ASUR VE URARTU AT-KOSUM TAKIMLARI
UZERINE BIR NOT

Veli SEVIN

Urartu at-kosum takimlari hakkinda gesitli yer ve zamanlarda
cegitli goriigler ileri siiriilmiis ve bunlarin Onasya ornekleriyle olan
iligkileri, pek ayrintili olmasa bile, arastirilmistir. Ancak, bu aras-
tirmalara karsin, asagida goriilecegi iizere, heniiz bu parcalardan
iyi 6rneklerle temsil olunan bazilarinin islevleri konusu bile tam ola-
rak aydinlatilabilmig degildir. Bu nedenle biz, bu yazida yalmizca at-
kosum takimlarindan «blinker» ya da «cheek-piece» ve «frontlet»
yva da «nose-piece» olarak tamimlanan iki parcamin ayrintilar iize-
rinde durup, bunlarin kéken ve iglevleri konusuna isik tutmaga ca-
ligacagiz.

Uzun yillardir Urartu ve Onasya at-kosum takimlarimin bu iki
parcasi hi¢ bir kuskuya yer verilmeksizin, cesitli bilim adamlarinca
tanimlanmigtir: Bunlarin ilki olan g6z siperleri hakkinda gercekten
daha kesin bilgilere sahibiz. Bugiinkii bilgilerimize gore, goz siper-
lerinin en erken ornekleri Misir'da Tutankamon (M.O. 1366-1357)
cagl araba atlarinda karsimiza cikmaktadir (res. 1/a)'. Ancak, daha
iyi bir gekilde taninan ve kammeca Iskitler’inki disinda (res. 1/b)*

1 Bk. Jacobsthal 1923/24, res. 4; H. Carter, The Tomb of Tut.ankh.amen II
(1927), 59, 63 ve lev. 43/A; aym yazar, Tutankamon, E.D. Ross, The Art of
Egypt (1931), res. 196; J.D. Cooney, Amarna Reliefs frem Hermapolis in Ame-
rican Collections (1965), 50, no. 28 ve 51, no. 29. Gjerstad 1948, 399’da Tutan-
kamon cagindan kalma siperliklere dayanarak, Onasya siperliklerinin Misir ko-
kenli oldugunu onermis, bu oneri Snodgrass 1964, 164, not 27 ve Karageorghis
1967, 48, not 6 tarafindan da desteklenmistir.

2 Ozellikle yaprak ya da stilize edilmis kulak seklindeki daha gec Iskit
ornekleri icin bk. Minns 1913, res. 78; Ebert 1929, lev. 36D/a-b, 39E; Artomo-
nov 1969, res. 146 ve 187; krsl. Azarpay 1968, not 23. M.O. 5. yiizyila ve ke-
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tiimii, cok ufak-tefek farklliklarla ayni tipten tiiremis gibi goriinen
Bati Asya Demir Cag siperlikleri, en erken Asurnasirpal II (M.O.
883-859) cag1 Asur kabartmalarinda goriilebilmektedir®. Zincirli'deki

bazalt érnekten' ve Asur kabartmalarindan sonra, ozellikle Kibris'ta
Salamis nekropoliinde® ele gecirilen cok sayida in situ buluntudan
kullanilig bigimleri hakkinda kesin bilgiler edindigimiz Bati1 Asya at
goz-siperlerinin bu popiiler tiirii Filistin’den Urartu ve Akdeniz diin-
yasina degin yayilmis bir durumda cok sayida tung, fildisi ve bazen
de algi-tas1 o6rnekle temsil edilmektedir (res. 2/a-1)°.

sinlikle Iskitler'e atfedilen Pazirik kurganlarinda, pek c¢ok at-kosum parcasi
yamnda bu tip goz-siperliklerinden tek bir parcaya rastlanilmamis olmas: ilgi
cekicidir, bk. Rudenko 1970, 307.

3 Wallis Budge 1914, lev. 14/2,

4 Sendschirli IV, res. 248-49; ayrica bk. Blinkenberg 1931, res. 25; Wolff-
Opitz 1935/36, res. 6-7; H. Th. Bossert, Altanatolien (1942), res. 905-906; Kan-
tor 1962, res. 2; Ghirshman 1964, res. 4; Kleiner 1966, res. 12; Barnett 1975,
res. 37/a-b. Aym sekilde siperlik ve Kibris tipi alinhigin at bag: ilizerinde kul-
lamilisim gosteren terrakota bir at basi ve doért ath savas arabasi igin: Ka-
rageorghis 1967, res. 5, 10; ayrica bk. Jacobsthal 1923/24, res. 2.

5 V. Karageorghis, BCH 87, 1963, 379, res. T4; Karageorghis 1965, 2;
Karageorghis 1967, lev. 7/2; Karageorghis 19692, res. 12 ve renkli lev. 3.

6 Nimrud: M. Mallowan, Iraq 15, 1953, 22 vd., lev. 2; Ghrishman 1964,
res. 6; Mallowan 19662, res. 67: fildisi, yiik. 18.5 c¢m. Mallowan 1966b, res. 548:
fildigi, yiik. 13.1 e¢m. Bir bagka tipik ornek icin bk. R.D. Barnett, BMQ 27,
1963-64, lev. 32/e; Barnett 1975, lev. 135/suppl. 50: fildisi, yiik. 16 cm. Oteki
ornekler icin bk. Orchard 1967, res. 68-125, 201-204: «spade shaped» olarak ni-
telenir. Mallowan 19662, 538, res. 459-61'deki ortalama 8 cm yiliksekligindeki,
yaklasik olarak at-nali bicimli ii¢ fildisi parcayr «ivory horse’s cheek-pieces»
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Anlagilacag: gibi, gz siperlerinin Urartu’da Menua (yakl. ol.
M.O. 810-786/80) cagmdan baslayarak tung 6rnekleriyle karsilagti-
gmmiz (res. 2/h-1)7 bu tiirii konusunda kuskuya yer yoktur ve Urar-
tu siperlikleri de bu ortak kokenden hemen hemen hi¢ bir biiyiik de-
gisiklige ugramadan gelismistir.

olarak nitelemis, bu 6neri Orchard 1967, 1 vdd., 43 tarafindan da desteklenmis-
tir. Ozellikle Misir'n géz motifli siperliklerine benzerligi nedeniyle, bu objele-
rin Fenike'ye ya da Asur'a 6zgii yeni bir siperlik tiiriinii olugturdugu kabul olu-
nabilir.

Zincirli: Sendschirli V, res. 152, lev. 54/d; Ghrishman 1964, res. 5: tung,
yiike. 13 cm.

Megiddo: R.S. Lamon ve G.M. Shipton, Megiddo I (1939), lev. 87/16, «hoe
or towels olarak tamimlanir: tung, yiik. 15.5 em.

Laschich: O. Tufnell, Laschich IIT (1933), lev. 41/5 ve 387, «bronze helmet-
cheek-piece» olarak tammlamir: yiik. 17 cm.

Eibris: G. Perrot ve C. Chipiez, History of Art in Phoenicia II (1885),
res. 357; M. Ohnefalsch-Richter, HKypros, die Bible and Homer (1893), lev. 70/
1-8; E. Gjerstad, The Swedish Cyprus Ewxpedition II (1935), lev. 176/1-4;
Sendschirli V, res. 153; Gjerstad 1948, res. 26; Karageorghis 1963, res. 33/a-b;
Ghrishman 1964, res. 3: Karageorghis 1965, res. 3, 13; Karageorghis 1967, lev.
139-140; Karageorghis 1969a, res, 25-26; Karageorghis 1969b, res. 124: Ka-
rageorghis 1974, lev. 85-88 ve passim: tung ve fildisi, yiik. 25 cm’den 17.5 cwm’ye
degigir.

Gordion: Young 1962, res. 25; Ghrishman 1964, res. 7; R. Young, JNES 26,
1967, lev. 21: fildigi.

Iran: Ghirshman 1964, res. 9.

Eretria: E. Niki, RA 6/1, 1933, res. 1/a; Hermann, JdI 81, 1966, res. 51:
tung.

Bassai: Bk. Snodgrass 1964, 165 ve not 29.

Samos: Y. Béquignon, BCH 53, 1929, 533, res. 18; H.G.G. Payne, JHS 50,
1930, res. 7; ArchAnz 45, 1930, res. 24; E. Niki, aym eser, res. 1/b; Kleiner
1966, res. 11/b; Jantzen 1972, lev. 53/b, 54/a-b: tung, yiik. yakl. ol. 20 cm.

Lindos: Blinkenberg 1931, lev. 25 no. 621, lev. 63 no. 1568, tiimiiyle Kibris
orneklerinin kopyeleridirler ve biiyiik bir olasihkla Kibris kokenlidirler, bk.
Gjerstad 1948, 399: tung, yiik. 18.7 cm.

Miletos: Weickert 1957, lev. 40/1; E. Buschor, Neue deutsche Ausgrabun-
gen im Mittelmeergebiet im Vorderen Orient (1959), 208. vdd. ve res. 10; Kleiner
1966, res. 11/a; Hermann, JdI 81, 1966, res. 52. Homeros'a gore (Il. IV 140-45),
tildisi goz siperlikleri Maionialilar ve Karialilar tarafindan kullanilmaktayd.

7 Urartu érnekleri i¢cin bk. Ghrishman 1964, res. 1-2; Azarpay 1968, lev. 1;
Piotrovskii 1969, lev. 79; aym yazar, Karmir-Blur (1970), lev. 56; Tagyiirek
1975, lev. 32/a, 33/a-b; Belli 1976/77, res. 6, lev. 5/18.
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Res. 2
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Urartu at goz siperlerinin iyi bir sekilde taminmig olmasina kar-
sihik, alinhklar konusu ise, agsagida nedenlerine deginecegimiz iizere,
her tiirli kuskuya aciktir. Ancak, Karmir-Blur'da ele gecirilen bir

Res. 3

tunc objenin (res. 3/a) Piotrovskii* tarafindan «at alinligi» olarak
tanimlanmasindan bugiine degin gecen siirede bu konuda hic bir kus-
kuya yer verilmedigi gibi, bu ve buna benzer tunc objelerin Urartu
at almhklar: oldugu goriisii tartismasizca benimsenmistir®.

Bu karsit goriislere karsin biz, kabaca T-gekli gésteren tunc ob-
Jelerin de (res. 2/1 ve 3/a-b) alinhiktan cok siperlik olarak kullaml-
mig oldugunu sanmaktayiz. Durumu iyi bir sekilde aciklayabilmek
igin at alinhklarinin Bat1 Asya diinyasindaki sekil ve kullamhs 6zel-
liklerine kisaca bir goz gezdirmek yararl olacaktir.

Bugiine degin ele gegirilen buluntulara gére, Zincirli bazalt at
kafasindan gayet iyi bir gekilde tanimis oldugumuz iicgen sekilli alin-
liklar Kuzey Suriye ve Asur’dan Akdeniz diinyasina degin yayilmis

8 KB III, 43, res. 33.

9 R.D. Barnett, Irag 21, 1959, 15 res. 13; Kantor 1962, 96 res. 4: Azarpay
1968, 10 vdd., res. 2; A. Erzen, Belleten 150, 1974, 202, res. 31-32; Belli 1976/77,
193 vdd., res. 7, lev. 6/22,
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bir durumda, cok sayida Ornekle temsil edilirler'. Eger Hazor’'da
(tabaka IXB) bulunmus bir terrakota hayvanin (at ?) baginda tas-
viri gériilen’ obje boyle bir iiggen alinhigi yansitiyorsa, bu tipe giren
alinhiklarmm en ge¢ M.O. 10. yiizyil ya da M.O. 9. ylizyilin baslarindan
itibaren Onasya diinyasinda kullanilmaga basladig1 anlasilir. Ancak,
bu yaygmn alinhk tiiriiniin benzeri bir tek parcaya Urartu’da rast-
lamlmis degildir. Bunun nedenini ise, iizerinde ¢ogu kez Kuzey Suriye
ya da Fenike stilinde kanath giines kursu ve ciplak kadin (tanrica),
bazen de bu tanrica ile iliskiye getirilmek istenen'? arslan figiirleri-
nin yer aldig1 iiggen sekilli fildisi ve tung alinliklarm Asur’ca fazla
benimsenmemis ve saf Asurlu denilebilecek tiplerinin yapilmamis ol-
masinda aramak gerekir.

Fildigi orneklerle temsil edilen bu alnhk tipi disinda, Asur’da
ikinci bir at alinhig1 tipinin varhig heniiz arkeolojik belgelerle dog-
rulanmis degildir. Buna karsin Kantor, Asur'un kendine ozgii bir

10 Nimrud ; D. G. Hogarth, Excavations at Ephesus (1908), lev. 28/2;
Poulsen, Der Orient und die friihgeschichte Kunst (1912), res. 23; R. D. Barnett,
Iraq 2, 1935, lev. 24/2; Bossert 1951, res. 808; Decamps de Mertzenfeld, Inven-
taire Commentée des Ivories phéniciens (1954), lev. 109/995; V.E. Crawford,
BMMA, December 1962, res. 11; Barnett 1964, lev. 2/1; Mallowan 1966b, res.
458, 549, 582; Barnett 1975, lev. 63; I. J. Winter, Iraq 38, 1976, lev. 2/b; M.
Mallowan, The Nimrud Ivories (1978), res. 36; ayrica bk. Orchard 1976, res.
128-197, 205-211.

Zincirli: Sendschirli IV, res. 248-49.

Tell Tainat:Kantor 1962, lev. 11-15.

Gordion: Young 1962, res. 24.

Samos: Kantor 1962, res. 13/A; Jantzen 1972, lev. 52.

Miletos: Weickert 1957, lev. 43/3; Kantor 1962, res. 13/B; Barnett 1964,
lev. 1/1-2; Barnett 1975, res. 38-39.

Etruria: H. Miihlestein, Die Kunst der Etrusker (1929), lev. 155.

11 Y. Yiagel ve ark., Hazor III-IV (161), lev. 176/24. Fakat, siperlikler
gibi, ahnliklarin da Tun¢ Cagina degin giden bir gecmisleri oldugu diigiiniile-
bilir, bk. Snodgrass 1964, 164 not 27; Azarpay 1968, 82 not 26.

12 Kantor 1962, 100'de bu tanricayr Kybele ya da Ister olarak tamimlamak
ister ve arslanin bu tanricammn kutsal hayvam oldugunu belirtir; Barnett
1964, 1 vdd. ise tanrica Iitarn atlarla 6zel bir iligkisinin bulundugunu vurgular.

13 Kantor 1962, 96 ve res. 3. Bu éneri Azarpay 1968, 11 vd. tarafindan da
benimsemis, hatta Azarpay daha da ileri giderek bu gerit alinhk tipinin Kibris
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madeni alinhk tipi oldugunu, ASurnasirpal II araba atlarinda karsi-
lagilan ve gercekten kulak iistiinden burun lizerine dogru inen baz
objelerin varhigina dayanarak kabul etmistir (res. 4/a). Ancak du-
rum Kantor'un onerdigi sekilde ise bu ahnliklarin yekpare ya da
parcali sorguclu-alinliklar olmalar: gerekir. Bdyle bir alinligin var-
ig1 konusunda en kiiciik bir arkeolojik buluntuya rastlanilmadig:
gibi, yine A¥urnasirpal II cagina ait araba atlarinin baz tasvir ézel-
liklerinden hareketle, boyle bir gerit alinlik tiiriiniin varhig: konusun-
da bazi kuskular onermek istiyorum: Ornegin, séziinii ettigim ka-
bartmada (res. 4/b)*, atin almindan baslayarak asag: sarkan kesi-
min, yumusak bir maddeden, belki de uzun piskiillerden meydana
getirilmis oldugunun belirtilmesine, kas iizerindeki kavisin dikkatli
bir bicimde islenmig olmasiyle 6zen gosterilmis, ayrica atin burnunur

ve Iskit ahnlklarim etkilemis oldugunu ve iki parcali alinlik tiiriiniin Asur
serit abmbhklarimin taklitlerinden baska birsey olmadigmm -kabul etmistir.
Madhloom 1970, 15'de bu Parcanin belki de iki ayr1 malzemeden meydana geti-
rilmis oldugunu ve alt kesimin yumusak bir maddeden yapilmig olabilecegini
ileri siirer.

14 Wallis Budge 1914, lev. 22/2.
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iizerine dogru, madeni serit olarak nitelenen objenin giderek kalin-
lagtig1 acik bir sekilde belirtilmistir. Kanimca tasvirde iglenmis bu-
lunan bu 6zenli ayrmtilar, parcanin madeni bir levha oldugu seklin-
deki goriisii desteklemekten uzaktirlar. Kaldi ki, M.O. 8. ylizyilin
sonlar: ve M.O. 7. yiizyila ait olan atlarda bu sekilde uzun alin piis-
kiillerine yer verildigi (res. 5/a-b) Sennacherib (M.O. 704-681) ve

Asurbanipal (M.O. 668-627) cag1 kabartmalarindan acikca anlasil-
diga gibi, bu tiir uzun alin piiskiillerinin ug kism1 da aynen A3urnasir-
~pal II cagmn baz araba atlarinda karsilasildig1 sekilde, kalinlasti-
rmlarak belirtilmistir (res. 5/a-b)"".

Bu nedenlerle, Asur’da uzun madeni gerit seklinde parcali ya da
parcasiz alimhklarm kullanilmis olabilecegi varsayimlarina hala kus-
ku ile bakmanin daha yerinde olacagl inancindayim.

Madeni almhklarin cok sayida ve sevilerek kullanilmis oldugu
Kibris'ta ise M.O. 7. yiizyildan baslayarak, iki pargali uzun serit alin-
liklar 6zel bir tiir olustururlar’® ve uzak benzerlerine, Iskit yekpare
gerit levhalar1 disinda baska bir kiiltiirde rastlamak olas1 degildir.

15 Wolff-Opitz 1935/36, 325, res. 4; Weidner, Die Reliefs der assyrischen
Konige (1967), res. 28, 43, 84; Madhloom 1970, lev. 6/3 ve 8/7, 9, 10.

16 Gjerstad 1948, res. 26; Bossert 1951, res. 313; Karageorghis 1963, res.
9/a: Karageorghis 1965, res. 4, 12; Karageorghis 1967, lev. 140; Karageorghis
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Lindos’ta bulunmus Kibris kékenli baz istisnalar disinda'™ Yu-
nanistan ve Bati Anadolu’da serit seklinde madeni at alinlig1 kulla-
nilmis olduguna isaret eden en ufak bir belgeye rastlanilmamistir.

Piotrovskii'nin** Menua yazith tung objeyi yayimlarken iliski
kurmak istedigi M.O. 4. yiizyila tarihlenen Kuban kékenli yekpare
madeni levhalarin Urartu alinliklarindan etkilenerek gelismis olabi-
lecegi goriisti de kanimea tiimiiyle olanak disidir. Ciinkii, M.O. 5. yiiz-
yila tarihlenen'® Pazirik kurganiarinda pek cok in situ at-kosum ta-
kimi icinde buna benzer bir tek parcanin yer almamis olmas: ve sézii
edilen madeni levhalarin at alinhgindan cok Orta Avrupa koékenli
kalkan aksami olabilecegi seklindeki gecerli kuskular*® bu &éneriye
hi¢ bir destek saglamazlar. Nitekim, Giiney Rusya’da M.O. 4. yiizyil-
dan once serit seklinde at-alinlig kullanildigin1 gésteren en kiiciik
bir belgeye de sahip degiliz*'.

Goriiliiyor ki Kibris ve Giiney Rusya’daki geg devir gerit alin-
liklar1 diginda, hic olmazsa M.O. 7. yizylla degin gerit seklinde par-
cali ya da yekpare madeni alinliklarin kullanilmig oldugunu séyleye-
bilecek yeterli kanitlara sahip degiliz.

Bu nedenlerle, bugiinkii bilgilerimize gore, Urartu’da Menua ca-
gindan itibaren alinlik olarak kullamldig1 kabul edilen kabaca T-ge-
killi levhalarin da siperlik olarak tanimlanmas: gerektigini 6nermek
istiyorum. Nitekim bir-iki istisna disinda, Onasya ve Urartu siper-
liklerinin tiimiinde, &zellikle séziinii ettigim objelerin baslangic ya
da dar kesimlerinde karsimiza cikan ciftli delik diizenine Urartu
T-bicimli levhalarinda da aynen rastlanmis olmas: fikrimize destek-
lemektedir (res. 2/h-1); ayrica, gerek Karmir-Blur ve gerekse Van

1960e, res. 23-24; Karageorghis 1969y, lev. 121, 125; Karageorghis 1974, lev. 78,
82-84 ve passim.

17 Blinkenberg 1931, lev. 24 no. 614-15, lev. 25 no. 617, 619, lev. 63 no.
1567; Kibris tipi serit alinliklarla tasvir edilmis terrakota at figiirinleri icin
bk. lev. 88 no. 1979-80, 1982 a/b; ayrica bk. Bossert 1951, res. 315-15.

18 KB III, 43 vd., res. 36.

19 Rudenko 1970, 307.

20 Bk. Azarpay 1968, 12 ve not 25.

21 Minns 1913, res. 54-55, 78; Ebert 1929, lev. 37C/1, 39E; Artomonov
1969, res. 31, 146, 186-87; krsl. Azarpay 1968, not 23.
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Bolge Miizesinden ornekler iizerinde rastlanan yazithi levhalarda, ya-
zitlarin pozisyonlar: da T-bicimli objelerin yatay olarak kullanilmis
olduguna iyi birer kamt meydana getirirler. Ciinkii, bu objeler alin-
Ik olarak kullamldig: takdirde, yazitlar tiimiiyle ters donmekte,
boylece Urartularm, &zenle uyduklarim tun¢ kalkanlardan da bil-
digimiz, bezeme kurallarina karsi gelinmektedir (res. 3/a-b). Orta-
lama 16-17 cm arasinda degisen boyutlar:1 yoniinden de Urartu ve
Onasya siperliklerinin bir kopyesi durumunda bulunan T-bicimli lev-
halarin alinliktan cok siperlik olarak kullanilmis Urartu’ya 6zgi yeni
bir tiir oldugunu kabullenmekten baska care yoktur (res. 6)2.

Buna karsihk Urartularin orta kismi disa bombeli phalerea
olarak adlandirilan madeni objelerin bazilarim alinhik yerine kullan-

Res. 6

mis olmalari cok olasidir. Nitekim, Karmir-Blur'da siperliklerle bir
arada ele gecirilmis bulunan, iizeri Menua yazitl, 9.5 em capinda
boyle bir objenin* at-kosum aksami olarak kullanilmig olabilecegi
Azarpay?** tarafindan ileri siiriilmiis, ayni sekilde madeni ya da ah-
sap disklerin at alinhig: olarak kullanilmis oldugunu, M.O. 5. ytizyila
ait Pazirik kurganlarindaki cok sayida in situ buluntu acik bir se-

29 Piotrovskii 1969, res. 79da iki siperlik arasinda duran tung objeyi de
«headpiece» olarak nitelemigtir; ayrica bk. Tasyiirek 1975, lev. 32/b, 33/c. Or-
talama 29-30 ¢m yiiksekligindedirler.

23 KB III, 43-44, res. 36.

24 Azarpay 1968, 14.
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kilde ortaya koymustur?. Yukarida da deginmis oldugumuz gibi, bu
tiirde yuvarlak ve disa bombeli disklerin at alinliklar iizerinde yer
aldigmi, M.O. 7. yiizyila ait Asur kabartmalarindan da acikca anla-
mak olasidir (res. 5/a-b)?5.

Anlagilacag1 iizere, en erken M.O. 7. yiizyil Kibris'mda goriil-
mege baslayan madeni gerit at alinhiklarindan 6nce Yakin Doguda
herhangi bir madeni gerit alinlik tiiriiniin kullanilmis oldugunu séy-
leyebilecek yeterli kanitlara sahip degiliz.

Son olarak, tiim karsi goriislere karsin, baz yuvarlak madeni
diskler disinda, Urartular'in kendilerine 6zgii ya da baska bir kiil-
tiirden alinarak benimsenmis bir alinlik tiiriiniin var oldugunu soy-
leyebilmek icin elimizde en kiiciik bir belge olmadigimi kabullenmek
arkeolojik gerceklere daha uygun diisecektir kanisindayiz.

25 Rudenko .970, res. T3/A-B, 87, T9/A, 90/G-H ve passim.
26 Bk. not 15; Nimrud'da boyle bir tung¢ obje ele gecirilmigtir: D. Stronach,
Iraq 20, 1958, lev. 23/11-12.



A COMMENT ON THE ASSYRIAN AND URARTIAN
HORSE TRAPPINGS

Veli SEVIN

Although not in great detail, there have been various studies
and hence suggestions by many scholars, about the Urartian horse
trappings and their relations with the Near Eastern examples. Ho-
wever, in spite of all the work that has been carried out, even the
functions of the specimens -although very good examples- are still
not very clear, as will be seen later. The «blinkers» or «cheek-pieces»
and «frontlets» or «nose-pieces» and their origins, together with their
functions are therefore chosen as the subject of close examination
in this particular issue.

The above-mentioned parts of horse trappings of the Urartian
and Near Eastern civilisations have indeed been very well described
by a number of scholars whose works have undoubtedly contributed
a great deal. As a matter of fact more accurate descriptions have
been given as far as blinkers or cheek-pieces are concerned than
nose-pieces or frontlets. As far as we know, the earliest actual
examples of horse blinkers are known to be those from Egypt in
Tutankhamun’s time (1366-1357 B.C.) (fig. 1/a)'. Western Asiatic
Iron Age horse blinkers, however, apart from the Scythian specimens

1 See Jacobsthal 1923/24, fig. 4; H. Carter, The Tomb of Tut.ankh.amen II
(1927), 59, 63 and pl. 43/A; id.,, Tutankamon, in E.D. Ross, The Arft of Egypt
(1931), fig. 196; J.D. Cooney, Amarna Reliefs from Hermapolis in American
Collections (1965), 50 nos. 28 and 51, no. 29. Gjerstad 1948, 399 suggested that
all of the Near Eastern blinkers come from same Egyptian provenance on the
basis of the evidence provided by Tutankhamun's horse blinkers, and this
suggestion was supported by Snodgrass 1965, 164 note 27 and Karageorghis
1967, 48 note 6.
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(fig. 1/b)?, which may be seen on the Assyrian sculptures of Ashur-
nasirpal II's (883-859 B.C.) time?, are regarded as being of more
or less the same origin. The stone head of a horse found at Zinecirli*,
Assyrian sculptures, and especially Cypriote in sitw findings from
the necropolis of Salamis, give remarkable and fairly correct infor-
mation about the usage of the parts considered®. These popular types
of blinkers in bronze, ivory and sometimes gypsium are also seen in
the vast area from Palastine to Urartu, and in the Meditterranean
world (fig. 2/a-1)".

2 For leaf or stylised ear shaped late Scythian blinkers, see Minns 1913,
fig. 78; Ebert 1929, pls. 36D/a-b, 39E; Artomonov 1969, figs. 146, 187. Cf.
Azarpay 1968, note 23. It is quite interesting to note that in spite of various
horse harnesses dated to the fifth century B.C., which are definitely ascribed
to Scythians, this type of blinkers was not found at Pazyryk, see Rudenko
1970, 307.

3 Wallis Budge 1914, pl. 14/2.

4 Sendschirli 1V, figs. 248-49; see also Blinkenberg 1931, fig. 25; Wolff-
Opitz 1935/36, figs. 6-7; H. Th. Bossert, Altanatolien (1942), figs. 905-06; Kan-
tor 1962, fig. 2; Ghirshman 1964, fig. 4; Kleiner 1966, fig. 12; Barnett 1975,
fig. 37/a-b. The same shaped blinker and the Cypriot type frontlet on a terra
cotta horse head, and a chariot pulled by four horses also show the use of
these pieces, see Karageorghis 1967, figs. 5, 10; see also Jacobsthal 1923/24,
fig. 2.

5 V. Karageorghis, BCH 87, 1963, 379, fig. 74, Karageorghis 1965, 2; Ka-
rageorghis 1967, pl. 7/2; Karageorghis 1969:, fig. 12 and coloured pl. 3.

6 Nimrud: M. Mallowan, Iraq 15, 1953, 22 f., pl. 2; Ghrishman 1964, fig.
6; Mallowan 1966s, fig. 67: ivory, 18.5 cm in length. Mallowan 1966h, fig. 548:
ivory, 13.1 em in length. For another typical example, see R.D. Barnett, BMQ
27, 1963-64, pl. 32/e; Barnett 1975, pl. 135/suppl. 50: ivory, 16 cm in length.
For other examples, see Orchard 1967, figs. 68-125 and 201-204; there described
as «spade shaped». Mallowan 19662, 538, figs. 459-61 claims that three horse-
shoe shaped ivories (each approx. 8 cm high) are «ivory horse's cheek-pieces»,
this interpretation is also supported by Orchard 1967, 1 ff., 43. Especially, due
to the resemblance to the eye-ornamented earlier Egyptian specimens, these
objects can be accepted as a peculiar Phoenician or Assyrian type of blinkers.

Zincirli: Sendschirli V, fig. 152, pl. 54/d; Ghrishman 1964, fig. 5: bronze,
13 em in length.

Megiddo: R.S. Lamon and G.M. Shipton, Megiddo I (1939), pl. 87/16, there
described as <hoe or towel»: bronze, 15.5 c¢m in length.

Laschich: O. Tufnell, Laschich III (1953), pls. 41/5 and 387, there described
as «bronze helmet-cheek-piece»: 17 em in length.
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As can be seen, there need be no doubt the fact that this type
of horse blinker or cheek-piece, of which the actual bronze examples
in Urartu are first seen during the reign of Menua (c. 810-786/80)
(fig. 2/h-1)7, was derived from the same prototype, without consi-
derable improvement.

Although it is true to say that there is fairly adequate knowledge
about blinkers in the Urartian civilisation, as will be seen later, on
the subject of frontlets there still seems to be much speculation.
But, since Piotrovskii® defined a bronze object found at Karmir-
Blur as a frontlet (fig. 3/a), this suggestion was adopted by several

Cyprus: G. Perrot and C. Chipiez, History of Art in Phoenicia II (1885),
fig. 357; M. Ohnefalsch-Richter, Kypros, die Bible and Homer (1893), pl. 70/
1-8; E. Gjerstad, The Swedish Cyprus Expedition II (1935), pl. 176/1-4;
Sendschirli V, fig. 153; Gjerstad 1948, fig. 26; Karageorghis 1963, fig. 33/a-b;
Ghrishman 1964, fig. 3; Karageorghis 1965, figs. 3, 13; Karageorghis 1967, pls.
139-140; Karageorghis 1969a, figs. 25-26; Karageorghis 1969y, fig. 124; Ka-
rageorghis 1974, pls. 85-88 and passim: bronze and ivory, from 25 ecm to 17.5
em in length.

Gordion: Young 1962, fig. 25; Ghirshman 1964, fig. 7; R. Young, JNES 26,
1967, pl. 21: ivory.

Iran: Ghirshman 1964, fig. 9.

Eretria: E. Niki, RA 6/1, 1933, fig. 1/a; Hermann, Jdl 81, 1966, fig. 51:
bronze.

Bassae: see Snodgrass 1964, 165 and note 29.

Samos: Y. Béquignon, BCH 53, 1929, 533, fig. 18; H.G.G. Payne, JHS 50,
1930, fig. 7; ArchAnz 45, 1930, fig. 24; E. Niki, id., fig. 1/b; Kleiner 1966, fig.
11/b; Jantzen 1972, pls. 53/b, 54/a-b: bronze, approxz. 20 cm in length.

Lindos: Blinkenberg 1931, pl. 25 no. 621, pl. 63 no. 1568, they are entirely
imitations of the Cypriot specimens and it is very probable that their provenan-
ce must be Cyprus, see Gjerstad 1948, 399: bronze, 18. 7 c¢m in length.

Miletos: Weickert 1957, pl. 40/1; E. Buschor, Neue deutsche Ausgrabungen
im Mittelmeergebiet im Vorderen Orient (1959), 208 ff. and fig. 10; Kleiner
1966, fig. 11/a; Hermann, id., fig. 52. According to the account of Homerus (Il
IV 140-45), ivory horse cheek-pieces were used by Maionians and Carians.

7 For the Urartian specimens, see Ghrishman 1964, figs. 1-2; Azarpay
1968, pl. 1; Piotrovskii 1969, pl. 79; id., Karmir-Blur (1970), pl. 56; Tagylirek
1975, pls. 32/a, 33/a-b; Belli 1976,/77, fig. 6, pl. 5/18.

8 KB III, 43, fig. 33.
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authors without contradiction®. In spite of contrary opinions, we
suppose that these roughly T-shaped objects may well have served
as blinkers instead of frontlets (figs. 2/1 and 3/a-b). It would be very
useful to examine the distribution of the Western Asiatic frontlets.

According to the findings, triangular-shaped frontlets, which
are well-known from the basalt horse head of Zincirli, are represen-
ted by plenty of examples from North Syria to Assyria and in the
Mediterranean world'. If the terra cotta animal head (horse ?)
found at Hazor (stratum IXB) was reflecting such a triangular-
shaped frontlet, it can be inferred that the earliest specimens had
been used in the Near Eastern world at least from the end of the
tenth or the beginning of the ninth century B.C."'. This well-known
type of frontlet, however, was not used in the Urartian world at all.
This can be explained by the fact that triangular-shaped ivory and
bronze frontlets, which often contain winged sun-discs or naked
famale goddesses, and sometimes lion figures, which are interpreted
as the sacred animals of the goddess', (in North Syrian or Phoeni-

9 R.D. Barnett, Irag 21, 1959, 15, fig. 13; Kantor 1962, 96, fig. 4; Azar-
pay 1968, 10 ff., fig. 2; A. Erzen, Belleten 150, 1974, 202, figs. 31-32; Belli
1976/77, 193 ff., fig 7, pl. 6/22.

10 Nimrud: D.G. Hogarth, Excavations at Ephesus (1908), pl. 28/2: F.
Poulsen, Der Orient und die frithgeschichte Kunst (1912), fig. 23; R.D. Barnett,
Iraq 2, 1935, pl. 24/2; Bossert 1951, fig. 808; C. Decamps de Mertzenfeld, In-
vantaire Commentée des Ivories phéniciens (1954), pl. 108/995; V.E. Crawford,
BMMA, December 1962, fig. 11; Barnett 1964, pl. 2/1; Mallowan 19660, figs.
458, 549, 582; Barnett 1975, pl. 62; L.J. Winter, Iraq 38, 1976, pl. 2/b; Mallowan,
The Nimrud Ivories (1978), fig. 36; see also Orchard 1967, figs., 128-197, 205-211.

Zincirli: Sendschirli IV, figs. 248-49,

Tell Tainat: Kantor 1962, pls. 11-15.

Gordion: Young 1962, fig. 24.

Samos: Kantor 1962, fig. 13/A; Jantzen 1972, pl. 52.

Miletos: Weickert 1957, pl. 43/3; Kantor 1962, fig. 13/B; Barnett 1964, pl.
1/1-2; Barnett 1975, figs. 38-39.

Etruria: H. Miihlestein, Die Kunst Der Etrusker (1929), pl. 155.

11 Y. Yiagel, et al., Hazor III-IV (1961), pl. 176/24. But, it is very probab-
le that the ultimate origin of the frontlet, like that of the blinker, may lie in
the Bronze Age, see Snodgrass 1964, 164 note 27; Azarpay 1968, 82 note 26.

12 Kantor 1962, 100 would see this goddess as Cybele or Ishtar, and says
that the lion was the sacred animal of the goddess; Barnett 1964, 1 ff. stressed
that there was a connexion between Ishtar and horses.
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cian style) were not adopted or produced in typical style by the
Assyrians.

Apart from the type of frontlet represented by ivory examples,
there is no archaeological evidence for the use of the second type of
frontlet in Assyria. In spite of this, Kantor'® has asserted that there
was a peculiar metal type of frontlet in Assyria, which is seen on
the Assyrian palace reliefs at the time of Ashurnasirpal II; this type
of frontlet can be described as a narrow rectangular metal plate,
placed on the horse’s nostril, with a curved extension beyond the
horse’s ears (fig. 4/a). It is necessary to assume that such frontlets
supposed by Kantor may have been double or single pieced an cres-
ted. Nevertheless, there is no archaological record of such a crested
metal frontlet, and in addition to this, some representations of As-
hurnasirpal II’s chariot horses indicate that the existence of the
narrow rectangular shaped Assyrian frontlets is somewhat dubious.
For instance, on the above mentioned relief (fig. 4/b)*, in order
to show that the section of the frontlet from the forehead down to
the nostril of the horse was made of soft material, or more probably
of long narrow strips of cloth, extra care was taken to show the
curve on the eyebrow of the horse clearly; it was also clearly de-
monstrated that the object which was claimed to be a metal strip
was thickened from top to bottom. On the Assyrian reliefs dated
to the end of the eight and seventh century B.C., such long forehead
tassels are represented, and the end section of the tassels has been
gradually thickened (fig. 5/a-b)*.

In these respect, I believe that the existence of the narrow
metal frontlets in Assyria is still debatable.

13 Kantor 1962, 96 and fig. 3. This proposal has been adopted by Azarpay
15208, 11 ff., even she alleged that this type of frontlet influenced the Cypriot
and Scythian frontlets, and the former specimens were the imitations of the
Assyrian types. It seems quite possible, as suggested by Madhloom 1970, 15
that this strip was probably made of two distinct materials, and the lower
part was made of soft material, leather or cloth.

14 Wallis Budge 1914, pl. 22/2.

15 Wolff-Opitz 1935/36, 325, fig. 4; Weidner, Die Reliefs der assyrischen
Eonige (1967), figs. 28, 43, 84: Madhloom 1970, pls. 6/3 and 8/7, 9, 10.
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From the beginning of the seventh century B.C., long narrow
metal frontlets composed of two narrow strips were frequently used
on many specimens in Cyprus, and as far as I know seemed to have
formed a special category'®. With the exception of the Scythian me-
tal plates, there are no comparable examples elsewhere.

Apart from some exceptional specimens from Lindos'’, which
clearly show Cypriot origin, there is no archaeological evidence for
the use of metal strip frontlets in Greece and the western parts of
Anatolia.

When Piotrovskii® published details of the inscribed T-shaped
bronze frontlet, he pointed out that some bronze plaques from Ku-
ban that dated to the fourth century B.C., originated from the Urar-
tian frontlets. In my opinion, Piotrovskii’s correlation between the
metal plates of Kuban and the Urartian frontlets, is a very tenuous
one. Though plenty of intact horse harnesses dating from the fifth
century B.C., were found at the Pazyryk kurgans, no similar frontlets
and blinkers were found'¥. On the other hand, the above mentioned
group of bronze plaques from the Kuban area have been identified
as shield devices of Central European origin®. In addition, we do
not have any evidence for the use of such frontlets in Southern
Russia after the fourth century B.C.%'.

As can be seen from the previous discussion, with the exception
of the late metal strip frontlets from Cyprus and Southern Russia,
we do not have enough evidence to say that double or single pieced

16 Gijerstad 1948, fig. 26; Bossert 1951, fig. 313; Karageorghis 1963, fig.
9/a; Karageorghis 1965, figs. 4, 12; Karageorghis 1967, pl. 140; Karageorghis
1969=, figs. 23-24, 49; Karageorghis 1969», figs. 121, 125; Karageorghis 1974,
pls. 78, 82-84 and passim.

17 Blinkenberg 1931, pl. 24 nos. 614-15, pl. 25 nos. 617, 619, pl. 63 no
1567; for the horse figurines depicted by the Cypriot type frontlets, see pl. 88
nos. 1979-80, 1982/a-b; see also Bossert 1951, figs. 314-15.

18 KB III, 43 ff., fig. 36.

19 Rudenko 1970, 307.

20 See Azarpay 1968, 12 and note 25.

21 Minns 1913, figs. 54-55, 78; Ebert 1929, pl. 37c/1, 39E; Artomonov 1969,
figs. 31, 146, 186-87; cf. Azarpay 1968, note 23.
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specimens had been used at least before the seventh century B.C. in
the Near Eastern world.

According to our present knowledge, I conclude that rough
T-shaped plates, claimed as frontlets, must have been used for blin-
kers in Urartu at least from the time of king Menua. As a matter
of fact, all of the Near Eastern and Urartian blinkers, apart from a
couple of specimens, bear double holes on their narrow edges, and
this kind of hole arrangement can be traced on the Urartian T-shaped
plates too (fig. 2/h-1). In addition, on the inscribed plates from
Karmir-Blur, and Van Regional Museum, the positions of the inscrip-
tions suggest that T-shaped objects had also been used horizontally
rather than vertically. For, if the T-shaped plates were used for
the frontlets, all the inscriptions would be reversed and this prac-
tice, as we know with certainty from the decoration on the Urartian
shields, forms a contradiction to the principles of Urartian decora-
tion (fig. 3/a-b). Hence, contrary to previous opinion, taking into
account the dimensions of metal plates (approx. 16-17 cms in
length), which are very similar to those of the Urartian and Near
Eastern world, we can finally say that, though descended from the
same prototype together with the other Urartian and Near Eastern
blinkers, T-shaped plates seem to have been employed as a peculiar
type of blinker in Urartu rather than as frontlets (fig. 6)*.

It is very probable that some circular metal plaques with a
central knob could have served as frontlets in the Urartian world,
are traditionally called phalarae. One circular metal object (9.5 cms
in diameter) from Karmir-Blur found in the same heap as the
T-shaped horse blinkers, and also inscribed with the name of Menua®,
is described as a horse harnesses by Azarpay*'. Though Azarpay
formulated no theory as to its function as a frontlet, a number of
in situ findings at Pazyryk showed that metal or wooden circular

22 Piotrovskii 1969, fig. 79 suggests that a bronze object placed among
the two blinkers is also a «headpiece»; see also Tagyiirek 1975, pls. 32/b, 33/c:
approx. 29-30 cms in lenght.

23 KB III, 43-44, fig. 36.

24 Azarpay 1968, 14.
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discs had been used for horse’s frontlets in the fifth century B.C.*,
In addition to this, Assyrian reliefs clearly indicate that circular
discs with a central knob were used on horses foreheads in the se-
venth century B.C.>* (fig. 5/a-b).

It is finally to be noted that we have not enough evidence for
the existence of a metal strip type of frontlet in Near East before
the Cypriot specimens of the seventh century B.C.

In conclusion, in spite of some contrary opinion, so far we do
not have even minimal evidence for the existence of a peculiar or
adopted narrow strip shaped type of frontlet in the Urartian civilisa-
tion.

25 Rudenko 1970, figs. T3/A-B, 87, T9/A, 90/G-H and passim.
26 See note 15. Such circular plaques have been found at Nimrud: D.
Stronach, Irag 20, 1958, pl. 23/11-12,
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