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Abstract: The recent discovery of the Hieroglyphic Luwian inscription of TÜRKMEN-KARAHÖYÜK 1 in the
Konya Plain (Turkey) has sparked a debate regarding its author, Great King Hartapu, the dates of his rule,
and his role in the political geography of south-central Anatolia. Several authors now propose that two kings
of the same name may have reigned at different times in the same region. This paper proposes a textual
analysis of all the Hartapu inscriptions, together with an assessment of the archaeological and historical
contexts in which they were found. In light of this, we argue that only one individual called Hartapu was
responsible for the whole corpus and that he reigned during the Middle Iron Age, likely in the 8th century
BCE.
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Introduction
In 2019 our team discovered a Hieroglyphic Luwian inscription now referred to as TÜRKMEN-KARAHÖYÜK 1
(TKH1 henceforth). We provided a transliteration and translation of the new text and dated it to the 8th century BCE on palaeographic grounds (Goedegebuure et al. 2020). We further suggested that all other inscriptions by Hartapu were likely contemporaneous with TKH1 and thus should be down dated to the 8th century
BCE (Goedegebuure et al. 2020). In addition, we suggested that Türkmen-Karahöyük, which during the Middle Iron Age (ca 10th–7th centuries BCE) possibly reached a size of 120ha+, is in all likelihood the capital of
Hartapu’s kingdom (Osborne et al. 2020). This hitherto unknown kingdom probably spanned the Konya-Karaman Plains and seems to have been contemporary, and possibly in conflict, with the Tabalian polities mentioned in Neo-Assyrian sources (Massa et al. 2020).
Following the original publication and analysis of TÜRKMEN-KARAHÖYÜK 1, several studies have appeared that propose alternative understandings of the inscription (Adiego 2021; d’Alfonso 2020; d’Alfonso/
Pedrinazzi 2021; Hawkins/Weeden 2021; Oreshko 2020; Peker 2020; Summers in press a, b). One feature common to these studies is a reluctance to modify the traditional chronological understandings of all or some of
the related Hartapu inscriptions at Kızıldağ and Karadağ. In particular, it has been suggested that TKH1 may
have been partly rewritten at a later stage (Adiego 2021: 21); or that while TKH1 and KIZILDAĞ 1 (KzD1 henceforth) are 9th century, KIZILDAĞ 2–4 (KzD2–4 henceforth), KARADAĞ 1–2 (KrD1–2 henceforth) and BURUNKAYA are 13th–12th centuries (d’Alfonso 2020: 184, note 4; d’Alfonso/Pedrinazzi 2021: 136–137); or that the
whole of Hartapu’s corpus should be dated to the 12th–early 11th centuries BCE (Oreshko 2020: 78–86). The
most comprehensive and rigorous re-evaluation to date is that by Hawkins and Weeden (2021), who propose
the existence of two different Great Kings named Hartapu in the Konya Plain in the 12th and 8th centuries
respectively.
In this paper, we employ a textual, historical and archaeological analysis of Hartapu’s corpus to evaluate
critically these new proposals, accepting some of their arguments, and also providing additional justification
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for why we remain confident in our original position that the most parsimonious interpretation of the available evidence is that all of the inscriptions authored by Hartapu were composed by a single individual who
ruled from Türkmen-Karahöyük and lived during the 8th century BCE. This conclusion has a profound impact
on our understanding of the political geography in southern Anatolia between the Late Bronze and Iron Ages
and supports the idea that a hitherto unknown Middle Iron Age kingdom may have existed in the KonyaKaraman Plains.
To follow is first a summary of recent scholarship discussing the subject, and then a detailed point-bypoint analysis, which leads to a general discussion.

The “Two Kings” Hypothesis
While others have suggested that two different Hartapus would have ruled at different times in the same
region (d’Alfonso 2020: 184, note 4; d’Alfonso/Pedrinazzi 2021; Summers in press a, b), it is Hawkins and
Weeden who have proposed the most comprehensive hypothesis, and their proposals will be discussed here
in more detail. While originally dating all of Hartapu’s inscriptions to the 12th century BCE, they now accept
that BURUNKAYA, KzD1–3 and Hartapu’s engraving belong to the (later) 8th century BCE (2021: 387). They
also accept that TKH1 is dateable to the (later) 8th century BCE, possibly contemporary with TOPADA and the
events described therein (2021: 387, 391). However, they maintain that KzD4 and KrD1 should still be dated to
the end of the Hittite Empire based on palaeographic analysis (2021: 387). To justify the existence of two
different chronological horizons for these texts all authored by Hartapu, Hawkins and Weeden propose the
existence of two separate kings with the same name, a “Hartapu I” son of Mursili in the 12th century BCE and a
“Hartapu II” not son of Mursili in the 8th century BCE (2021: 393–394).
To support their argumentative structure and dating, Hawkins and Weeden propose the following explanations:
(a) The concomitant use of alternate spellings (particularly in the TKH1 inscription, “ka+ra/i-ta₂-pu-sa” and
“ha₂+ra/i-ta₂-pu”), the patronymic URBS-li FILIUS (“son of Mursili”) and the attribute HEROS (both employed for Hartapu I and Mursili, but not for Hartapu II) serve to differentiate the two kings (Hawkins and
Weeden 2021: 388, 394);
(b) KzD3 (dated by them to the 8th century) mentions a “Hartapu, Great King, son of Mursili, Great King,
Hero” (Hawkins 2000: 438). Hawkins and Weeden propose that, while written by Hartapu II, KzD3 actually referred to and celebrated Hartapu I’s foundation of the settlement at Kızıldağ (2021: 391);
(c) BURUNKAYA (dated by them to the 8th century) also mentions a “Great King Hartapu, belov(ed)(?) of the
Storm-God, [...] Mursili Great King”. While Hawkins originally restored the break as FILIUS (“son”, 2000:
438), Hawkins and Weeden now propose to restore (INFANS) hartu “descendant” (2021: 391–392);
(d) Hawkins and Weeden accept Goedegebuure et al.’s argument (2020: 32) that the land of Muška mentioned in TKH1 is also referred to by KzD4, but counter that this is not the toponym mentioned in 8th
century Assyrian sources and generally thought to describe the region around Gordion. They argue instead that it refers to a hitherto unknown nomadic group present in central Anatolia in the 12th century
(2021: 393–395);
(e) Hawkins and Weeden accept that TKH1 is written in the 8th century by Hartapu II but, to explain how it
mentions a region (Muška) also present in KzD4 (dated by them to the 12th century), they suggest that line
1 refers to Hartapu I’s military victories while line 2 refers to Hartapu II’s campaigns (2021: 392).

Textual Analysis
Hartapu’s Name(s)
Hawkins and Weeden have argued that the different spelling in the TKH1 inscription in lines 1 and 2 (“ka+ra/
i-ta₂-pu” and “ha₂+ra/i-ta₂-pu₂”) is evidence for the existence of two separate individuals. It is true that the
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interchangeability of the sounds /k/ and /h/ is currently difficult to explain (Adiego 2021: 17; Oreshko 2020:
80). However, four different spellings of Hartapu’s name are attested in the available corpus (cf. Table 1):
(a) ha₂+ra/i-ta₂-pu (5x, in KzD1–2, KzD4 and KrD1–2);
(b) ha₂+ra/i-ta₂-pu₂ (2x, in TKH1 line 2 and KzD3);
(c) *417-ta₂-pu (1x, in BURUNKAYA);1
(d) ka+ra/i-ta₂-pu (1x, in TKH1 line 1);
(Goedegebuure et al. 2020: 30; Hawkins 2000: 438; Oreshko 2016: 2–5).
Table 1: List of Hartapu’s inscriptions, together with information about their retrieval context, style, various attributes associated
with Hartapu and their affiliation to suggested phases of Hartapu’s monumentalization programme. For comparative purposes,
the last two columns indicate the dates and ruler’s name for individual inscriptions as proposed by Hawkins and Weeden 2021.

In-text
abbreviation

Inscription

Context

Name
spellings

Attributes

Deeds

Massa/Osborne
this study

Incised
Relief
ha₂+ra/i-ta₂-pu-sa
ka+ra/i-ta₂-pu-sa
ha₂+ra/i-ta₂-pu₂-sa
*417-ta₂-pu-sa
Great King
Beloved of the Storm-God
Hero
The Sun (winged disc)
Son of Mursili
Son of Mursili, Hero
Conquered every country
Conquered the country of Muska
Smote (the enemy)
Defeated 13 kings
Built Kızıldağ
Dedicated to the Celestial Storm-God

Style

x x

st

x

KzD1

KIZILDAĞ 1

Peak
sanctuary

KzD2

KIZILDAĞ 2

Peak
sanctuary

x

KzD3

KIZILDAĞ 3

Peak
sanctuary

x

KzD4

KIZILDAĞ 4

Peak
sanctuary

KrD1

KARADAĞ 1

Peak
sanctuary

x

x

x

KrD2

KARADAĞ 2

Peak
sanctuary

x

x

x

BURUNKAYA

BURUNKAYA 1 Hilltop

x

TKH1

TÜRKMENKARAHÖYÜK
1-line 1

Capital city

x x

TKH1

TÜRKMENKARAHÖYÜK
1-lines 2–3

Capital city

x

x
x
x x

x x

x

x x

x

x

x x x x

x

x

x

x

x x x

x

x

x

x

x

Hartapu II

1st phase

8th cent.

Hartapu II

st

1 phase
nd

th

Hartapu I

12 cent.

Hartapu I

x 2nd phase

12th cent.

Hartapu I

12th cent.

Hartapu I

nd

phase

st

x

th

8 cent.

phase

2

x

th

8 cent.

?
x

Postulated
Postulated
inscription
king
date

1 phase

2

x

x x x
x

Different phases
of Hartapu’s
monumentalization programme

Hawkins/Weeden 2021

th

Hartapu II

th

8 cent.

1 phase
(relief part)

8 cent.

Hartapu I

2nd phase
(incised part)

8th cent.

Hartapu II

The most common spelling ha₂+ra/i-ta₂-pu is found in inscriptions that Hawkins and Weeden date to both the
12th (KzD4, KrD1–2) and 8th centuries (KzD1–2). In addition, all four variations are found in texts that they
consider contemporary (8th century: KzD1–3, TKH1, BURUNKAYA).
According to Hawkins and Weeden, Hartapu II refers to Hartapu I in TKH1 line 1 and KzD3. If we follow
their argument, then while Hartapu I consistently uses the spelling ha₂+ra/i-ta₂-pu- (KzD4, KrD1–2) in self-

1 Oreshko (2016: 3) suggests reading *417 as HARA/I.
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reference, Hartapu II refers to his illustrious predecessor both as ka+ra/i-ta₂-pu- (TKH1 line 1) and ha₂+ra/ita₂-pu₂ (KzD3), even though he uses the latter variant for himself as well (TKH1 line 2). In addition, Hartapu II
would also have employed a different spelling for his ancestor in TKH1 line 1, but not in KzD3. However, if the
different spellings had been relevant to an individual’s identity, we would have expected more consistency,
and therefore the significant variability in orthography leads us to conclude that different spellings should
not necessarily be taken as evidence for the existence of different individuals.

Hartapu’s Genealogy
Hawkins and Weeden argue that there is a Hartapu I, son of Mursili in the 12th century and a Hartapu II, not
son of Mursili in the 8th century. However, this suggestion is contradicted by KzD3 and BURUNKAYA, two
inscriptions that both have the patronymic “son of Mursili” and that the authors date to the 8th century. Their
hypothesis that Hartapu II wrote KzD3 to celebrate Hartapu I (Hawkins/Weeden 2021: 391) does not explain
the rationale for this action within the broader context of the so-called “Throne” monument, which celebrates
the Iron Age Hartapu (see more below). More so, it does not explain why the postulated Hartapu II would not
have wanted to distinguish himself from Hartapu I.
The proposal to replace the restored FILIUS “son” in the break in BURUNKAYA line 1 with the equally
restored (INFANS)hartu- “descendant” and thus translate it as “Great King Hartapu, ..., [........., descendant of]
Mursili, Hero” instead of “Great King Hartapu, ..., [son of] Mursili, Great King, He[ro]” (Hawkins/Weeden 2021:
391–392, 396) is also not convincing. First, given the authors’ argument that the Iron Age Hartapu emulates
and celebrates the Late Bronze Age one, it would be more logical for Hartapu II to refer to himself as “Hartapu
descendant of Hartapu”. Second, Hawkins and Weeden provide a single example across the whole Luwian
Hieroglyphic corpus (MARAŞ 1) where (INFANS)hartu- is employed, and this occurs within the context of an
ancestors’ list (Hawkins 2000: 262). However, in the BURUNKAYA inscription everything to the left of the
partially preserved sign HEROS is lost, and there is no indication that the fragmentary inscription contained
an ancestors’ list. Even if it did, the numerous other examples documented in the Luwian Hieroglyphic corpus
(including KARKAMIŞ A4a, A11b; MARAŞ 1, 4, 8, 14; GÜRÜN; DARENDE; MALATYA 1) normally mention two
or three generations, and only MARAŞ 1 contains six (Hawkins 2000: 103, 152, 253, 256, 262, 266, 296, 305, 319).
It is thus unlikely that a postulated ancestors’ list in BURUNKAYA would have referred to more than a few
generations prior. It follows that the Mursili mentioned in the text could not be considered father of Hartapu I,
who in Hawkins and Weeden hypothesis had lived 400 years (ca 15 generations) before Hartapu II.

Hartapu’s Attributes
Hawkins and Weeden argue that the attribute HEROS is only used for Hartapu I and Mursili, but not for
Hartapu II (2021: 388). In general, the various attributes associated with Hartapu (cf. Table 1) are unevenly
used, and only “Great King” is employed in all inscriptions. The other attributes are not always present, nor
are they always in the same combination both in the inscriptions that Hawkins and Weeden date to the 12th
and 8th centuries respectively. In particular, HEROS is overall sparingly used, and does not appear in all the
attestations of Hartapu I (e.g., not in KzD3, KrD1–2) or Mursili (cf. not in TKH1 line 1) either. In TKH1 line 1,
Mursili is not even described as Great King (Goedegebuure et al. 2020: 32). Therefore, similar to the variety
attested in the spelling of Hartapu’s name, the presence or absence of specific attributes cannot be used to
identify two distinct Hartapus in the current corpus.

Hartapu’s Deeds
Several inscriptions provide some detail regarding Hartapu’s deeds as military and religious leader (Table 1)
and might be useful to synchronize the different texts. Hawkins and Weeden accept that the conquest of the
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land of Muška is mentioned in both KzD4 and TKH1, dated by them to the 12th and the 8th centuries respectively (2021: 389). They solve the resulting historical impasse by suggesting that TKH1 refers to the military
campaigns of both Hartapu I (in line 1) and II (in line 2). Although this scenario is not impossible, it is nonetheless unlikely that two completely separate texts would have existed on the same stone and in the same
composition, without any attempt to connect them syntactically (see more below). We suggest that it is simpler to interpret the mention of Muška in KzD4 and TKH1 as an outcome of these inscriptions and the events
therein as having been contemporary with each other.
The repetition of the same phrase “(he) who conquered every country” in KzD4 and KrD1 (Hawkins 2000:
438), a rare claim in the Hieroglyphic Luwian corpus, also suggests that they refer to the same events, and
these inscriptions should therefore also be considered broadly contemporary.

The TKH1 Inscription
The co-presence of relief and incised text within the same phrase in TKH1 line 1 is puzzling, and we currently
cannot provide a satisfactory explanation for its existence. In a composition that is unique to the extant
Hieroglyphic Luwian corpus, the signs “MAGNUS.REX ka+ra/i-ta₂-pu-sa HEROS URBS-li-si-sa FILIUS” are in
relief, “mu” is partially in relief and partially incised, while the signs “sa₃-ka (REGIO) REL mu(wa)-ta₂” are
incised (Fig. 1b). The part carved in relief is rough and unpolished, contrasting with the neatness of the
incised text. Three hypotheses can be formulated to explain the mixed writing styles:
(a) the part in relief is a re-carving of an earlier (different) text (Adiego 2021: 21), possibly with the aim of
modifying the royal name and/or titles;
(b) the whole inscription was originally planned to be in relief, the incised text being only the first preparatory stage, but it was left unfinished for unknown reasons (Goedegebuure et al. 2020: 30); or
(c) line 1 was originally conceived to be written in relief and comprises only Hartapu’s name, titles, patronymic (much like KzD1–2, KrD2), but then, at a later stage (days? years? centuries?), the incised text was
added by a different scribe.
Scenario (a) remains a possible solution, but there is no evidence that it occurred, since the top of the signs in
relief are flush with the remainder of the stone surface and there are no partially erased signs that would
suggest the existence of a palimpsest (Fig. 1c). Scenario (b) is also plausible, but one should note that both
carved and incised signs in line 1 are much bigger than in lines 2–3, creating an imbalance in the visual
composition of the inscription that is uncommon in the Hieroglyphic Luwian corpus. In addition, incised
signs in lines 2–3 seem too tightly arranged to have allowed relief carving in a second stage. Our preferred
solution (c), while still unable to properly account for the “mu” sign partially in relief and the roughness of
the carving, would explain why the signs have different sizes in different lines, since it would be the result of
(clumsily) trying to fit the later addition into the composition within the confines of the stone block. In this
case, either a different Hartapu (II), or the same Hartapu later in his kingship would have added additional
text to celebrate victories over Muška and 13 kings.
Hawkins and Weeden argue that TKH1 lines 1 and 2–3 should be considered as two distinct and unconnected texts, even if they were both written in the 8th century (2021: 388). They provide the following revised
translation:
(1) Great King Kartapu, Hero, son of Mursili, (is the one) who conquered the land Muška.
(2) The enemy came down to the land. The storm-god of heaven (and) all the gods gave 13 kings to Hartapu
the Great king. I defeated 13 kings. In one year I/he set/took down 10 strong fortresses ...
(3) And the scribe (is) the sun-blessed ... Apari. (Hawkins/Weeden 2021: 393).
In their reconstruction, Hartapu II, the author of the text, refers to his ancestor Hartapu I (i.e., Kartapu)’s
conquest of the land of Muška (line 1), before describing his own victory against 13 kings (line 2). It remains
unexplained why line 2 would start in medias res, without providing any context for the time and location in
which the enemies attack Hartapu II. In this scenario, we would have two separate sentences mentioning two
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different individuals and their deeds, completely disconnected from one another but placed in the same
composition and at the same time. This hypothesis might be plausible if there were evidence for missing text
in between the two sentences, which could have contained a connecting clause and provided some context
for Hartapu II’s own accounts. However, our observations of the stone strongly suggest there is no break
between lines 1 and 2 because the left edges of the stone are smoothed and show no evidence of damage or
additional fragmentary signs (Fig. 1a); this contrasts with the bottom edge where a sharp break is clearly
identifiable. That no text is lost on the left side of the inscription is also agreed upon by Hawkins and Weeden
(2021: 392) and it is therefore difficult to accept their opinion that lines 1 and 2 contain two sentences that are
conceptually disconnected. More broadly, we struggle to comprehend why an 8th century king would celebrate a 12th century king’s victory without linking it explicitly to his own military victories. This issue is particularly poignant since the conquest of Muška by the postulated Hartapu I would seem a much bigger achievement than the defeat of 13 unnamed kings by Hartapu II, and it is difficult to reconcile it with a self-celebrating inscription.

Fig. 1: RTI images of the TÜRKMEN-KARAHÖYÜK 1 inscription, showing (a) the smooth left edge of the stone, (b) the “mu” sign
partially in relief and partially incised, and (c) the name and titles of Hartapu in the relief part of line 1. Image courtesy of Jennifer
Jackson.
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Contextual and Archaeological Analysis
Türkmen-Karahöyük
Our research at Türkmen-Karahöyük has revealed that the site was a very important Bronze and Iron Age
centre at the south-eastern edge of the Çarşamba River delta in the Konya Plain. Two seasons of intensive
work have demonstrated that both during the (later?) Late Bronze Age (14th–13th centuries BCE) and Middle
Iron Age (10th–7th centuries BCE) the site was likely one of the largest settlements in western and central
Anatolia, at ca 120–130ha (Massa et al. 2020: 55, fig. 3; Osborne et al. 2020). We have suggested elsewhere
that Türkmen-Karahöyük was in all likelihood Hartapu’s capital based on the discovery of TKH1, the size of
the settlement, the extremely high quality of the ceramic materials, and its proximity to other inscriptions by
the same king (Massa et al. 2020: 66–68; Osborne et al. 2020: 20–21). In the 2021 field season, the discovery of
an additional stela with a single Luwian sign, and extremely high-quality ceramics including a large piece of
Gordion-style Brown-on-Buff ware dateable to the 9th–8th centuries BCE (Osborne et al. in prep) corroborates
our hypothesis.
In the intervening two years since the discovery of TKH1 in an irrigation canal, conversations with villagers made us realize that the block had been originally found during illegal excavations on top of the main
mound, and that only at a later stage had it been thrown into the irrigation canal where it was shown to us.
The stone block that hosts the inscription can therefore be characterized as an architectural element that
probably belonged to a public building, making our hypothesis identifying Türkmen-Karahöyük as Hartapu’s
capital even more probable.
The site is also very close to and in visual connection with Kızıldağ and Karadağ (Osborne et al. 2020: fig.
18), which are in our opinion sacred sites related to Hartapu’s capital (see more below, also Massa/Osborne in
prep).

Kızıldağ
The site, ca 13km south-southeast of Türkmen-Karahöyük on the opposite side of the Hotamış marshland
(Fig. 5), comprises five inscriptions,2 one engraving of Hartapu’s image and one step monument, connected
with a fortification and a lower settlement.
Inscriptions attributed by Hawkins and Weeden to both Hartapu I and II coexist on the so-called
“Throne” at Kızıldağ, a prominent outcrop on the north-western slope of the hill, roughly in the shape of a
seat and several metres high (Fig. 2). An engraving of Hartapu is placed on the back of the “seat”, one inscription next to the king’s image (KzD1), one on the horizontal section of the “seat” (KzD2) and another
vertically on the side (KzD3, Alp 1974; Bittel 1986; Ehringhaus 2014: 17–22; Güterbock 1947; Karauğuz et al.
2002). While KzD1–2 only mention the king’s name and attributes, KzD3 describes Hartapu’s foundation of
the settlement at Kızıldağ (Hawkins 2000: 438), suggesting a celebratory function for the whole monument.

2 The fragmentary KIZILDAĞ 5, in which Hartapu’s father Mursili is mentioned, was located and described by Meriggi (1965: 312–
314, pl. XXXV), but has since been lost (Hawkins 2000: 435). Given the relatively poor documentation associated with it and the
uncertainty regarding its author (both Mursili or his son Hartapu might be considered), we will not discuss this inscription in detail.
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Fig. 2: Artistic reconstruction of the “Throne” monument and its individual components during the Middle Iron Age (drawing:
Yusuf Tuna). Sources for the drawing include Alp 1974: figs 7–12; Bittel 1986: figs 10:1/10:4, 10:11; d’Alfonso/Pedrinazzi 2021: fig.
4; Ehringhaus 2014: fig. 8; Güterbock 1947: figs 9–10.

The newly published RTI images of the “Throne” (Şerifoğlu/Küçükbezci 2019: figs 13:12, 13:13) now provide a
much greater level of detail that prompts a reassessment of the relation between the king’s portrait and KzD1
(cf. Osborne 2021: 137–139). They show that:
(a) the part in relief of the inscription is flush with the original rock surface and the engraving of Hartapu;
(b) the inscription is surrounded by an excised surface, whose borders are clearly connected with the king’s
face, left hand and staff;
(c) the MAGNUS.REX sign on the aedicula’s right side is perfectly aligned with Hartapu’s staff, turning it into
a spear. It is also smaller than the left MAGNUS.REX sign (Ehringhaus 2014: 22), something that is not
seen in other Hartapu’s aediculae (cf. Adiego 2021: fig. 2). This arrangement seems intentionally created
to accommodate the inscription around the engraving (cf. Oreshko 2017: 48, note 7) and shows a high
level of spatial correlation between the two elements;
(d) no evidence of reworking is visible anywhere on or around the current engraving.
These observations can best be explained if the inscription were made with awareness of the king’s image.
Point (a) also excludes the possibility of an older image of Hartapu (engraving or relief), since otherwise the
top surface of the inscription and engraving would not be flush with each other.
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Fig. 3: Comparison of the Hartapu engraving (a) with the depiction of Katumuwa on his funerary stele (b) and the banquet scene
from the Karatepe-Aslantaş relief (c). Sources: (a) Hawkins 2000: pl. 236, (b) Struble/Herrmann 2009: Fig. 3, (c) https://www.hit
titemonuments.com/karatepe/karatepe42.jpg (with permission).

It has long been suggested that the engraving of Hartapu exhibits an Assyrianizing style (Akurgal 1949: 13;
Bittel 1986: 105–106), and a new detailed iconographic and stylistic analysis convincingly argues that many
details (including the “hairstyle and beard”, the type of dress, the bowl’s shape, and the way the bowl is held)
are heavily influenced by Neo-Assyrian canons (d’Alfonso/Pedrinazzi 2021: 138–139; cf. also Schürr in press
for similar views). Furthermore, the enthroned king is a common type of royal image across Syro-Anatolia
(d’Alfonso/Pedrinazzi 2021: 139). Close iconographic parallels are the Katumuwa stele from Zincirli Höyük
(Fig. 3, Osborne 2021: 138) and the Karatepe-Aslantaş relief SVr3 from the South Gate (Çambel/Özyar 2003:
pl. 135), both dated to the late 8th century BCE. Numerous representations of seated royal figures in Assyrian
art are likewise closely related (d’Alfonso/Pedrinazzi 2021: 139–145), including the depiction of Aššur-bāniapli (Ashurbanipal)’s wife in the famous garden scene from Nīnawā (Barnett 1976: pl. 64). Conversely, there is
not a single example of a seated ruler (only seated deities) in Hittite and post-Hittite imagery (d’Alfonso/
Pedrinazzi 2021: 138–139; Ehringhaus 2014: 21; Schürr in press).
Neo-Assyrian artistic influence in south-central Anatolia can be narrowly dated between the late 9th and
mid-7th centuries BCE, coinciding with increased military and political interest of Assyrian kings in the region
(Adalı 2018, 2020; Berndt-Ersöz 2008). Given the apparently early date of the Hieroglyphic Luwian signs in
the inscription, some scholars have suggested that the engraving could have been added after the KzD1 inscription (d’Alfonso 2014: 229; Hawkins 2000: 439; Summers 2017: 260; Rojas/Sergueenkova 2014: 146). However, the recently published RTI work by Şerifoğlu/Küçükbezci shows that the KzD1 inscription cannot have
been made before the engraving, given how the two are spatially interconnected (cf. also d’Alfonso/Pedrinazzi 2021: 150; Oreshko 2017: 48, note 7; Osborne 2021: 137–138; Schürr in press). We argue that this is an
important clue for dating KzD1 to the late 9th–7th centuries BCE, and the close parallels of the Katumuwa stele
and the Karatepe relief to a later phase within this period.
Hawkins and Weeden suggest that KzD3 is written at the time of Hartapu II but refers to Hartapu I’s
building of the settlement (2021: 391). Their argument however disregards the inscription’s context, which is
one of celebration for an Iron Age king called Hartapu. Given the spatial proximity between KzD3 and the
other inscriptions and engravings on the same “Throne” monument, it is clear that they need to be considered
as a single coherent package. Furthermore, if Hartapu I had indeed existed, there probably would have been
an explicit attempt to distinguish the two figures. The easiest means to do so would have been to insert a
patronymic (or a reference to ancestry) for the postulated Hartapu II inscriptions as well (KzD1–2), making it
clear that two different kings were referred to.
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Fig. 4: Photograph of the Kızıldağ step monument and the associated KIZILDAĞ 4 inscription. Source: d’Alfonso 2020: fig. 5 (with
permission).

KzD4, traditionally dated to the 13th–12th centuries BCE, is located ca 150m south-east of the “Throne” and
likely connected with the fortifications that crown the top of Kızıldağ. The inscription is carved into a large
boulder containing also a step monument, composed of a flight of stairs culminating in an altar that may
originally have hosted an aniconic stele (Fig. 4). Incidentally, the step monument is oriented toward southsouth-east and directly overlooks the Karadağ volcano (Fig. 5, Ehringhaus 2014: 24, fig. 17; Karauğuz et al.
2002: pl. XVII). The boulder is now fractured in various points but may have still been intact in antiquity, as
suggested by several breaks damaging the stairs.3 Both the right face (relative to Fig. 4) of the step monument
and the surface upon which KzD4 is engraved have been artificially cut, and the Hieroglyphic Luwian inscription starts only a few centimetres to the right of the corner created by these two flattened planes (Fig. 4, cf.
d’Alfonso 2020: figs 4–5; Gonnet 1984: fig. 7; Şerifoğlu/Küçükbezci 2019: fig. 13:14).

3 This process is also perceptible in the “Throne” monument, whose degradation had started much earlier than the damage produced by looters in the 1980s, as documented in pictures predating them (d’Alfonso/Pedrinazzi 2021: 131).
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Fig: 5: Map showing the location of Türkmen-Karahöyük, Kızıldağ and Karadağ embedded in their natural and cultural landscapes
of the Konya Plain. Map: Michele Massa.

This spatial arrangement shows that KzD4 could not have been inscribed prior to the artificial cut, since there
would not have been enough space to do so otherwise, and that therefore KzD4 is stratigraphically later than
the cut. While it is technically possible that the step monument is a reworked version of an earlier structure,
there is no evidence for such reshaping. In the absence of such evidence, the best explanation is that the
stairs and KzD4 are associated and part of the same monument (see d’Alfonso 2020: 186; Ehringhaus 2014:
25 for a similar assessment).
The Kızıldağ step monument is part of a large group (100+) of similar structures normally placed on hilltops or connected with fortifications (Berndt-Ersöz 2006; Summers 2018), and long thought to have been
mainly restricted to north-western Anatolia. Recent research has shown that similar monuments are found
across large swathes between the western Taurus Mountains and the Kızılırmak bend (Bahar 1999: 15–17;
Berndt-Ersöz 2006: 40–49; d’Alfonso 2020: 186–190; Summers 2021: 40; cf. also Massa/Osborne in prep). The
step monuments in the so-called Phrygian highlands have been studied in more detail and are broadly dateable to the Early-Middle-Late Phrygian period (ca 950–330 BCE, Berndt-Ersöz 2006: 134–137). The closest
stylistic parallels to Kızıldağ are examples from Kalehisar, Dümrek, and Midas City (Berndt-Ersöz 2006: cat.
nos. 67, 69, 106, 108), and the latter two are associated with Early and Middle Phrygian I ceramics (ca 950–
600 BCE, Berndt-Ersöz 2006: 249–250, 266). We admit that dating stand-alone monuments through associated archaeological materials is challenging even in the best circumstance, and in this case we lack welldocumented excavated contexts that could provide more confidently a range of absolute dates for their construction and use. This notwithstanding, there is currently no archaeological or stylistic analysis that suggests any of these monuments can be dated before the Early Phrygian period.4

4 D’Alfonso’s dating of the Kızıldağ step monument to the 13th–12th centuries BCE is simply based on its association with KzD4 and
the assumption that the latter is palaeographically datable to the late Empire or early post-Hittite period (2020: 186).
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Our current knowledge of this kind of structure therefore suggests that the Kızıldağ example could not
have been built before the 10th century BCE and, since the step monument is likely to have been carved in
conjunction with the inscription, it follows that KzD4 likewise could not have been carved before that.

Karadağ
The Karadağ volcano (2270 m asl), ca 26km southeast of Türkmen-Karahöyük (Fig. 5), is one of the most
striking landmarks in the region, rising over 1200m above the Konya-Karaman Plains and composed of several sharp, black-coloured peaks surrounding a large caldera. During the early medieval period it was the
location of a large number of churches, indicating a strong religious focus of the whole area (Ramsay/Bell
1909). The two inscriptions by Hartapu (KrD1–2) are located atop the highest peak (Mahalıç), dominating the
plateau for at least 40–50km in every direction. Today the place is within a military installation and no longer
visitable, so that it is difficult to reassess it with modern archaeological or philological techniques (e.g. RTI)
that could potentially solve some of the issues related to both the contents and context of the inscriptions.
Nonetheless, according to Ramsay and Bell KrD1–2 are placed on the opposing walls of a rock-cut corridor
that seems to have ended in two preserved stairs, unfortunately not well documented in their excavations of
the later medieval church (1909: 255, fig. 198). Even if speculative, the flight of stairs might tentatively be
paralleled with the step monument associated with KzD4. KrD1 in particular seems to mention a dedication
to the Storm-God (Hawkins 2000: 438), even though the fragmentariness of the inscription and the absence of
case markers hinder the understanding of the text. KrD1 also mentions a “divine Great Mountain” (MAGNUS.
MONS DEUS), in all likelihood the Karadağ volcano itself. These different elements suggest that the inscriptions, the corridor and the stairs were most probably part of a cultic structure (cf. also Ehringhaus 2014: 31;
Hawkins 2000: 441; Ramsay/Bell 1909: 505).
It is also worth stressing that the three main foci of monumental activity by Hartapu —the large centre of
Türkmen-Karahöyük, Kızıldağ and Karadağ— are not only very close to each other, but also intervisible (Osborne et al. 2020: 23, fig. 18). We therefore need to consider them as related in some form, and we argue that
they may have been part of a coherent programme to monumentalize and connect (already existing?) ritual
landscapes in and around Hartapu’s capital. This relation should be conceived as similar to that of major
Hittite centres with nearby sanctuaries, including notably Hattuša/Yazılıkaya, Zippalanda/Mt. Daha and Sarissa/Lake Šupitaššu (Archi 2015; Müller-Karpe 2015; Summers in press a).

Burunkaya
Hartapu’s inscription of BURUNKAYA is located on a hilltop on the southern bank of the Melendiz river, a
major landmark in southern Cappadocia and an important natural boundary (Ehringhaus 2014: 32). While ca
130km away from Türkmen-Karahöyük, it is only 30km away from three inscriptions of Wasusarma (SUVASA,
GÖSTESİN and TOPADA), 9km east of the AKSARAY inscription of Kiyakiya, an ally of Wasusarma mentioned
in the TOPADA inscription, and 70km north-west of the BOR and NIĞDE 1 inscriptions by Warpalawa, another
ally in the “TOPADA war”. Its position relative to others suggests that it was within Tabalian territory and
outside of Hartapu’s core area (cf. Figs. 6–7).

Historical Analysis
Locating Mu-sa₃-ka
Prior to the discovery of TKH1, the main textual sources for the Muški toponym/ethnonym were Middle- and
Neo-Assyrian annals between the 12th and 7th centuries BCE, though scattered Phoenician, Babylonian, Aramaic references also exist (Wittke 2004).

Michele Massa and James F. Osborne – On the Identity of Hartapu

97

The clearest attestations of Muški indicate that they acted in at least two spatially distinct regions (Fig. 6).
Leaving aside the possible reasons why these groups might be connected, which are beyond the topic of this
article (see Grace 2015; Summers in press b; Wittke 2004 for comprehensive discussion), their location is an
essential element of this analysis. The “eastern Muški” can confidently be anchored in the Upper Tigris basin
through their association with other known toponyms including Ḫanigalbat, Urarṭu, Alzu, Purulumzi, Katmuḫi (Hawkins/Weeden 2021: 395; Grace 2015: 32–33; Radner 2006: 149; Wittke 2004: 179). The textual evidence for the “western Muški” is associated more specifically with King Mitā of Muški in the late 8th century
BCE and a small number of other mentions in the 7th century BCE (Berndt-Ersöz 2008: 17–19, table 7; Kopanias 2015: 215–216). TKH1 now brings additional evidence that a Mu-sa₃-ka land existed in central Anatolia
and corroborates the hypothesis that the same toponym is also mentioned in KzD4 (Goedegebuure et al. 2020:
32; Hawkins/Weeden 2021: 393; cf. Meriggi 1965: 314–315 for the original suggestion).
With the single exception of BURUNKAYA 130km away to the east, all other inscriptions by Hartapu are
within an area of 30km in diameter within the Konya Plain. This observation makes it unlikely that Hartapu
could have battled against the eastern Muški, attested approximately 650km away from Türkmen-Karahöyük
as the crow flies (Fig. 6), since both in the 12th and 8th centuries BCE major political entities would have been
in between. We can therefore confidently anchor Mu-sa₃-ka within the central Anatolian plateau.
The exact location of the western Muški is however more debatable, and several hypotheses have been
suggested:
(a) the toponym/ethnonym refers to a political entity that existed in central Anatolia north of the Konya
Plain, which emerged or became prominent after the collapse of the Hittite Empire (Hawkins/Weeden
2021: 394–396);
(b) it is equated with the kingdom of Phrygia, by virtue of the identification of Mitā with Midas, both because
of onomastic similarities and through the synchronism existing between Greek sources for Midas of Phrygia and Assyrian sources for Mitā of Muški, who both ruled from the late 720s until the early 670s BCE
(Berndt-Ersöz 2008; Grace 2015: 23, note 1; Kopanias 2015: 216–218; Wittke 2004);
(c) it refers to Hartapu’s own country (within the Konya/Karaman Plains) (Oreshko 2020: 82; Schürr in press;
Kathryn Morgan personal communication Sept. 20, 2021).

Fig. 6: Map showing the approximate localization of the western and eastern Muški in relation to Hartapu’s inscriptions,
approximate extent of Hartapu’s kingdom and the Phrygian highlands (see text for details). Map: Michele Massa.
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It is possible that these Muški emerged west of the Salt Lake already after the fall of the Hittite Empire, even
though no archaeological or textual evidence for this currently exists, and that TKH1 and KzD4 theoretically
present the first attestation of such a tribal entity around the 12th–11th centuries BCE. However, since there is
significant palaeographic, archaeological and historical evidence that Hartapu was a Middle Iron Age ruler, it
is more likely that Mu-sa₃-ka does indeed refer to the kingdom of Phrygia prior to Mitā/Midas’ expansion
south-eastward.
By contrast, it is difficult to accept that Mu-sa₃-ka refers to Hartapu’s own country, which likely centred
on the Konya-Karaman Plains given the focus of his inscriptions and monumental programme in this area.
Beyond the discussion regarding the ambivalence of the meaning of muwa both as “rule” and “conquer”
employed in TKH1 (cf. Goedegebuure et al. 2020: 35; Oreshko 2017: 53–55; Oreshko 2020: 82 for opposing
views), this hypothesis does not explain why the Assyrians referred to Mitā’s ethnonym as Muški. If we assume that he was originally from the Konya Plain and an outsider to the throne of Phrygia, then we would
need to hypothesize him as one of Hartapu’s direct successors, for which there is currently no evidence. If we
accept that Mitā was a ruler of an area around the Eskişehir-Polatlı area, the Konya Plain may have been part
of his kingdom but it was probably only a small component of it.

Fig. 7: Map of Cappadocia showing the geographical settings of the “TOPADA war”, including the location of Middle Iron Age
Luwian Hieroglyph inscriptions, major centres and topographic features. The proposed approximate borders of the polities ruled
by different kings are marked with black dashes. Map: Michele Massa.

The TOPADA War
Furthermore, Hartapu might be identified with the Parzutean/Prizu(wa)ndean king, the adversary of Great
King Wasusarma mentioned in TOPADA, and that Türkmen-Karahöyük might be identified as Parzuta itself
(Hawkins/Weeden 2021: 394). There are several strands of evidence that point in this direction:
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(a) Hartapu’s inscription of BURUNKAYA mentions a military victory, and its location (Fig. 7) strongly suggests that it may have been against the Tabalian confederation;
(b) TOPADA § 9 mentions the Parzutean/Prizu(wa)ndean king placing his border on a mountain, while § 20
mentions Wasusarma’s cavalry crossing a river to enter the enemy’s territory (d’Alfonso 2019: 136; Weeden 2010: 50, 53). It is possible that the orographic feature might be identified with the Hasandağ volcano
and the river with the Melendiz running north of the massif (Fig. 7, cf. Weeden 2010: 57);
(c) It is plausible that the 13 kings mentioned in TKH1 may have been part of the Tabalian confederation, and
—given its location— BURUNKAYA might celebrate a victory against them (Goedegebuure et al. 2020: 41),
within the context of the “TOPADA war”;
(d) The palaeographic analysis conducted by Goedegebuure et al. further suggests close similarities between
the Hartapu inscriptions and the TOPADA, SUVASA and GÖSTESİN group, all authored by Wasusarma
(2020: 40), suggesting a chronological connection between the two.

The Tarhuntašša Connection
The last point in the historical analysis is the exploration of Hartapu’s potential connection with Tarhuntašša,
initially a vassal kingdom that may have subsequently become independent and antagonist to the Hittite
state at the time of Kuruntiya as suggested by the Hatip monument (d’Alfonso/Pedrinazzi 2021: 124) and/or
around the time of the Hittite collapse as suggested by the analysis of the SÜDBURG inscription (Hawkins
1995). Hartapu’s MAGNUS.REX title and the use of the royal cartouche capped by the winged disc (cf. Table 1)
are clearly derived from the Hittite royal tradition (cf. among others Adiego 2021: 18; Hawkins 2000: 429;
Weeden 2010: 47), and after the fall of the Hittite Empire they are employed only by three royal houses: (a)
the kings of Karkamiš; (b) Wasusarma and his father Tuwati; (c) Hartapu and his father Mursili (Hawkins
2000: 73, 429).
This title is self-assigned and therefore does not necessarily reflect its acceptance by contemporary peers
(cf. the use of “Great King” by Kuruntiya at nearby Hatip, which is not paralleled in the Tarhuntašša treaties).
However, it suggests a real or claimed connection between Hartapu and the Hittite royal dynasty, and this is
further strengthened by the throne name of Hartapu’s father Mursili, a direct reference to two known Hittite
kings of the same name.
Although there is some uncertainty regarding the boundaries of the kingdom of Tarhuntašša at the time
of the subordination treaties CTH 106.1–2, there is virtually unanimous agreement that it included parts of the
Konya Plain around the Çarşamba river valley and delta, which in these texts is referred to as the Hulaya
River Land (d’Alfonso 2014; Dinçol et al. 2000; Erbil/Mouton 2018; Forlanini 2017; Melchert 2007; Hawkins/
Weeden 2021: 384–385). The location of the city of Tarhuntašša is instead hotly debated, but most scholars in
recent years have suggested sites inside the Konya-Karaman Plains: Zoldura Höyük (Bahar 2005), Kızıldağ
(d’Alfonso 2014; Dinçol et al. 2000), and Hamza Zindanı Höyük (Hawkins/Weeden 2021: 386, note 7; Jones
2017: 256–257). Based on the distribution of his inscriptions (Fig. 6) and the location of Türkmen-Karahöyük
(and TKH1 therein), the Konya-Karaman Plains can also be safely considered the core area of Hartapu’s kingdom, making it a direct successor of the kingdom of Tarhuntašša in the same region. In our opinion, it is likely
that Iron Age’s Mursili and Hartapu would have been aware of Kuruntiya (e.g. via the Hatip monument,
preserved to this day) and may have may have strived to create a symbolic link between his rule and theirs.
Within the two-king hypothesis, the association between Hartapu and Tarhuntašša is even tighter. According to Hawkins and Weeden, Hartapu I may have been a close descendant of Kuruntiya and therefore
presumably a ruler of Tarhuntašša in whatever shape this political entity may have existed in the late 13th or
early 12th century BCE (2021: 396, cf. also among others d’Alfonso 2014: 228–230; Dinçol et al. 2000: 83; Singer
2006: 42). In addition, he would have commissioned the construction of the peak sanctuaries at Kızıldağ (KzD4
and associated step monument) and Karadağ (KrD1–2 and associated structure). We also now know that at the
same time Türkmen-Karahöyük would have been the largest known centre in his kingdom, just 13km and 26km
away respectively from KzD4 and KrD1–2. For those supporting the two-king hypothesis, the idea that Türkmen-Karahöyük may have been the city of Tarhuntašša should therefore be seriously considered.
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Discussion
For the two-king hypothesis to work, many speculative elements need to be true at the same time:
(a) The four different spellings of Hartapu’s name refer to two kings, even as Hartapu II was not consistent in
how he called himself and his predecessor;
(b) Hartapu II never used his own patronymic, even when his inscriptions are placed next to those of Hartapu I;
(c) In order to maintain that only Hartapu I takes the filiation ‘son of Mursili’, the occurrence of the name of
Mursili in the 8th century inscription BURUNKAYA requires that something else than FILIUS needs to be
restored, such as (INFANS)hartu, in a formula and in a context that is otherwise encountered very rarely
across the Hieroglyphic Luwian corpus;
(d) KzD3 celebrates Hartapu I in the context of a monument (the “Throne”) that otherwise celebrates Hartapu
II, and Hartapu II gives credit for founding Kızıldağ to someone else;
(e) KzD4 is earlier than, and conceptually disconnected from, the Iron Age step monument carved from the
same boulder;
(f) TKH1 is written by Hartapu II, and while line 1 refers to a victory of Hartapu I against Muška, line 2 is
conceptually disconnected from it and mentions Hartapu II defeating 13 unnamed kings.
More broadly, this hypothesis does not convincingly explain why the postulated Hartapu II would portray
himself in monumental imagery and inscriptions in a way that prevents the intended (or, at least, the modern) public from identifying him as a different person from Hartapu I. While there are examples in the Hieroglyphic Luwian corpus for the reuse of monuments of earlier rulers with the same name, later kings seem to
appropriate this imagery as their own (e.g. PUGNUS-mili, Manuelli 2019). If we follow Hawkins and Weeden’s
line of reasoning, Hartapu II would be instead both celebrating the earlier Hartapu I and at the same time
flattening his royal image on his ancestor, reusing the same monumentalized spaces, phraseology and attributes while diminishing his own achievements through unflattering comparisons with this predecessor.
In contrast, we maintain that only one Great King Hartapu son of Mursili is referred to in the current
textual corpus, and that he is the sole individual responsible for the monument-building programme celebrating him as a military and religious leader at various sites in south-central Anatolia.5 This is the simplest
explanation, and it is the logical outcome of the deductions presented above.
In addition, we argue that Hartapu ruled during the 9th–7th centuries BCE, based on three archaeological
observations:
(a) KzD4 is associated with a step monument datable to the Iron Age;
(b) more confidently, KzD1 is associated with an engraving of Hartapu that can be narrowly dated to the 8th–
7th centuries BCE, based on its close similarities with several well-dated reliefs from the Syro-Anatolian
Culture Complex (SACC, Osborne 2021) and the Neo-Assyrian Empire (d’Alfonso/Pedrinazzi 2021);
(c) KzD2–3 spatially and conceptually belong to the same monument as KzD1 and Hartapu’s engraving (the
“Throne”) and should be similarly dated.
This dating proposal also fits with the palaeographic analysis conducted on TKH1 and Hartapu’s corpus
indicating an 8th century BCE style (Goedegebuure et al. 2020: 40–41). A 9th–8th century BCE dating of TKH1
has also now been accepted by other scholars (d’Alfonso 2020: note 4; d’Alfonso/Pedrinazzi 2021: 136; Hawkins/Weeden 2021: 387; Schürr in press; cf. also Adiego 2021: 22, who considers the relief part of TKH1 a later
rewriting from an earlier original).
An early 8th century BCE date for Hartapu’s rule is supported by the absence of any mentions in NeoAssyrian texts (Goedegebuure et al. 2020: 41). A later (ca 750–725 BCE) date is instead supported if we accept
the identification of Hartapu with the unnamed Parzutean/Prizu(wa)ndean king mentioned in the TOPADA
5 Note that this is not the same thing as arguing that he is the only Hartapu ever to have existed. Future discoveries may indeed
provide evidence of additional rulers by that name. The issue is whether one or more individuals authored the currently known
corpus of Hartapu inscriptions.
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inscription, since this would make Hartapu’s rule partly contemporary with that of Wasusarma (ca 739–728
BCE). In this case, Hartapu’s apogee would have likely occurred before the expansionistic policies of Mitā
towards Que (Cilicia) after ca 720 BCE (Adalı 2018: 287–289; Fuchs 1994: 323–324).
Finally, we would like to suggest that some of the attributes and deeds discussed by Hawkins and Weeden as indicative of two separate kings might in fact be interpreted as hints for the existence of different
phases of monumentalization of Hartapu’s image during his reign. In this reconstruction, the initial phase of
Hartapu’s inscriptions would include the relief part of TKH1, where there is no mention of accomplishments
beyond the king’s titles and patronymic. In this inscription, his father Mursili’s “Great King” and “Hero” titles
are also absent, possibly signalling that they were a later addition in Hartapu’s propaganda. KzD1–3 might
also be included in this phase, since the only mentioned achievement is the foundation of Kızıldağ.
The second phase is marked by the victory over Muška celebrated by KzD4, followed shortly by a victory
(against 13 kings?) mentioned in BURUNKAYA. The incised part of TKH1 (a later addition in this hypothesis)
could have been commissioned not long after both events. KrD1 is fragmentary and cannot be fully placed in
the sequence, but the mention of “conquering every country” —a phrase also employed in KzD4— would
place this inscription in the second phase as well. Since the corpus is limited, this point is more speculative
than others, but it is plausible that the ruler’s public self-representation may have shifted and been modified
in time according to his political agenda and achievements.
The discovery of a new inscription as significant as TÜRKMEN-KARAHÖYÜK 1 will inevitably generate
scholarly debate for many years. We admit that there are several points that remain ambiguous and for which
multiple interpretive options exist, including the exact placement of Hartapu’s reign within the Middle Iron
Age, the h/k sound alternation in his name, the inscription’s shift from relief to incised writing, and the location of the land of Muška/Muški. It is also true that multiple historical reconstructions can technically be
accommodated by the information presently available, and that only the discovery of new archaeological and
textual data will provide certainty. However, we are confident that, based on currently available evidence,
the most plausible reconstruction of the historical and archaeological data indicates that Hartapu was an 8th
century BCE king who ruled out of his capital city located at the archaeological site of Türkmen-Karahöyük,
and that all of the inscriptions composed by Hartapu belonged to this same individual. The several articles
that have appeared since our original publications have inspired us to think more carefully about the many
related lines of argumentation, and it is our hope that this paper has clarified and solidified our original
position.
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KzD1–4 = KIZILDAĞ 1–4
KrD1–2 = KARADAĞ 1–2
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