seems more likely, given the other
occurrences of Tanaja during Amenhotep HI's reign. The most recent work
on the Soleb List has been done by Edel, who restores the list on the basis of

80. Veccoutter (1956) 82-85, no. 16; Strange (1980) 99-101, no. 43; Haider (1920)
19n 7.

81. Translation afrer Steange {1980} 99-100,

82. Vercoutter (1956) 96-37, no. 21; Strange (1980) 101, no. 44.

83. Simons (1937) 47-49, 132-133, 147; Vercoutter (1956) 78-79, no. 14; Jirku {1957)
27, Edel (1980) 63-79, esp. 65~68, 74; Sirange (1980) 20~21, no. 2; Haider (1984) 9--14; idem
(1988) 11.
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A third topographical list dating to the reign of Amenhotep I, in the
Amon-Ra temple at Karnak, has the name Tanaja between the names Alasiya
{Cyprus) and Ugarit; the names Hatti and Arzawa also appear in the list, as
do the names Sangar {Babylonia) and Nabaring (Mitanni).®5 The list is
inscribed on the socle of the eastern colossal statue standing in front of the
north side of the Tenth Pylon erected by Horembheb in the Amon-Ra temple,
The list was accordingly thought to date from the teign of Horemheb, and it
remained for a time a matter of debate whether the Karnak list was a copy of
an older list or represented an actual historic event during the reign of
Horemheb. However, the list has now been convincingly redated to the reign
of Amenhotep HI, for both this list and the list on the socle of the western
colossal statue in front of the north side of the Tenth Pylon, are, according to
Edel, closely related to those on the statue bases in front of the south side of
the pylon. The easternmost of these southern statue bases bears the name of
Ameénhotep 11, All four statue bases, including the two northern statue
bases, and their lists may therefore be redated to the reign of Amenhotep 11|
rather than to that of Horemheb. _

Amenhotep Il and Anatolia

At least four terms found in Amenhotep 1I's Egypt refer to inhabitants or
political entitics in Anatolia, H-t-3 (alternatively [H1), the Egyptian rendering
of Hatti, is a reference to the Hittite kingdom in central Anatolia. During the
reign of Amenhotep 1, Hatti appears five times in four geographical lists—
at Kom el-Hetan (twice), Soleb, and Karnak {twice)—and occurs in at least
one Amamna Letter (EA 31).86 There are additional letters in the Amarna
archive (EA 41-44) that are the reminants of direct correspondence between
the ittite and Egyptian courts, but these are dated to the time of Akhenaten
or later.87

84. Edel (1980).

85. Simons (1937) 52, 135-36; Jirku {1957) 27, 31; Edel (1966) 37, 51; Cline {1987} 18;
[laider (1988) 11-12.

86. Amacna Letter EA 45 may also mention the “King of Hatti.* Cf. Kitchen {1962) 34~
33; Schulnan (1988) 50; Moran {1992) 117-18 n. 5. The first Egyptian mentions of Hatti and
Arzawa appear during the time of Thutmose 11, See Breasted {1906) 476, 485; Edel (1980) 69;
Wachsmann (1987) 8, 35; Haider (1988) 22-23.

87. Moran (1992) 114-17; Schulman {1988)
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I-r-t-fiv] (alternatively ‘rtfiw]) refers to the Arzawan kingdom in south-
western Anatolia. The name Arzaiwa appears twice in the same geographical
lists at Kom el-Hetan and Soleb, and Arzawa is the actual destination and
origin (respectively) of two Amarna Letters (EA 31-32), which are con-
cerned with the marriage of Amenhotep H to the daughter of King Tackhun-
daradu of Arzawa. According to recent thinking, these letters were probably
written prior to Suppiluliuma I's reconquest of Arzawa, perhaps during the
final decade of Amenhotep I1s reign.8%

Amarna Letter EA 31 also mentions the third Anatotian group known to
Egyptian soucces at this time, the Katka (KURGa-as-ga), a people located to
the northeast of Hartusas and frequently at war with the Hittites. The Kaska
are known to have sacked Hattusas ca. 1400 s.c:., at about the time when an
Arzawan army had marched on the Harj lands.82

A final term, a-r10-i-§3-n, which appears once in the geographical list at
Soleb, has been tentatively identified as the name of the Hittite state Arusna,
perhaps located in southwestern Anatolia,90

When rhese references to Anatolia appear in Amenhotep HEs inscriptions,
they are almost always found in juxtaposition with the references to the
Acgean. For instance, at Kom e)-Hetan Hatti appears twice and Arzawa once
on the first of the statue-base lists (A,).2! At Soleb in Nubia, the topographi-
cal list engraved on column drums in Amenhotep ItI’s Amon temple includes
the names Hatti, Arzawa, and possibly Arusna, as well as Keftiu and Tan-
@ja.*2 Similarly, Amenhotep I1Ps topographical list inscribed on the socle of
the eastern colossal statue standing in front of the north side of the Tenth
Pylon in the Amon-Ra temple at Karnak records the names Hatti and
Arzawa, in addition to the name Tanaja, as noted eaclier.93 We should,
perhaps, not be too surprised by such juxtapositioning, for the other names
in these lists include Babylonia, Assyria, Mitanni, Cyprus, Carchemish, Al-
eppo, Qadesh, Tunip, and Ugarit. In short, each list encompasses the known
world located to the north (both east and west) of Amenhotep 11’s Egyp,
Thus, an additional topographical list inscribed on the geanite socle of the
eastern colossal statue to the south of the Tenth Pylon in the Amon-Ra

88. Jacob-Rost {1956) 328-36; Bryce (1974) 105 n. 20; Starke {1981) 221-31; Wilheln
and Boese (1987) 103; Schulman {1988) 74 n. 85; Moran (1992) (01-3 and o, 1.

89. Kitchen (1962) 22; Macquecn (1986) 45-46, 55-56; Schukman (1988) 67; Bryce
(1989b) 30810 and a, 486; Gurney (1990) 21, 26. Cf. Goetze (1940) 22,

90. Haider (1984) 9-14; idem (1988) 11.

91. Edel (1966) 6-7.

92. CL references in n. 82 in this chapter,

93. CK. references in a1 84 in this chapter,
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temple at Karnak has the name Hatti sandwiched between the names Naba-
rina (Micanni) and Sangar (Babylonia).?4

Within the Amarna archives there are further possible textual attestations
to contacts between Egypt and the Hittites during the time of Amenhotep IIL
In a letter from Suppiluliuma 1 to Akhenaten (Amarna Letter EA 41:7-22),
the former refers tangentially to earlier negotiations for peace between him-
self and Amenhotep Ill, most likely regarding the disputed border in North
Syria,

Neither my messengers, whom I sent to your father, nor the request that
your father made, saying, “Let us establish ouly the most friendly
relations between us,” did 1 indeed reffusle. Whatsoever your father
said to me, I indeed did absolutely eve[ry]thing. And my own request,
indeed, that I made to your father, he never refused; he gave me abso-
lutely everything. . .. Now, my brother, {you have ascended the
throne of your father, and just as your father and [ were desirous of
peace between us, so now too should you and I be friendly with one
another. The request (that) I expressed to your father [1shall express] to
my brother, too. Let us be helpful to each other.?s

This treaty between Suppiluliuma I and Amenhotep Il may actually have
been concluded, for in The Deeds of Suppilulivma 1, written by Suppil-
uliuma’s son Muriili 11, it is reported that the sending of Egyptian messengers
by “Nibhururiya” (Akhenaten, Tutankhamen, or Smenkhkare) represented
the second time that Egyptian messengers had come to the Hittite king.96
The very existence of this earlier treaty is debated, but recent scholarship
suggests that it might be none other than the well-known Kuru$tama Treaty,

24. Mastinez (1985) 137; Simons (1937) 49, 133; Jirku (1957) 27-28, 30. There seems 1o
be some confusion in previous publications as to the correct findspot of this piece. I chank W. ).
Murnane (personal communication) for his on-site help in this matter.

95. Transhation following Moran (1992) 114--15; cf. Schulman (1988) 74-75 n. 94.
Moran notes the arguments that either Tutankhamen or Smenkhkare was the recipient instead
of Akhenaten; this does not affect us here if Tutankhamen and Smenkhkare were also sons of
Amenhorep 1L, as many believe,

96. For the various arguments concerning the identification of “Nibhururiya® in the Deeds
and “Huriya™ in Amarna Letter EA 41 as Akhenaten, Tutankhamen, or Smenkhkare, see
Kitchen {1962) 12, 22; Krauss (1978) 9-19; Schulman (1978) 43; idem {1988) 60; Wilhelm and
Bocse (1987) 97, 101-2; Bryce (1989a) 22, 29-30; iden (1990) 97, 100101, 103; Moran
(19922 xxxv, xxxviii-xxxix and nn, 137-38. i
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which is thought to have included the resettlement of the Kagkean people of
Kuru§tama in Egyptian-held tersitory,??

Overall, relations between Egypt and Hatti during the reigns of Amen-
hotep Il and Suppiluliuma appear to have been diplomatic but not particu-
larly friendly. They were certainly not as amicable as the relationships be-
tween Egypt and Babylon or Egypt and Mitanai during this same period.

Comments on Amenhotep 111, the Aegean, and Anatolia

Some two decades ago, Merrillees suggested that the Aegean List represented
syibolic domination of the Aegean by Egyptians. Bernal has recently revived
Merrillees’ suggestion and has hypothesized that the Aegean List may be
evidence for Egyptian hegemony over the Aegean area at this time.%8 He
suggests that punitive expeditions were dispatched to the Aegean by the
Egyptians, resulting in the sending of tribute, as seen in Egyptian tomb
paintings, and in Cgyptian suzerainty over the Aegean during the fifteent)
and fourteenth centuries 1.c.

Bernal is cerainly correct that there were numerous instances of contact
and trade between Egypt and the Aegean ducing the Late Bronze Age, that
the retationship between the Aegean and Egypt may have been unequal, that
there may have been Egyptian influence on Mycenae during the fourteenth
century B.C., and that there were formal exchanges of gifts during this rime.
There is no evidence in the Acgean area, however, to support the hypotheses
of Egyptian punitive expeditions or of Egyptian suzeraiaty at this time; the
data that do exist are indicative of more peaceful diplomatic and commercial
expeditions. Thus, Bernal’s ultimate coaclusion that “Egypt exercised some
kind of hegemony over the [Aegean] region” is at present unwarranted.9?

The domination theory rests on the observation that the names on the
Aegean List are inscribed on the statue base in fortified ovals surmouated by
bound prisoners. A conclusion that such iconography represents Egyptian
military or political control is, however, not necessarily correct, for the com-
bination of a toponym in a cartouche or in a fortified oval with a superim-
—_—

97. Langdon and Gardiner {1920) 203 n. 5; Malamat (19255) 2-6; Giiterbock (1956) 98;
Kitchen (1962) 22 and . 1; Schulman {1964a} 69 0, 125; idem (1978) 44; idem (1988) 65-68.
There may be an additional refecence to this treaty in the plague prayers of Murgili b (KuBXiv
8 obv. 13°-15%); see Bryce (1988) 26-27 . 20 and Siirenhagen (1985) 17-39,

28. Muerrillees (1972) 290; Bernal (1991) 433-34, 445, 451, 47576,

99. Bernal (1991) 475-76. Cogent arguinents against seeing the Aegean List as a statement
of Egyptian dominance aver the Acgean have been previously presented in Cline {1987) 4-.5;

idem (1990-91) 27, 35-36; idem (1994) 38-39, 42; Wachsmann (1987)'95. CF. also Redford
(1982) 55 and nn. 1-4; now O*Connor {1996) 56-60.
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posed figure of a bound prisoner seems to be a standacd New Kingdom
iconographic convention for indicating a foreigner.190 Moreover, a claim of
Egyptian physical dominance over the foreign people in question is not
necessarily implied. Some of the countries named in these lists {e.g., Baby-
lonia, Hatti, Assur, and Mitanni) were never dominated by Egypt, and their
rulers were regarded by the Egyptian pharach as equals; yet these names too
are inscribed on the Kom el-Hetan statue-base lists in fortified ovals sur-
mounted by bound prisoners.!! Thus the Aegean List cannot be seen as a
statement that the Aegean was physicaily under Egyptian domination at the
time of Amenhotep IJI.

However, the Aegean List might have some political implications, for it
has been speculated elsewhere thar this inscription may well be the itinerary
of a diplomatic embassy sent to the Aegean during the reign of Amenhotep
H1.192 The sites listed can be explained as the ports of call made by the
voyagers while in the Aegean area. This would resolve other questions, such
as why the city of Amnisos appears twice in the list: Amnisos was a great port
and would have been a logical stopping place for voyages leaving from and
then returning to Egypt. Although the Aegean List has a few internal incon-
sistencies as an itinerary if the sites are followed exactly in the order in-
scribed, such inconsistencies are being eliminated one by one, as new inter-
pretations of the names on the list are offered and accepted.103 The ordering
of the sites is, moreover, not irreconcilable with a geographical itinerary,
since it follows a roughly circular pattern from Crete, to mainland Greece, to
Crete again. The Aegean List might thus be literally interpreted as a route to
and around the Aegean from the eastern Mediterranean.

Why might it be suggested that the Aegean List is the itinerary of an
official embassy rather than merely that of a commercial voyage? First, as
noted elsewhere,®1 most of the sites listed are either major citadels of the
Mycenaeans and Minoans or the port cities for these citadels. The inclusion
of these particular names in this list is no accident. The register reads like a
Who's Who of the polities of consequence ia the Late Helladic/Late Minoan
IIEA Aegean, which no diplomatic embassy could afford to ignore or over-
lock. More importantly, there is a striking correlation between the sites

100. Redford (1982} 55-56.

101. See Kitchen (1965) 1-4, pls. VI-IX; Knapp (1992a) 65-67; idem {1992b) 124.

102, Fora fult explanation see previously Cline (1987) 1-36; idem { 1994) 38-42; alsa idem
(1990-91) 22-26; and idem (1995) 94-95. See also Redford (1982) lor other examples of
geographicat itineraries during the New Kingdom.

103. See, c.g., Edel (1988). O'Connor {1996) 5659 discusses the possibility thar ar least
some of the other lists on the sratue bases at Kom el-Hetan {i.e. A,-D,) are also itineraries.

104. Cline {1990-91) 25.
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inscribed on this list and the sites in the Aegean area that have yielded objects
inscribed with the carrouche of Amenhotep I or Queen Tiyi.

Alltold, there are six sites in the Aegean area where objects inscribed with
the cartouche of Amenhotep Il or Queen Tiyi have been found in good Late
Bronze Age contexts (map 3). These unigue objects consist of a frit vase, six
or more faience plaques (fig. 7.3}, and seven scarabs; they have been found at
Mycenae and Ayios Elias on the Greek mainland, at lalysos on Rhodes (hg.
7.4}, and at Ayia Triadha, Khania, and Knossos (Sellopoulo) on Crete. 195 Of
these six sites, four are also inscribed on Amenhotep IH’s Aegean List statue
base at Kom el-tetan. These are Knossos, Phaistos/Ayia Triadha, Khania/
Kydonia, and Mycenae.'96 There js now, in addition, another scarab of
Amenhotep 111, found at Panaztepe, near Troy on the western coast of Anato-
lia.197 Although Panaztepe is too far to the south of Troy to add a fifth
correlation to this list (Troy/Panaztepe), the discovery of this scarab shows
that there was some kind of contact, either direct or indirect, between Egypt
and northwest Anatolia at this time. More importantly, it lends credence to
Edel’s still controversial reading of the ninth name on the Aegean List (W3-
fw-r-jj-i) as lios (Troy). The correlation between these findspots and (he
names on the Aegean List is unlikely to be coincidental (see map 3). More-
over, while Egyptian scarabs could occasionally make their way to the
Acgean as trinkets, souvenirs, or bric-a-brac, the faience plaques of Amen-
hotep 1T found ar Mycenae are far more unusual. As Hankey has stated, they

105. Detailed descriptions and references for each of the objects can be found in Cline
(1987) 8-12, figs. 3-14, rabke 1 » and idem (1990} 200-212. Several additional scarabs of
Amenhatep I found in the Aegean area and in Aunatolia are of only passing interest since they
were found in contexes dating to mach later than the reign of Amenhotep 1 they may in fact be
much later copies. These include scarabs in eighth- and seventh-century contexts on mainfand
Greece—~namely, those found below the second teniple at the Argive Heraion and in the Precinct
of Poseilon at Sounion, which Pendlebury hypothesized were later Twenty-sixih Dynasty jmita-
tions {see Pendlchury {1930b] 59, nas. 108-9, 111-12; 83, no. 202)—and a scarab found in a
Phrygian level ar Frakiin in central Anatolia; sec Ozgig (1955) 306-7, fig. 36.

106. See previously the maps in Cline (1987) maps 1-2; idem (1990-31) map 3; idem
{1994) map 3; now also Haider (199¢) fig. 6.

107, The scarab of Amenhortep 1 (PZ 85/24) discovered at Panaztepe is made of faience o¢
frit and is inscribed Nb-m 3R h*{ewr) nfrfs) ufrf) (Neb-maat-Ra, Appearing in Beauty). It was
found in Panaztepe N-12, within a pithos grave (Grave L) probably fo be dated 1o the Late
Heladic WA period {fouresnth century B.C.). Elsewhere in the cemetery was Late Helladic [HA
pattery {a jar, two kylikes, an alabastron, and two stierup jars), as well as local pottery; bronze
weapons, tools, and wiensils; seal stones; gold, glass, and silver jewelry; and a second Eighteeih
Dynasty scarab, See Erkanal (1986) 258; Mellink (1987) 13; Warren and Hankey (1989) 148;
Jacger and Krauss (1990) 153-56, figs. 1-2; Cline (1990-91) 24. Yet another faience scarab
(PZ 85125), inscribed bnn-R® {Amon-Ra) and dating from the time of Amenhotep N1, was
found in Panaztepe N-11, within a pithos grave holding three skeletons.
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are not traveler’s trinkets or the product of casual trade, and are likely
to have arrived at Mycenae in a formal manner,108

The findspots of these plaques at Mycenae indicate, moreover, that their
religious nature was understood by the Mycenaeans, even if they were not
used in exactly the same manner as they would have been in Egypt (e.g.,ina
foundation deposit under a temple).102 .

The Sellopoulo scarab in particular, found virtually unused in a Late
Minoan IHA1 tomb, suggests that these inscribed objects of Amenhotep HI
and Queen Tiyi in the Aegean began arriving during the Late Helladic/ELate
Minoan IIA1 period, a time at least partially concurrent with the reign of
Amcnhotep 1,119 The corcelation between the Aegean List and the Aegean
findspots of these Amenhotep I and Queen Tiyi objects suggests further that
all of these objects may have arrived in the Aegean together, possibly as the
result of a single voyage.113

It may be suggested that the inscribed objects of Amenhotep 1 and Queen
Tiyi found in the Aegean area, particularly the faience plaques, are the rem-
nants of a pharaonic gift {or gifts) sent by Amenhotep HI. Fully nine of the
aforementioned fourteen Amenhotep 11i/Queen Tiyi royally inscribed objects
in the Aegean are found at Mycenae. It seems likely, therefore as suggested
previously elsewhere,!12 that such an Egyptian embassy, if it did exist and
occur, was directed specifically toward Mycenae, although stops elsewhere in
the Aegean were necessarily included on both the outbound and return legs
of the voyage. This destination should not be a cause for surprise, since the
site of Mycenae was surging to the forefront of the Mycenaean world during
the time of Amenhotep Iil; during the following reign of Akhenaten {e.g.,
during the Late Helladic/Late Minoan 111A2-B periods in the Aegean}, there
was a tremendous increase in the quantity of Mycenaean exports to Egypt,
Syria-Palestine, and Cyprus. There was also a tremendons change in the
distribution of Egyptian and Near Eastern objects, from Crete to the Greek
maiatand, after 1300 n.c. The large number of Egyptian objects, both in-
scribed and uninscribed, found at Mycenae suggests that this site may well
bave been the focal point of such an Egyptian embassy and that there may

108. Hankey (1981} 46.

109. See extended discussion in Cline {1987) 10-11; idem (1950) 200-212; idem {1995)
94-95,

HIO. Poplam, Cating, and Catling {1974} 217; Muhly (1991) 242-44; Manning {1991)
254, |

111, See Cline (1987) 11-13 and idein {1990) 208-9 for a full explanation of this reason-
ing; also now idem (1995) 94,

112. Cline (1990-91) 25.
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have been a special relationship between Egypt and Mycenae.113 An Egyp-
tian embassy sent to the Aegean in the reign of Amenhotep 1H would proba-
bly have had a dual mission: to reaffirm connections with an old, valued
trading partner {the Minoans on Crete); and to establish relations with a new,
rising power (the Mycenaeans on mainland Greece). 114

Overall, the reign of Amenhotep HI marked a high poiut in Egyptian
diplomacy. During his years of rule, Egypt continued to conquer foreign
tands and peoples, but via the pen rather than the sword. The series of
treaties arranged at this time between Egypt and other Near Eastern powers
(Ugarit, Mitanni, Babylon) are well known, as are the accompanying dynas-
tic marriages berween Amenhotep 11 and the daughters of Sustarna 11 and
Tudratta (Kings of Mitaani) and Kadadman-Eulil | (King of Babylou). 115 e
know from Amarna Letters EA 31-32 that Amenhotep I also married the
daughter of King Tarkhundaradu of Aczawa (located in southwestern Anato-
lia) at approximately this time.16 This matriage undoubtedly cemented yer
another diplomatic treaty. We now also have possible evidence, just pre-
sented, for an embassy to the Aegean, Why did all of these treaties and
marriages suddenly occur? Amenhotep NI’s predecessors— Amenhorep 11
and Thutmose IV—had also consolidated their holdings via treaties and
dynastic marriages, but their efforts pale in comparison to those of Amen-
hotep I, What had changed?

At this time, under the command of first Tudhatiya I and then Sup-
piluliuma 1, the fortunes of the Hittites in Anatolia were once again slowly
beginning to rise. The emergence of the Hittites from their citadels in the
highlands of Anatolia during the early fourteenth century B.C. posed a subtle
threat to Egypt and its empire in Syria-Palestine. Thus, it is perhaps no
surprise to realize that the treaties negotiated by Amenhotep Il were initi-
ated with the rulers of virtually all the lands surrounding the Hittite home-
lands, ranging from AmiStamru I of Ugarit to Suttarna I and Tulratta of
Mitanni and Kadadman-Ealil | of Babylon.137 Schulman has recently and
convincingly suggested that most of Amenhotep 11I's foreign policies were
aimed at leashing the growing powes of the Hittites. As he says,

113. Cline (1991¢) 62-64, 297-95; idewm (1994) 41-42, 7.

114. Haider (1984) 26, 28; Cline {1987) 1 9-23; idem (1990-91) 23; Bernal (1991) 476-
80.

115, Se¢ Amarna Letsers EA 1-5, 17, 19-22, 24-25; Schudauan {1979) 183-85; Moran
(1992) 1-3, 6-11, 41~84, 101-3; Cline {1990-91) 26; i Laider (1996) 149-52,

116. Moran {1992) 101-3,

117. See now Haider (1996) fig. 10.
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it is possible to discern a deliberate policy of containment of Hatti on
the part of Egypt. . . . Egypi’s policy of containing Hatti via the al-
liances with Mitanni, Babylon and Arzawa {?) was successful untif well
after the appearance of Suppiluliuma I as king of Hatti.118

The additional treaty probably signed with Arzawa would certainly have
been in the best interests of Arzawa as well as Egypt, for Arzawa, like the
other entities meationed, had a relationship with Hatti that veered from
hostile to friendly and back again over the course of several centuries, until
the region was finally overrun by the Hittites under Mursili 11,119

An Egyptian embassy to the Aegean—particularly one that stopped at
Mycenae, Knossos, and Troy—may have been sent to conclude a similar
treaty with the power(s) in the Aegean, with the aim of containing the
Hittites or at least partially blocking them from expanding further to the
west.120 Such a scenario is supported by recent evidence that the My-
cenaeans, identified here with the Ahhiyawans of the Hitrite texts, actively
encouraged anti-Hittite activities in western Anatolia and that the Hittites
may have established an economic embargo against the Mycenaeans, 21
igyptian anti-Hittite overtures, particularly those that benefited Mycenae,
may have found an eager ally in the Aegean. Alternatively, the hostility and
lack of trade between Mycenaeans and Hittites might well have been the
result of an anti-Hittite treaty signed between Egypt and the Aegean during
the time of Amenhotep HI. However, while there is much circumstantial
evidence to su pport this scenario, the existence of an Egyptian embassy to the
Aegean and of a resultant treaty remains hypothetical at present. New evi-
dence that might possibly support the hypothesis of such an Egypto-Aegean
treaty may be seen in a fragment of papyrus from Amarna that depicts a
group of what appear to be Mycenaean mercenaries rushing to the aid of a-
fallen Egyptian, possibly signifying some sorr of alliance at precisely the time
period under examinarion.122

118. Schuliman (1988) 59-60.

112, Schutman (1979) 183-85, 189-90; Moran (1992) 101-3. Cf. Heinhold-Kramer
(1977).

120, Suggested previously in Cline {1990-91} 2627, 34-35; idem (1994) 41-42,

121. Bryce (1989a} 1-21; idem {1989%) 297-310; Cline (19%1a) 1-9; idem (1991b) 133-
43; idem (1994) 68-74, See now also Cline {1996).
122. Pendiebury (1951) 141; Parkinson and Schofield {1993); Schofield and Parkinson
(1994), :
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Conclusions

It has become clear in recent years that numerous merchants and traders
were plying the seas berween Egypt and the Aegean during the reign of
Amenhotep Il While it must remain hypothetical, it seems likely that con-
tacts between these two areas included occasional diplomatic embassies as
well. Diplomatic overtures to the Aegean area would fit well with the archae-
ological and textual data that have been discovered in both Egypt and Greece
and would be appropriate in light of Amenhotep HI's treaties with the other
major powers of the Late Bronze Age. The marriage arrangement and proba-
ble treaty signed between Amenhotep 11 and Tarkhundaradu of Arzawa
shows that Amenhotep’s emissaries were interesied in the Jands to the nocth-
west. As mentioned, Egyptian anti-Hittite overtures, particularly those that
. benefited Mycenae, may have found an eager ally in the Aegean.

The relations of Amenhotep HI to Anatolia and the Aegean set the stage
for lasting commercial and diplomatic links to these areas. The finds of
Acgean portery at Akhenaten’s capital city of Amarna are justifiably famous,
while the evidence attesting to such imports during the Nineteenth Dynasty
continues to accumulate, 23 Interaction between Egypt and Anatolia, which
took a surprising twist when Ankhesenamen (or possibly Nefertiti) asked for
a Hittite prince to sit on the throne of Egypt, reached a crescendo when
Ramses I finally signed a peace treaty with Hattusili Il; however, this event
occurred less than one hundred years before the Bronze Age itself canie to an
abrupt end. 124

Amenhotep I and Mesopotamia
Kenneth A. Kitchen

Very far away from Egypt, Mesopotamia is traditionally the land between
the two rivers—the Great River, the river Euphrates, and, to its east, the river
Tigris. The vast and long area so enclosed (particulacly within the great
western bend of the Euphrates) is hemmed in by the mountains of Armenia
and Iran along its north and east and by the Syro-Arabian desert to the south
and west.

in the mid-second millennium b.c., three major states occupied the ter-
rain “between the rivers.” The southeasternmost was Babylonia, by then
termed officially as the kingdom of Karduniag, ruled by a line of kings of

123. Hankey (1981); Cline (1990-91) 29-30; idem (1994) 31-42.
124. Langdon and Gardiner {1920); Moran (1992) xxxviii n. 137,
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Kassite {non-Semitic) origin. Its northern pendant was Assyria, then a mod-
est realm nominally under the ascendancy of Babylon, but at times more so
under our third realm, its western neighbor Mitanni, This state occupied the
great west bend of the Euphrates eastward to Assyria and was in place by ca.
1500 8.c. The peoples of Babylonia and Assyria were mainly Semitic speak-
ing, their dialects comprising the Akkadian language. But the main popula-
tion of Mitanni in the second half of the second millennium s.c. spoke
Hurrian, an agglutinative language {adding qualifying elements in a “chain”
to a base element), totally unlike Semitic Akkadian. However, names of
members of the ruling dynasty in Mitanni were of Indo-Aryan type (cf.
Sanskrit in India) and hence were related to the Indo-European family of
tanguages that includes English, for example. So this realm was probably
ruted by a dynasty of foreign, eastern origin.

“My forefathers and your forefathers” —Fgyptian-Mesopotamian
Relations before Amenhotep I

The most enterprising of pharaohs, Thutmose I {ca. 1500 B.C.}, is first ex-
plicitly known to have reached the banks of the river Euphrates on a sweep-
ing military campaign up through Syria, 125 perhaps after an eatlier raid by
Amenhotep 1.126 Thutmose 1 left his visiting card in Mitanni territory by
setting up a stela on the east side of the Euphrates, as reported by his grand-
son Thutmose 111, who did the same.127 The oldest Egyptian mention of the
actual name Mitanni occurs in a damaged context under either Amenhotep |
or Thutmose 1.128 All these sparse mentions have been dated to between ca.
1500 and ca. 1480 B.c. A generation later, in his Syrian campaigns, Thut-
mose 11k (ca. 14791425 B.c.) made a more lasting impact. His signal defeat
of the pro-Mitannian coalition at Megiddo in ca. 1457 s.c. caused more
distant rulers to rake notice. So in year 24 (1456) diplomatic gifts arrived
from “the ruler of Assyria”~—mention of a large block of lapis lazuli of [x]
deben weighe is alone preserved to us.22? His brilliant success in year 33

125. Campaign in Maharin (Mitanni): Breasted (1906} §§ 81, 85; Pritchard {1969) 234 top.
Text: Sethe {1927} 9-10.

126. A view based on Thutmose I's prior claim on his Tombos stela of year 2; cf. Breasted
(1906) §§ 67:3 and 73.

127. lbid. § 478; Pritchard (1969) 239 end. Text: Scthe (1927) 697:5.

128, Brunner (1956) 323-27; Helck {1962a) 117 = idem (1971} 115-16. Text: _—Enr
(1975d) 110-12,

129, Text: Sethe (1927) 671:8-9. Breasted misread lapis as “horses” and added in Syrian
tribute here {sec Breasted [1906) § 449},




