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        Before reaching the final line, however, he had already
 
        understood that he would never leave that room,
 
        for it was foreseen that the city of mirrors (or mirages)
 
        would be wiped out by the wind
 
        and exiled from the memory of men at the precise moment
 
        when Aureliano Babilonia would finish deciphering the
 
        parchments, and that everything written on them was
 
        unrepeatable since time immemorial and forever more,
 
        because races condemned to one hundred years of solitude
 
        did not have a second opportunity on earth
 
         
 
        (Gabriel García Márquez, One Hundred Years of Solitude,
 
        translation by G. Rabassa)
 
      
      
        Acknowledgments
  
        I would like to express my deepest gratitude to all those who have supported and guided me throughout the process of writing this book. Though it may be small, it has certainly been a long journey.
 
        First and foremost, I am profoundly grateful to the Einstein Center Chronoi Executive Board for having welcomed me as a research fellow and for having supported my research project (A)synchronic (re)actions: Crises and Their Potential in Hittite History. The year spent at the EC-Chronoi provided fruitful academic exchanges as well as the quiet time needed to engage in this challenging and stimulating project.
 
        I also want to express my gratitude to the EC-Chronoi Team for having provided resources, support, and access to crucial research materials. Their assistance has been key to enabling the completion of this book by helping me meet my deadlines and expectations for this publication. They made me feel at home.
 
        I would like to thank my colleagues at the EC-Chronoi who have shared their wisdom, insights, and expertise. Their encouragement and constructive feedback were invaluable, helping me refine and deepen my understanding of something as volatile as the concept and perception of time.
 
        I would like to express my gratitude to the proofreader for having done a wonderful job correcting my English and to the reviewer for having taken the time to read and review my manuscript.
 
        To my husband Marco, my daughter Minerva, and my closest friends, whose unwavering love, patience, and understanding gave me the emotional strength to persevere through a long year of research and a hectic summer of writing—thank you for being my timeless foundation.
 
         
 
        
          
                	
                  Berlin, January 2025


          

        
 
      
       
         
          Foreword
 
        
 
        When researching antiquity, or history in general, time is always a fundamental and yet tricky concept. Time is, in fact, the unit of measurement of the distance between us and the culture(s) that we study, and the misuse of this concept can lead – as has happened in the past and still happens today – to misinterpretations of the historical events in the best case or even, in the worst-case scenario, to the evaluation of history through our own contemporary Weltanschauung. Time is, therefore, in the historical perspective, a matter of perception and perspective.
 
        We must ask ourselves: what is our perception of the past events? What was the perception of the people who lived at the time of these events? Did all the actors involved have the same perception (and awareness) of contemporary events?
 
        Time is, therefore, an essential element of the work of the historian, not only as a key factor in the study of chronologies, sequences, and periodizations, but also in the more complex question of whether the perceptions of and perspectives on events differ from actor to actor, not only between modern researchers and the ancient culture(s), but also among ancient actors as well.
 
        Dealing with this idea of time within the historical perspective is challenging, since the reconstruction of the events themselves and, even more so, of their perception is based on available sources that are partial in two senses: first, they are not complete, since even the best-preserved set of sources (written and/or material) contains some missing pieces; second, they represent an inherently biased point of view, specifically the one of the culture that produced the sources. Even in the best-case scenario in which different sources from different cultures that inform on the same events have survived, it is impossible to reconstruct a perfectly objective narrative of the events described.
 
        The partiality of the sources is even more difficult when investigating the topic of crisis, as is the case for the present study.
 
        This book aims to study the perception of crises in Hittite Anatolia (ca. 1650 – 1180 BCE) from three different perspectives by interpreting data gleaned from the available written sources. The first perspective that will be examined is that of the Hittites, the second is of the neighboring countries, and the third is our own perspective as historians.
 
        Two fundamental concepts are necessary for this study, therefore they will be discussed in the introduction: the first is the concept of crisis, and the second is the concept of (a)synchronicity. As mentioned before, time is a crucial concept in the study of Antiquity, since crises are not always perceived synchronically. For example, when we compare the perspective of the Hittites and that of their neighboring countries, we would expect their records to reflect a similar perception of the existence of a crisis, since the two actors are coeval – or to use a catchier expression – share the same temporal frame. However, this expected synchronicity cannot always be taken for granted. It will be shown that in some of the case studies presented in the next chapters, the perception of a crisis is asynchronic even when the cultures exist within the same temporal frame. From the perspective of the historian, asynchronicity is at work, since our temporal frame is greatly removed from that of the ancient actors, yet if we rely on and correctly interpret the sources available to us, it becomes clear that we might perceive a crisis in Hittite Anatolia more synchronically than might be expected. Finally, even the perception of the Hittites could be – at the same time – asynchronic and synchronic, since it is possible that they misinterpreted the signs of an actual crisis as it unfolded and perceived it as a crisis only after it took place or even after it ended. According to the definitions of crisis that will be discussed in the next chapter, and together with the concept of (a)synchronicity, the book will consider four case studies that will be presented and discussed in the second chapter: the transition from the Old to the Middle Hittite kingdom; the Battle of Qadesh; the reign of Ḫattušili III; and finally, the fall of the Hittite Empire. The third and final chapter of the book will deal with the interpretation of the data: the ultimate goal is to re-define crises in Hittite Anatolia using the temporality of the (a)synchronic perception of crises as a crucial factor in the evaluation and interpretation of the historical events.
 
      
       
         
          1 Introduction: Crisis, (A)synchronicity, and the Hittites
 
        
 
         
          
            1.1 Crisis
 
            The term “crisis” seems to be, at least in the contemporary world, not only overused in a variety of contexts but also assuming very different nuances of meaning. For instance, it is “personal crisis”, “financial crisis”, “political crisis”, “environmental crisis”, “psychological crisis” and so on, meaning the word crisis is very general and related to many diverse topics and contexts.
 
            This is not a surprise, since the word “crisis” does not have a single precise definition. When we observe the definitions attested in only one dictionary – for instance, the Cambridge Dictionary – we learn that crisis is defined as “a time of great disagreement, confusion, or suffering” but also as “an extremely difficult or dangerous point in a situation”, and again “a moment during a serious illness when there is the possibility of suddenly getting either better or worse”.1 The common denominators are the negativity of the situation and the fact that an action is necessary in order to change the critical status. The fact that there are so many meanings contained within this polysemic word is explained by the fact that the ancient Greek κρίσις (krisis) derives from the verb κρίνειν, which also has a variety of meanings: “to separate, to divide, to distinguish, to order, to decide”.2 Even if the Greek term was originally employed in specific disciplines, such as medicine or theology, from the 17th century CE on, the term became common in reference to politics, economics, and psychology, as well as in other fields, such as history and archaeology where the term is still used without regard for precise meaning. In a very general fashion, it is possible to say that the term “crisis” describes a point in time that “separates” a before and an after, as in the original meaning of the Greek verb.3
 
            It is already clear from the meaning(s) of crisis that the concept is strictly related to the idea of time. In fact, not only does a crisis separate a before and an after (not necessarily with a radical change) but it is also always linked to a momentous situation in which something meaningful happens, or with a specific moment in time in which a decision has to be made, or when the culmination of previous events finds its resolution at a precise point in time or becomes manifest.
 
            It is clear that there are very few suitable theoretical approaches to investigating crises in history, particularly ancient history. For instance, J. Rüsen identifies three types of crises: 1. “Normal” crises, 2. “Critical” crises, and 3. “Catastrophic” crises. Normal crises can be dealt with through the application of known patterns, and they do not necessarily result in a change. Critical crises presuppose adjustments or changes in order to be overcome. Catastrophic crises usually have traumatic consequences, and they lead to a change in the existing patterns. In Rüsen’s view, the focus is not on the crisis itself, but on how it is handled. In particular, the central question is whether it is possible to overcome a crisis by reverting to existing patterns of interpretation: the more this is impossible, the more catastrophic the crisis.4
 
            This approach to crisis in historical contexts can of course be applied to our study, but it lacks two fundamental elements: the first is that the focus of my study is (a)synchronic perceptions of the crises themselves and not on the resources and meaning used to overcome them. The second is that the concept of time (both the concept in general and also the perception of its meaning) is tightly intertwined with the definition of crisis.
 
            Therefore, since the goal is to consider the element of time as related to the concept of crisis, the most suitable approach is, in my opinion, the one taken by R. Koselleck.5
 
            Koselleck attempted to define the meaning of the word crisis in relation to its use throughout history. In order to do this, he proposed four different definitions for crisis, each related to the element of time that is crucial to the present study. According to his definition, crisis can be defined in four different ways: 1) “a chain of events leading to a culminating, decisive point at which action is required”, 2) “a unique and final point”, 3) “a permanent or conditional category pointing to a critical situation which may constantly recur or else to situations in which decisions have momentous consequences”, 4) “a historically immanent transitional phase”.6
 
            These definitions are superbly useful for the present study, because in them the concept of time is related to all four definitions of crisis: in terms of a specific moment in the first two definitions, and as a time span (whether recurring cyclically or only occasionally) in the other two. Furthermore, in all of these definitions time is crucial also in linking the three chronological stages of the crisis: antecedent events, the crisis itself, and its aftermath. The definition that will be used in this study is, therefore, a working definition (or working definitions) of crisis. The advantage of this approach is two-fold: first, it already addresses time and its attendant difficulties, such as multitemporality and (a)synchronicity; and second, it allows the possibility of considering different types of case studies with two common denominators, namely, crisis and temporality with their specific interpretative nuances.
 
           
          
            1.2 (A)synchronicity
 
            The use and the understanding of the term “crisis” is not the only complex issue in the present study, indeed, the same can also be said about the concept of (a)synchronicity.
 
            In order to clarify the use and meaning of the concept of (a)synchronicity in this work, it is necessary to first define other concepts that are intertwined with the idea of (a)synchronicity, such as (multi)temporality, chronology, and periodization7. The starting point is the verb “to synchronize”, whose basic meaning is “to occur at the same time”, or as is well-defined by H. Jordheim, “to synchronize refers to actions or activities that cause something to happen together, coincide, to occur or to unfold at the same time”.8
 
            The term “synchronization” comes from the most basic meaning of the verb “to synchronize”, whose usage in everyday life is also mostly unproblematic and can refer to the activity of synchronizing watches or agendas. On a broader scale, synchronicity can refer to the introduction of the same calendar in different parts of the world or of Greenwich Mean Time.9 The concept of synchronization becomes much more complicated and controversial when it is used in relation to history and historiography. For example, E. Alvater and B. Mahnkopf describe synchronization as when “the plurality of times in the plurality of world regions are drawn together to one single standardized and standardizing world time”.10 The resulting consequence of this description is on the one hand a linear idea of history – one that was already diffused throughout the world in the nineteenth century albeit in different terms – and, on the other hand, the idea that there is one time frame in which all history unfolds.
 
            However, the idea that history has one time, one speed, and one rhythm can be invalidated by the quite simple observation that history is not in sync, and, more specifically, with increasing questioning of the idea of progress itself. This does not mean, of course, that some events are not coeval, and the importance of building chronologies especially in ancient history is a fundamental practice to help disentangle issues related to the sequences of kings, coeval events in different places, material culture, and so on. Nonetheless, chronologies can also raise issues, especially in the field of archaeology, as pointed out by G. Lucas, according to whom “chronology – whether relative or absolute – is theoretically problematic and for one chief reason: it presents time as a uniform, linear phenomenon.”11 He goes on to argue that processes, including archaeological ones, which operate on different time scales require different approaches, meaning that he finds nonsynchronicity in archaeology as well as in other processes, therefore necessitating careful consideration of this issue in archaeological research.
 
            What he means by the nonsynchronicity of history is that “elements, words, concepts, institutional structures, or social and political practices” feature “duration, narrative structures, visions of the future and dreams of the past, rhythms, continuities and discontinuities” in different fashions.12
 
            History is, therefore, not squeezed in one single temporality but rather unfolds in different temporal frameworks or, in other words, history is multitemporal. There is no univocal definition of multitemporality, rather the purpose of the concept is to create a theoretical and methodological tool that can refine the understanding of history from a linear progressive succession of events to a multifaceted combination of factors.
 
            We can define multitemporality as did G. Gurvitch with his eight types of time, all of which are connected with social manifestation13, or we could define it as the braudelian variation between the events, the cycles of the economic and social structures, and the longue durée.14 Alternatively, multitemporality can also be interpreted as the concept of Ungleichzeitigkeit (nonsynchronicity) of R. Koselleck, i. e. moments of nonsychronicity in a specific historical period.15 These examples demonstrate that multitemporality can be used as a working tool for historians16 and that it is still a roadmap for interpretation, even though it is not a universally established working framework. Despite this limitation, two elements can be drawn from the concept of multitemporality: first, nonsynchronicity (or asynchronicity) is – to some degree – always present in historical time; second, since asynchronicity characterizes each historical period, we can argue that it also characterizes each historical moment.
 
            These elements have a significant implication for this study, specifically that asynchronicity must be at work – at least in theory – in each case study.
 
            Having discussed synchronicity and temporality, it is necessary to bring this study into the picture and, consequently, to slightly switch perspective once again. The three perspectives that are taken into consideration, namely that of of the Hittites, the one of the neighboring countries, and ours as historians can be thought of as three separate mathematical sets (see Fig. 1), each of which has its own perspective on and interpretation of the crises.

            
              [image: ] 
                Fig. 1: Scheme of the connection between crises and the three perspectives.
 
             
            If we add the dimension of temporality, without any implication yet concerning either (a)synchronicity or any theory of multitemporality, the perspective of the Hittites and that of their neighboring countries are included in a single set, and our perspectives as historians are in a different set, since we exist in a different temporality (Fig. 2).

            
              [image: ] 
                Fig. 2: Scheme of the relations between the perspectives #1.
 
             
            These schemes are, of course, fairly intuitive, indeed we could even say they are only common sense. However, things change when one further dimension comes into play, namely, multitemporality, which can be schematically represented as follows (Fig. 3):

            
              [image: ] 
                Fig. 3: Scheme of the relations between the perspectives #2.
 
             
            Now three different temporalities can be detected, which are, however, not necessarily distinct from one another.
 
            Within the first temporality, that of the Hittites, each event or series of events also has its own temporality. The second temporality is the one of the “regional system” (or “oligopoly”) that has its own rhythm, structures, continuities, and discontinuities. As M. Liverani defines it:
 
             
              A king who cannot officially pretend to be the only ruler in a universe of subject, nevertheless does not necessarily considers everyone to be his equal. There remains a hierarchy in plurality, the result of a determination on the part of the powers to keep the partial, regional centrality that they have already attained. In this situation, an “oligopoly” arrangement is best suited to the interests of its members.17
 
            
 
            In other words, the system is organized as a “Great Powers’ Club”18, each with a regional center, i. e. Egypt, Hittite Anatolia, Babylonia, Assyria, Mittani, Aḫḫiyawa, and some subordinate polities that depended on one of the Great Powers. Since the Hittites were part of the regional system, their temporality partially overlaps or is at least tangent to that of the system, if, however, not completely superimposable.
 
            The third temporality, ours as historians, has different features but also includes the other two temporalities.
 
            The final element to be considered is the question of where (a)synchronicity comes from. Two factors are crucial in answering this question: the sources and the multitemporalities themselves. As already mentioned, the sources are not, of course, complete, and it is also safe to say that none of the actors involved (including us as historians) had access to the totality of the sources available. Therefore, access to a different subset of sources represents a first cause of asynchronicity. Second, the existence of three different temporalities with partially different rhythms, structures, and narratives causes an asynchronic perception of the events, like three concentric spheres each moving in overlapping orbits at a different pace, synchronizing only partially and from time to time.
 
           
          
            1.3 The Hittites
 
            It is of course beyond the purpose of this study to give an in-depth description of Hittite culture and history, but in order to better understand the considerations that are part of the case studies, it is in my opinion necessary to set some coordinates.19
 
            Hittite culture flourished in Anatolia between the 17th and the end of the 13th/ beginning of the 12th century BCE (End of the Middle Age and Late Bronze Age) and had its center – at least as far it is possible to reconstruct from the written sources – in the capital city of Ḫattuša (modern-day Boğazkale).
 
            Since the first excavation campaigns in the early 20th century, archaeologists have found about 30,000 written clay20 tablets and fragments, which have provided profound insights into Hittite culture.
 
            The texts belong to different genres, specifically: cultic texts (rituals, descriptions of festivals, prayers), legal texts (treaties, decrees, edicts, court records, instructions and oaths, and land donations), letters, omens and oracles, literary texts and myths, school texts, administrative texts (inter alia cult inventories, text catalogues), and historiographic texts.21
 
            The Hittite written sources offer a rich tapestry composed of the complex interplay of powerful societal and cultural forces in a multicultural and multilingual environment.22 The complexity of this situation is reflected in the fact that several different languages are attested in the texts. In fact, since the beginning of Hittitology, scholars have been able to identify several different languages in the Hittite written sources: Hittite, Luwian, Palaic (all three being Indo-European languages), Akkadian (Semitic), Sumerian, Hurrian, and Hattic (the linguistic group to which the last three languages belong is still debated).23 Not all of these languages are attested at the same frequency in the texts. The majority of them are written in Hittite, but Akkadian and Hurrian are also well-attested, while the other languages are much less common.
 
            Thanks to the written documentation from Ḫattuša, as well as from other sites inside and outside Hittite Anatolia, it has been possible to reconstruct the sequence of the Hittite kings (s. Fig. 4)24. However, while the succession of the Hittite kings is still partially debatable, especially for the phase that precedes the beginning of the archives in Ḫattuša,25 the list of the kings from Ḫattušili I, the first king undoubtedly documented in the texts, to Šuppiluliuma II, the last king known from the sources, it is quite certain.
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                Fig. 4: Chart of the Hittite kings and of the periodization of Hittite History.

              

            
 
            Therefore, we have an accurate, albeit general, succession list of the Hittite kings.
 
            However, for the purposes of this study, two further aspects of Hittite history and culture should be mentioned. The first concerns the state of the documentation, in particular its dating. The majority of the documents date to the last period of the Hittite history, the so-called Empire Period, and their language is marked by researchers as “junghethitisch” (New Hittite) or “spätjunghethitisch” (Late New Hittite).26 A significant number of texts labelled as “jh” or “sjh” are copies or revised versions of older documents.27 However, the number of actual documents dated to the Old or the Middle Kingdom (“althethitisch” – Old Hittite and “mittelhethitisch”- Middle Hittite) is relatively small in comparison to the later texts.28 Since this study of crises and their perception in Hittite Anatolia is based on the written sources, this distribution of texts by date must be kept in mind since it may influence – at least in part – our interpretation and evaluation of the case studies.
 
            The second aspect is strictly historical and is related to the international sphere of influence of the Hittite polity. In fact, the period of the “Great Powers’Club”,29 i. e. the international society of the Great Kings, independent monarchs30 who controlled subordinated polities, began only with the reign of Šuppiluliuma I – also when the Empire period began – and continued until the end of the written sources from Ḫattuša during the reign of Šuppiluliuma II. During the 14th and 13th century BCE the Great Kings were in constant contact in the form of letters written in cuneiform, usually in Akkadian, on clay tablets, as well as with goods and people.31 Therefore, in this period the international connections were closer and better documented than in the previous periods of the Hittite history, which allows historians to explore the international situation through multiple perspectives, not only that of the Hittites.
 
            If the first aspect, the chronological origination of the sources, especially affects our own perception of the Hittite crises as historians and supports our exploration of the perspective of the Hittites themselves, the second aspect, namely the preservation of documents from multiple contemporary cultures and polities, also helps shape our understanding of the crises as perceived by the peoples surrounding the Hittites, since they share a common infosphere.32 The richness of sources is of course always an advantage for interpretation by the historian, however, it has to be underlined that richness of source does not necessarily mean their uniform distribution, meaning that some perspectives may remain inaccessible because they are not represented in the documentation, resulting in an incomplete picture of the multiplicity of perspectives on a crisis.
 
            
              1.3.1 A Word on Periodization
 
              Since historians like Marc Bloch33 and Jacques Le Goff34 underlined the interconnection between time and history, it became clear that periodization is an intrinsic concept when dealing with history.
 
              As mentioned in the earlier discussion of the concepts of (a)synchronicity and multitemporalities in section 1.2, the idea of periodization presents three significant characteristics. First, it is conventional, meaning that it is – at least most of the time – not related to dates and/or facts that, although significant or even crucial, do not necessarily mark the end of a historical phase. For instance, the year 476 CE as the end of the Roman Empire is conventional, since Romulus Augustus was deposed in that year, but the Empire, albeit with remarkable changes, actually survived long past that date. Second, periodization always offers an etic perspective, since in the great majority of the cases, it is the historians’ own perception that leads a specific periodization of a time, phase, or era in what D. Blackbourn defines as “conceptual units”.35 Third, it is strictly related not only to the temporal axis but also to the spatial axis: In fact, expressions like “the Italian Renaissance” or “the France of Louis XIV” have been used by historians for decades.36
 
              The truth, however, is that it is practically impossible to eliminate periodization: Even the distinction between BCE and CE presupposes a periodization of history, so too does the idea of past and present.37 Furthermore, the tripartition of Antiquity, the Middle Ages, and Modernity still has some influence. As W. Green wrote in the 1990s, “periodization is rooted in historical theory. It reflects our priorities, our values, and our understanding of the forces, continuity and change”38. Indeed, periodization is hard to avoid, despite efforts the of historians like R. Koselleck and F. Braudel, who since the end of World War II addressed the problem of historical time which led, as shown in section 1.2, to the concept of multitemporalities. However, it is not necessary to completely eliminate periodization, since it is sufficient to remember that each periodization represents an etic perspective, and that in ancient cultures it is unusual to find an emic periodization, as is the case for the Hittites, who did not leave any reflections or clues about their own periodization of their history.
 
              Hittite history has not been and still is not immune to etic periodization.
 
              The duration of Hittite history, as meant by the etic periodization of modern historians, is determined by the duration of the written sources from the capital Ḫattuša, meaning that it lasted for about 450 years, from the middle of the 17th to the beginning of the 12th century BCE. These 450 years have been subject to several kinds of periodization, due to different factors such as language, the event-related history, the succession of the kings and what was narrated in the written sources.
 
              The periodization of Hittite history was (and partially still is) influenced by several factors. First, for several decades the sequence of the kings could not be established with certainty and some lines of succession are still debated, in particular the predecessors of Tutḫaliya I.39
 
              Second, the language clearly shows three phases, with specific paleographic and linguistic features: Old, Middle, and New Hittite, the last of which further developed into Late New Hittite. However, as A. Archi stated “linguistic periodization and, above all, graphic customs do not necessarily go hand in hand with historical periods”40, therefore it has been long debated whether a historical phase that can be defined as “Middle Kingdom” could ever be historically identified.
 
              From this perspective it is also important to mention that the majority of the written records have been dated to the Late Hittite period, while documents from the earlier phases are scarce.41 In particular, the historical narratives dealing with the kings between Telipinu and Tutḫaliya I are almost completely absent, which has led to different evaluation of this period of time, since the very beginning of Hittitology.42
 
              The possibly most debated topic was (and still is) the period between Telipinu and Tutḫaliya I, and in more general terms, the beginning of the Hittite Empire.
 
              The first – and in some ways the traditional – threefold periodization was proposed by E. Forrer, who defined these three periods as altes Ḫatti-Reich, mittleres Ḫatti-Reich and neues Ḫatti-Reich, following the terminology of the periodization of Ancient Egypt and preferring the term “New Kingdom” instead of Empire, which would later become common, and indicating Šuppiluliuma I as the king under whose authority the New Kingdom began.43
 
              According to A. Götze, the Empire began with Tutḫaliya I, while the period from Telipinu to Tutḫaliya was a gap for which he did not use a specific term at first.44
 
              The terminology mittleres Reich was used by H. Otten to define the period between the end of the reign of Telipinu and the beginning of the reign of Šuppiluliuma I.45
 
              The fact that on a linguistic and paleographic level Middle Hittite can be clearly distinguished from Old and New Hittite sustained the periodization of three periods, and the dating of the Middle Kingdom to the time between Telipinu and Šuppiluliuma became “traditional”.46
 
              A. Archi in particular questioned the equation of Middle Hittite with the Middle Kingdom period, and in particular the dating of the beginning of the Empire to the reign of Šuppiluliuma I.47 This led to a double periodization and to the definition of the period between Tutḫaliya I and Šuppiluliuma I as “Early Empire”.48 However, this twofold view of Hittite history is still a periodization. A different periodization can be found in the volume The Kingdom of the Hittites by T. Bryce, in which the author outlines the history of the Hittites according to the sequence of the kings, without further periodization.49
 
              The recently published Handbook Hittite Empire, edited by S. de Martino,50 avoids periodization either with or without the Middle Kingdom. However, periodization is still present, since Hittite history is divided into “The Dawn of the Hittite Kingdom”, “The Expansion of Hatti and Resistance to Unification”, “The Restoration of Order: Telipinu, Pretender or Reformer?”, “A Turning Point in the History of Hatti: The Reign of Tuthaliya I”, “The Imperial Dimension”, “Divine Punishment: The Plague and its Political and Economic Effects”, “A New Political Vision and the Transfer of the Capital”, “The Reign of Hattušili III: Looking for Legitimacy and Stability”.51 In this handbook the traditional method of periodization is no longer present, and there is an attempt to go over periodization by presenting Hittite history according to historical-political events that constitute – at least from what we can infer from the written sources – pivotal points and/or changes in the political, economic, social, and religious structure of Ḫatti. Nonetheless, this way of presenting Hittite history is also conventional and dependent on an etic perspective, just like any other type of periodization.
 
              It is, of course, impossible to solve the fundamental problem, since the written record gives us no clue about any emic system of periodization. Also, periodization can still have a didactic function.
 
              Since periodization is – by definition – conventional and etic, I think that for the sake of this research a pragmatic approach is needed. First, it is important to be aware of the issues that can influence the way(s) we periodize Hittite history and therefore to be aware that whatever periodization we choose, it will always be shaped – at least partially – by these issues. Second, we have to consider the case studies. Since, as it will be shown in the next paragraph, one case study is the reign of Telipinu and its aftermath, in other words, the transition between Old and Middle Kingdom, and the others – the Battle of Qadesh, the reign of Ḫattušili III, the end of the Hittite Empire – are set in a scenario in which Ḫatti is part of the Great Powers’ Club, i. e. from the reign of Šuppiluliuma I onward, the reference to Old Kingdom, Middle Kingdom, and Empire is still the most suitable.
 
             
           
          
            1.4 The Case Studies
 
            The choice of the case studies is determined by various factors. Firstly, the availability and reliability of written sources is an important element for selecting the case studies.
 
            While not all cases have the same number or variety of sources, as well as different textual genres and geographical origins, it is essential to ensure that the case studies are, broadly speaking, well-documented. This allows for a comprehensive understanding of the type of crisis each case represents, as well as the (a)synchronic perception of these crises.
 
            A further factor that must be considered is that all case studies have already been defined as crises by the scholarship, or at the very least, the critical aspect of each case has already been emphasized. This has two consequences. First, it reveals how contemporary historians perceive and evaluate each individual case study, providing a basis for comparison with other perspectives. Second, it allows for a focused analysis of specific elements to understand the nature of the crisis represented by each case study.
 
            Going back to the definitions of R. Koselleck, a crisis can be: 1. “a chain of events leading to a culminating, decisive point at which action is required”, 2. “a unique and final point”, 3. “a permanent or conditional category pointing to a critical situation which may constantly recur or else to situations in which decisions have momentous consequences”, and 4. “a historically immanent transitional phase”.52
 
            Indeed, the selection of the case studies is based on the criteria discussed above, but it is, in the end, a personal choice. Indeed the correlation between a single case study and a specific definition of crisis can be further discussed, since a single case study may be able to fit two or maybe even more definitions. My goal is to show how the study of specific cases, defined according to precise criteria, point towards a variety of (a)synchronic perceptions of the crises and, consequently, how multitemporality plays an important role in the construction of these perceptions.
 
            Within Hittite history, I have chosen four case studies, each of which fits one of Koselleck’s definitions of a crisis.
 
            The Battle of Qadesh, fought between the Hittites and Egyptians, serves as a prime example of a crisis in which a series of events culminated in a pivotal moment. In this case, I will highlight the importance of asynchronicity in shaping the perception of the crisis from various perspectives.
 
            The definition of crisis as a final point describes perfectly the crisis that ultimately led to the fall of the Hittite Empire or at the very least, the end of the written records from Ḫattuša and of the regional system as it was structured in the Late Bronze Age. In this particular case, the concept of multiple temporalities can be applied, not only in regard to the historical events that caused the empire’s demise, but first and foremost in terms of how this final crisis is perceived.
 
            A perfect example of a crisis that can be considered a historically immanent transitional phase is the reign of Ḫattušili III. Traditionally, the reign of Ḫattušili III is seen as the apogee of the Hittite Empire and not considered a time of crisis. However, I will show how the sources reveal the crucial moments of this king’s reign as critical.
 
            Finally, the most complex case study is the reign of Telipinu, which marks, according to the traditional periodization of Hittite history,53 the transition from the Old Kingdom to the Middle Kingdom. This case study is particularly complex for two reasons. Firstly, the available sources are limited, which has inevitably led to a variety of interpretations of this period. Secondly, the narrative is only the one of Telipinu without the possibility of confronting it with other sources. However, I believe it is possible to demonstrate that this period can be described as a crisis perceived as a critical situation that could recur.
 
            On a methodological level, each case study will be presented individually. First the main features of each case will be presented, and then the available sources will be surveyed, in order to understand which different perspectives are represented, and how and why the sources have been interpreted.
 
            The second step of the investigation is a survey of the sources and a discussion of the secondary literature on the case study. In particular, where they are available, the different interpretations will be outlined.
 
            The third and crucial step is the comparison of the data from the sources with their modern interpretations in order to discover and describe the perception of each crisis from the three different perspectives and to show how (a)synchronicity works in each case.
 
            The goals are various: first, to find out whether a crisis is perceived as such by all three perspectives, why it is or isn’t and how is this supported by the sources; second, to underline (a)synchronicity, to understand where it comes from and how it works; third, to reflect on the consequences of (a)synchronicity and multitemporality in the evaluation of crises in ancient history.
 
           
        
 
      
       
         
          2 The Case Studies
 
        
 
         
          
            2.1 Case Study #1 The Proclamation of Telipinu: Misleading Perceptions
 
            
              2.1.1 Why the Proclamation of Telipinu?
 
              The first case study is probably both the most complex and, at the same time, the easiest, for one and the same reason: the leading written sources consist of only one document, the so-called “Proclamation” or “Edict” of Telipinu (CTH 19).54
 
              This does not mean that this text is the only source dating to the reign of Telipinu55 but it is the only one that contains a narrative with aspects that can be interpreted as critical and therefore it perfectly fits the purpose of this study. Furthermore, in comparison to the other case studies, it is possible to make significant remarks on asynchronicity and how it works by considering only a single document.
 
              The Proclamation of Telipinu represents a very suitable case study for crises in Hittite history. On the one hand, the reign of Telipinu is considered, when the standard periodization of Old and Middle Kingdom is employed, the end of the Old Kingdom and the period of passage to the Middle Kingdom. Furthermore, in comparison with the documentation of the Empire, the sources of the Old and Middle Kingdom are scarce and the Proclamation of Telipinu can therefore shed some light on the previous periods (with the caveat that it represents the political agenda of Telipinu and not an objective report of the facts). More precisely, the Proclamation makes manifest (more or less willingly) that the succession to the throne represents a critical moment not only at the time of Telipinu but also, recurringly, almost from the beginning of the Hittite history. In other words, the Proclamation of Telipinu shows that the moment of the succession to the throne may represent a crisis, more specifically a recurring one. Since, as it will be shown more in depth in the next paragraph, the Proclamation also contains a norm concerning the regulation of the succession to the throne, it is possible to interpret this norm as the decision with potentially momentous consequences that represents a solution to the crisis.
 
              Before analyzing this case study and to present the Proclamation in more depth, it is necessary to more fully define the kind of crisis that it represents.
 
              It must be mentioned that the Proclamation of Telipinu has received particular attention from the scholarship, since it has been considered a “reform” of the succession to the Hittite throne and because the text contains a long section underlining the struggles during the succession to the throne as a recurring event, also involving the succession to the throne of Telipinu himself (CTH 19, obv. i 1 – ii 35).
 
              The lengthy “historical” or “narrative” section of the Proclamation and then the issue of the regulation of the succession to the throne may reflect a crisis that can be defined as “a permanent or conditional category pointing to a critical situation which may constantly recur or else to situations in which decisions have momentous consequences”.56
 
              The questions that need to be asked in order to evaluate whether the Proclamation of Telipinu describes a specific type of crisis are: 1. What are the elements that point to this definition of crisis, and why? 2. Is such a crisis perceived synchronically by the three perspectives considered, i. e. the Hittite perspective, that of the neighboring polities, and ours as historians?
 
              In order to answer these questions, it is necessary to delve into the content of the Proclamation.
 
             
            
              2.1.2 The Text
 
              The so-called “Edict” or “Proclamation” of Telipinu (CTH 19) represents, for several reasons, a particularly puzzling document among the Hittite written sources.
 
              Traditionally, scholars have viewed the text as consisting of two distinct parts: one “historical” or “narrative” section that recounts the events leading to Telipinu’s decision to issue a regulation on succession to the throne, and another containing various regulations on different topics.57
 
              The first part, encompassing paragraphs 1 – 28, includes the “narrative” and the regulation on the succession to the throne. The second, paragraphs 29 – 50, covers a range of topics, including the relationships within the royal family, as well as sealings of goods, murder, and sorcery. The majority of studies on the Edict of Telipinu have focused on the first part of the document. It has been viewed as a valuable source, sometimes the only one available, for reconstructing early Hittite history58 Additionally, it has been interpreted as a form of propaganda or a manifesto of Hittite royal ideology.59 Scholars have also examined the genre of the document, labeling it an “edict”,60 a “proclamation”61, or more specifically a “constitution”.62
 
              The first part, the narrative section, presents a specific structure that has been described by the scholarship as three-fold in a scheme that can be summarized as good → bad → good. These three parts and the consequent labels of “good” or “bad” coincide with specific periods of time starting with the reign of Labarna and ending with the reign of Telipinu.
 
              More precisely, the first good period is relatively short and lasts only for the reign of Labarna, Ḫattušili I and Muršili I (obv. i 2 – 34); then the bad period, characterized by murders within the royal family and struggles for the throne, lasts from Ḫantili I to Ḫuzziya I (obv. i 35 – ii 15), the last predecessor of Telipinu with whom the new “good” period starts.
 
              The passage of the texts that is likely most debated concerns the regulation of the succession to the throne and states:
 
               
                King shall become a son (who is a) prince of first rank only. If there is no first rank prince, he who is a son of second rank shall become king. If there is no prince, (no) male, she who is a first rank princess, for her they shall take an in-marrying (son-in-law) and he shall become king (CTH 19, obv. ii 36 – 39).63
 
              
 
              Furthermore, from this passage some consequences arise that flow into a ruling concerning bloodshed within the royal family:
 
               
                Who will become king after me in future, let his brothers, his sons, his in-laws, his (further) family members and his troops be united! You will come (and) hold the country subdued with (your) might. And do not speak as follows: ‛I will clean (it) out’, for you will not clean anything. On the contrary, you will get involved yourself. Do not kill anybody of your family. It (is) not right. Furthermore, whoever becomes king and seeks evil for (his) brother (or) sister, you too are his Council and tell him straight: ‛This (is) a matter of blood’. Look at the tablet (that says): ‛Formerly, blood(shed) became excessive in Hattusa, and the gods took it out on the royal family’. If anyone does evil amongst both (his) brothers and sisters and lays eyes on the king’s head, summon the assembly and, if h[i]s testimony is dismissed, he shall pay with his head. They shall not kill secretly (CTH 19, obv. ii 40 – 52).64
 
              
 
              These passages have been traditionally considered the core of the Proclamation, since they contain what has been interpreted as the “reform” of the rule concerning the succession to the throne. Furthermore, the long narrative section before this rule has been interpreted as functional to it.
 
              Needless to say, the historical narrative cannot be considered an accurate and objective report of the facts,65 as already pointed out in the early studies of M. Liverani66 and H. Hoffner,67 since Telipinu followed his own political agenda by issuing the Proclamation. In particular, it is possible to recognize, as the previous scholarship already did, two goals that Telipinu wanted to achieve with his Proclamation: 1. The justification of his own dubious ascension to the throne, since he was not the heir presumptive and was not supposed to become king; 2. The regulation of the succession to the throne and a specific ruling related to murders and consequent punishment within the royal family. Even though these two goals have found consensus among scholars, I want to point out a critical statement by M. Liverani that shed a different light on the interpretation of this narrative and that is functional to the interpretation of the crisis that the Proclamation represents. Liverani states, in fact, that Telipinu: “non contrappone così una nuova legge migliore ad una vecchia legge inadeguata; contrappone l’inizio dell’applicazione della legge al precedente periodo di illegalità”.68
 
              This position of M. Liverani suggests that this passage of the Proclamation, and therefore the text in its entirety, does not represent a “reform”, meaning it does not issue a new rule for the succession to the throne that substitutes for a different, previous rule, but instead puts in written form a norm that was probably already in use. The innovation is the written form, which constitutes also the strength of the norm, and its enforcement.
 
              Since the last part of the text deals with further administrative rules (rev. iii 4 – iv 34), it is possible that the regulation of the succession to the throne was also interpreted as a reform following the same interpretation of the other norms. However, in the case of these norms in the last portion of the text, it is also unknown whether they were indeed innovations of preexisting norms, or whether they were simply current norms put in written form.
 
             
            
              2.1.3 A Recurring Crisis
 
              Regardless of whether the statement of these norms should be interpreted as a reform or not, which is an interesting topic but not crucial for the evaluation of the crisis, the question of whether the Proclamation of Telipinu is a description of a crisis that could be defined as “a permanent or conditional category pointing to a critical situation which may constantly recur or else to situations in which decisions have momentous consequences” still needs to be answered. Also still open is the consequent question concerning the perception of this crisis by the different actors.
 
              In order to answer these questions, we have to shift our focus. It is indeed relevant to keep in mind the goals of the Proclamation and also how the text has been thus far interpreted, however we must focus more deeply on the general content of the narrative section and of the ruling concerning the succession to the throne and the bloodshed within the royal family.
 
              This is, in fact, exactly the crucial point. Indeed, the narrative in the first part of the Proclamation is adamant that the succession to the throne often constituted a critical moment in Hittite history. Regardless of the accuracy of the details in Telipinu’s report, it is indeed possible with a great degree of certainty to confirm that the succession to the throne was a challenging moment throughout Hittite history.69 In support of this statement, in fact, other written sources, both earlier and later than the Proclamation of Telipinu, depict a very similar picture. Two of the most significant are the so-called “Testament” of Ḫattušili I and the “Apology” of Ḫattušili III.
 
              The so-called “testament” (CTH 6)70 describes the disinheritance of the heir presumptive (obv. i 1 – 13):
 
               
                [Gr]eat Ki[ng] Tabarna said to the entire army and the dignitaries: I have become ill, (so) I introduced young Labarna to you: “He shall be enthroned.” I, the king, called him my son, I continually instructed him, I looked after him constantly. He however showed himself a youth unfit to be seen, he did not cry, he was not kind. Cold he is! He is not kind of heart! I, the king, apprehended him and had him brought to my couch: “Why? Should no one ever again raise his sister’s son? (But) he did not accept the advice of the king. The advice of his mother, (that) snake, that he accepted! His brothers and sisters sent cold(‐hearted) messages to him, and he always listened to their words. However, I, the king heard (of it), and I entered into a lawsuit”;71 and then the choice of another successor: “Muršili is hereby my son. [Recognize] him instead. It is him you have to enthrone. [ . . . ]. [The go]d [installs] a(nother) li[on] in place of the lion. [If at some ti]me the call to arms go[es forth] o[r when] perhaps [a rebellion becom]es [serious], you, my servants and nobles must be [of assistance to my son]”.72 Furthermore, the king also tried to prevent further problem with the succession to the throne: “[Let no o]ne say: ‛The king [will] secretly [do] (what is in) his heart. I will consider it right, whether it is true or not.’ May defamation never, ever sit right [with you]. You [who yourselves] now acknowledge my words and my wisdom in mind, instruct my son in wisdom!73
 
              
 
              The “Apology” of Ḫattušili III is, if possible, even more explicit in picturing the conflict that occurred within the royal family after the death of Muwatalli II and the succession of Urḫi-Teššup, as will be shown in the third case study.74
 
              The Proclamation of Telipinu is therefore the epitome of the way this type of crisis was handled. Not only does it explicitly show that the inheritance of the throne after a king’s death was a recurring critical moment in Hittite history, but it also provides a possible blueprint for avoiding such crises in the future, which is a clear sign that the succession to the throne was indeed perceived as a critical moment.
 
              The Proclamation of Telipinu is therefore connected to the crisis on two levels: 1. The long historical narrative clearly describes a “critical situation which may constantly recur”; 2. By putting the norm of the succession in written form, the Proclamation of Telipinu represented an act that has “momentous consequences”.
 
              As the Apology of Ḫattušili III clearly shows, the consequences of the decision of Telipinu to put the norm in written form are not as momentous as was expected, since the succession to the throne did not cease to be a critical moment after Telipinu, but the effectivity of the rule was known only to the posterity of Telipinu.
 
             
            
              2.1.4 Misleading Perception
 
              Now that we have established that the Proclamation of Telipinu represents that transition of power after the death of a king was a recurring moment of crisis throughout Hittite history (until the reign of Telipinu) and that the decision to clarify the rules of succession in writing had (potentially) momentous consequences, we must acknowledge that the way this type of crisis was perceived by the three different perspectives, i. e. the Hittites, the neighboring polities and us, as historians is still an open question. In other words, were these perspectives in sync or not?
 
              Regarding the perspective of the Hittites, it is fundamental to keep in mind a key point, i. e. to what degree the Hittites were aware of their earlier history. This question does not have a straightforward answer. On the one hand, the fact that early documents were copied and recopied until the end of the Hittite history suggests that the Hittites had a fairly conscious knowledge of their early history. On the other hand, these documents were issued by specific kings and therefore represent their individual political agendas. This means that the way the Hittites perceived their early history was at least partially influenced by the narrative present in these documents.75
 
              However, the fact that in the Proclamation of Telipinu (and, as we will see in case study #3, also in the “Apology” of Ḫattušili III) the succession to the throne represented a central topic and that some measures were taken to avoid problems in the future, reveals that the Hittite perceived the recurring succession crisis as synchronic. In fact, they perceived it as an actual crisis that needed to be dealt with.
 
              The perception of this recurring crisis held by neighboring polities is complex to reconstruct since there are no relevant written sources, at least not regarding Hittite history before the reign of Telipinu. Some considerations are however possible. The first is that in the Proclamation the narrative often connects the succession crisis to a broader crisis that led to the loss of territory to foreign enemies, as for instance in the passage in obv. ii, 1 – 4:
 
               
                Now, the land became his enemy: the cities of …agga, [Matjila, Galmiya, Adaniya], Arzawiya, Šallapa, Parduwata and Aḫḫula. But wherever (his) troops went on campaign, they did not come back successfully.76
 
              
 
              This might be very well a literary topos that served the political agenda of Telipinu, who wanted to present himself as a powerful king on an international level, as well as a domestic one. However, it is not completely far-fetched to think that other polities, knowing about a succession/dynastic crisis, might have tried to take advantage of it. However, the sources just do not provide enough evidence for us to ascertain to what degree the neighboring polities were aware of the fact that the succession to the throne was, among the Hittites, a critical moment, and therefore it is not possible to know how much their perspective was in sync with the crisis.
 
              Finally, we as historians perceive the crisis synchronically with what the Proclamation tells in its narrative, since we also have proof, from other sources, that the succession to the throne represented, throughout Hittite history, a potential critical moment.
 
              However, the Proclamation of Telipinu might have misled the perception of the crisis by the Hittites. In fact, the tripartite division of good → bad → good is not consistent with the actual historical events, as is proven by the fact that the succession between Ḫattušili I and Muršili I was also critical, as is shown by the “Testament”.
 
              The narrative of the Proclamation is also misleading for us, as historians. For many of the succession crises reported in the Proclamation of Telipinu, there are no other sources with information that helps to prove or disprove the narrative of Telipinu. Therefore, we might perceive the recurrence of the succession crisis as more common than it actually was, especially because the sources support this view for several other cases, for instance the succession of Muršili I, of Šuppiluliuma I, of Muršili IIII, and of Ḫattušili III.
 
              In summary, the Proclamation of Telipinu and its narrative convey a synchronic perception of the crisis from, potentially, all three perspectives, albeit with the necessary caveats considered. At the same time, the fact that the Proclamation is the leading source concerning the recurring crisis of succession may result in misleading generalizations about the type of crisis that succession represented at different points in Hittite history.
 
             
           
          
            2.2 Case Study #2 The Battle of Qadesh: Asynchronicity at Work
 
            
              2.2.1 Preliminary Remarks
 
              The Battle of Qadesh is a very well-known event in Hittite history, even for a general audience, and therefore does not require a lengthy introductory summary.
 
              However, while I will not describe the battle itself,77 I will highlight the elements that make the Battle of Qadesh suitable as case study in this work.
 
              As is well known, the Battle of Qadesh can be defined as the showdown between Egypt and Ḫatti after a period of escalating enmity. However, this picture is not as straightforward as it has been, and indeed still is, perceived. Indeed, to reconstruct the reasons that led to the Battle of Qadesh is no easy task and, given the situation of the sources, it is also an easily biased one. As M. Liverani pointed out, the Battle of Qadesh has entered the collective imagination for its “ideological” meaning, as a clash between two “visions of the world”78, that of the Egyptians and that of the Hittites, as well as for the massive celebratory program of Ramesses II in the aftermath of the battle.79
 
              Setting aside the collective imagination, specifically the ideological meaning and the celebratory program of Ramesses II, which play an important role in the perception of the event by the historians, the battle also had geopolitical consequences. In fact, the ambiguous result of the clash not only stopped the Egyptian advance in Syria, but also made the “regional system”80 stable for the subsequent two centuries. Furthermore, a peace treaty was signed some fifteen years after the battle.81 What is of particular importance for the purpose of this study is that these consequences are necessarily interpreted with the particular biases inherent in the perceptions of not only the historians, but also of the actors involved in the event, and it is therefore in the evaluation of the battle’s meaning (as well as its origins and aftermath) that (a)synchronicity may surface.
 
              Having outlined the crucial elements of the perception of the Battle of Qadesh, two questions are now relevant: 1. How does the Battle of Qadesh represent the “culminating point” of a crisis, as defined in the presentation of the case studies? and 2. What are the elements of (a)synchonicity that may emerge from this event?
 
              To answer the first question, it is first of all crucial to survey the sources regarding not only the Battle of Qadesh as an event per se, but also the sources that may contain clues regarding the events leading up to the clash, as well as the ones concerning the aftermath, and to assess them all, so that we can understand whether or not the Battle of Qadesh was the peak of a crisis between Ḫatti and Egypt that had already begun (long) before the actual conflict occurred, and how relations later developed between the two polities after the battle.
 
              As previously mentioned, the sources are far from complete and unbiased, therefore a comparison between them is crucial in order to answer the second question. In particular, it is necessary to point out not only the perception of the Battle of Qadesh as single event but also of it as culminating point of a crisis. Finally, it is also relevant to question the sources about the crisis itself, to consider how they contain elements that point to it, and especially how these elements were perceived by the different actors involved. On this note, it needs to be stated that battles such as the one in Qadesh were rare in the preclassic period, however, smaller conflicts were endemic.82 Therefore, the question of whether the Battle of Qadesh was perceived as a peak moment of the crisis is a general one, because it deals with the question of how this kind of clash was perceived by the actors involved. In particular, even if it is clear that these events are considered to be diriment points in history, their perception might have been asynchronic for some or all of the protagonists.
 
             
            
              2.2.2 The Sources
 
              The sources related to the Battle of Qadesh represent the first consistent occurrence of asynchronicity. The Egyptian sources are contemporary to the reign of Ramesses II, while the Hittite sources are all dated to the period after the death of Muwatalli II, the Hittite king who fought at Qadesh. The sources also present a notable disparity between the Egyptian and Hittite narratives of the event. Contemporary Egyptian sources from the reign of Ramesses II provide a consistent narrative, while Hittite sources convey only scattered and scarce information. This discrepancy can be attributed to several factors. First, Ramesses II objectively had a much longer reign than Muwatalli II – who died shortly after the Battle of Qadesh – which allowed for a longer date range for Egyptian sources concerning the battle and dated to the time of Ramesses II, since the protagonist of the battle was still alive. While the exact duration of Muwatalli II’s reign is uncertain,83 it is worth noting that Ramesses II’s reign encompassed also the reigns of Muwatalli’s first two successors Urḫi-Teššup (Muršili III), Ḫattušili III, and, partially, the reign of Tutḫaliya IV. Second, there are very few recovered Hittite texts that can be attributed to Muwatalli II. This may be due to happenstance, since we only have access to the texts we have found, and it must be remembered there may have been more texts produced that simply did not survive or have not yet been found, and it is possible that Muwatalli’s decision to move the capital of the Hittite kingdom from Ḫattuša in the North to Tarḫuntašša in the South84 played a role in the scarcity of texts from his reign among the written sources from Ḫattuša. Because the exact location of Tarḫuntašša in southeastern Anatolia remains unknown,85 it is speculative but not far-fetched to imagine the possibility that the majority of the written sources from Muwatalli’s reign may still be lying unearthed in the new capital.
 
              However, this does not mean that there are no Hittite sources about the Battle of Qadesh. It simply means that there is no source from the exact time period of the battle or written by the Hittite king who participated in the battle.
 
              The sources from Ḫatti are, however, few and none of them explicitly mention the Battle of Qadesh.
 
              The first text is CTH 81, the so-called “Apology” of Ḫattušili III. In obv. ii 69 – 73 we read:
 
               
                Now, when it happened, that my brother went to Egypt, I led for my brother on campaign down to Egypt the troops (and) chariots of those lands which I had resettled, and I commanded the troops (and) chariots of Hatti-Land of which I was in charge in front of my brother.86
 
              
 
              It is clear that here the focus is not the clash itself but the fact that Ḫattušili participated in it with his own troops, since the goal is to underline his power.
 
              A similar tone is taken in a passage of the decree of Ḫattušili concerning the estate of Arma-Tarḫunta KUB 21.17, obv. i 14 – 21:
 
               
                Since Muwatalli, my brother, fought against the king of Egypt and the king of Amurru, when he defeated the king of Egypt and the king of Amurru, he then went to Aba. When my brother Muwatalli defeated Aba, he came back to Ḫatti, but I was there, in Aba.87
 
              
 
              In this case the personal political agenda of Ḫattušili is still present, although presented more subtly and the passage seems to report the facts in a more neutral fashion.
 
              The facts are also reported in the third and last document from Ḫattuša, a letter from Ramesses to Ḫattušili, KBo 1.15++, obv. 15 – 40 in which the battle is described in more detail:
 
               
                Furthermore, concerning the enmity of Ḫatti with Egypt, you wrote to me as follows: ‛Do not you think anymore to the days of the enemies of Ḫatti?’ This you wrote to me. That was the enmity of a god and caused me troubles but I went amidst the enemies of Ḫatti and killed these enemies, when the army of Muwatalli, king of Ḫatti, came with the many countries that were with him, while the armies of the great king, the king of Egypt, were still in the land of Amurru, in the land of … and in the land of Taminta. And when the vanguard of the great king, the king of Egypt, reached the city of Shabtuna, two Bedouins from the army of the country of Ḫatti came to the king and said thus: ‛The king of Ḫatti is in the country of Aleppo.’ Three armies are approaching on the roads, and they had not yet reached the place where the king was. The king was sitting on his throne on the western bank of the Orontes River and the vanguard was in the field that they were planting and occupying. And while the king knew that Muwatalli, the king of Ḫatti, had left the country of Aleppo, the king did not know his intentions. And the king of Ḫatti attacked him by surprise with his army and with all the countries that were with him but the king of Egypt caused his defeat completely by himself although my troops were not with me and although my chariot fighters were not with me. And I led away the enemies of these countries of the country of Ḫatti into the country of Egypt before the sons of the land of Egypt and before the sons of the land of Ḫatti. And then you could say about my army: ‛The army was not there, and the charioteers were not there?’ You see, one army of mine was inside the land of Amurru, another army of mine in the land of … and another army in the land of Taminta, and these are the facts.88
 
              
 
              This is an interesting letter because it is the only explicit exchange of information concerning the battle between Ḫatti and Egypt, however, it is not a Hittite source, though it was found at Ḫattusa, instead the letter was sent by Ramesses and, unfortunately, the reply of Hattusili is unknown. If, on the one hand, in this letter Ramesses narrates the phases of the battle according to his propagandistic agenda, on the other hand, it is interesting that the letter underlines that “these are the facts”, as it may represent an attempt to establish, for both actors involved, an official version of the events, and therefore an official narrative.
 
              The Egyptian sources are not greater in number, but they are from the time of Ramesses II and specifically report the battle.
 
              The Egyptian sources are divided by the scholarship into “poems” and “bulletins”, with the former being texts of literary nature, the latter being the narratives that accompany the reliefs.
 
              The bulletins are present in some of the most important temples and monuments, like Abydos, Karnak, Luxor, the Ramesseum, and Abu Simbel. The poems are present in the Papyrus Raifé / Sallier III, and in the Papyrus Chester Beatty III.89
 
              Both the bulletin and the poem are very long and elaborate texts that report the events of the Battle of Qadesh in great detail, focusing especially on three points: 1. The role of Ramesses in the battle, in particular underlining his decisions; 2. The treachery of the Hittites and their allies; 3. The Egyptian victory.90
 
              Since the Battle of Qadesh may be defined as the “culminating point” of a crisis, it crucial to understand how the relations between Ḫatti and Egypt were both before and after the Battle of Qadesh. We already saw that after the Battle of Qadesh relations slowly took a turn toward an alliance between the two polities, and it is also easy to follow the development of the relations after the Battle of Qadesh thanks to the more than one hundred letters exchanged between Ramesses and Ḫattušili and their families and dignitaries.91
 
              However, it is also possible to follow – at least to some extent – the unfolding of relations between Ḫatti and Egypt before the Battle of Qadesh, since some Hittite texts shed light to the period leading to the clash.
 
              In particular, I want to focus my attention on three documents that will be discussed in the next paragraph: 1. The Kuruštama treaty (CTH 134), probably concluded just before Šuppiluliuma’s reign or even during his reign;92 2. The Deeds of Šuppiluliuma (CTH 40), which narrates the famous daḫamunzu-episode93; 3. The Second Plague Prayer (CTH 378.2) of Muršili with references to the events reported in CTH 40, but with a different narrative.94
 
              The Kuruštama treaty is very fragmentary, however it clearly describes the alliance and good relations between Egypt and Ḫatti:
 
               
                The men of Ḫ[atti], you should not go into the land of E[gypt] with [ev]il intentions, [and the men of Egypt should not go into] the land of Ḫatti [with?] evil. [The land of Ḫ]attuša [should] be allies to the land of Egypt and you should defend Egypt! Egypt should be allies [to Ḫattuša and should defend Ḫattuša].95
 
              
 
              The Deeds of Šuppiliuma offers the most complete explanation of the casus belli that instigated the hostility between Ḫatti and Egypt, at least according to the Hittite sources, and more specifically according to the narrative of Muršili II.
 
              The text is relatively rich in details and it can be summarized as follows:96
 
              
                	 
                  Šuppiluliuma receives a letter from the widow of the Egyptian Pharaoh Nibḫururiya97 who ask for a son of the Hittite king to marry.98
 

                	 
                  The Hittite king is perplexed by the message, as he states: “Such a thing has never happened to me in my whole life!”,99 and suspecting that the Egyptian are setting a trap, sends Ḫattušaziti to Egypt with the purpose of knowing more about the odd request of the queen.100
 

                	 
                  When Ḫattušaziti return from Egypt with the confirmation that the letter was indeed true, as well as the request of the queen101, Šuppiluliuma, after having verified that there was an agreement between Ḫatti and Egypt, states: “Of old, Ḫattuša and Egypt were friendly with each other, and now this, too, on our behalf, has taken place between t[hem]! Thus: Ḫatti and Egypt will continuously be friendly with each other!” and decides to send his son Zannanza to be the new husband of the Egyptian widow.102
 

                	 
                  However, Zannanza is killed before arriving in Egypt and the good relations between the two countries are destroyed.103
 

              
 
              Finally, in the Second Plague Prayer, the beginning of the hostility between Ḫatti and Egypt is also reported, however in different terms than in the Deeds. In the text we read:
 
               
                The second tablet concerned the town of Kuruštamma – how the Stormgod of Ḫatti brought the men of Kuruštamma to the land of Egypt; and how the Stormgod of Ḫatti made a treaty between them and the men of Ḫatti, so that they were put under oath by the Stormgod of Ḫatti. Since the of Ḫatti and the men of Egypt were bound under oath by the Stormgod of Ḫatti, and the men of Ḫatti proceeded to get the upper hand, the men of Ḫatti thereby broke the oath of the gods at once. My father sent infantry and chariotry, and they attacked the border territory of Egypt, the land of Amka. And again he sent, and again they attacked. When the men of Egypt became afraid. They came, and they asked my father outright for his son for kingship. But when my father gave them his son, they led him off, they killed him. And my father became angry, and he went into Egyptian territory, and he attacked the Egyptians and he destroy the Egyptian infantry and chariotry.104
 
              
 
              It is clear, as has already been pointed out by the scholarship, that the different narratives depend on the different purposes of the documents.105
 
              A further group of texts must be mentioned as explicative of the Hittite-Egyptian relations before the Battle of Qadesh: the letters of El-Amarna.106 Only four of the El-Amarna letters (EA 41, EA 42, EA 43, EA 44) were exchanged with the Hittite king (Šuppiluliuma I) and his court (specifically a son of the Hittite king) and they clearly describe positive relations between Ḫatti and Egypt, as shown by the family metaphors used by the actors to refer to each other, in particular the term “brother” used by the two kings, as well as by the exchange of gifts mentioned in EA 41 (lines 39 – 43) and 44 (lines 25 – 29, although some statements demonstration bumpier relations concerning specific topics, e. g. ranking, as the question of the Hittite king:
 
               
                Why did you put your name over my name? (EA 42, line 15)
 
              
 
              makes clear. However, this does not seem to indicate the breaking of the alliance or a state of hostility between the two polities, since the fact that letters were exchanged is evidence that the diplomatic dialogue was still ongoing.
 
              Before discussing relations between Egypt and Ḫatti and the events that led to the Battle of Qadesh, it is necessary to point out some important aspects of the sources considered.
 
              Since this study considers the perspective of the Hittites and the neighboring polities, i. e., in this case study, of the actors more or less actively involved in the Battle of Qadesh, the visibility or accessibility of the sources is crucial. Even if our understanding of what kind of audience had access to the sources in general (and mostly to the written texts, given the low rate of literacy)107 is to a certain degree speculative, the monumental dimension of some of the Egyptian sources show that the goal of these sources was to be both visible and accessible, even though only to a selected audience. On the other hand, the scarce Hittite sources are only brief references to the battle or more elaborate narratives on the period preceding the clash written on clay tablets, and therefore not necessarily visible. Regarding the contemporary accessibility of the Hittite sources, it is relevant to note that the texts belong to different genres that probably had different levels of diffusion among the audience, who was, however, even more limited than the one of the Egyptian sources.108 There is a third element that has to be considered: the goals of the sources. Considering the differences in the visibility and accessibility, one might think that the goal of the Hittite sources was less influenced by reasons of propaganda than the one of the Egyptian sources. Nonetheless both sides aimed either to build a specific narrative of the Battle of Qadesh (the Egyptian side) or of the events before and after it (the Hittite side), therefore both are – to some extent – propagandistic. The audiences and the purpose of the propaganda might be (partially) different, but none of the source represents a reliable report of the battle or of the events leading up to it.
 
             
            
              2.2.3 The Unfolding of the Hittite-Egyptian Relations
 
              The history of relations between Ḫatti and Egypt is a thoroughly studied topic, probably because of the relevance in the collective imagination of the Battle of Qadesh and of the peace treaty signed in the aftermath.
 
              The literature on the topic is therefore immense, and it is beyond the purpose of this work to discuss it at length. However, it is important to set some firm points. The interest in the topic started at the beginning of the 1900s with a study by B. Meissner that considered the Hittite sources concerning the relations between Ḫatti and Egypt,109 one by K. Sethe concerning the Egyptian sources110 and one other by E. Cavaignac with the title “L'Égypte et le Hatti vers 1302”.111
 
              The interest in the relations between Ḫatti and Egypt continued throughout the following decades112 with a pivotal study by W. Murnane dedicated specifically to the Battle of Qadesh.113 Some twenty years later another study dedicated to the Battle of Qadesh with contribution by Hittitologists as well as Egyptologists appeared as a collective volume edited by F. Pecchioli Daddi and M.C. Guidotti.114 Some years ago a monumental monograph dedicated to the relations between Ḫatti and Egypt was published by F. Breyer, and it can be still considered the most updated and all-encompassing work on the topic.115
 
              From the sources available and also from the secondary literature, it is possible to define several different phases in the development of the Hittite-Egyptian relations:
 
              
                	 
                  Phase 0 = Before Šuppiluliuma I. Even though the only source available is the Kuruštama treaty (CTH 134) and the references to it in the Deeds of Šuppiluliuma (CTH 40), it is of great importance in delineating this phase of the relations between Ḫatti and Egypt. As a matter of fact the presence of a treaty or at least of some agreement between the two countries is a sign of reciprocal good relations.
 

                	 
                  Phase 1 = The reign of Šuppiluliuma I. As already pointed out, this phase is very rich in sources. However, only the letters from El-Amarna are coeval with the reign of this Hittite king, while the others are not synchronic with Šuppiluliuma’s reign, since they date to the reign of his son Muršili II. Even if the goal of Muršili II is to highlight the reasons of his enmity with Egypt, nonetheless these sources trace in a relatively detailed manner the development, and especially the worsening, of the relations between the two countries. The well known episode of the daḫamunzu, in fact, can described as the peak of the good relations, since Egypt and Ḫatti were close to a solid alliance through a marriage116 and this ascendent parabola is testified to by the direct reference to the Kuruštama-treaty and by the report of Ḫattusaziti about the good intentions of the Egyptian queen. However, the death of Zannanza made the curve descend quickly and unexpectedly, and marks the end of good relations between Ḫatti and Egypt.
 

                	 
                  Phase 3 = The period between the death of Zannanza and the Battle of Qadesh. The sources are not silent, however many details of the picture are lacking117 and there is no evidence of a direct military confrontation comparable to the Battle of Qadesh.118
 

                	 
                  Phase 4 = The Battle of Qadesh. This can be considered a phase of its own, although chronologically shorter than the others. Even if it is possible that before the battle Ḫatti and Egypt had more than one conflict, perhaps for the control of some subordinate polities like Amurru, the Battle of Qadesh represents the culminating point of the crisis, since it can be considered a turning point in the Hittite-Egyptian relations, as the sources suggest.
 

                	 
                  Phase 5 = The aftermath. For this phase there is an abundance of sources, i. e. the letters exchanged between Ramesses II and Ḫattušili III that, however, do not cover the phase immediate after the Battle of Qadesh and the brief reign of Urḫi-Teššup. The final step of this phase is not the peace treaty that was concluded 15 years after the Battle of Qadesh and that still represents a solid moment in the alliance between Ḫatti and Egypt, but probably the two interdynastic marriages between Ramesses II and two Hittite princesses that consolidated an alliance that remained unbroken as long as the Hittite Empire lasted.
 

              
 
              This overview of the phases shows that for the evaluation of the Battle of Qadesh as a culminating point of a crisis, it is important to consider the events before and after the battle and to also sketch, as precisely as possible, the development of the relations between Ḫatti and Egypt. Only in the broader context is it possible to actually attribute to the Battle of Qadesh the definition of a “culminating point” of a crisis.
 
             
            
              2.2.4 Asynchronicity at Work
 
              After having discussed the sources and analyzed the information they provide about the facts, as well as having explored different interpretations of the sources, and established how the Battle of Qadesh can be described as a “culminating, decisive point” within a crisis, it is now necessary to delve deeper and put all the different perspectives and perceptions into context. This will help us to understand why this particular crisis was and is viewed asynchronously.
 
              The first perspective to be considered is that of the actors directly involved in the events, namely the Hittites and the Egyptians. Based on the sources that we have on the event, these perspectives were asynchronic. In fact, according to the Egyptian sources, the Battle of Qadesh was indeed a pivotal moment that calls for action. Specifically, the Egyptian Pharaoh was required to take action, and since the Egyptian sources describe the battle as a victory for Ramesses II, it is clear that his contemporaries recognized the battle as a defining event that brought an end to the crisis with the Hittites.
 
              The Hittite perspective differs significantly. While there are no surviving sources from the reign of Muwatalli II, the available documents seem to discuss the Battle of Qadesh in various ways.
 
              Firstly, CTH 81 includes a brief report of Ḫattušili’s participation in the battle, shifting the focus from the battle itself to Ḫattušili and his military capacity as king of Ḫakpiš. This suggests that the Hittites viewed the Battle of Qadesh as one of many military conflicts, rather than a defining moment of crisis. Furthermore, the letters exchanged between Ramesses II and Hattusili III completely downplay the significance of the battle. They refer to it as the “days of the enemies” without providing any further elaboration.
 
              Unfortunately, since there are no sources dated to the reign of Muwatalli II, the Hittite perspective is asynchronic in respect to the event, and also to some extent with respect to the Egyptian perspective.
 
              The second perspective is that of the neighboring polities, specifically the other players in the “regional system”. Unfortunately, we do not have any sources other than the Hittites and the Egyptians that explicitly make reference to the Battle of Qadesh, so our understanding of this viewpoint is limited. On one hand, the absence of any direct references to the conflict between the Hittites and the Egyptians suggests that it may have been seen as a regular instance of hostility between two polities, rather than as an extraordinary event. On the other hand, since the outcome of the battle did not alter the system in a significant way that involved the interests of the neighboring polities, and since the geopolitical situation in the region – the border between the Hittite and Egyptian Empires – remained unchanged, even if the confrontation was seen as a culminating point, it did not have a significant impact on the balance of power in the area.
 
              As far as we can interpret, the perception of the neighboring polities was more aligned with that of the Hittites, and different from that of the Egyptians. However, it is not possible to speculate further about each specific polity. It would make sense to think that the Syro-Levantine polities directly affected by the result of the clash might have perceived the battle as a more decisive moment, not for the system as a whole but only for themselves. On the other hand, other polities less directly involved might have considered the conflict to be unexceptional or not significant for their own interests. However, without sufficient sources, this remains purely speculative.
 
              Finally, we should discuss our perspective as historians. It is important to acknowledge that our perspective is inherently asynchronic due to the time gap between the events we study and the present day. Additionally, our understanding of historical events is shaped by the sources we rely on and how we interpret them, especially when defining certain moments as “crises”. In the case of the Battle of Qadesh, two different perspectives need to be considered. If we solely focus on the sources that document the actual showdown, particularly the biased propagandistic Egyptian sources influenced by Ramesses’ political agenda, we would perceive the Battle of Qadesh as the culminating point of a crisis between two political entities.
 
              However, there are two additional factors that should be taken into account. First, during the Late Bronze Age, the “regional system” was relatively stable, as none of the “Great Powers’ Club” members, the so-called Great Kings, possessed the military or political capacity to subjugate the others. Consequently, any hostility between two of these kings had the potential to upset the balance and alter the geopolitical landscape of the region. Also from this perspective, the Battle of Qadesh can be regarded therefore as a “decisive point”, since it was the only open field battle of the period between two Great Kings that had the potential to change the equilibrium in the region, and therefore to shape the political relations after the showdown. Secondly, although Hittite sources are silent regarding the battle itself, there are numerous Hittite texts that provide insight into the period leading up to the Battle of Qadesh, starting from the reign of Šuppiluliuma I.
 
              From the evidence provided by the sources, it is indeed possible to trace “the road to Qadesh”, which allows for an understanding of the development of Egyptian-Hittite relations from Šuppiluliuma I until the Battle of Qadesh and beyond. Despite Muršili II issuing several sources to serve his own political agenda, it is clear that the relationship between Ḫatti and Egypt deteriorated during the reigns of Šuppiluliuma I and Muršili II. Although the exact causes of the crisis are not fully documented, it is evident that strained relations developed over time, leading to a series of events that ultimately culminated in the Battle of Qadesh, a decisive moment requiring action.
 
              To sum up, it is possible to conclude that this crisis is linked to three different temporalities: 1. The temporality of the Hittites, who seem to perceive the significance of the Battle of Qadesh only after the clash and in the perspective of the future relations; 2. Our temporality, as historians, which can be divided into two different levels, the Egyptian level that put Qadesh in the center of political and propagandistic agenda, and the Hittite one that seems almost to ignore the clash; and 3. The temporality of the neighboring polities that may have perceived the event as a crisis between Ḫatti and Egypt, but since the battle itself had no consequences on the system, it was not perceived as the culminating point of a crisis, at least not synchronically.
 
             
           
          
            2.3 Case Study #3 The Reign of Ḫattušili III: A Crisis in (Temporal) Disguise
 
            
              2.3.1 The Milestones of Ḫattušili’s Career
 
              In order to understand why the reign of Ḫattušili III is the perfect case study of a crisis that can be defined as an “immanent transitional phase”, it is fundamental to trace the main lines of the event that characterized not only Ḫattušili’s time as king of Ḫatti but also, maybe even with more attention, what happened before he became king, as well as the picture we can draw from the information in the sources.
 
              I will discuss the sources dating to the time of Ḫattušili III and specifically concerning the crisis more in detail in the next paragraph, but one text, CTH 81,119 must be examined first here. It is the leading source for the milestones of Hattusili’s career and it has been traditionally defined by the scholarship as “Apology”.120 In this long text, whose genre has been not clearly defined by the scholarship and that may have possibly served multiple different purposes,121 the Hittite king reports, for the sake of his own political and propagandistic agenda, the most important milestones of his career from a very early age to his ascension to the throne as king of Ḫatti in a sort of autobiography. In particular, the text aims to justify his kingship in Ḫatti after he deposed his nephew Urḫi-Teššup.122 In the next paragraphs I will explain in more detail the definition of the crisis represented by the reign of Ḫattušili, but first, some groundwork is necessary to understand the text. Two lines of reasoning justify Ḫattušili’s claim to the throne: a juridical one, in which Ḫattušili explains that his motives for deposing Urḫi-Teššup were valid, since Urḫi-Teššup may have broken the clauses of an agreement between the two123; and a religious one based upon divine predestination, since Ḫattušili presents himself as chosen – even as a child – by the goddess Ištar to become king.124 The “autobiography” with its propagandistic and apologetic tones comprises most of the text (obv. i 9 – rev. iv 59) and some specific milestones are narrated with a great deal of detail.
 
              As far as is narrated in the “Apology”, the cursus honorum of Ḫattušili III presented the following milestones:
 
              
                	 
                  Priest of the Goddess Ištar
 

                	 
                  Chief of the Royal Bodyguard
 

                	 
                  Governor of the Upper Land
 

                	 
                  King of Ḫakpiš
 

                	 
                  King of Ḫatti
 

              
 
              The transition from king of Ḫakpiš to king of Ḫatti is marked by the most crucial event in the career of Ḫattušili, i. e. his confrontation with Urḫi-Teššup, since Ḫattušili’s success in this conflict resulted in Urḫi-Teššup being deposed and the beginning of Ḫattušili’s reign in Ḫatti.
 
              It is obvious that the conflict between Ḫattušili and Urḫi-Teššup can be objectively described as a crisis, and more specifically as a dynastic crisis.
 
              However, the analysis of this case study is based on specific research questions that broaden the horizon from just an episode of the civil war between an uncle and nephew for the Hittite throne.
 
              In particular, this analysis is based on the following two questions: 1. Was the conflict perceived as crisis (or, indeed, perceived at all before its outcome) by the neighboring polities? If it was, is it possible to see it in the sources, and how? 2. What is the perception of the scholarship (of us, as historians) of the reign of Ḫattušili III? What has more weight? The narrative of the dynastic crisis or the fact, for instance, that under his reign the “eternal treaty” with Ramesses II was concluded?
 
              Clearly, it is also crucial for this study to understand what the internal Hittite perspective on the reign of Ḫattušili was.
 
             
            
              2.3.2 The Sources
 
              The reign of Ḫattušili III can be described as the most well documented reign of a Hittite king in terms of textual sources for two reasons: 1. The sources belong to different textual genres that have different purposes and therefore shed light on specific issues from different perspectives; 2. Among the sources there are texts directed to an international audience, i. e. the other kings and their families, dignitaries, élites, and courtiers, and also texts directed to an internal audience, i. e. the Hittite élites, functionaries and dignitaries, the court, and the royal family.125
 
              The texts that can be described as international sources belong specifically to three different textual genres: international treaties, correspondence, and international decrees and verdicts.126
 
              In particular, two treaties can be attributed to Ḫattušili III: CTH 92127, a subordinate treaty concluded with Bentešina, king of Amurru and CTH 91128, the parity treaty concluded with Pharaoh Ramesses II fifteen years after the Battle of Qadesh.129
 
              The international decrees and verdicts have a peculiar characteristic: they were mostly found in Ugarit, and not in Ḫattuša, unlike the rest of the sources, and since they bear the seal impression of the Hittite king their attribution is indubitable. These texts are the decrees CTH 93, CTH 94 (RS 17.238), RS 18.114 (CTH 215), CTH 106.II.1 (ABoT 1.57)130 and the verdicts RS 17.229 (CTH 215), CTH 95 (RS 17.133).131
 
              In contrast with the relatively small number of treaties, international decrees, and verdicts, the letters are particularly abundant, in addition, they were exchanged not only with other kings of equal ranks belonging to the so-called Great Powers’ Club, but also with subordinate kings, like for instance with the king of Amurru, Bentešina. This is a privileged characteristic of the documentation, since it allows us to see – when possible – different perspectives about what information was communicated to whom and in what form, so that it is also possible to speculate about why specific topics were selected.
 
              Among the letters with other kings of equal rank, the vast majority of the letters dating to the reign of Ḫattušili III were exchanged with Ramesses II and other members of his family,132 but letters were also exchanged with Babylonia (KBo 1.10+, from Ḫattušili to Kadašman-Enlil; KUB 3.71, from Kadašman-Turgu to Ḫattušili) and, possibly, with Assyria.133
 
              The “internal sources” also belong to different genres, however the best preserved are the decrees.134
 
              Of course, the longest and best-preserved text is CTH 81, the so-called “Apology” and it is also the document that gives the most insight into and details on the events from the reign of Muwatalli II until Ḫattušili’s ascension to the throne of Ḫatti. The scholarship has already pointed out that the document has a propagandistic purpose,135with the aim of legitimizing not only Ḫattušili himself but also especially his successor Tutḫaliya, since he was named crown prince (tuḫkanti)136 after his brother Nerikkaili’s removal from that position.137
 
              The decrees are comprised of six documents and deal with various topics: CTH 85 is very close to the “Apology” and reports the conflict between Ḫattušili and Urḫi-Teššup;138 CTH 86 is a decree containing dispositions concerning the estate of Arma-Tarḫunta, one of the political adversaries of Ḫattušili who was found guilty of sorcery;139 CTH 87 contains dispositions in favor of the sons of the chief-scribe Mittanamuwa who was in charge of Ḫattuša when the capital was transferred to Tarḫuntašša;140 CTH 88 outlines the release of the institution of the ḫekur of the deity Pirwa from duties; CTH 89 is a decree containing some dispositions concerning the people of the city of Tiliura; finally, CTH 90 disposes the restoration of the sacred city of Nerik.141
 
              From this brief survey of the sources, it emerges that their evaluation can be crucial in defining the crisis. In fact, the war between Ḫattušili and Urḫi-Teššup can be defined as a critical moment, but the question that I will try to answer is whether the crisis extended beyond the end of the conflict, and if so, with what consequences, in order to determine whether it is possible to define it as an “immanent transitional phase”. To this end, we must sift through a variety of sources which will offer differing perspectives and details on the war. Furthermore, the different sources will shed light on the mechanisms of communication within and around the crisis, in particular, what information was communicated to whom, how it was communicated, and why. One illuminating example concerns the management of Ḫattuša when the capital was transferred to Tarḫuntašša: in CTH 81 Ḫattušili claims that he was governing Ḫattuša (CTH 81, rev. iii 36 – 37), while, in contrast, in the decree for Mittanamuwa it is stated that Muwatalli selected Mittanamuwa to manage Ḫattuša while the capital was in Tarḫuntašša (CTH 87, obv. 13 – 19). Further narrative inconsistencies between the different texts arise when the Apology is compared with the decree KBo 6.29+, concerning the priesthood of the goddess Ištar, as is precisely underlined in a recent study by S. de Martino.142
 
             
            
              2.3.3 The Crisis (or Crises)
 
              As CTH 81 makes evident, the steps toward the conflict between Ḫattušili and Urḫi-Teššup are relatively easy to follow, and they can be summarized in 6 key episodes:
 
               
                	 
                  rev. iii 36 – rev. ii 54: this section lists the offices of Ḫattušili and Urḫi-Teššup and, in broad terms, their respective spheres of influence.
 
 
                	 
                  rev. iii 54 – rev. iii 62: this short paragraph represents the first moment of hostility, since it reports the first move of Urḫi-Teššub, who takes away from his uncle all the territories subjected to him with the exception of Ḫakpiš and Nerik.
 
 
                	 
                  rev. iii 63 – rev. iii 79: this section is dedicated to the official and diplomatic preparation of the clash. It is divided into three specific moments: Urḫi-Teššup’s removal of Ḫakpiš and Nerik from Ḫattušili; the decision of Ḫattušili to proceed with an actual war; and finally, the declaration of war according to the diplomatic customs of the time, that is, through written communication.
 
 
                	 
                  rev. iv 1 – rev. iv 23: this part of the narrative focuses on the description of their respective allies, or at least the most significant ones, namely Šipa-Ziti, son of Arma-Tarḫunta who supported Urḫi-Teššup and, on the other side, the goddess Ištar, the Kaška and “the entire Ḫattuša” (rev. iv 28) in favor of Ḫattušili.
 
 
                	 
                  rev. iv 23 – rev. iv 31: these few lines contain the report of the actual conflict, in which Ḫattušili defeats Urḫi-Teššup.
 
 
                	 
                  rev. iv 31 – rev. iv 48: the last part of the narrative is dedicated to the consequences of the clash; Urḫi-Teššup is first entrusted with cities in the country of Nuḫašše, but then he is eventually removed from this office, and the properties of his ally Šipa-Ziti are given to the goddess Ištar. As a final but critical consequence of the clash, Ḫattušili becomes Great King of Ḫatti.
 
 
              
 
              However, as already pointed out, the goal of this analysis is not only to evaluate the point of crisis of the open confrontation between Ḫattušili and Urḫi-Teššup, but to determine whether the reign of Ḫattušili III can be interpreted as an immanent transitional phase.
 
              In order to do so, we need to proceed with an analysis of the sources available. In particular, the following questions need to be answered: 1. Are there documents that report the conflict with Urḫi-Teššup, and if so, how do they do it? 2. Are these sources crafted for an international or for an internal audience?
 
              Besides CTH 81, which presents the most detailed narrative concerning the conflict between Ḫattušili and Urḫi-Teššup, another nearly equally detailed narrative about it is presented in KBo 6.29+, obv. i 22 – ii 41). The narrative is consistent with the one in CTH 81, but some significant details are different. Not only is KBo 6.29+ richer in details than CTH 81, but in KBo 6.29+ the impetus of the conflict is attributed to a much more massive intervention of the goddess Ištar.143
 
              These differences might seem minimal, but they are actually crucial in order to understand the political (and propagandistic) agenda of Ḫattušili III, as the decree for Mittanamuwa has already shown.
 
              The other textual category in which Urḫi-Teššup plays a significant role are the letters. In the majority of these documents Urḫi-Teššup is not explicitly mentioned, but the context reveals that the texts refer to him or in general to the conflict between him and Ḫattušili, as for instance in KBo 1.10+, sent by Ḫattušili to Kadašman-Enlil of Babylon, in which we read:
 
               
                My enemy who [had escaped] to another country [left] and went to the king of Egypt. When I wrote to him: ‛[Send me my enemy]’, and he did not send me my enemy, [then, because of this, I and the king of] Egypt became angry with one another.144
 
              
 
              The conflict between Ḫattušili and Urḫi-Teššup surfaces more often in the Hittite-Egyptian correspondence than in any other, with at least eleven letters that mention the conflict.145 In particular, two letters, KUB 3.22+ (obv. 9) and KBo 1.24+ (passim) refer to the “matter of Urḫi-Teššup” and it is clear from the context of both letters that the topic was causing some tensions between Ḫattušili and Ramesses, even if the general tone of the letters maintains the purpose of the good relations.
 
              The analysis of the written sources makes clear that the conflict between Ḫattušili and Urḫi-Teššup is definitely attested more often in the decrees, which were intended for the Hittite audience, and less in the international documents.146
 
              The correspondence with Egypt is the most significant exception, however this can be explained by the fact that Urḫi-Teššup found shelter in Egypt and therefore, at least before the conclusion of the treaty between Ramesses II and Ḫattušili III, he could have represented a threat to the good relations between Ḫatti and Egypt, which Ḫattušili wished to maintain in order to bolster the stability of his own power in Ḫatti.147
 
              Further evidence emerges from the analysis indicating that the international documents are less rich in details concerning the relationship and the ultimate conflict between Ḫattušili and Urḫi-Teššup. However, the texts for the internal audience always report roughly the same general narrative, so it is possible to say that the internal documents are richer in details, as well as consistently providing the same version of the events.
 
              This difference plays a significant role in perceptions of the crisis. The international audience, who could probably only speculate about the actual events that caused Urḫi-Teššup to be deposed, perceived the crisis of the time post quem, and their perception of the crisis was focused on the fact that Urḫi-Teššup had survived and that his presence in Egypt presented a continued threat to stability.
 
              The internal audience, in contrast, probably had direct knowledge of the major events of the confrontation that went beyond the narrative of the sources. Additionally, they must have perceived the conflict as occurring over a longer period time, beginning with the events leading up to the conflict between Ḫattušili and Urḫi-Teššup and continuing into the aftermath of the conflict. This can be determined from the presence of attempts at justification in the texts of Ḫattušili, and even though the narrative within the text itself ends with Ḫattušili becoming king of Ḫatti, the same narrative is present in texts that were written long after the confrontation, for example, the “Apology”, which was composed after the deposition of Nerikkaili as tuḫkanti (crown prince).148
 
              This analysis allows us to draw a further conclusion, which is that it is clear there was a three-fold crisis that stretched over a period of time longer than the actual reign of Ḫattušili III.
 
              The first crisis point, before Ḫattušili became king in Ḫatti, was the confrontation with Urḫi-Teššup and all its consequences, two of which should be mentioned in particular. The first is Tarḫuntašša’s loss of its status as capital and therefore it had to be decided what to do with it. The second was the presence of Urḫi-Teššup, Muwatalli’s other family members, in Egypt and of his political supporters in Ḫatti.
 
              This second element is closely connected with the second “crisis-point” that is not a specific event, but rather the whole issue of legitimation. Since Ḫattušili had no real claim to the throne of Ḫatti, and since the way he took power as king was questionable, not only was his hold on the throne unstable, but the succession of his heirs was also uncertain.
 
              The third and final crisis-point concerns the stability of Ḫattušili’s power on an international level. The Battle of Qadesh was fought not long before he ascended to the throne and, in particular, not long before his conflict with Urḫi-Teššup. The turmoil in Ḫatti might have weakened the power of Ḫattušili on an international level and caused the rebellion of the subordinate kings, as well as emboldening Egypt to attempt to acquire more territories in Syria.
 
              The fact that these situations were perceived to be the expression of an ongoing crisis or as potentially leading up to a crisis, at least by Ḫattušili, and also probably by the Hittite audience, is demonstrated by the fact that some measures were taken as possible solutions.
 
              The first and most obvious is, as already described, the attempts to justify the actions of Ḫattušili by using the narrative of the texts to establish an official version of events.
 
              However, more concrete anti-crisis measures can also be detected. First, as pointed out by F. Imparati, the decrees present not only a specific apologetic narrative but also contain concrete and specific economic measures aimed at placating institutions and dignitaries with the purpose of currying favor toward Ḫattušili.149
 
              The crisis initiated by the transfer of the capital to Ḫattuša from Tarḫuntašša was addressed together with the possible crisis connected with the presence of living family members of Muwatalli II: as is well known, Tarḫuntašša was made a Sekundogenitur (as Karkemiš had been before) with the enthronement of Kurunta, a son of Muwatalli, as king.150
 
              The critical issue of legitimation was dealt with in the narrative in CTH 81 with two lines of justification: a juridical one, according to which Urḫi-Teššup violated the terms of an agreement with Ḫattušili, and a religious one in which the goddess Ištar is described as having predestined Ḫattušili for the throne of Ḫatti.
 
              The legitimation of Tutḫaliya is accomplished by the texts, in particular by CTH 81, not by a narrative of Ḫattušili’s predestination, but by the very specific measure of appointing him as priest of the goddess Ištar, having him reenact one of the first steps of Ḫattušili’s career.
 
              The third and final critical issue, the stability of Ḫattušili’s power in international relations, was tackled by a diplomatic program, through the exchange of a dense correspondence with Egypt that had as its first goal the stipulation of a treaty, and as its ultimate goal the acquisition of a powerful ally. Furthermore, the sources include very detailed diplomatic letters exchanged with other kings, like the one sent to Kadašman-Enlil, in which the Hittite king tackles several different topics, including relations with other countries such as Egypt and Assyria, good diplomatic practices, and more specific subjects like the murder of some Hittite merchants or the situation of Bentešina, king of Amurru.151 These letters are a specific sign of the will of Ḫattušili III to stabilize and strengthen his position in the Great Powers’ Club, and with the subordinate kings for the control of satellite polities.
 
              To return to the fundamental question of whether the reign of Ḫattušili can be considered “an immanent transitional phase”, I think it is possible to answer affirmatively. The crisis-points from the confrontation with Urḫi-Teššup to the succession of Tutḫaliya IV could have triggered several changes and realignments, for instance a change in the reigning family in Ḫatti, as had happened before,152 a shift in power in favor of Tarḫuntašša and its royal family, and the breakdown of relations with Egypt or with other members of the Great Powers’ Club. However, none of this happened, and the crisis (or crises) was indeed a transitional phase from the reign of one branch of the royal family to another, from the initial intention of good relations with Egypt to the actual stipulation of a treaty, and from rocky successions to the stability of the reign of both Ḫattušili and his son Tutḫaliya as ensured by the conclusion of his treaty with his cousin Kurunta.153
 
             
            
              2.3.4 Asynchronicity in Disguise
 
              Defined as an immanent transitional period, the reign of Ḫattušili III can no longer be described without question as the apogee of the Hittite Empire. The stipulation of a treaty with Egypt and the fact that the international sources give us a picture of stability and power in international relations are consistent with the idea of the reign of Ḫattušili as being the apogee of the Hittite political power, before the crisis that would bring it to an end became manifest. However, the dynastic crisis and the measures taken to ensure the stability of Ḫattušili’s power within Ḫatti show how his reign was a transition between the reign of his predecessors Šuppiluliuma, Muršili, and Muwatalli and the reign of his descendants. However, since the crisis was perceived as largely internal to Ḫatti, in this case study the asynchronic perception of the crisis also plays an important role, even if it disguises itself in the synchronic sources available.
 
              The first temporality is that of the Hittites. Their perspective on the crisis is the only one synchronic with it, since as the sources reveal, the narrative of the texts, as well as the texts themselves, are witnesses to the ongoing crisis, representing measures to address and possibly resolve it. In this case what is asynchronic is that the goal of the anti-crisis measures was not to resolve critical issues in the reign of Ḫattušili, but rather to prevent further crises in the reign of Ḫattušili’s successor(s).
 
              The perspective of the neighboring polities is for the most part asynchronic, since the crisis was mostly internal to Ḫatti, and the international sources, with the exception of the letters mentioning Urḫi-Teššup, do not describe the issues of the crisis. Indeed, the international sources do not show any concern from the kings of the neighboring polities regarding the situation in Ḫatti. Considering that the reign of Ḫattušili is defined as a transitional phase, the most asynchronic perception is our own. As a matter of fact, a transitional phase implies that a certain period of time has passed before it can be perceived as such, and both the Hittite and their neighbors were within the same temporality of the crisis and could not, therefore, have perceived the transition. Since historians are in a different temporality and can evaluate the totality of the sources available, we are able to perceive the immanent transitional phase and to describe the changes and the transformations that it brought with it.
 
             
           
          
            2.4 Case Study #4 The End of the Hittite Empire: Asynchronic Synchronicity
 
            
              2.4.1 The End of an Era
 
              Fall. Collapse. End. The period between the end of the 13th and the beginning of the 12th century BCE and the corresponding passage from the Late Bronze Age to the Iron Age, has been described with all these words by the scholarship, often together with demise and decline.154
 
              These different terms imply different views of the period they describe. The most neutral term is “end” and it often refers simply to the Hittite empire or, more precisely, to the end of the written documentation from Ḫattuša. Both references to an “end” are in fact correct: the Hittite empire ceased to exist – at least in the form that was known in the Late Bronze Age – and its end, along with other factors, catalyzed the re-organization of the “regional system” that also ceased to exist in the form it took in the Late Bronze Age.155 The assumption that the Hittite Empire ended is due to the fact that written sources from Ḫattuša are no longer available after the reign of Šuppiluliuma II who is, at the current state of the research, the last known Hittite king.156
 
              The other two terms, “fall” and “collapse”, are definitely far less neutral than “end” but not necessarily incorrect.157
 
              They both imply the end not only of the written sources and of a known dynasty of kings, but also of the social, political, and economic structures that characterized the Hittite Empire.
 
              J. Diamond defines collapse as “a drastic decrease in human population size and/or political/economic/social complexity, over a considerable area, for an extended time”,158 underlining different aspects and implying that collapse is a complex phenomenon, caused by different factors and extended over time, meaning that it does not happen suddenly. However, regarding the Hittite Empire specifically, L. D’Alfonso defines collapse as a “rapid and deep political change”, underlining the quickness of the change but also the fact that, as he states more precisely, “collapse never means the complete end of political systems and their accompanying civilizational frameworks”159, thus already pointing toward the use of concepts like re-organization, transformation, or simply change to better describe the situation after the end of written documentation from Ḫattuša.
 
              Fall is often used as synonym of collapse, referring traditionally to a multifactorial complex set of causes that led to the end of a polity and its political structures, and it is often connected with the concept of “decline” that is the phase – of crisis – that precedes the fall.160
 
              These definitions also link the end of an empire (or of a civilization) with the factors that determined it.
 
              While the most recent research tends to point out the multifactoriality of the causes that determine the end of an empire, in this regard scholarship’s interpretation of the end of Hittite Empire has changed dramatically in the last decade.
 
              It is beyond the purpose of this study to retrace the whole history of research concerning the fall of the Hittite Empire161 but a change seems to have occurred in the interpretation of the scholarship, moving from a monocausal explanation for the end of the Hittite Empire (usually related to the invasion of the Sea People or of other groups), to the highlighting of internal factors of decline (like depopulation and famine).162 There are two specific reevaluations in the scholarship that should be mentioned here: the one suggested by J. Seeher, who first suggested that the end of the written documentation from Ḫattuša should be interpreted not as caused by a catastrophic event, but rather as the consequence of the abandonment of the capital by the Hittites themselves, as based on archaeological evidence.163 The second reevaluation is the rise of the “resilience theory” that not only presupposes that a plethora of causes must have determined the end of the Empire, but also that treats the end itself as nuanced, interpreting it more as a re-organization and change rather than of destruction and oblivion.164
 
              If, on the one hand, it is true that the written documentation from Ḫattuša ceased, and that after Šuppiluliuma II there was no known king who bore the title of “King of Ḫatti” and that the sequence indeed broke off, on the other hand, the definition of what happened in the period leading to the end of the Hittite Empire and in its aftermath is should be interpreted as something like re-organization and resilience.165
 
              The truth is that we do not know with certainty what happened to the Hittite royal dynasty after the abandonment of the capital, but definitions like fall or collapse seem improper to some degree.
 
              Most probably, the end of the written sources and of the sequence of kings was not caused by a single sudden catastrophic event or by a series of intertwined catastrophic events in a domino-like-effect. It was the result of a series of causes, none of which can be defined as sudden or catastrophic.
 
              In S. Alaura’s excellent definition:
 
               
                regarding the actual cause of the “crisis” at the end of the Late Bronze Age, recent suggestions include: destruction by outside forces (…) climate and environmental changes or natural disasters (…) technological innovations (…) internal collapse (…) and anthropological and sociological theories dealing with states of inequalities and the resulting political struggle.166
 
              
 
              After having defined the characteristics of the end of the Hittite Empire and its causes, we must now examine the sources that inform us about the critical scenario that led to the fall. Furthermore, the question of the definition of the crisis remains open, and, in particular, it must be decided whether the crisis that led to the end of the Hittite Empire can be defined as “a unique and final point”.
 
             
            
              2.4.2 The Sources
 
              Surveying the sources related to the end of the Hittite Empire is particularly complex for two reasons.
 
              First, since archaeological sources are crucial for the reconstruction of the fall and its aftermath, they must be taken into consideration, but with the caveat that they often draw a picture different from the one drawn by the written sources, and this can also be seen as a point of asynchronicity.167
 
              Second, there is no source that is an explicit report of the crisis or that explicitly mentions Hittite fear of the changes that were taking place, so we have to read between the lines of the texts in order to catch references to the crisis or to the Hittite’s fear of the end of the world as they knew it.
 
              As we try to read between the lines, the leading question is of course: did they see it coming? But a follow up question is also necessary: if they did, what measures did they take to deal with it? Were they successful? Or did they only think that they were successful?
 
              The answer to both questions is biased by the availability of the sources. Not only must a certain randomness in the finding of the sources must be taken into consideration, but it is also impossible to exclude the possibility that the Hittite dynasty continued its existence somewhere else, and that it produced written records that have simply not been found (yet). Therefore, the picture we obtain from the sources we have currently might be incomplete.
 
              In a recent contribution, J. Miller answers the question about whether the texts display evidence of the crisis that led to the end of the Hittite Empire by stating “in short: No, there are no signs, or at least no clear signs, of the decline and impending collapse in the documentation from Ḫattuša”.168 However, he also points out that the scholarship has had radically different opinions on the matter, and underlining in particular the interpretation of I. Singer of the oath and instructions texts of the last Hittite kings as containing references to the decline of the Hittite Empire, and considering the issuing of the documents themselves as measures against the crisis.169
 
              Miller also points out a further significant issue, which is the date of the documents that are sources for the crisis years at the end of the Empire. This is particularly interesting issue, since opinions concerning the timing of the collapse may vary, as shown in the previous paragraph. Therefore, not only is it crucial to delimit the period in which it is possible to find documents that contain references not just to “a crisis” but to “the crisis” that led to the end of the Empire. It is also crucial to have a precise paleographic date of the documents, since as Miller shows, for instance the text Bo 2810 on which, among others, Klengel’s interpretation of the hunger in Ḫatti was based170, dates to the middle of the 13th century BCE and not to the last years of the Empire, therefore the document may indeed contain evidence of a difficult time, but not evidence of the crisis that caused the end of the Empire.
 
              This also implies that it is necessary to set a date for the beginning of the decline, but doing so is a very tricky task. In fact, not only does it depend on the interpretation of the reign of Ḫattušili III, in particular on the evaluation of his reign as the beginning of the crisis that led to the fall of the Empire, but also it depends on what factors of the crisis are taken into consideration as relevant causes of the fall. It is evident that the dynastic crisis marked the reign of Ḫattušili III and had consequences that affected the reign of his successor Tutḫaliya IV at a minimum.171 However, references to other crisis factors, like drought, hunger, depopulation, conflicts, and so on, are not necessarily present in the written documentation and therefore the beginning of the multifactorial crisis cannot be dated with high precision. Also, the eruption of the different crisis factors might have been asynchronous, so a starting point is impossible to establish.
 
              Finally, as Miller correctly describes it,
 
               
                the cluster of documentation during the middle of the 13th century might well mislead us in general, too, in that we are able to find some 10 times as many difficulties and negative events in them, simply because we have 10 times as many texts.172
 
              
 
              So, the question remains: what texts do we have that contain clues and/or references to the crisis? Is it possible to identify some of these references?
 
              A complete study of the documents of the late Hittite Empire that contain indications of the crisis goes beyond the scope of this research, but I will nevertheless here discuss some texts that have been always considered by the scholarship to be related to the crisis that led to the end of the Empire.
 
              As will become clear in the survey, most of the texts were not written in Ḫattuša but in Ugarit.
 
              The first document that I want to discuss is the letter RS 17.247 sent from Piḫawalwi from Ḫatti to Ibiranu. In the third paragraph of this very short letter we read:
 
               
                Why have you not come before His Majesty since you became king in the land of Ugarit? Why have you not sent your messengers? His Majesty is very angry about this matter. So send your messengers to His Majesty quickly and send presents to the king together with presents also for me.173
 
              
 
              In the words of Piḫawalwi a certain discontent with the behavior if Ibiranu is tangible, since it was probably contrary to the etiquette of diplomacy, and in particular contrary to the expected behavior of a subordinate king toward his overlord at the time of his own accession to the throne. However, certain misbehaviors on the part of the subordinate kings are not exceptional, as the case of Aziru of Amurru shows, and they did not necessarily mean the beginning of hostilities or, even worse, of open confrontation. The words of Piḫawalwi do not conceal any concern for a degenerating situation or fear of an irreversible crisis caused by the behavior of Ibiranu, only irritation and disappointment at Ibiranu’s neglect of his duties as subordinate.
 
              If these political interactions do not seem far from regular diplomacy, with a few more tense situations, but without potentially catastrophic changes of alliance and/or confrontations, the topic of food supply is also present in some documents and seems to be a reason for worry. In the letter RS 20.212, as a matter of fact, we read:
 
               
                And so (the city of) Ura [acted(?)] in such a way… and for My Sun the food they have saved. My Sun has shown them 2,000 kor of grain coming from Mukish. You must furnish them with a large ship and a crew, and they must transport this grain to their country. They will carry it in one or two shipments. You must not detain their ship! (RS 20.212, 17 – 26)174
 
              
 
              The wording of the letter, in particular the reference in the very final line to the fact that “it is a matter of life or death” (RS 20.212, line 33), may imply a current problem with a shortage of food, resulting in hunger, and therefore an irreversible crisis.
 
              However, as has already been pointed out by H. A. Hoffner, there is no mention of an imminent catastrophe,175 therefore even if the wording might seem a little dramatic, it does not necessarily mean that it was actually a matter of life and death, but might rather have been a way to communicate urgency and encourage the recipient to stick to the shipment agreement.
 
              We need also to keep in mind M. Liverani’s interpretation of Rib-Addu’s correspondence with the Egyptian Pharaoh, where he sees in the constant pleas of Rib-Addu, who describes himself surrounded by enemies and in constant danger, a literary topos rather than actual reality.176
 
              Since one of the causes of the demise of the Hittite Empire might have been the resource drain of conducting military campaigns against multiple enemies, one of the most interesting texts for our purposes is RS 34.165, because it concerns military operations and hostilities involving the Hittites .177
 
              I. Singer has pointed out that the sender and the addressee are not known, however the latter might be Ibiranu, king of Ugarit, and the former Tukultī-Ninurta I, king of Assyria.178 The letter has been often described as exceptional because it reports actual hostility – possibly including a military confrontation in Niḫriya – between Assyria and Ḫatti. It is rare to find such reports in letters but, as pointed out by D. Schwemer “Ziel des Briefes war es wohl, den König von Ugarit, der ja ein Vasall des Hethiterkönigs war, davon zu überzeugen, das die Macht des Hethiterreiches ihren Zenit überschritten hatte”,179 therefore the hostility between Ḫatti and Assyria, even if it definitely occurred, did not play an actual role in the end of the Hittite Empire and the actual consequences of the military confrontation were not devastating for the Hittites. As I. Singer underlines after reviewing the sources for the last decades of the Hittite history in his detailed article on the battle of Niḫriya: “Nota bene: There is nothing in these documents of the last years of the Hittite Empire even remotely associated with the Assyrians or with eastern campaigns”,180 thus downplaying the significance of the hostility as one of the causes of the end of the Hittite Empire.
 
              If we turn to the Hittite internal documents, KBo 12.38 may be the Hittite counterpart of the letter about the battle of Niḫriya.181 This historiographic text, dated to the reign of Šuppiluliuma II, is – in its second part (obv. ii 22–rev. iv 14) – a boastful report of the military successes of the Hittite king against Alašiya, as stated in obv. ii 5 – 9:
 
               
                Ships of the land of Alasiya met me in battle three times on the high seas. I defeated them. I captured the ships and set fire to them in the sea.182
 
              
 
              Like letter RS 34.165, which had the goal of convincing the king of Ugarit to support Assyria since the Hittite king was not powerful anymore, KBo 12.38, written in a similar tone, is an attempt to convince the Hittite élites and the court that the king was more powerful than their enemies, and that he was able to conquer more subordinates. Furthermore, since the first part of the text deals with the building of a mausoleum to celebrate his father Tutḫaliya (IV) as proclaimed by the words:
 
               
                I built a permanent mausoleum. I made the statue and had it carried into the permanent mausoleum (obv. ii 17 – 21),183
 
              
 
              a further goal of Šuppiluliuma II was probably to propagate an image of himself as a pious king. Both arguments of the text can be read as measures to reframe a crisis, of power on the international scene in the first case and dynastic in the second, but this way of reframing crises is not unknown in the Hittite Empire, as shown by the cases of Telipinu and Ḫattušili, and the wording of the text does not convey the urgency of a potential catastrophic situation; it is, rather, business as usual for the Hittite kings.
 
              Further evidence that the situation was under control – or at least perceived as such – is given by the treaties of Šuppiluliuma II, one with Talmi-Teššup king of Karkemiš (CTH 122.1)184 and the other with Alašiya (CTH 141).185 Both treaties are fragmentary and they show some different characteristics from the treaties of the previous kings.186 However, they also show the usual features of Hittite international treaties, such as the “motivation clause” (the so-called historical prologue)187 and the binding obligation to be loyal to the terms of the agreement, as well as the usual terminology attested in the treaties.
 
              In particular, it is interesting that CTH 122.1 was concluded between Šuppiluliuma II and the king of Karkemiš. Since the scholarship agrees on the rising role of Karkemiš in the last period of the Hittite Empire, in particular concerning the control and administration of the Syrian subordinate kingdoms,188 the presence of the treaty represents evidence that Karkemiš was still considered to be and treated like a subordinate kingdom by the Hittites, although still with its status of Sekundogenitur.189
 
              Finally, surveying the oaths of Ḫattušili III, Tutḫalia IV, and Šuppiluliuma II, M. Giorgieri notices that they tend to emphasize the need for loyalty, for example, as in CTH 124, rev. iii 8 – 15 in which we read:
 
               
                May my years and my days be offered to Šuppil[uliyama]! Whatever happens I will protect only the descendants of my Lord Šuppilu[lium]a, of Muršili, of Muwatalli [and] (?) of Tutḫaliya. I will not speak thus: “That (is) of the oath!” I will protect only the descendants of my Lord!”.190 He also points out that “as the monarchy became weaker, Hittite kings responded by claiming closer intimacy with the gods.191
 
              
 
              Both the emphasis on loyalty and closeness to the gods may be considered measures to reframe the dynastic crisis initiated by the usurpation of Ḫattušili III. However, in this case also the texts do not convey – at least not convincingly – fear of an imminent end.
 
              As has been shown by the survey of the sources, there is no text that can be defined as explicit about the impending fall of the Empire or even about a general crisis felt to be irreversible.
 
              Different texts deal with different issues, but these issues were also fairly common in previous periods of Hittite history, and it would be a stretch to interpret these passages as evidence of a crisis that was perceived as worse than the previous ones or any that had recurred during Hittite history.
 
              It is also striking that the situation is never described as specifically critical, either by the internal documents or by the international texts like letters. This can indeed be interpreted as evidence that the critical time was not thought to be a leadup to catastrophic consequences.
 
              Based on the textual evidence, it is clear that we must avoid the tendency to make post eventum prophecies based solely on our knowledge of the subsequent historical events, i. e. that the regional system did indeed fall.
 
             
            
              2.4.3 Asynchronic Synchronicity
 
              After having surveyed the most relevant written sources and having made some comments regarding the end of the Hittite Empire, the question of whether the crisis that led to the end of the documentation from Ḫattuša could be perceived as a “unique and final point” needs to be answered.
 
              As we have done for the previous three case studies, we must consider how this crisis was perceived by the three different perspectives that have been considered throughout this work, specifically, the perspective of the Hittites, the perspective of the neighboring polities, and our perspective as historians, as well as the different temporalities of these perspectives.
 
              In this case there is unique advantage from our sources – at least for the sake of this study – since they derive not only from the Hittite capital but also, perhaps even for the most part, from Ugarit. This circumstance allows the possibility of grasping the perspective of the neighboring polities much more deeply than was the case in the other three case studies.
 
              The perspective of the Hittites has already been described and – as far as it is possible to interpret from the sources available – it is safe to say that, even though some critical issues were perceived (like drought and the consequent scarcity of grain, the movement of people, depopulation, and possibly even some turbulence on an international level), the sources show that the Hittites never really considered the possibility that their Empire could fall. In this context it is necessary to ask a further question: did they not consider this possibility because they did not perceive the gravity of the signals of the crisis, or because what we understand as fall or collapse was not a concept with which they were familiar? It is, of course, impossible to know for sure, as well as beyond the purpose of this research to give even a speculative answer to this question, however this issue is directly linked to asynchronicity as we compare the perspective of the Hittites to our own.
 
              Not only is our temporality different from that of the Hittites, and not only do we have knowledge of what happened after the Hittite Empire ended and the regional system ceased to exist, but the scholarship has used (and still uses) concepts like collapse and fall that are contemporary and therefore convey our perspective.
 
              The consequence is that the scholarship described (and still describes) these concepts according to its own perception, while from an emic perspective they might be perceived in a significantly different way.
 
              This does not mean that the perspective of the scholarship is incorrect, since thanks to our different temporality, we can evaluate these historical events in light of the result of the crisis, i. e. the fall of the Hittite Empire. However, it is important to divide the crisis itself from its results and consequences and, the definition of “unique and final point” can be given only in retrospect and from an etic perspective.
 
              Finally, the perspective of the neighboring polities is in sync with that of the Hittites, since they shared both the same temporality and the same infosphere. The sources do not point out specific concerns of the other Great Kings and/or of the subordinate polities. These might very well have been present, but since all the actors involved in the regional system shared a common cultural environment, is conceivable that their perception of the crisis was very close to that of the Hittites.
 
              To conclude, in this case study the different temporality is the trigger of the asynchronic perception of the crisis, with a significant split between the emic and the etic perspectives.
 
             
           
        
 
      
       
         
          3 Conclusions: Asynchonicity and (Re)-interpretation of Crises
 
        
 
         
          
            3.1 Crisis: Temporality vs Perception
 
            After having presented the four case studies and having shown how (a)synchronic these three different perspectives were and whether and how multitemporality plays a role, it is now possible to draw some concluding remarks.
 
            First, it is always important to consider from which perspective a crisis is evaluated. This is not only a simple matter of emic versus etic perspective, but the infosphere,192 i. e., the sources available to the actors involved, also plays a significant role, and must therefore always be considered when describing and evaluating a crisis. In Hittite history, not only are the sources are partial and incomplete on the one side, and at least partially biased on the other, but different actors – or to put it more precisely, different perspectives – have different access to the sources. This produces asynchronicity not only between the perspective of historians and that of the ancient actors, but also between the Hittites and the neighboring polities, since they also had differing access to multiple sources.
 
            This was evident in the case of the Battle of Qadesh, where the Egyptian audience was overloaded with the Ramesside propaganda, while the impact of the event and its narrative was definitely less significant on the Hittite audience, who was probably more involved in the aftermath.
 
            Second, a crisis may not necessarily been perceived synchronically across the different perspectives and/or by the actors involved in it, and this was dependent not only on access to the sources, as already pointed out, but also on the type of crisis. A good example here are the crises that can be described as transitional, as was shown in the case studies of the reign of Ḫattušili III and the end of the Hittite Empire.
 
            While it is true that any crisis can be considered transitional, since there is always necessarily a before and an after for any event occurring in time, these specific crises are transitional on a longer temporal scale, and they are slower in their unfolding and their effects. These, therefore, are the characteristics that allow us to define the category of transitional crises.
 
            However, for crises that are more punctuated, or have as an apical moment of crisis a specific event, as for instance in the cases of the succession to the throne or the Battle of Qadesh, access to the sources was a more significant factor and determined how the involved actors perceived (or did not perceive) the crisis. A further element to consider is also the purpose and the intended audience of the sources, since these influenced perceptions of the crisis as well.
 
            The reign of Ḫattušili III represents a good example of this phenomenon, since the audience who had access to the internal sources was very different from the one that had access to the international ones. In this case, the sources are the potential trigger for asynchronicity across all perspectives, since they interpreted the dynastic crisis to the internal audience, presented a strong and stable international power to the neighboring polities, and at least on a first glance, presented to modern historians the idea that the reign of Ḫattušili III represented the apogee of the Empire.
 
            Finally, we must turn to the relation between (a)synchronicity and multitemporality.
 
            In the majority of the cases the two factors run parallel, but in some cases uneven access to different types of sources can result in asynchronic phenomena surfacing even within the same temporal frame, as we have seen for the reign of Ḫattušili III and also, at least in part, for the Battle of Qadesh.
 
            This is a factor that influences all the case studies, depending partially on the bias of the sources and partially on their accessibility. The phenomenon is also influenced by the type of the crisis and by how the actors who hold the different perspectives are involved.
 
            How a crisis should be categorized varies depending on different perspectives, and the categorization used here is clearly rooted in an etic standpoint. However, my evaluations of the crises are based on the sources available, therefore, my hope is that the data have been correctly interpreted, and my goal has been to evaluate each crisis in a way that is as close as possible to the emic perspective.
 
            This consideration prompts reflection on ancient actors understood crises. In their world, changes often occurred and were perceived on a much longer time scale than today, yet changes on shorter temporal scales were also constantly present. This distinction influences the concept of crisis and, even more so, the factors identified as critical. Conflict was pervasive and often mitigated by diplomacy, while drought, famine, and depopulation were generally viewed as more significant triggers of potentially catastrophic crises. Moreover, the consequences of a crisis also shaped its definition: is a crisis something that radically transforms the known world, or is it a transitional phase that induces changes without producing drastic consequences? As we have observed, the definition of crisis is highly flexible, and we cannot ascertain how the Hittites might have defined it.
 
            From the sources we can reconstruct, there is a sensitivity to critical periods, particularly regarding the case of the dynastic crisis that began with Ḫattušili III, and in the case of Telipinu and the regulation of the succession to the throne. However, the Battle of Qadesh and the final years of the empire are not presented – either implicitly or explicitly – in terms of crisis, especially not as an imminent catastrophic crisis.
 
            It is now necessary to return to the concepts that represent the pillars of this study: (a)synchronicity and crisis.
 
            As the case studies have shown, these two concepts are strongly intertwined. In particular, temporal frames together with access to the sources determined the perceptions of the crisis, and specifically its asynchronicity or its synchronicity across the three perspectives. In turn, the synchronic or asynchronic perception of the crisis from the three different perspectives determines how the crisis is evaluated, and this evaluation can differ significantly among the three perspectives, regardless of whether they share the same temporal frame or not.
 
           
          
            3.2 Re-interpreting Crisis in Hittite History
 
            Since the concept of (a)synchronicity and crisis, as well as their connection, have been explored, it is now time to draw some more specific conclusions from the four case studies and the type of crises that they represent, and to try – if possible – to (re)-evaluate them.
 
            In the case of the “Proclamation” of Telipinu the crisis, the recurring critical moment of the succession to the throne, seems to have been perceived synchronically by all actors involved. However, the text might lead to an incorrect interpretation of such a crisis, that it might have been indeed perceived, at least by some actors, asynchronically.
 
            The second case study, the Battle of Qadesh, can be interpreted differently after the evaluation of the sources available, their purpose, and also after having considered the role of asynchronicity.
 
            The clash itself, as well as its immediate consequences, did not change the political scenario of the regional system in the Late Bronze Age. As has been shown, the battle represents the culminating point of a crisis that began long before it. However, its centrality as event for the history of the Ancient Western Asia is likely less important than historians and in general our contemporaries usually perceive. In this case, in fact, the evaluation of the sources causes a reevaluation of the Battle of Qadesh as a significant yet not exceptional conflict between two polities.
 
            The reign of Ḫattušili III is probably the most complex case study to reevaluate, since the sources were predominantly created by the scribes of Ḫattušili III himself, therefore there are few other sources with which to compare them. Furthermore, since the reign of Ḫattušili III has traditionally been thought to represent the apogee of the Hittite Empire, probably because of the conclusion of the peace treaty with Egypt, interpreting it as a transitional crisis is something that must be supported by the sources. Indeed, they reveal a duality: on the one hand, they clearly show the internal dynastic crisis that resulted in consequences that lasted through the reigns of Ḫattušili’s successors; on the other hand, the sources also show a great degree of stability in the international relations, despite some tensions related to the presence of Urḫi-Teššup in Egypt.
 
            The reign of Ḫattušili III represents a very good example of the fact that it is often problematic to define a period simply as a crisis, it is also necessary to define the type of crisis, or, in other words, from which perspective it can be considered a crisis.
 
            The last case study, the end of the Hittite Empire, shows possibly the highest degree of asynchronicity between the ancient temporality and perspectives and ours. However, it also represents a paradigmatic example of how the scholarship reevaluated the sources available and has already reinterpreted this period. The multifactorial difficulties that caused the end of the Hittite Empire and of the regional system can be considered a crisis as a unique and final point, since there was a change in the social and political structures and in the economic networks. However, the focus of the most recent scholarship is not on the end itself but on the causes of the changes and on the elements of continuity. This aligns our perspective more synchronously with that of the ancient actors, despite the different temporal frames.
 
            To conclude, it is important to reiterate that our perspective is always etic, meaning we are the ones who define a “crisis” as such. However, it is essential to define the term crisis and, as we have seen, there are different types of crises that can be defined and described on the basis of the available sources. The fundamental question is therefore not so much whether a period can be considered a crisis, but what type of crisis it is, and what the sources say about it. The ultimate goal in answering this question is to bring our perspectives as close as possible to that of the ancient actors or, at least, to understand their (often) different perspectives. By doing this it is possible to reduce the inconsistencies produced by asynchronicity and to gain a better understanding of the “big picture”, in which the different actors perceived and reacted to the crises and their challenges.
 
            The investigation of the four case studies also showed that the definition and evaluation of a crisis are challenging. To this end several factors play a fundamental role: Not only the temporality per se, but more specifically the intersection of the temporalities of the different perspectives, and, in turn, the aysnchronicity that emerges even within the same temporal frame due to different access to different sources. Since our ultimate goal, as historians, is to understand the emic perspective(s) of the ancient cultures as closely as possible, it is important to always remember that in order to do so, it is necessary to eliminate the temporal noise of the message and to stay, as far as possible, in sync with the sources, always remembering that the ancient actors created them not for us, but for themselves, their purposes, their agendas, and in their time.
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          	Tukultī-Ninurta I 1

          	Tutḫaliya I/II 1

          	Tutḫaliya III 1

          	Tutḫaliya IV 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8

        

        U

        
          	Urḫi-Teššup 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32

        

        Z

        
          	Zannanza 1, 2, 3, 4, 5

          	Zidanta I 1

          	Zidanta II 1
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