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Cultural Continuity from the Karum Period to the Hittite
Empire Period in Light of Stamp Seals and Impressions

Abstract

New archaeological findings have further
strengthened the view that the characteristic
features of “Hittite” culture and art began to
appear strongly in the late phase of the so-
called “Karum period” (late 18th century BO).
This art and culture took root from the local
Anatolian style, which emerged as a result of
the synthesis of the interaction of Anatolian
people with the cultures of Northern Syria and
Mesopotamia, and continued its uninterrupted
existence for centuries. Stamp seals and im-
pressions are one of the most important works
of visual art that provide us with the most com-
prehensive information about the so-called
“Hittite” elements seen on many archaeologi-
cal materials of different qualities. The aim of
this study is to analyze both the typological
and iconographic characteristics of stamp seals
and impressions from other important centers
of the period, especially the new finds from
Kiltepe/Kanes-Nesa. Thus, the results of this
analysis on the stamp seal art should demon-
strate the effects of cross-cultural continuity
from the Karum period (1950-1710 BC) to the
end of the Hittite period (1710/1650-1200 BO).
Furthermore, by evaluating both the philologi-
cal and archaeological findings, it is argued
that not only the Hittite artistic style but also
the first signs of Anatolian hieroglyphic writing

GUZEL OZTURK*

Oz

Arkeolojik yeni bulgular, “Hitit” kultirinin
ve sanatinin karakteristik 6zelliklerinin Karum
Doénemi’'nin gec evresinde (MO 18. yy. sonu)
gticlt bir sekilde gorilmeye basladigr gori-
stinti daha da kuvvetlendirmistir. Bu sanat ve
kiltir, Anadolu insaninin Kuzey Suriye ve
Mezopotamya kulttrleri ile etkilesimi sonucu
sentezle ortaya c¢tkan yerli Anadolu sanatindan
kok alarak ytizyillar boyunca kesintisiz bir se-
kilde varligini strdirmustiir. Farklt nitelikteki
bircok arkeolojik materyal tizerinde gorilen
bu “Hititli” unsurlar hakkinda en kapsamli bil-
giyi saglayan gorsel sanat eserlerinin basinda
damga muhtr ve baskilari gelmektedir. Bu ca-
lismanin amaci, basta Kiltepe/Kanis-Nesa’dan
ele gecen yeni bulgular olmak tizere, donemin
diger onemli merkezlerinden ele gecen damga
muhtr ve baskilarinin hem tipolojik hem de
ikonografik ozelliklerinin analiz edilmesidir.
Boylece, Karum Dénemi'nden (MO 1950-1710)
Hitit Dénemi (MO 1710/1650-1200) sonuna
kadar kulttrlerarasi devamliligin damga muhtr
sanati Uzerindeki etkileri gosterilmeye calisil-
mustir. Filolojik ve arkeolojik bulgularin birlik-
te degerlendirildigi bu calismada, sadece Hitit
sanat Gslubunun degil ayni zamanda Anadolu
hiyeroglif yazisinin ilk isaretlerinin de Karum
Donemi’nin ge¢ evresinde etkili olan yerli kil-
tirden kok buldugu iddia edilmektedir.
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2 Giizel Oztiirk

find their roots in the local culture that was in-  Anahtar Kelimeler: Kiltiirel devamlilik, dam-
fluential in the late phase of the Karum period.  ga mihir ve muhtr baskilari, Hitit kiltira ve

Keywords: Cultural continuity, stamp seals sanati, Anadolu hiyeroglifleri

and sealings, Hittite culture and art, Anatolian
hieroglyphs

Introduction

Chronology and Continuity between the Karum Period to the Early Old Hittite Dynasty

At the beginning of the second millennium BC, foreign traders arrived in Anatolia mostly from
Assyria in northern Mesopotamia and to a lesser extent from Syria. They established a network
of nearly forty commercial settlements, which started a new period known as the Old Assyrian
Trade Colony period or Karum period.! It is known from both archaeological and philological
sources that foreign merchants brought with them to Anatolia not only the raw materials they
would trade, but also a complex administrative-legal system, writing, commercial knowledge,
technology along with artistic and religious innovations that would affect the socio-political
structure of the society.

The cuneiform documents from Kiiltepe/Kane§-NeSa? and Bogazkdy (ancient Hattusa) pro-
vide important information about the political history of Anatolia in the 19th and 18th centuries
BC (which is just before the establishment of the Old Hittite Kingdom), while the archaeologi-
cal findings of various kinds clearly show how this period formed a major basis for Hittite art
and culture. Philological and archaeological sources indicate that Assyrian trade in Anatolia
continued between 1950-1710 BC (according to the Middle Chronology). This commercial sys-
tem was interrupted for a few years (about three or five years) by the destruction of Kanes,
apparently by a fire that left a thick level of ash across the site which can be dated to approxi-
mately 1835 BC.? However the destruction was short-lived, and the local inhabitants resumed
business as usual by about 1832. This interruption, which served as a milestone in the archaeo-
logical and historical context, allowed the Karum period to be divided into two phases: early
and late. In this context, the early period up to 1835 BC is contemporary with the lower town
IT settlement at Kiiltepe, while the period from 1832 BC to 1710 BC is contemporary with the
lower town Ib settlement, and the period between ca. 1710 BC and 1650 BC with Kiiltepe Ia or
the early Old Hittite period (see table 1).

The Old Assyrian texts found in Kiiltepe (ca. 23,000) have made it possible to determine
the sequence of kings who ruled in the city in the 18th century BC. Thus, the kings who ruled
in the Ib level of Kiltepe were Inar and WarSama, whom we know to have been father and
son, and then around 1750 BC, the Ku$3ara king Pithana conquered NeSa which seems to
have reached its political apogee at the time of these two kings, dominating part of Central
Anatolia.* Thanks to a text found in the Hattusa archives, referred to in the archaeological liter-
ature as the “Anitta Text,” we know that after Pithana, his son Anitta succeeded to the throne

Balkan 1955; Larsen 1976; Veenhof 2003, 2010; Barjamovic 2011.
Kiltepe is the modern name, Kanes is the ancient name during the Karum period, and Nesa is the Hittite name.
Guinbatti 2008, 117.

Balkan 1955, 20; Forlanini 1995, 130; Kryszat 2008, 164-65; Veenhof 2008, 170; Giinbatti 2014, 41-42; Barjamovic et
al. 2012, 51.
Neu 1974, 12-13. According to Kloekhorst and Waal, the fact that this originally NeSite composition was present in

the Hittite archives at Hattusa implies that, at a certain point in time, it was transferred from Nesa to Hattusa; see
Kloekhorst and Waal 2019, 194-95.
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Cultural Continuity from the Karum Period to the Hittite Empire Period in Light of Stamp Seals and Impressions 3

of Nesa. We also learn that in approximately 1728 BC, Anitta won a victory over his rival, the
Hatti king Piyusti, and cursed the city of Hattu3a.® Based on the surviving texts, King Zuzu is
thought to have been the last known king of Kanes, succeeding Anitta and reigning there from
ca. 1725-1710 BC. There are not a few uncertainties about King Zuzu. One of the main uncer-
tainties concerns his relationship with his predecessor, Anitta. The cuneiform documents reveal
that Zuzu, who is recognized as one of the local rulers of Kanes, was referred to with the titles
“king,” “great king’ and in Kt 89/k 369 “great king of Alabzina.” 1t is therefore suggested that
he may not have been the son of Anitta, but rather a usurper from outside Ne§a.® However,
since the toponym Alahzina does not appear anywhere else in the Old Assyrian corpus, it is
difficult and unclear to assess this title. Moreover, based on the phrase a-ni-ta ru-ba-e $a a-ku-
wa “Anitta, King of Amkuwa”on a tablet from Alisar, it seems that his predecessor Anitta could
use different titles depending on which city he was in.” From this point of view, the fact that
Anitta’s successor Zuzu is mentioned in only one tablet with the title “great king of Alahzina”
suggests that Alahzina was part of the Nesite kingdom at that time.'?

TABLE 1. Comparative second millennium BC stratigraphy of major sites frequently
mentioned in the text (by G. Ozturk).

The lower town level Ib settlement of Kiltepe was inhabited for more than 100 years and
eventually destroyed by a fire. Although it is not yet known with certainty who was responsible
for the fire that ended this stratum, the end of lower town level Ib can be dated with relative
certainty on the basis of the Old Assyrian tablets (kt 01/k 207). The latest text from this level
dates to 1718/1717 BC.! Tt is therefore accepted that the end of the lower town Ib settlement

N

Barjamovic et al. 2012, 39.

Donbaz 1989, 84-85; 1993, 143-44; Kryszat 2008, 164-65.
Kryszat 2008, 210.

Gelb 1935, 1-2.

10 Kloekhorst 2021, 568.

1 Giinbatt 2008, 111; Barjamovic et al. 2012, 40.
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4 Giizel Oztiirk

can be dated a few years later to about 1710 BC.!? On the basis of archaeological data,
T. Ozglic states that no new palace, fortification or large buildings were built on the upper
town of Kiiltepe after this destruction, and the entire fortress was reduced to ruins. However,
the architectural data from the lower town of Kiiltepe show that this area was quickly rebuilt
after the fire that destroyed level Ib, and that the later level Ta houses were built directly on top
of the level Ib settlement. The archaeological materials from the lower town level Ia of Kiltepe
is limited, and so far no texts dating to this period have been uncovered. However, the ar-
chaeological data clearly indicate that the lower town level Ia continued to be inhabited for
several decades. On the basis of imported finds, such as “pilgrim flasks” and “Syrian bottles”
discovered from lower town level Ia at Kiiltepe,'? researchers conclude that at least some for-
eign travelers or merchants continued to come to the city during this period. This suggests the
existence of a still functional administrative system and at least some government buildings.'

Besides the archaeological data mentioned above, the most important philological docu-
ment that allows us to formulate some hypotheses in order to understand the continuity be-
tween the Karum period and the early Old Hittite dynasty is the “Zalpa text.”’® The historical
part of the text mentions several rulers who are described as having led various campaigns
against Zalpa and who were respectively titled ABI ABI LUGAL “the grandfather of the King,”
LUGAL SU.GI “the old King,” and LUGAL “the King.” There are different proposals in the
literature for defining these three individuals,'® but in the context of this study, the follow-
ing argument put forward by Beal will be followed: “the King” = Hattusili I, “the old King”
= his predecessor Labarna I who was the husband of Hattusili I's aunt Tavananna, and “the
grandfather of the King” = Labarna I's predecessor, probably called Huzziya I, the father of
his wife Tauananna and thus the grandfather of Hattugili 1.'7 Huzziya I is the first to be men-
tioned in a list of early Hittite kings, both in the “cruciform seal” and in the “offering lists to the
royal ancestors.”!8 Therefore, it makes sense to assume that it was indeed Huzziya who rebuilt
Hattusa.?

In fact, the hypothesis that Bogazkdy was rebuilt long before the reign of Hattusili T was put
forward by Neve at a very early date, but has been generally ignored by scholars.?’ However,
the new archaeological evidence unearthed in the Bogazkoy excavations not only supports
this idea, but also allows for a reevaluation of the historical events mentioned in the texts. The
new excavations carried out in the southern corner of Biylkkale in the North terrace of the
upper city clearly show that there was an uninterrupted settlement during the transition from
the Karum period to the Old Hittite period. For Hittite buildings were built directly on the base
of the buildings dated to the Karum period, without any gaps, and the direction of the build-
ings belonging to both periods was found to be unchanged.?! In addition, radiocarbon dates

12 Barjamovic et al. 2012, 40, 51.

13 Emre 1995, 183; 1999, 45.
14 Barjamovic et al. 2012, 51-52; Kloekhorst 2021, 557.

It consists of two parts, mythological and historical, and is called the “Zalpa-text” because both parts are related to
the city of Zalpa. This text describes mythological events between the cities of Zalpa and Nesa, as well as military
conflicts between Zalpa and Hattusa; cf. Otten 1973.

16 Hoffner 1980; Klinger 1996.

17" Beal 2003, 22-25; Kloekhorst 2021, 558.

18 Dincol et al. 1993, 104-6.

19 Barjamovic et al. 2012, 51; Kloekhorst 2021, 559.

20 Bittel et al. 1984, 89.

21 Schachner 2014, 95-97.
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Cultural Continuity from the Karum Period to the Hittite Empire Period in Light of Stamp Seals and Impressions 5

obtained from animal bones unearthed west of the Great Temple support the view that there
was no cultural interruption between the two periods.?? In this context, if we follow the argu-
ment of Barjamovic, Hertel, and Larsen, the person referred to in the Zalpa text as “the king’s
grandfather,” i.e. Huzziya I, had control between Hurama and Hattusa including Kane$, all of
which was under his control. According to this observation, Huzziya I began his career as king
of Hattusa, which he may have rebuilt at the beginning of his reign, ca. 1710 BC (see table 1).
Thus, Barjamovic et al. suggest that Huzziya was the ruler who rebuilt Hattu3a after the de-
struction of Anitta, and that he or his successor may have caused the end of the lower town Ib
settlement at Kiiltepe and the destruction of the WarSama Palace in the upper town.

Some scholars have argued that Kane$ and its environs probably became a provincial city
administered from Hattu$a during this period,?* resulting in a significant decline in the level of
wealth in the Ia stratum compared to the previous period. However, another argument would
be that before the early Hittite kings Huzziya I and Labarna I, as well as Hattusili I, moved the
royal court to Hattusa in the early part of his reign, Kane§-NeSa was the capital and may have
been used as a military base for campaigns against Zalpa.?> Although their views on its nature
and character differ widely, many Hittite scholars assume some form of continuity between the
last kings of Ne$a known from Old Assyrian texts (the names of the last three being Pithana,
Anitta and Zuzu) and the dynasty of Hattusili 1.2 The date of the end of the lower town Ia set-
tlement at Kanes is not yet clear. However, on the basis of archaeological data, Ozgii¢, Emre,
and Kulakoglu suggested that the settlement at Kane$ continued during the reigns of Abi-eSuh
and Ammi-ditana, who ruled in Babylon in 1711-1684 BC and 1683-1640 BC respectively.?” All
of these data, both archaeological and philological, are extremely important in proving that
there was no cultural and historical discontinuity between the end of the Karum period and
the kings of the early Old Hittite Dynastic period, about whom little is known.

Stamp seals and impressions, which provide us with extensive knowledge about the sec-
ond millennium BC, constitute the most important historical documents after cuneiform docu-
ments. In the first quarter of the second millennium BC, long-distance trade between Anatolia
and northern Mesopotamia and Syria enabled people of different ethnicities, languages, and
cultures to live together. This resulted in an artistic richness of a scale and diversity previ-
ously unknown in Anatolian history. The art of the seals is one of the most important artifacts
of this multicultural expression, proving that the cultures of these different geographies in-
fluenced each other. The artistic style that started to develop in Anatolia as of the beginning
of the second millennium BC is well known thanks to the seals, impressions, and various
works of art of different qualities unearthed in settlements located in Central Anatolia such as

22
23

Schachner 2018, 101.

Barjamovic et al. 2012, 51. As we know from dendrochronological studies, Warsama’s Palace was built on top of
the Old Palace that had been destroyed by fire. It was constructed with timber that was cut in 1835/1832 BC, with
repairs made with timber cut in 1813/1810, 1811/1808, and 1774/1771 BC; see Barjamovic et al. 2012, 306, fig. 12.
This palace was also destroyed by fire, but the exact time of this fire is not clear. However, considering the fact
that this palace is the latest palace structure unearthed in the upper city of Kanes, it is concluded that the Kanes
kings after Warsama (Pithana Anitta and Zuzu known for certain from texts) also used this palace. This implies that
the fire that destroyed it should be dated to at least after the reign of Zuzu; see Kloekhorst 2021, 565.

24

25

Barjamovic et al. 2012, 52.

Kloekhorst 2021, 557 and 573. The Hittite dynasty of Labarna also originated from KusSara such as Pithana and his
son Anitta, and it was in that city that Hattusili I, Labarna’s successor, died, although he had transferred his capital
to Hattu$a; see Archi 2021, 256.

Gilan 2015, 200-1; Kloekhorst 2021, 566.
27 Ozgiic 1968a, 61; Emre 1995, 183; 1999, 45; Kulakoglu 1996, 74; 2008, 18.
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6 Giizel Oztiirk

Kiltepe, Bogazkoy, Acemhoylk, Alisar, Konya-Karahoytik, Kaman-Kalehoytik, Yassithoytk,
and Kayalipinar (fig. 1). The basis of this understanding of art is the “Anatolian style” that
emerged as a result of the interaction of Anatolian people with the cultures of Northern Syria
and Mesopotamia.?® This style actually emerged from the second half of the third millennium,
before the Hittites became a political power in Anatolia, and continued to develop during the
Karum period which laid the groundwork for Hittite art.?

The new findings uncovered by archaeological excavations that have gained momentum in
the last decade have further strengthened the view that the origin of the artistic style described
as “Hittite” began to be clearly seen particularly in the late phase (ca. 18th century BC) of the
settlements of the Karum period. The most important innovation, especially in the late phase
of this period, is the decline in the use of cylinder seals and the repopularization of stamp
seals, the local seal type of Anatolia. This is seen not only by the types of seals that form the
basis of the Hittite stamp seals, but also in the variety of motifs engraved on these seals and
the characteristic features of the art style. As a result of all these identifiable cultural expres-
sions, the stamp seals unearthed in the late phase and contemporary level of the Karum period
of the settlements paved the way for the formation of features that will be interpreted as “pro-
totypes of the Hittite style” both typologically and stylistically.

Seal Types

Although the variety of motifs engraved on stamp seals in the late phase of the Karum period
is not as rich as those on the cylinder seals, the most important feature that makes the seals
of this period different from previous periods is the preponderance of mostly figurative, floral
and astral motifs engraved on the impression surfaces, rather than geometric motifs. From the
Old Hittite period following the Karum period to the end of the Empire, we can see that differ-
ent types of stamp seals continued to be widely used in Anatolia over time. As A. Dincol and
B. Dincol pointed out, the Hittite words “to seal” and “seal” were produced from the verb “to
press” (= 8ai-/Siya-), which clearly shows that the traditional sealing action among the Hittites
was not applied by rolling as in cylinder seals, but by pressing in a way that directly indicates
the use of stamp seals.°

Stamp seals dated to the Karum period have a rounded and knobbed, conical, prism, or an-
imal-shaped handles consisting of a lion, bird, monkey, and different impression surfaces such
as angular, foot-shaped, or disc-shaped. The most remarkable of the new seal forms, which
tirst appeared in the late phase of this period and continued to be used in the Old Hittite pe-
riod, are the stamp-cylinder seals. These are the result of the combination of the cylinder seal
brought to Anatolia by Assyrian merchants and the local stamp seal form.>' The base of this
new type of seal is designed as a rectangular or cylindrical shape, while the lower part is in
the form of a stamp. Thus, the stamp and the cylinder function are combined in a single seal.
The handles of this type of seal are made in the form of a handle or conical with a rounded
top. The examples found in Kiiltepe are important as they are the only evidence for the
time being that this type of seal had been used in Anatolia since the second half of the 18th

28 Oyzgiic 1965, 3; 1966, 1; Emre 2002, 486.
29 (Ozgiic 1965, 3.

39" Dincol and Dincol 2002, 429.

31 Dincol and Dincol 2002, 428.



Cultural Continuity from the Karum Period to the Hittite Empire Period in Light of Stamp Seals and Impressions 7

century.?? Besides Kiiltepe, the earliest examples of this type of seals come from two different
stamp-cylinder seal impressions on a total of 46 sealed clay bullae found at Sarikaya Palace
in Acemhoyiik level IIT dated between King Anitta and Hattusili 1.33 Samples from Konya-
Karahoyik level I3* and seals unearthed from Alisar level 10T% are also among the earliest
examples of this type of seals (fig. 2.1-2).

This group of finds is important for showing that the stamp-cylinder seal type, which we
know thanks to a small number of examples at the end of the 18th century BC, was in use on
a considerable scale. The “Tyskiewicz seal” is the earliest evidence for the use of rounded or
tuberheaded conical handle stamp-cylinder seals in the early 17th century BC, in other words
the Old Hittite period.3® The Aydin seal dating to the first half of the 17th century BC, as well
as the seals preserved in the Louvre Museum and the Fine Arts Museum in Boston dating to
the middle of this century, are important findings showing this continuity (fig. 2.3-6).

Another feature encountered for the first time in this period is that the conical handles of
the seals are made in the form of a hammer-head. A seal preserved in the Berlin Museum is
important as it represents a new type of example in this group.?” While the cylindrical body
of this seal is divided into eight sections with deep grooves, the stamp base is designed in the
form of an eight-leaf rosette in accordance with these sections. The Berlin seal is considered
to be the first sign of the transition to hammer-headed stamp seals, which consist of four-sided
faces with slightly rounded corners and a cube body. These were used from the second half of
the 17th century BC.3® Thanks to all these features, the Berlin seal represents a different shape
from the examples of Tyskiewicz, Aydin and the Louvre. One of the most outstanding exam-
ples of cube-bodied hammer-headed seals is the Tarsus seal, which has five impression areas
on the side of its base.3 Similar to hammer-headed seals, decorated on four faces of the cube-
shaped base, are those known from the Borowski Collection.*® Additional examples are pre-
served in the Louvre®! and British Museums,*? and those from the Bitik settlement®® (fig. 3.1-4).
This type of seals, with the creation of different types of printing areas, continued to be used
until the 14th century BC, i.e. the beginning of the Hittite Empire period. Thus, it is understood
that the use of cylinder seals in Anatolia came to an end.*4

Another version of the hammer-head stamp seals, which have different variations according
to the shape of the base, are the examples upon which the side faces of the cylindrical base are
left blank and only the bottom part is used as the impression face. The examples uncovered at

32 Dincer 1943, 77; Ozgiic 1968a, pl. 31.1a-b; Ozkan 2010, 150, fig. 8; Ozgiic 2005, 252, no. 320.

33 Ozgiic 2015, 168 and 170, figs. 133-34. In light of the philological and archaeological data, Ozgii¢ has determined

that Sarikaya Palace was in use for approximately 300 years, from the beginning of the second millennium BC until
the mid 17th century BC.

34 Alp 1994, 259-61.

35 von der Osten 1937, 211, figs. 248.d 1822; 212, 249.e 2310.

36 Boehmer 1975, ftig. 375.a; Boehmer and Giuterbock 1987, 38, fig. 24.a.
37 Boehmer and Giiterbock 1987, 39, fig. 24.c.

38 Dincol and Dincol 2002, 429.

39 Boehmer and Giiterbock 1987, 54, fig. 39; Darga 1992, 70, nos. 49-50.
40" Boehmer and Giiterbock 1987, 58, fig. 45.

4 Delaporte 1923, pl. 101.1a, A.1026; 3a, A.1028; 4f, A.1029; 5a, A.1030.
42 Boehmer and Giiterbock 1987, 55, fig. 40.

43 Arik 1944, pl. 60.17; Ozgiic 1993, 484, fig. 12.a-¢.

44 Dincol and Dingol 2002, 429.
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Bogazkoy, Alaca Hoylk, Alisar, and Seyitomer clearly show that this type of seal was first seen
in Anatolia in the late phase of the Kirum period and early Old Hittite period (fig. 4.1-3).%
Examples from the sites of inandiktepe, Alaca Hoyiik, Masat Hoyiik, and Beycesultan, as well
as seals in the Walter’s Art Gallery in Boston, and the Afyon Museum, show that hammer-head-
ed stamp seals continued to be used until the 15th and early 14th centuries BC.%® Thanks to
the typologies and stylistic features of these examples, which were unearthed through system-
atic excavations, it is understood that the seals in the Istanbul Archaeology Museum?” and the
Walters Art Museum,®® or the seal from the Nigde region® all belong to the 17th-16th century
BC (fig. 4.4-8).

The most common seal type in the late phase of the Karum period and early Old Hittite
period are those with tuber or rounded heads, conical handles, and disk bases. The conical
handles of these seals with a large hole were either left empty or decorated with horizontal
grooves. These types of seals are well known thanks to the samples unearthed from Kiltepe,
Alisar, Bogazkoy, Kaman-Kalehoyiik, Yassihoyiik, and Konya-Karahoytik (fig. 5).5° On the
seals, in the center of a frame with a rope border, there are depictions of one or more of the
following: a guilloche, solar disc, “signe royal,” rosette, a double-headed eagle, a lion, a bull, a
griffin, sphinxes, and gods and goddesses. These stamp seals are usually disc-based, but there
are also variations made in the form of two-, three- or four-leaf clovers, or animal heads in
the form of anaphora. These reveal the richness of Anatolian sealing. The samples unearthed
from settlements such as Inandiktepe, Eskiyapar, Alaca Hoyilik, and Bogazkdy are important
in terms of showing that this type of seal continued to be used in Anatolia until the 16th-15th
centuries BC.>!

Motifs and Compositions
1. Rosette

The rosette motif is well known thanks to the seals and impressions uncovered from the late
phase of this period (late 18th and early 17th century BC) from the settlements of Kiltepe,
Acemhoytk, Alisar, Kaman-Kalehoytk, and Konya-Karahoytik. The latter site has the richest
collection in Anatolia®® (fig. 6.1-12). Although the motif is designed to fill the entire seal area

% for Bogazkoy: Boehmer and Giiterbock 1987, pls. 2.22, 2.23, 3.31, 3.37, 3.38; for Alaca Hoyiik: Kosay 1938, 62, pl.
47.AL/A 89; for Alisar: von der Osten 1937, 214, fig. 251.d 975; for Seyitomer: Bilgen and Bilgen 2015, 113, fig. 130.

46 por Inandiktepe: T. Ozgii¢ 1988, pl. 64.1a-c; for Alaca Hoyiik: Kosay and Akok 1973, pl. 43. ALt.120, ALt.124 and
Alp.51; for Masat Hoytik: Ozgiic 1978, pl. 52.3a-c; for Beycesultan: Lloyd and Mellaart 1956, pl. 12.c; Walters Art
Museum seal: for Gordon 1939, pl. 8.70; for the Afyon seal: Alp 1969, pl. 1.

47 Dincol 1983, nos. 1-2; Darga 1992, 72-73, nos. 53-58.

48 Gordon 1939, pls. 8.70, 9.72; Dincol 1983, pl. 2.2.

9 Ozgiic 1971, 17, pl. 1.

50 For Kiltepe: Ozgiic 1968a, pls. 30.2, 31.2, 32.1-6, 33.1-6, 34.1, 36.1-6, 37.1 and 6; Ozgiic 2005, 251, nos. 317-19;
Kulakoglu and Kangal 2010, 356-57, cat. nos. 481-87; for Alisar: Schmidt 1932, 145, fig. 182.b 1478, b 1854; von der
Osten 1937, 212-14, figs. 249-51, ¢ 666, ¢ 2656, d 1140, d 1906, d 2067, d 2222, d 2681, d 2878, d 2970, e 555, e
632; for Bogazkoy: Beran 1967, pls. 2.12-15 and 17-20, 3.23-26, 4.37-40 and 4.42-43, 5.44-48, 7.66-72, 8.74-81, 9.93
and 9.95; Boehmer and Giiterbock 1987, pls. 1.5 and 1.8-15, 2.25, 3.38, 5.48, 5.50 and 5.53, 6.58-59, 7.70, 8.82-8.84;
for Kaman-Kalehoyiik: Omura 1988, 356, fig. 10.4; 2005, 30, fig. 56; for Yassthoyiik: Omura 2013, 322, fig. 13; for
Konya-Karahoytk: Alp 1994, pl. 19.46-48.

>l For Inandiktepe: T. Ozgiic 1988, pl. 64.2; for Eskiyapar: Sipahi 2013, 70, fig. 3; for Alaca Hoyiik: Arik 1937, pl. 223.
Al551; Kosay 1951, pls. 79.7, 80.1 and 4, 81.2-3; Kosay and Akok 1960, pl. 32.f 93; for Bogazkdy: Beran 1967, pls.
2, 3.23-25, 7.70-71, 8.74-77; Bittel 1970, pl. 7.

52 For Killtepe: Ozgiic 1968a, pl. 37.6a-b; Oztiirk 2019, pls. 31.1, 3 and 32.1; for Acemhdyiik: Ozgiic 2015, 166,
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alone in the center of the stamp seals, it is sometimes used in combination with one or more
of the following: stairs, zigzag, helix, guilloche, spiral, triangle, crescent, dot motifs, or animal
rows, which are placed between the bands surrounding the motif.

The rosette motif on the three seal impressions is formed with a series of small circles
placed around a small circle in the center (fig. 6.1-3 and 6.6). These impressions were un-
earthed during the recent excavations on the upper town of Kiiltepe (fig. 6.2-3). The closest
stylistic similarity with the rosette motif on these stamp seal impressions, one of which was
used as a stopper, is seen in the stamp seal impression on the cuneiform envelope notarised
by king WarSama of Kanes. (fig. 6.1 and 6.6). The closest examples stylistically similar to the
rosette motif on these seal impressions uncovered from the lower and upper town of Kiiltepe
were found at Kaman-Kalehoyiik.>

A clay stamp seal from lower town level Ib at Kiiltepe has an eight-leaf rosette motif in the
center surrounded by a band of triangles (fig. 6.5). The delimitation of the seal composition
area with a rosette in the center and a frame of triangles continued to be used in 17th century
BC and 15th century BC Tabarna seals following the late phase of the Kiarum period.>* This
motif, seen as a group of three with Hittite hieroglyphic signs on the seals of Hattusili T (17th
century BC), was used alone. It replaced the hieroglyphic signs as seen on the seals and seal
impressions of the kings named Huzziya, Alluwamna and Tahurwaili (fig. 6.13-15).5 When
the royal stamp seals of this period are examined, their composition consists of a naturalisti-
cally engraved six- or eight-petaled flower rosette motif. They are surrounded by a two-line
cuneiform inscription on the outside band, and the rosette is enclosed in a circle in the very
center of this band. Leaving aside the differences in the compositional scheme, the closest sty-
listic parallel to the floral rosette motif, seen in the 17th century BC and 15th century BC royal
seal impressions, is found in the seal impressions from Konya-Karahoytik® and in a seal from
Alisar (fig. 6.9 and 6.11-12).57

Apart from these seals, the gold ring with a rosette of a seven-petaled flower, recovered
from lower town level Ib of Kiiltepe, can be considered among the pioneering examples of
Hittite seals in terms of style.>® In this context, this ring was produced using precious raw ma-
terials such as gold and lapis-lazuli and can be thought to belong to one of the kings of Kanes
when evaluated together with the symbol on it.

The flower rosette motif, thought to symbolize the sun, continued to be used in the Hittite
Empire period (14th to 13th century BC), but in a different way from previous periods. At this
stage, it is observed that the Hittite art had developed and evolved into a new direction, and
there are notable differences in the style of the depicted works of art. The rosette motif, whose
chronological development was followed to a certain extent within the historical development

fig. 132; for Alisar: von der Osten 1937, 214, fig. 251.b1462; for Kaman-Kalehoyiik: Omura 2005, 30, fig. 57; for
Konya-Karahoytk: Alp 1994, figs. 238-49, 251.
53 Omura 2005, 30, fig. 66.

5% This anonymous group of artifacts is known as the “Tabarna seals” in archaeological literature because the owner

of the seal is directly identified with the title “Tabarna.” This is opposed to the legend in Hittite hieroglyphics indi-
cating the king to whom the seal belongs on the seals of the Old Hittite period; cf. Glterbock 1940, 45; 1942, 32,
42; Beran 1967, pl. 11.146.a.

5 Darga 1992, 69, no. 48; 72, nos. 51 and 52.
50 Alp 1994, figs. 244, 247-49.

57 von der Osten 1937, 214, fig. 251.b 1462.
58 Gf. Ozgiic 2005, 227, no. 281.



10 Giizel Oztiirk

of Hittite art, continued to be used in the middle of the winged sun disc, which is a royal sym-
bol and title, on king-queen seals and monumental stone reliefs of the Hittite Empire period.>
This motif takes the form of a double rosette with winged sunburst on the seal impressions
and stone reliefs of Tuthaliya IV, one of the leading kings of the Hittite Empire period. All
these data clearly show that it is not a coincidence that the envelope with the names of the lo-
cal kings of Anatolia discovered from lower town level Ib of Kiiltepe was authenticated with a
stamp seal containing a rosette motif and that this motif was a “royal symbol” from the earliest
periods.

2. Helix, Guilloche and Spiral Band

Helix,®® guilloche,®! and spiral band motifs, known from examples unearthed from the settle-
ments of Kiltepe, Acemhoytlik, Konya-Karahoytk, Alisar, Kaman-Kalehoytik, and Bogazkoy,
were first used on stamp seals from the late phase of the Karum period and early Old Hittite
period.%? These motifs were widely used in numerous different settings, either as seal frames
or as the main motif of the seal, either alone or in combination with each other or with other
geometric motifs (fig. 7). When the stamp seals using these motifs are examined from a typo-
logical point of view, they mostly draw attention as nodular heads, conical handles and disc
bases.% These findings, which constitute an important reference point in terms of chronology,
also shed light on the dating both the seals acquired through purchase in private collections
or in various museums around the world, and the findings obtained without a specific context.

The findings from Bogazkoy® show that stamp seals with helix and guilloche band motifs

continued in use throughout the 17th century BC and the 15th century BC (fig. 7.9-14). These
motifs were used in the Hittite period as the outer frames of stamp seals with hammer or tuber
heads and disc bases, as in the pioneering examples. In particular, the evidence shows that the
guilloche motif is preferred as the frame of the seal, which includes the Hittite hieroglyphic
signs and cuneiform writing in the center of the stamp or figurative depictions on different
subjects. On the other hand, this motif is also used sometimes as an interior decoration band to
separate two friezes on different subjects.

3. “Signe Royal”

The motif examined in this study is referred to as the “signe royal,” which is represented by
a cross enclosed in a circle with a dot in the center of which the arms do not meet, and by
four “S” motifs that are placed symmetrically between each arm of the cross. Usually the parts
between the arms of this “S” helix are filled with a dot. This motif, first described by H. de

5 Darga 1992, 74.
60

61

This motif consists of “S-shaped” spirals of three, four or six loops.

It is recognized from the cylinder seals of the early phase of the Karum period and continued to be widely used on
the stamp seals of the late phase of this period.

For Kiiltepe: Ozgiic 1959, pl. 5b; 1968b, pl. 36.1a-b, 2a-b, 3a-b; for Acemhoyiik: Ozgiic 1986, 50, fig. 4.3; 2015, 257,
fig. 133.Ac.St.5; for Konya-Karahoytk: Alp 1994, 229, figs. 196-98, 201. It is also possible to see stamp seals with a
seal pattern similar to the Kiiltepe seal on some of the moon-shaped loom weights unearthed from this settlement;
cf. Alp 1994, pls. 106.302-3 and 306, 107.307-10, 110.322-23, 111.330-31, 112.332-34, 114.339-42, 160.489, 161.492;
for Kaman-Kalehoytiik: Omura 2003, figs. 78-79; for Bogazkoy: Beran 1967, pl. 4.40, 7.73. In terms of style and
composition, these artifacts belonging to the late phase of the Karum period are grouped as early Old Hittite seals.

62

03 An exceptional example is a stamp seal with a spiral motif on the impressed surface and a disc-shaped base in the

form of a monkey sitting on a handle, purchased as originating from Kiiltepe; cf. Ozgiic 1968a, pl. 35.
04 Beran 1967, pls. 2.86, 103-18, 3.128 and 135, 9.87, 93-102, 10.124-26 and 135.
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Genouillac® as “signe royal” or “Hittite King sign,” first appears on stamp seals in Anatolia
from the late phase of the Karum period.®® This motif, which appears on different types of ar-
chaeological materials such as terracotta vessels, metal weapons, terracotta weights, discs and
plates as well as stamp seals, has been defined using different names by various researchers.
The fact that this motif was seen on objects of different qualities found in different contexts
make us think that it could not have had a single purpose of use. The “signe royal” motif,
which continued to be used in Anatolia until the end of the first millennium BC, shows peri-
odic and regional differences or similarities in form.

The evidence shows that this motif was frequently used on pottery as well as stamp seals
and impressions found in important centers in Central Anatolia such as Kiiltepe, Kaman-
Kalehoyiik, Kayalipinar, Alisar, Bogazkody, and Acemhoyiik (fig. 8).” When the typological
characteristics of the “signe royal” stamp seals are examined, a clear preference can be ob-
served for seals with the following features: rounded top, conical handles, horizontal rope hole
at the top of the handle, and disc-shaped bases, which were widely used in Anatolia, especial-
ly from the second half of the 18th century BC, and generally preferred. This motif continued
to be in use on seals and ceramics unearthed from Alaca Hoytik, Eskiyapar, Bogazkoy, Boyali
Hoytk, imikusag: and Elbistan-Karahoyiik settlements during the Old Hittite period.%®

The use of the “signe royal’ motif on stamp seals continues, although with a decrease,
during the Hittite Imperial period. Even though the data regarding this period are limited to
the “signe royal’ stamped pottery pieces found in Bogazkoy,*® medallions were found in the
Uluburun Shipwreck as well as a hammer-headed stamp seal in the Beycesultan settlement.”’
These findings indicate that cultural continuity had been maintained since the beginning of
the second millennium BC, and the “signe royal” motif provides some key evidence for this
conclusion.

Gods
1. Protector God of the Fields

The first of the gods reflecting the “Hittite style” in the scenes on the stamp seals and impres-
sions of the Karum period is the “Protector God of the Fields.””! The Protector God of the

65 e Genouillac 1926, 33.

60 It is stated that the interior decoration of the crescent standard on the Anatolian-style cylinder seals found in the

lower town level 1I at Kiltepe is similar to the “signe royal” motif seen in level Ib and the imprints seen on stam-

ped pottery. Based on these findings, Ozgiic states that the “signe royal” motif was first used as an astral symbol in

Anatolia in the early phase of the Karum period; see Ozgiic 1965, 33.

For Kiiltepe: Ozgiic 1968a, pl. 36.6; Ozgii¢ 2005, 158-59, nos. 177 and 179; Kulakoglu and Kangal 2010, 357, cat.

nos. 487-88; for Kaman-Kalehoytk: Omura 1988, 350, fig. 10.4; for Kayalipinar: Miiller-Karpe and Miiller-Karpe

2019, 252, fig. 22.1-2; for Alisar: von der Osten 1937, 214, figs. 251.d 1906; 220, 257.d 1628, d 2838, e 1218, e 1251,

e 1584, e 1611; for Bogazkdy: Boehmer and Giiterbock1987, pl. 1.9; for Acemhoyiik: Ozgiic 1971, 21, fig. 2; 1977,

376, fig. 5; 1991, 298, 303, figs. 0, 18.

8 For Alaca Hoyiik: Kosay 1951, pls. 49.1-2, 77.1a-b and 77.3, 79.7; Kosay and Akok 1973, pl. 36, Al.r. 29; for
Eskiyapar: Toker 2002, no. 82; Ozgiic 1988, 145, pl. d.3; for Bogazkdy: Boehmer and Giiterbock 1987, 51, fig. 35 and
pl.14.144; Calmeyer-Seidl 1972, 22, fig. 4, A.40; for Boyalt Hoyiik: Sipahi 2010, 736, fig. 4; imikusagi: Sevin and Derin
1986, 188, fig. 13; Sevin 1987, 305, 324, figs. 12, 17¢; for Elbistan-Karahoyiik: Ozgiic and Ozgiic 1949, 43, pl. 48.14.

%9 Beran 1967, 49.

70

71

67

For Uluburun see Yalgin et al. 2000, figs. 105-8; for Beycesultan see Lloyd and Mellaart 1956, pl. 12.c.

The identity of this deity has been established by the iconography of the deer god seen in the frieze on the silver
deer rhyton preserved in the N. Schimmel Collection, and the PLAMA inscription on the front of the god’s head,
which led to the identification of this deity as PLAMA LIL, the Protector God of the Fields; cf. Darga 1992, 39.
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Fields is depicted standing on a stag and identified for the first time thanks to the cylinder seals
and impressions of the Kiltepe and Acemhdyiik settlements in the early Karum period. These
are expressed in the local style.”> When we look at the iconographic features of the god stand-
ing on his stag in a stepping position, he is depicted holding in one hand the sacred bird and
rabbit, which are identified with him, and holding a kal/mus on his shoulder with the other
hand. He usually wears a skirt with a short front and a long back, leaving his front leg ex-
posed. On the head of the god is a skullcap or a cone-shaped headdress with horns.

Based on the stamp seal impressions discovered from Acemhoyiik, we can see that the de-
pictions of the god continued to be used in the late phase of the Karum period (fig. 9.1). When
we look at the iconographic features of the god, it is noteworthy that, unlike the examples on
the cylinder seals, he wore a narrow, short skirt that ended above the knee. In this instance he
also wore a hornless skullcap. The common feature is that the god is again shown in a step-
ping position on a stag, holding a bird with his outstretched hand and a kal/mus with the other
hand resting on his shoulder. When the physiognomic features of the god are examined, this
example has rounded lines and a muscular structure, unlike the long thin body lines seen in
cylinder seals. The physical proportions of the deity are well-balanced, while the calf muscles
and kneecaps are naturalistically rendered. Tconographically, it exhibits stylistic features paral-
lel to the deities of the Old Hittite and Empire periods.

In addition to the Eskiyapar relief vessel fragments, the following are clearly the product of
an art style that is more advanced than contemporary works of art with similar depictions. This
includes the Yenikoy stele, known very well from the relief art of the Hittite Empire period, the
Altinyayla stele, and the depictions of the god, Dingir Lama Lil, which is seen in the frieze on
the silver stag rhyton preserved in the Nobert Schimmel Collection (fig. 9.2-5).

2. The Weather (Storm) God

One of the most frequently encountered subjects in the Anatolian group of cylinder seals dated
to the Karum period is the “God Standing on the Bull.” At the beginning of the second millen-
nium BC, Anatolian people often depicted their gods adorned with unique attributes to express
and explain their identities, which in turn contributes to our understanding of the pantheon of
the period. As N. Ozgiic points out, the Anatolian group of cylinder seals developed and diver-
sified by following the Weather Gods seen on cylinder seals dating to the Karum period. Many
of these names are known through Hittite texts. This god, which has iconographic features
identified with the God of Weather, is seen on a bull, which is considered to be his sacred
animal. Sometimes it is in the position of stepping with both feet and sometimes with one foot.
The god holds the bull’s halter in one hand and a mace, spear, axe or boomerang in the other,
which he rests on his shoulder. In terms of the god’s attire, he usually wears a long dress with
a short front and a long back, leaving one leg exposed, as we see in the Protector God of the
Fields. He wears a conical headdress with one or more horns, topped with a crescent moon.

In the stamp seals and impressions found at Acemhoytk, the God of Weather is standing
with both feet on a bull, holding the bull’s halter with one hand and his spear resting on his
shoulder with the other (fig. 10.1). Wearing a conical headdress with multiple horns on his
head and a robe that leaves one leg exposed, he displays close iconographic and stylistic simi-
larities with the weather gods known from the Anatolian group of cylinder seals of this period.

72 For Kiiltepe: Ozgiic 1965, 24, pl. 21.62-64; Ozgiic 2005, 253, no. 323; for Acemhéyiik: Ozgiic 1980, fig. 3.23; Ozgiic
2015, 115, fig. 119.
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In the scene on the impression surface of a stamp seal found in Kiltepe, the God Standing on
the Bull is seen holding the bull’s bridle with one hand and swinging his mace with the other
(fig. 10.2). In this seal, the god is wearing a horned conical headgear and a short, narrow skirt.
When Hittite artworks are analyzed, one of the types of clothing worn by the gods is a skirt
with an open front and a long back, which extends over a short-skirted undergarment. This
type of clothing is seen on the god Kumarbi, the Moon God, and the Storm God of the Hatti
country in the procession of the gods at Yazilikaya.”? In this context, the clothing models for
these gods, seen in the rock reliefs of the Hittite Empire period, were developed after being in-
spired by the short-front, long-back dress model that leaves one leg exposed, which we started
to see for the first time on the divine figures engraved on stamps and cylinder seals dating to
the Karum period.

The stylistic features of the God of Weather, seen on the Kiiltepe seal, present paral-
lel features with the Dovlek, Karaman Mut, and Konya statuettes, which include one of the
metal figurines of the Old Hittite period. Additionally, when we examine the artwork depicted
in Hittite iconography, the Storm God is usually displayed with a bull or, as we see on the
Imamkulu rock relief, the fist-shaped vessel and the seal impression of Mursili III dating to the
Hittite Empire period, on or behind a chariot with a bull” and swinging a mace in one hand
(fig. 10.3-5). The rock reliefs of Malatya-Arslantepe show that such iconography continued to
be used in Anatolia until the end of the Late Hittite period. The evidence shows that, the God
of Weather, seen on seals uncovered from the Kiltepe and Acemhoytik settlements, represents
the prototype of the art defined as “Hittite,” not only in terms of stylistic features, but also
iconographically.

3. Bull

Among the various scenes depicted on the cylinder seals dating to the early phase of the
Karum period, “bull worship” is one of the most prominent subjects considered unique
to Anatolia.”> The bull was recognized as the sacred animal of the God of Weather/Storm
(Teshshup in the Hittite period), since it is usually depicted on Anatolian cylinder seals in the
position of stepping on a bull with one foot.”® In fact, it is accepted that the clay bull rhy-
tons, mentioned as bibru in Hittite texts, date to the Karum period and are known from many
sites in Central Anatolia. The silver bull-shaped vessel, one of the outstanding artefacts of the
Hittite Empire period, was most likely dedicated to the Storm God and used for making offer-
ings to the god in religious ceremonies. The new discoveries in Ortakdy-Sapinuva, known to
have been the capital of the Hittites, have revealed important data on this issue. In one of the
scenes engraved on terracotta clay molds uncovered from Sapinuva, the Storm God is depicted
holding a bull rhyton while sitting on his throne. This scene proves conclusively that not only
the bull rhytons from Karum and the Hittite period, but also a pair of clay bull-shaped vessels
found in settlements such as Inandiktepe, Bogazkoy/Hattusa, Ortakdy/Sapinuva, Oymaagac/
Nerik, Kusakli/Sarissa or Kayalipinar/Samuha are sacred objects related to the Storm God.

73 Seeher 2011, 57, fig. 53 (rock relief no. 35); 59, fig. 57 (rock relief no. 39); 64, fig. 62 (rock relief no. 41).

7 The cuneiform ritual text found in Bogazkoy shows that the pair of clay, bull-shaped vessels represent Hurri and

Sherri, the sacred animals of the Storm God. The pair of bronze bull statuette recovered from Horoztepe are one of
the most important finds proving that this culture dates back to the third millennium BC.
75 Ozgiic 1965, 22.
76 1t should not be forgotten that there are seven different types of Weather God depictions on the Anatolian style
cylinder seals found in Kiiltepe. In the texts of the Hittite Empire period, there are more than ten names of Weather
Gods.
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Scenes of worshipping the God of Weather standing on a bull, which has an important
place in the Anatolian pantheon, are frequently seen. Again, on the seals produced in this
style, instead of the God of Weather, his sacred animal the bull is depicted from time to time.
Thus, it stands to reason that the bull is worshiped as in the Weather God, who is shown in
anthropomorphic form. An important point that into the scenes is that sometimes gifts brought
by the worshipers were placed on the altar in front of the bull that was worshipped.

The scene of bull worship continued in use on stamp seals, which are the local seal type, in
the late phase of the Karum period. There is an impresson of the king’s stamp on a commercial
tablet found in Ib level of Kiiltepe. Thanks to the inscription on it, we know it belongs to the
“Great King of Alabzina, Zuzu.” The composition area of the seal is surrounded by a row of spiral
and spiral motifs (fig. 11.1). In the center of this frame is the depiction of a large, powerful
bull. The figure (?) in front of the bull is thought to represent a worshiper.”’

It is clear that the bull, whose head and body are depicted realistically, is a prototype of the
bull seen on the royal stamp seals of the Old Hittite period, unearthed in the Bogazkoy exca-
vations (fig. 11.2-3). The bull was placed in the very center of the royal stamp seals during the
Hittite Empire period and continued in use under the winged sun disc and with hieroglyphic
signs containing the names and adjectives of the king-queen. Most of our information on this
subject is based on the seal impressions of Muwatalli II (1290-1273 BC), one of the impor-
tant kings of the Hittite Empire period. These are found in the Nisantepe Archive in Hattusa
in 1990-1991 (fig. 11.4-5). Among them are royal seals of the aedicula type, showing the full
figure of the bull in the center of the seal composition. Considered in this context, it has been
suggested that the bull may be first and foremost a hieroglyphic sign’® and represents part of
the spelling of Muwatalli’'s name (the syllabogram muwa, mu’?).

The scene of bull worship, which first appeared in Anatolia during the late phase of the
Kirum period, continued to be used in the friezes on the Inandiktepe vase, which is one of the
most outstanding examples of relief vases from the Old Hittite period. The same scene can be
found on the relief orthostats of Alaca Hoylk and the Hanyeri rock relief, dated to the Hittite
Empire period (13-12th centuries BC) (fig. 11.6-7).

The bull depictions, whose earliest examples are known from Kultepe and that continued
in use on the royal stamp seals of the Old Hittite and Empire periods, undoubtedly have more
than one meaning. The images of the bull, seen in different contexts on seals, relief vessels or
relief orthostats, and rock monuments, may have been used as a symbol of the Storm God, as
well as symbolizing the power and might of the king.

Goddess

In light of the stamp seals and seal impressions unearthed in Kiiltepe and Acemhoytik set-
tlements, it is possible to say that the worship of the goddess who sat on her throne was
frequently depicted on the seals in the late phase of the Karum period. Showing common
iconographic and stylistic features, these goddesses, who are seen in a sitting position on an
animal that serves as a backless stool or throne, are depicted with the lower part of the head
and body in profile and the upper part of the body seen from the front. Goddesses with short

77 Ozgiic 1996, 272.
78 Herbordt 2010, 123-24, fig. 1.
79 Laroche 1960, nos. 105, 107; Hawkins 2005, 428-29.
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necks display a stocky and hunched posture. When we look at the facial physiognomy of the
goddesses in these works, they best reflect the female facial physiognomy of the Karum period
art: plump cheeks, large nose covering the face, large mouth, and small round jaw line. They
have almond-shaped eyelids with large round eye sockets and crescent-shaped eyebrows with
adjoining middle. The disk-shaped headdresses of the goddesses usually cover their ears or are
shown placed behind a large ear and resting on a short, flat forehead. Thanks to all these icon-
ographic features, it is clear that the Goddesses exhibit the pioneering features of the Hittite art
style (fig. 12.1-3).

Apart from the stamp seals, the Kiiltepe ivory figurine dating to the late phase of the Karum
period, the Bogazkoy female statue head dating to the Old Hittite period, and the metal god-
dess statuettes from Alaca Hoytik, Ciftlik and the Schimmel Collection (which constitute anoth-
er important artifact group of this period) show parallel iconographic features (fig. 12.4-8). This
facial physiognomy and headdress form, first encountered in the goddess figures of the Karum
period, were used in the rock reliefs of Eflatunpinar, Gavurkale, Fraktin, and Kayalipinar, and
in the reliefs of Queen Puduhepa, dating to the Hittite Empire period (fig. 12.9-11).

In addition to the continuity of all features of female physiognomy throughout these two
periods, another element that appears on the seals for the first time is the altar model. This
altar, usually encountered in scenes of worshipping the seated goddess in the seals and im-
pressions discovered from the Kiltepe and Acemhoytik settlements, is similar in type to the
fruitstands unearthed in the Kiiltepe excavations. The most characteristic feature of the altar,
which appears on seals depicting the worship of the seated goddess, is bread left on top of it
to be offered to the goddess. We can say that this altar model continues to be used in the seal
art of the Old Hittite period, based on the seal impression discovered from Bogazkdy and on
the same subject.?” The sphinx gate orthostats of Alaca Hoytik, dating to the Hittite Empire pe-
riod, and this type of altar seen in the Fraktin rock relief, are important elements that show the
continuity between the cultures of the second millennium BC.

Mixed Creatures

Double-headed eagle

This motif became popular in the late phase of Karum period and is usually limited to a band
in the form of a guilloche, spiral, or rope strip, but is sometimes seen alone directly in the
center of the seal without any frame. When the typological characteristics of seals with the
motif of a double-headed eagle are examined, it is characteristic that stamp seals with rounded
conical tops or hammer-heads and disc bases are generally preferred. The common features
seen in every example of double-headed eagles are as follows: the heads are separated from
each other from the neck onwards while the body, tail, and claws are shown together. Another
common feature of these eagles is that the body is always shown from the front while their
heads are in profile. Apart from these elements, none of the eagles are the same in detail.
These differences are in the internal scans of the body, tail or wings as well as clearly seen in
the shape of the heads, claws and beaks. The engraving of double-headed eagles alone, and as
a coat of arms on stamp seals, is seen for the first time in the late phase of the Karum period. It
later becomes one of the characteristic features of Old Hittite stamp seals.

80" Boehmer and Giiterbock 1987, pl. 15.145.
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The double-headed eagles, discovered during the 2011 and 2012 excavation seasons in the
upper town of Kiiltepe, provide new iconographic contributions to the seal art of this period
(fig. 13.1-3).8! In the first example, the double-headed eagle is placed in the center of the
stage. It differs from other examples found in Anatolia in that it is enclosed in a frame created
by combining grille, window, and meander motifs. Sculpted with simple workmanship, it is
devoid of detail, making the eagle’s thick body and stout short legs spread to either side. The
hook-like talons are also completely different from other eagles. An analysis of the Anatolian
seal repertoire shows that the double-headed eagle motif is always engraved on stamp seals
with disc-shaped bases. This seal impression from Kiiltepe is the only example that breaks
away from this standard. Examples of this motif on square or rectangular bases have so far
only been found on the rectangular side surfaces of Old Hittite hammer-head stamp seals.5?
The evidence shows that the Kiltepe seal impression belongs to a hammer-head stamp seal
used in the late phase of the Karum period. In the first of the other examples with double-
headed eagle motif, the wings, body and tail of the eagle are rendered flat without any hatch-
ing, thus presenting a stylized depiction. Despite only a small part of the seal being unearthed
intact, its impression exhibits stylistic features similar to this example. The stamped impression
was made at least twice. The way the eagle’s tail and claws are depicted, and the filling of the
spaces between the head, wings, and feet with triangles, shows that these two seal impressions
are iconographically similar (fig. 13.2-3). The filling of empty spaces on the surface of the seals
with geometric symbols, such as swastika, crescent or triangle, is characteristic of stamp seal
art, which is first dated to the late phase of the Karum period. The most striking of these geo-
metric symbols are the triangles. Seen on the stamp seals of the Old and Middle Hittite period
following this period are the “Ankb” sign meaning life and the “as3u / triangle” sign for health/
goodness frequently used together along with the name of the seal owner written in Hittite hi-
eroglyphic signs.® In light of this information, these triangular symbols encountered on stamp
seals with depictions of double-headed eagles may indicate a similar meaning and function
with the Hittite hieroglyphs engraved on Old Hittite stamp seals, beyond being a filling motif
placed randomly on the seal’s surface.

In Anatolia, the depiction of the double-headed eagle is known from settlements such as
Kiltepe, Acemhoyik, Bogazkoy, Kayalipinar, Konya-Karahoyiik, Alisar, and from the stamp
seals of Anatolian origin taken to museums around the world (fig. 13.4-9).%* In the seal reper-
toire of the Konya-Karahoylk and Kiltepe settlements, stamp seals and seal impressions with
this motif are in the majority. All of these finds, dated to the late phase of the Karum period,
are engraved in a standardized composition. This clearly indicates that the stamp seals were
produced in local seal-making workshops in Anatolia.

This motif is rooted in the Anatolian seal art of the Karum period and continued in use
on the stamp seals of high-ranking officials of the Hittite Empire period, either in their center

81 Oyztiirk 2019, pl. 47.1-3.
82 Delaporte 1923, pl. 101.1a-b, A.1026
83 Herbordt 2006, 100; Darga 1992, 72.

For Kiiltepe: Ozgiic 1968a, pls. 3.1.A, 3.2, 7.C; 1991, 307, figs. 26-28; 1996, 277, fig. 8.C; Ozgiic 2005, 251, nos.
314-16; Kulakoglu and Kangal 2010, 352, cat. no. 468, 356-57, cat. nos. 482-85; for Acemhdyiik: Ozgiic 1977, 380,
figs. 8-9; 1991, 307, figs. 27-28; for Bogazkdy: Beran 1967, pl. 4.37-40; Boehmer and Giiterbock 1987, pls. 4.44,
6.61; Seeher 2011, 69, fig. 68; for Kayalipinar: Miiller-Karpe and Miiller-Karpe 2011, fig. 9.3; for Konya-Karahoyiik:
Alp 1994, 178, figs. 74-78; for Alisar: Schmidt 1932, 145, fig. 182.b 1854; for the Louvre: Delaporte 1923, pls. 99.8b,
A.986, 99.10b, A.987.
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with Hittite hieroglyphic signs or between the friezes surrounding their surface (fig. 13.10-11).
We continue to see this motif in the rock reliefs of the Hittite Empire period at Alaca Hoytlik
Sphinxed Gate and Yazilikaya Room A, however, this time in a different iconography as a car-
rier under the feet of godly figures (fig. 13.12-13).

The Bull-Man

The upper part of the body and the face of these mixed beings, which belong to the group of
bull hybrids, are depicted as human. However, the lower part of the body is depicted as a bull.
The bull-men motif, first seen on cylinder seals impressions of the early Karum period,® is an
imported one that started to appear in Anatolian art under the influence of Old Babylonian cul-
ture.8° The most common version of this motif, seen in different scenes and in different forms
on the Anatolian group cylinder seals, is represented by bull-men holding a stand.

When the iconographic features of the bull-men are examined, they are distinguished from
naked heroes by their horned heads, bearded faces that always extend to the trunk, long tails
that start above the hips, and hooved feet. Bull-men holding a standard were unearthed in
the recent excavations at Kiltepe, and can be seen on two stamp seal impressions, examined
within the scope of this study (fig. 14.1-2).%7 The diameters of the seals on which they are
stamped are the same, as are the composition and iconographic features. These data prove that
both impressions are stamped with the same seal. In the first impression almost the entirety
of the single stamp of the seal is seen, whereas only parts of the stamp can be seen in the
other impression. The most important element that differentiates the depictions of the bull-men
holding a standard, which we know from a small number of earlier examples on stamp seals,
is that they are wearing a skullcap-shaped headdress without horns on their rounded heads.
Their faces are beardless, and they do not have hair that grows on both sides of their heads
ending in a spiral. These symbols, such as the swastika, crescent and triangle, are seen in the
empty parts of the seal’s surface outside the main scene and were not placed randomly to fill
the seal surface. They were engraved on the seal surface for a similar purpose, like a logogram
or hieroglyphic sign, as mentioned in the seals with double-headed eagle motifs. Both the
compositional and iconographic features of the scene on the stamp seal impression suggest
that this work has freed itself from the visual elements of the Old Babylonian style and bears
the stylistic characteristics of the local stamp seal art crafted by Anatolian masters. The bronze
plate from Alaca Hoyuk,?® the reliefs of Yazilikaya Room A% and the bull-man depictions on
the Imamkulu rock reliefs?® dating to the Hittite Empire period exhibit stylistic characteristics
parallel to the stamp seal impressions analyzed in this study (fig. 14. 3-4). In light of these data,
we can conclude that both the transition of the bull-man motif and the composition of the art
of the Hittite Empire period developed by taking its iconography from the Kiiltepe stamp seal
impressions.

85 Ozgiic 1991, 308; Ozgiic 1965, pls. 1.2, 2.7, 19.57, 25.75, 28.54; Ozgiic and Tunca 2001, pl. 1.CS 5.
80 Ozgiic 1965, 29.

87 Oztiirk 2019, pl. 46.1-2.

88 Bittel 1976, fig. 246.

89 Seeher 2011, 51, fig. 45.

90 Seeher 2011, 169, fig. 175.
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Conclusion

Archaeological data obtained from settlements in Anatolia point to an uninterrupted develop-
ment without major changes in the cultural context from the beginning of the third millennium
BC to the 17th century BC, in other words, until the Old Hittite period. In light of our current
knowledge, the Hattians lived in the geography defined as the Hittite core region — the region
between the Kizilirmak arc — during the said date range.

While the cuneiform documents found at Kiiltepe and Bogazkoy shed light on the political
history of Anatolia in the late 18th and early 17th centuries BC, the archaeological findings of
different qualities show that this period constituted a great influence for Hittite art and culture.
In particular, the historical texts known as the “Anitta Text” and the “Zalpa Text” found at
Bogazkoy, the names of kings in the eponym lists (/immum) found at Kultepe, and the bronze
spearhead with the inscription “King Anitta’s Palace,”" tell us that the Hittites were ruling Hatti
long before they established a political authority. This evidence makes clear that the Hittites
were present in Anatolia from the period when many regional kingdoms such as Kanes,
Hattud(a), Kussara, Zalpa and Purushaddum ruled, and that they had political-cultural relations
with these kingdoms. Furthermore, the rulers of this early Hittite dynasty, which we can iden-
tify thanks to the historical records of the late phase of the Karum period, even defined their
language as nes(um)nili, referring to the native Anatolian city of Kane$-Nesa and their origin as
Nesa.”?

Written texts and other archaeological evidence clearly point to a direct connection be-
tween the first kings of the early Hittite dynasty and Ne$a. On the other hand, as Neve pointed
out very early on, the lower town at HattuSa was rebuilt shortly after Anitta’s destruction and
the subsequent curse.”® This fact has been largely ignored in the literature, which has instead
accepted the assumption that Hattusili I was the new founder of Hattusa, due to his name.
However, Neve’s insight has once again been confirmed by the excavations carried out at
Hattusa. Therefore, it supports the view that the reconstruction of Hattusa, after its destruction
around 1728 BC, can be dated to ca. 1720-1710 BC. Thus, these data prove that HattuSa was
rebuilt some sixty to seventy years before the traditionally established date of Hattusili I's ac-
cession (1650 BC). The chronological parallel of these dates with the lower town level Ia of
Kiltepe further strengthens the assumption that Kane$ may have been the center of the royal
palace during the reigns of Huzziya I and Labarna I and the first period of Hattusili I's reign.
All this evidence proves once again the correctness of T. Ozgii¢’s statement that “Kane$-Nesa
was the oldest capital city of the Hittites” and that Hittite art was born in this center.

This study presents a qualitative analysis of the stamp seal art, which provides evidence of
the cultural interaction that emerged in the Karum period as a result of the aforementioned po-
litical interactions. As a result, many features that originated from Hittite seals, both in form and
artistic style, began to shape a persistent theme in the late phase of this period (18th century
BO). And new findings have since revealed that this continued until 1200 BC. Outside of the
stamp seals and impressions discussed above, the recent findings uncovered at the lower and
the upper town of Kiltepe provide important data on the transition from the Karum period to
the Old Hittite period.

1 Ougiic 1999, 55, pl. 107.1a-c.
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The God of War, depicted on the gold folio uncovered in 2006 in the lower town Ib level
of Kiiltepe, exhibits stylistic and iconographic features parallel to the depictions of gods that
we know very well from the relief art of the Hittite Empire period.”> Compared to other depic-
tions from artifacts dated to the late phase of the Karum period, it is clear that this deity on
gold folio is the product of a more advanced artistic style not only for Kiiltepe, but also for
other contemporary artifacts with the same depiction. In addition, the relief pottery fragments
found in the excavations carried out in the southwest of the upper town of Kiiltepe in 2021 of-
fer new and important contributions to the archeology of the second millennium BC. Tt is also
important to note the depiction of a lyre played by a figure sitting on a stool, which we see on
one of these relief pieces dated to the late phase of the Karum period. This lyre is stylistically
similar to the depictions of the lyre seen in the Inandiktepe vase, one of the most distinguished
examples of Old Hittite relief vases, and at the same time proves that to be its prototype.?°

Another conclusion of this study is that not only visual artwork but also Hittite hieroglyphic
writing may have taken root as early as the late phase of the Karum period. As is known, the
oldest texts from Anatolia are cuneiform tablets written in the Old Assyrian language. These
belonged to Assyrian merchants who settled in Anatolia in the early second millennium BC.
After the end of this period in Anatolia around 1700 BC, this variant of writing was aban-
doned. From this period onwards different types of writing played a role in Anatolian history.
Although it is accepted that the type of writing known as Hittite hieroglyphic script began with
Hattusili T (1650-1620 BO), the founder and first king of the Old Hittite, there are hypotheses
that hieroglyphic writing in Anatolia is much older than the Old Hittite period. Its origins can
be traced back to the early second millennium BC, based on some signs seen on seals and ves-
sels. Hawkins read the marks engraved on a jug dated to the late phase of the Karum period
at Kiiltepe and identified the words “good” (BONUS), “life” (VITA), and “writing” (SCRIBA).””
Poetto stated that these signs can be attributed morphologically to the Hittite linguistic domain
rather than “randomly designed symbols.””® When we look at the earliest seals and seal im-
pressions of the Hittite period, we see that the most common signs are “scribe” (directly re-
lated to “SCRIBA”), which represents the title of the seal owner. The other most common signs
are those representing the words “good” and “life.””? Moreover, the fact that symbols such as
flower rosettes, vases, triangles, stars, as well as full bull depictions and animal heads, which
we know from Hittite period seals, are also used on stamp seals dating to the late phase of the
Karum period, suggests that these symbols may be among the first hieroglyphic signs in
Anatolia. This evidence implies that Anatolian hieroglyphics began as a simple pictographic
script used for basic economic and administrative records and evolved over time into a full-
fledged writing system.!'%°

In conclusion, the Hittite elements that we see on the ceramics made in different forms are
among the richest material cultural remains of the Karum period. This evidence as well as a
large number of archaeological materials representing different aspects such as architecture,
relief art, depictions of gods and goddesses, metal vessels or weapons, proves the cultural and
historical continuity between the Karum period and the Old Hittite period with certainty.

95 Kulakoglu 2008, 14, fig. 1, (Kt 06/k 168).
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FIG. 1 Map of the sites frequently referenced in the article
(map created by Y. Ridvanogullari and G. Oztiirk using ArcGIS World Imagery).
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FIG. 2 Stamp-cylinder seals. 1. Kiiltepe, late 18th century BC (Ozkan 2010, 150 fig. 8);
2. Alisar, late 18th-early 17th century BC (von der Osten 1937, 211, fig. 248.d 1822); 3. Louvre Museum,
17th century BC (Delaporte 1923, pl. 100.4a-c, A.1008); 4. Tyskiewicz seal, 17th century BC (Boehmer
1975, fig. 375.a; Boehmer and Giiterbock 1987, fig. 24.a); 5. Aydin seal, 17th century BC (Boehmer and
Giiterbock 1987, fig. 24.b; Delaporte 1923, pl. 96.24a-c, A.927); 6. Museum of Fine Arts, Boston,
17th-16th century BC (Mdiller-Karpe 2008, 176, cat. no. 101).
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FIG. 3

Hammer-headed stamp seals
with cube impress faces,
17th-15th centuries BC.

1. British Museum (Boehmer
and Giterbock 1987,

fig. 40); 2. Tarsus seal
(Boehmer 1975, fig. 375.c;
Boehmer and Giterbock 1987,
fig. 39); 3. Louvre Museum
(Delaporte 1923, pl. 101.3a,
A.1028); 4. Bitik (Ozgij(; 1993,
484, fig.12.a; Jacob 2002, 553,
cat. no. 96).

5 6 7 8

FIG. 4 Stamp seals with hammer-headed handles and disk bases. 1. Seyitomer (Bilgen and Bilgen 2015,
113, fig. 130); 2. Alisar (von der Osten 1937, 214, fig. 251.d 975); 3-4. Bogazkdy (Boehmer and Giiterbock
1987, pls. 3.37 and 14.136); 5. Istanbul Archaeological Museums (Dingol 1983, nos. 1-2); 6. Nigde seal,
Kayseri Museum (photo by author; see also Ozgii¢ 1971, pl. 1); 7. Walters Art Museum (Gordon 1939,
pl. 9.72); 8. Masat Hoyiik (Ozgiic 1978, pl. 52.3a-b). 1-3. late 18th century BC; 4-8. 17th-14th centuries BC.
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7

FIG. 5 Stamp seals with tuber or rounded heads, from late 18th to 16th century BC. 1-2. Kiiltepe (1. Photo
and drawing by author; 2. Ozgiic 1968a, pl. 30.2); 3-4. Bogazkdy (Seeher 2011, 69, fig. 68; Beran 1967,
pl. 7.67); 5. Konya-Karahoyiik (Alp 1994, pl. 19.48); 6. Alisar Hoyiik (Schmidt 1932, 145, fig. 182.b 1854);

7. Inandiktepe (T. Ozgiic 1988, pl. 64.2).

13 14 15

FIG. 6 Stamp seals and impressions with rosette motifs. 1-7. Kiiltepe (2-4. Photo and drawing by author;
1 and 6. Ozglic 1996, figs. 2.2e, 3.3¢; 5. Ozgiic 1968a, pl. 38.6a-b; 7. Ozgii¢ and Tunca 2001,
pls. 18 and 76, St. 40); 8. Kaman Kalehdyiik (Omura 2005, 30, fig. 57); 9. Alisar (von der Osten 1937, 214,
fig. 251.b 1462); 10. Acemhdyiik (Ozglic 2015, 166, fig. 132); 11-12. Konya-Karahdyiik (Alp 1994,
figs. 244, 248); 13-15. Seal impressions of Huzziya, Alluwamna and Tahurwaili (Darga 1992, nos. 48,
51-52). 1-12. late 18th century BC; 13-15. 16th-15th centuries BC.



30 Giizel Oztiirk

11 12 13 14

FIG. 7 Helix, guilloche and spiral band motifs, from late 18th century to 17th-15th centuries BC.
1-3. Kiiltepe (1. Photo and drawing by author, 2-3. Ozgii¢ and Tunca 2001, pl. 20, St.50 and 18, St.40);
4. Acemhéyiik (Ozgiic 2015, 257, fig. 133, Ac.St.5); 5-8. Konya-Karahdyiik (Alp 1994, figs. 59-60, 198,

201); 9-11. Bogazkdy (Beran 1967, pl. 2.86, 2.89; Boehmer and Giiterbock 1987, fig. 30.h);
12. Alaca Hoyiik (Boehmer and Giiterbock 1987, fig. 29); 13. Korucutepe (Boehmer and Giiterbock 1987,
fig. 30.e); 14. Istanbul Archaeological Museums (Boehmer and Guterbock 1987, fig. 30.b.2).
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FIG. 8 Stamp seals and impressions with signe royal, late 18th century BC and 17th-16th centuries BC.

1. Kiiltepe (Kulakoglu and Kangal 2010, cat. no. 487); 2. Louvre Museum (Delaporte 1923, pl. 98.14a-b,

A.968); 3-4. Acemhéyiik (N. Ozgiic 1988, 19; Ozgiic 1971, pl. 2.1); 5. Alisar (Osten 1937, 214, fig. 251.d

1906); 6. Bogazkdy (Boehmer and Giiterbock 1987, pl. 14.144a-b); 7. Alaca Hoyik (Kosay 1951, pl. 79.7);
8. Beycesultan level Ib (Lloyd and Mellaart 1956, pl. 12.0).

4 5

FIG. 9 God PLAMA LIL. 1. Acemhéyiik (Ozgiic 1977, pl. 10.26); 2. Corum/Yenikdy stele (Miiller-Karpe
2008, 180, fig. 56, cat. no.106); 3. Eskiyapar (T. Ozgiic 1988, pl. L.3 and 171.57); 4. Altinyayla stele
(Miiller-Karpe 2003, fig. 2); 5. N. Schimmel collection silver stag rhyton (Miiller-Karpe 2008, 181,
fig. 57, cat. no. 107).
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4 5

FIG. 10 Weather (Storm) God. 1. Acemhdyiik, late 18th century BC (Ozgiic 1977, pl. 9. 24a-b and see
also 1980, figs. 23-24); 2. Kiiltepe, late 18th century BC (Ozgiic 1968a, pl. 30.1b); 3. Bogazkdy, stamp
seal impression of Mursili 111, 13th century BC (Neve 1993, cover image); 4. imamkulu rock relief,
13th century BC (Kolhmeyer 1983, fig. 33); 5. Fist-shaped vessel, Museum of Fine Arts, Boston (Mdiller-
Karpe 2008, 182, fig. 58, cat. no. 108).

5 6 7

FIG. 11 Full bull and bull worship scene. 1. Kiiltepe, late 18th century BC (Ozgii¢ 1996, 272);

2-5. Bogazkdy, Old Hittite and Hittite Empire period (2-3. Boehmer and Giiterbock 1987, pl. 11.117a-b;
Herbordt 2006, 99, fig. 6); 4. Seal impressions of Muwatalli Il (Herbordt 2010, 124, fig. 1a); 5. Seal
impressions of Muwatalli Il and Tanuhepa (Herbordt 2010, 124, fig. 1c); 6. Alaca Hoyiik relief, Hittite Empire
period (Mellink 1970, fig. 2); 7. Inandiktepe relief vase, Old Hittite period (Ozgii¢ 1988, figs. 64-65).
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9 10 11

FIG. 12 Discus-headed goddess. 1-2. Acemhdyiik stamp seal and impression (Ozgii¢ 1977, pl. 15.39;
2002, 237, fig. 5b); 3. Kiiltepe stamp seal impression (Ozgiic 2005, 279, no. 375); 4. Kiiltepe, seated
goddess statuette (Kulakoglu and Kangal 2010, 127, fig. 3); 5. Bogazkdy, female statue head with discus
headdress (Darga 1992, no. 95); 6. Stamp seal from Nigde region, Kayseri Museum (Ozgii¢ 1971, 18,
fig. 1); 7. Stamp seal from Walters Art Galery (Dingol 1983, pl. 2.2); 8. Ciftlik statuette (Bittel 1976,
no. 97); 9-10. Bogazkdy, seal impressions of queen Puduhepa (Darga 1992, no. 208)

11. Fraktin rock relief (Kohlmeyer 1983, fig. 25).
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FIG. 13 Double-headed eagle. 1-3. Kiiltepe (photos and drawings by author); 4. Kayalipinar (Mdller-Karpe
and Miiller-Karpe 2011, fig. 9.3); 5. Konya-Karahoyiik (Alp 1994, 178, fig. 76); 6-7. Acemhoyiik (Ozgiic
1977, 380, fig. 9; 1983, 419, fig. 8); 8. Alisar (Schmidt 1932, 145, fig. 182.b 1854); 9-11. Bogazkdy (Beran

1967, pl. 4.40; Herbordt 2005, pls. 56.700b, 607b); 12. Alacahdyiik relief (T. Ozgiic 2002, 175, fig. 6);
13. Reliefs of Yazilikaya, Room A, nos. 45-46 (Seeher 2011, 64, fig. 62).
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FIG. 14 Bull-Man. 1-2. Kiiltepe (photos and drawings by author); 3. Alaca Hoytik bronze plate
(Bittel 1976, fig. 246); 4. Reliefs of Yazilikaya, Room A, nos. 28-29 (Seeher 2011, 51, fig. 45).
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Contextualizing the Consumption of Syro-Cilician Ware
at Tell Atchana / Alalakh (Hatay, Tiirkiye):
A Functional Analysis

Abstract

Syro-Cilician Ware was the prevailing painted
pottery style of the Amuq Valley, Cilicia and
northwestern Syria in the first half of the sec-
ond millennium BC and is characterized by its
specific painted motif arrangements applied
on particular vessel shapes. This paper investi-
gates the consumption of this ware type at Tell
Atchana / Alalakh (modern Hatay, Turkiye) in
the Amuq Valley as a case study. Embracing
a multi-dimensional approach, a functional
analysis is conducted based on technological
and morphological characteristics of the ves-
sels as well as the nature of selected contexts
from different parts of the site. The results have
shown that Syro-Cilician Ware was likely ap-
preciated as a serving set, in either abbreviated
or elaborated variations, which completed a
larger consumption set consisting of other ware
and shape types. This is a pattern that reoccurs
throughout both time and space at Tell Atchana
/ Alalakh, except for rare cases, signifying its
role within the food and / or drink consump-
tion traditions at the site. Moreover, several
lines of evidence further point to the possible
symbolic function of Syro-Cilician Ware, which
appears to be reflected in the bird motif.

Keywords: Tell Atchana / Alalakh, Amuq
Valley, Syro-Cilician Ware, Middle Bronze Age,
functional analysis, ancient foodways

MUGE BULU*

Oz

Belirli seramik formlar: Gzerine islenmis 6z-
gliin boyali motif dizenlemeleriyle nitelendiri-
len Suriye-Kilikya Boyalilar;, MO ikinci binyilin
ilk yarisinda Amik Ovasi, Kilikya ve Kuzeybati
Suriye’de yaygin olarak goriilen boya bezek-
li seramik gelenegidir. Bu makalede, Amik
Ovasinda yer alan Ac¢cana Hoyik / Alalah
kenti (Hatay, Turkiye) 6zelinde Suriye-Kilikya
Boyalilarr’nin kullanimi incelenmistir. Cok
yonli bir yaklasimin benimsendigi ¢alismada,
seramiklerin teknolojik ve morfolojik 6zellikleri-
nin yani sira, kentin farklt bolimlerinde bulun-
duklari baglamlarla iliskili olarak da degerlendi-
rildigi bir islevsel analiz yapilmustir. S6z konusu
analizin sonuglari, Suriye-Kilikya Boyalilar’'nin,
sadelestirilmis ya da genisletilmis varyasyonlari
olmakla birlikte, farkli mal ve form gruplarinin
da var oldugu daha genis bir yeme-i¢cme setinin
tamamlayict bir parcasini olusturan bir servis
seti olarak kullanildigini gostermektedir. A¢cana
Hoytk / Alalah kentinde istisnai durumlar di-
sinda ayni Ortintiiye farklt zaman ve mekan-
larda rastlanmasi, Suriye-Kilikya Boyalilar’'nin
kentin yeme-i¢cme adetlerindeki 6nemine isaret
etmektedir. Ayrica, bir dizi farkli veri seti in-
celendiginde bazi seramiklerde kus motifinin
islenmis olmasi, Suriye-Kilikya Boyalilari’'nin
muhtemelen sembolik bir islevinin de olabile-
cegini gostermektedir.
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Amik Ovasi, Suriye-Kilikya Boyalilart, Orta Tung
Cagy, islevsel analiz, antik yeme-icme adetleri
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Introduction

The Middle Bronze Age! (ca. 2000-1600 BC, hereafter MBA) in Anatolia and the Near East
witnessed the development of an aesthetic trend in painted pottery production. Distinct geo-
metric, figural and / or floral motifs applied on specific vessel shapes define the painted pot-
tery traditions observed in the settlements of the Levant, inner Syria, the Amuq and Cilicia in
Anatolia. One of these traditions was Syro-Cilician Ware (SCW), in reference to its main geo-
graphical distribution area, which is Cilicia in the west, the inner northwestern Syrian sites in
the east and south, and the Amuq that connects those two regions. SCW is not only the pre-
vailing painted pottery tradition of its main distribution area, but also as evidenced by its much
wider distribution to central Anatolia,?> Cyprus® and the Nile Delta* as imports, it was the mate-
rialized reflection of interregional networks of interaction prior to the zenith of internationalism
in the following Late Bronze Age (ca. 1600-1200 BC, hereafter LBA).

Before and after the first classification and evaluation of this painted pottery as a particular
ware type by Veronica Seton-Williams,> SCW has been examined as part of the site and survey
assemblages in the Amuq,°® Cilicia,” Syria,® Islahiye Plain® and Kilis Plain;'* included in com-
prehensive studies regarding different painted pottery traditions in the broader Near East;!! or
published as selected vessels from museum collections or excavated sites.!? In the latter two
cases, different names that were used to describe the ware type, the vessel shape and motif
repertoire, as well as its origin, distribution and chronology has been much discussed and
therefore will not be repeated here.! However, in the current literature, SCW has been stud-
ied through imperfect datasets and mainly as comparative material to the other painted pot-
tery traditions of the MBA Eastern Mediterranean, namely, Habur Ware and Levantine Painted
Ware. Moreover, it has also often been used as an index fossil for broad brush dating and for

This paper does not intend to make a statement about the absolute chronology of Tell Atchana or the broader
Syro-Anatolian region, and it follows the Middle Chronology that has been embraced at the Tell Atchana
Excavations. See Yener et al. 2019c.

From Kiiltepe / Kanesh (Ozgiic 1950, 1955) and Acemhdyiik (Oztan 2008).
Merrillees and Tubb 1979.

Bagh 2003.

Seton-Williams 1953.

The Amuq material comes from two rounds of surveys (Braidwood 1937; Yener 2005; Bulu 2017a; Yener et al.
2017) and the excavations conducted at Tell Atchana / Alalakh (Woolley 1955; Heinz 1992; Yener and Akar 2013a,
2014), Toprakhisar Hoytik (Akar and Kara 2018, 2020), Tel al-Judaidah (Swift 1958) and Chatal Hoytk (Pucci 2019).

The Cilician material comes from multiple sites detected in various surveys (Gjerstad 1934; Seton-Williams 1954;
Mellaart 1958) and the excavations conducted at Kazanli (Garstang 1938), Mersin Yumuktepe (Garstang 1940, 1953;
Jean 2010, 2019-2020), Tarsus Gozliikule (Goldman 1956; Slane 1987), Sirkeli Hoyiik (Garstang 1938; Hrouda 1997;
Ehringhaus 1999; Ahrens et al. 2010; Novak and Kozal 2013; Novak et al. 2020; Kozal 2022), Kinet Hoyiik (Gates
2000, 2011) and Tatarli Hoyuk (Girginer et al. 2014; Girginer and Oyman-Girginer 2020).

SCW was reported from the excavations conducted at Tell Mishrifeh / Qatna (Du Mesnil du Buisson 1927, 1930;
lamoni 2012), Hama (Ingholt 1940; Fugmann 1958), Ras Shamra / Ugarit (Schaeffer 1949; Courtois 1978), Tell
Mardikh / Ebla (Matthiae 1980, 1984, 1989; Nigro 1997, 2002a, 2002b), Tell Tugan (Nigro 2002b, 312, fig. 10;
Peyronel 2008; Baffi 2010) and Umm el-Marra (Curvers et al. 1997; Schwartz et al. 2000) as well as various sites
surveyed during the Tell Rifa’at survey in the River Qoueiq region (Tubb 1981).

S SES I V)
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6

From the excavations conducted at Tilmen Hoytik (Alkim 1969; Marchetti 2008) and the cave site of Sakc¢egozii
(Waechter et al. 1951).

From the excavations conducted at Oylum Hoyiik (Ozgen and Helwing 2001; Catalbas 2008; Engin 2020).
Hrouda 1957; Tubb 1981, 1983; Gerstenblith 1983; Bagh 2003; Bieniada 2009.
Margueron 1968; Wild-Wiilker 1977-1978; Diindar 2008; Merrillees and Tubb 1979; Jamieson 2005; Bulu 2017b.

For the most recent literature review of SCW, see Bulu 2021, 11-43.

10
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cross-site comparisons. Therefore, the main focus of the former studies has been its physical
characteristics based on macroscopic analysis, and further technological and functional aspects
have remained understudied.

While the functional aspects of Habur Ware and Levantine Painted Ware have recently
been examined,™ those of SCW were given less attention in the former studies. Among them,
Nigro®® suggested that all painted wares retrieved from the palatial and funerary contexts of
Tell Mardikh / Ebla, including SCW, pointed to a specialized function that was related to funer-
ary banquets at the site during the MBA. Taking this intra-site interpretation to a regional level,
Jamieson!©
by reflecting zoomorphic representation of birds and that the appearance of such vessels in

argued that the pitchers decorated with the “eye” motif gained a symbolic meaning

funerary contexts in the broader northwestern Syria pointed to shared funerary practices en-
countered at various sites. While Nigro and Jamieson embraced a contextual approach in their
interpretations, Bieniada,” who focused on the stylistic and functional origins of Habur Ware
and incorporated SCW into his discussion as well, mainly focused on the morphological char-
acteristics while making an inference on the functions of SCW and Habur Ware. Pointing out
the consumption of different beverages in Eastern Mediterranean and Mesopotamia, he sug-
gested that SCW vessels were used for mixing, serving and drinking wine in the West, whereas
Habur Ware vessels were used for storing beer and consuming it with straws in the East.'8

In the interpretation of the functional aspects of SCW, instead of focusing on one, all char-
acteristics regarding technology, morphology, and context should be taken into account, be-
cause the choices that were made in each aspect would have an effect on the production and
utilization of the end product. This would vary at a site and / or region-specific level. While
Nigro’s and Jamieson’s interpretations remain limited to some of the Syrian sites, and therefore
cover only one of the main distribution areas of SCW, Bieniada’s broader interpretation based
solely on vessel shape types misses the fact that it was associated with burial practices and
likely had a symbolic function at Syrian sites. A preliminary overview based on contextual in-
formation retrieved from excavated sites has already pointed out the differentiated utilization of
SCW within and outside its main distribution zone.!?

Providing an in-depth analysis from one of its main distribution areas as a case study, pro-
duction and consumption of SCW at Tell Atchana / Alalakh has recently been investigated by
the author as her Ph.D. dissertation, based on published and unpublished datasets retrieved
from the stratified contexts of the renewed excavations at the site.?’ In this paper, the con-
sumption aspect is discussed through a functional analysis of the SCW based on both techno-
logical and morphological characteristics, as well as the contextual information. Following a
brief theoretical background, the technological and morphological characteristics of SCW are
presented to make an inference about what these vessels might have been designed for. The
results of this analysis are then contextualized in three selected MBA loci of use from differ-
ent parts of the site, through a detailed analysis of all pottery assemblages retrieved from each

4 Bieniada 2009; Marcus 2021.
15 Nigro 1997, 274; 2002b, 312.
16 Jamieson 2005, 81.

17" Bieniada 2009.

18 Bieniada 2009, 170-77.

19" Bulu 2017b, 109-10.

20" Bulu 2021.
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context. This approach enables us to see whether SCW vessels were consumed at Alalakh in
a single way, or if there was a differentiation within and between different sectors of the site.
Furthermore, the possible symbolic function of at least some of the SCW vessels and their like-
ly ritual / religious significance to the inhabitants of Alalakh is also discussed.

Theoretical Background for Functional Analysis

Pottery can be considered a “tool,”?! that is and has been manufactured to be used for fulfill-
ing either one particular or a variety of needs. A vessel would have a techno-, a socio- and /
or an ideo-function in a given context, all of which could be interrelated and ultimately affect
the design of that particular object.?? Techno-function would refer to its utilitarian characteris-
tic, and provides fruitful insights as to how and for what reasons it might have been used. The
techno-function of pottery can be investigated via morphological characteristics, constituents
of the ceramic paste, surface treatments and firing.?> The socio-function and ideo-function of a
vessel, on the other hand, would refer to its non-utilitarian and more special use, such as being
containers, consuming media or gifts in a ritual context, grave goods in burials or prestigious
objects representing status and / or power.>* Moreover, specific vessel shapes and decorative
aspects of vessels that were used for communication or “information exchange,”® as well as
marking social boundaries, identity and / or gender, would also reflect the non-utilitarian func-
tion of pottery.2°

A vessel would have an intended function and an actual function.?” The intended function
refers to what that particular vessel was designed for, whereas the actual function is what that
vessel was used for. In the functional analysis of pottery, the intended function can be inferred
based on the technological and morphological attributes of a vessel, since specific technologi-
cal choices are made from paste preparation to firing by considering whether that vessel would
meet what it was designed for. For instance, coarser pastes with heavy tempering would be a
desired characteristic for cooking pots, whereas tempering with organic materials results in a
porous fabric, which makes a vessel lighter, and increases its portability, as well as makes it
ideal for short-term water storage.?® In terms of surface treatments, while smoothing the sur-
face increases the permeability of a vessel, burnishing or applying a slip to a vessel’s surface
would increase resistance to abrasive processes.?” Finally, while higher firing temperatures
result in a less porous fabric with a higher strength for impact and abrasion resistance, lower
tiring temperatures result in a more porous fabric, which increases the thermal shock resistance
and permeability of a vessel > The morphological attributes of a vessel also have an impact on
its intended use regarding its capacity, stability, accessibility and transportability.3!

21 Braun 1983.

22 skibo 1992, 33-34.

23 skibo 1992, 34; 2013, 35.

24 Tite 2008, 228; Skibo 2013, 5.

25 Wobst 1977.

20 Schiffer and Miller 1999; Skibo 2013, 15; Hegmon 1992, 1998.
27 Rice 1987, 207-42; Skibo 1992, 35-42.

28 Rice 1987, 231; Skibo 2013, 36-41.

29 Tite 1999, 218; Skibo 2013, 16, 119-21.

30" Skibo 2013, 46-47.

31 Rice 1987, 211-26; Orton and Hughes 2013, 246-61; Skibo 2013, 30-31.
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Making an inference about the actual function, on the other hand, requires identifying the
use-alteration traces on the vessels3? as well as the nature of the contexts, if available, which
provides essential information in comprehending the ways in which a vessel was used.
Preserved residue in the vessels that can be subjected to instrumental analysis also provides
information regarding the actual contents.3* For the investigation of possible function and / or
importance of pottery assemblages, as well as the ways in which they were used in a given
society, the ideal case is to examine the intended function in conjunction with their actual
function.?> Moreover, incorporating textual and iconographic evidence, as well as ethnoarchae-
ological studies and ethnographic parallels, if available, would result in a more synthetic analy-
sis. Such an approach, with varying types of available evidence, has already been embraced in
a number of studies that focused on function and uses of pottery, not only at Tell Atchana and
the Amuq,3° but also at other second millennium BC sites of the neighboring regions.?”

Based on technological and morphological attributes, ceramic vessels have been broadly
categorized as being containers for three main purposes: storage, processing and transfer.®
These three categories are also divided into sub-categories, based on whether the contents
are dry or liquid, hot or cold, the frequency of content movement and / or access, duration of

use and distance.?* In addition to those three purposes, as suggested by Pucci,*® «

consuming”
could be treated as the fourth main category, which encapsulates the activities of eating, drink-
ing, pouring and serving. Overall, as mainly being associated with food- and beverage-related
activities, functional analysis of ceramics, along with other types of evidence, provides signifi-
cant information regarding ancient foodways in a given context, from domestic everyday prac-
tices to occasional events such as feasts and rituals, and the nature of the preparation, storage,

distribution and consumption of food and beverages.*!

In this paper, a multi-dimensional approach is embraced to make a better inference about
the ways in which SCW was used at Tell Atchana / Alalakh, and the intended function of the
vessels has been investigated together with their actual function. The technological aspects
from paste preparation to firing, as well as the morphological (shape and size) attributes, were
taken into account for their likely intended function. Due to the absence of any residual analy-
sis conducted on SCW, as well as the fragmentary nature of the assemblage which limits the
investigation of use-alteration traces, the actual function has been inferred based on the con-
texts that they were retrieved from. In addition to the architectural and artefactual characteris-
tics of contexts, the pottery assemblages retrieved from particular units have been studied as a

32 Skibo 1992, 2013.

3 Hodder 1981; Ellison 1984, 63; Tite 1999, 207; 2008, 228; Stockhammer 2012, 2016.

34 Heron and Evershed 1993; Evershed 2008; Stockhammer 2016, 92-93; Barnard and Eerkens 2017.
35 Rice 1987, 201-11; 1996, 138-41; Skibo 2013, 4-5; Tite 1999, 207; 2008, 228.

30 Bulu 2016; Horowitz 2019; Pucci 2019, 2020; Montesanto and Pucci 2019-2020; Montesanto 2020b.
37 Gates 1988; Pfilzner 1995; Pulhan 2000; Otto 2006, 2014; Duistermaat 2008; Perini 2014.

3 Henrickson and McDonald 1983; Rice 1987, 208-9, fig. 7.1; Smith 1988; Skibo 1992, 35; 2013, 27.

39 Henrickson and McDonald 1983; Smith 1988; Rice 1987, 209, fig. 7.1. However, recent archaecometric studies using

residual and chemical analyses have shown that liquid and dry contents were contained in similar vessel shape
types and therefore have proven that making inferences about contents solely based on morphological characteris-
tics would be erroneous. See Beck et al. 2004; Knappett et al. 2005, as cited in Pucci 2019, 201.

40 pucci 2019, 201.

a Sinopoli 1991, 122; Dietler and Hayden 2001; Bray 2003; Okse 2015; Spataro and Villing 2015; Cilingiroglu and
Godon 2018.
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whole.*? This has enabled tracing which SCW vessels were used in a given context, their role
within the assemblage and their relationship with other ware types.

Tell Atchana / Alalakh

Tell Atchana / Alalakh is located near the main branch of the Orontes River in the Amuq
Valley, 20 km away from the Reyhanli district of modern Hatay, in the southernmost part of
Turkiye (fig. 1. It is the largest mound in the valley at ca. 22 ha and was the capital city of the
regional kingdom of Mukish, named Alalakh in the second millennium BC. The site was ini-
tially surveyed and identified by Robert Braidwood in the 1930s,*3 and the first round of exca-
vations at Tell Atchana was conducted by Sir Leonard Woolley in 1930s and 1940s.** Woolley
identified 18 occupation levels during his excavations, from Level XVII to Level 0, which were
concentrated on the northern and northwestern parts of the site (now referred to as the Royal
Precinct). While Woolley’s large-scale exposures contributed to the understanding of the
MBA and LBA of Alalakh, there were also various errors in site stratigraphy and the pottery
sequence. A more accurate revision of Tell Atchana’s problematic stratigraphy was necessary,
and new data acquired through systematic excavations has been provided by another round
of research conducted at the site under the direction of K. Aslihan Yener in 2000-2019% and
Murat Akar since 2020.%

The earlier periods of Alalakh pre-dating Level VII were investigated in two soundings;*’
therefore, knowledge of the MB I and early MB II phases is limited and very partial. Level VII,
or Period 7 in the new terminology,*® at the end of MBA, is the best-known phase of MBA
Alalakh, which is defined by a monumental palace complex (the Level VII Palace), a temple,
a tripartite city gate and a fortification wall.*” During this period, Alalakh was a vassal of the
kingdom of Yamhad centered in Aleppo.>® The city participated in international networks, as
evidenced from objects, technologies and iconography, such as the frescoes found in the Level
VII Palace, stone vessels and statues, and a stone / obsidian workshop, ivory / bone inlays,
objects, and elephant tusks, and cylinder seals, all of which reflect cultural contacts with the
Levant, Mesopotamia, the Aegean, Egypt and central Anatolia.>!

After the destruction of the city at the end of the MBA, likely as part of the military cam-
paigns of the Hittite king Hattusili I,>? Alalakh became a vassal of the Mitannian Empire during
LB I°3 (Periods 6-4, ca. 1600-1400 BC). The prominent elements of Mitannian culture at Alalakh

42 For the details of recording and processing of pottery assemblages at Tell Atchana Excavations, see Horowitz 2019,
199; Yener et al. 2019a, 7-9.

43 Braidwood 1937.

44 Woolley 1955.

B vener 2010; Yener et al. 2019c.

40 Akar et al. 2022, 2023,

47 Woolley 1955, 11, 34, figs. 2, 18.

48 Ag opposed to the term “Level” used by Woolley, the term “Period” has been used for the periodization of the

Yener Excavations (Yener 2013, 13). Therefore, throughout this article, the term “Level” is only used when referring
to structures exposed by Woolley, such as Level VII Palace.

Woolley 1955; for city-scape plans, see also Yener 2005.

Wiseman 1953; Lauinger 2015.

51 Woolley 1955; Collon 1975, 1982; Akar 2017; Yener 2007a, 2007b, 2021; Healey 2020; Akar et al. 2021.
52 Bryce 2005, 71.

53 Smith 1949; Wiseman 1953; von Dassow 2008; 2022, 484-91; Akar 2018.
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can be traced not only in the complexity of the social hierarchical structure, as documented in
the Level IV texts,>* but also in its architecture, both public and domestic, and in the aesthetic
choices made in local production industries, including pottery, metal and glass-making.>® In
the following LB II (Periods 3-1, 1400-1300 BC) the Hittites took political control of the city and
incorporated it into their empire.>® The site was mostly abandoned around 1300 BC, although a
small area around the temple appears to have continued in use into the 13th century BC, after
which there was a limited reoccupation in the Iron Age.>’

New Syro-Cilician Ware Corpus from Tell Atchana / Alalakh

SCW was the prevailing painted pottery tradition at the site during the MB II (Period 9-7, ca.
1800-1600 BC), and examples retrieved from this period constitute 74% of the whole SCW as-
semblage. However, new excavation results demonstrated that it continued to be produced
and consumed in the LB I (Period 6-4, ca. 1600-1400 BC) in smaller quantities (21%), and spo-
radically appeared (5%) in LB II (Periods 3-2, ca. 1400-1350 BC) as well. A total of 1255 SCW
sherds that belong to a minimum number of 685 individual vessels (MNI)>® have been analyzed
in this study. 259 of the SCW vessels have a diagnostic fragment, i.e., rim, handle, base or
spout, whereas 426 of them consist of non-diagnostic body sherds. For the macroscopic clas-
sification of technological and morphological characteristics of SCW assemblages, the pottery
ware and shape typology used at Tell Atchana Excavations was mainly followed. However,
while the LB II ceramics of Tell Atchana have been extensively studied and published,? the
studies of LB T and MB II assemblages are still ongoing and have only been partially pub-
lished.®® Therefore, modifications and additions were made to the original typology during the
study of the SCW assemblages where necessary. Moreover, the production technology was
further investigated through ceramic petrography and Neutron Activation Analysis on selected
sherds, so as to make an inference about the different stages of production from raw material
procurement to firing.°!

The SCW vessels have either a fine or a medium-coarse fabric prepared from locally avail-
able calcareous clays and very fine to very coarse sand-sized inclusions. The majority of the
vessels (84%, MNI: 576) were manufactured with the use of a medium-coarse fabric, which
is characterized as having inclusions in varying sizes and amounts, but there are also vessels
(16%, MNI: 109) manufactured with a fine fabric representing a compact paste with very few
or no visible inclusions. Neither fabric types were deliberately tempered with organic materials,
which resulted in dense fabrics with minimum pores. The vessels were mainly (87%, MNI: 576)
fashioned by the use of a rotary kinetic energy (hereafter, RKE).%> Although not encountered in

von Dassow 2008.

5 Horowitz 2017; Dardeniz 2018; Johnson 2020; Yener and Akar 2020.

50 vener and Akar 2013b; Yener et al. 2019c.

57 Yener 2013; Yener et al. 2019b, 341; Montesanto and Pucci 2019-2020; Montesanto 2020a.

In the context studies of Tell Atchana Excavations, the MNI numbers are primarily indicated for the diagnostic
sherds in a given context. However, since the body sherd fragments of SCW vessels can also be identified as indi-
vidual vessels during the study of a context assemblage as a whole, the MNI numbers were also indicated for such
non-diagnostic sherds.

59 Horowitz 2019.
%0 Horowitz 2015, 2017; Bulu 2016; Akar et al. 2021.
o1 Bulu 2021.

62 This research follows the terminology used in Roux 2019 for different stages of pottery production.
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higher amounts (13%, MNI: 85),% another potting tradition in which the combination of hand
modeling and the use of RKE was adopted was also encountered within the assemblage.

The finishing techniques are characterized as wet-smoothing, either with the use of a RKE
(87%, MNI: 578) or hand smoothing (13%, MNI: 83). Executing further surface treatments, such
as burnishing (10%, MNI: 71) or application of a slip (0%, MNI: 2), was not a common tradition
among the SCW vessels. The only instance where a vessel was both slipped and burnished is
seen in a single example, which is also confirmed to be a non-local tradition through petro-
graphic analysis.®* The SCW vessels were mainly hard fired at approximately the same tem-
peratures and in an oxidizing atmosphere, which resulted in acquiring products with oxidizing
surface colors ranging from cream and tan to pink and light red. However, those with slightly
higher and / or lower firing temperatures, as well as those that were produced in an insuf-
ficient oxidizing atmosphere, which resulted in cross-sections with slightly darker cores, also
occasionally encountered.®

The SCW assemblage is represented by a limited number of vessel shapes in comparison
to the much wider range of shapes that are seen within the Tell Atchana local pottery assem-
blages.% Pitchers (fig. 3.15-17) constitute the most frequent shape type attested within the SCW
corpus® (22%, MNI: 152). These are characterized by having a trefoil rim, a narrow neck, a
strap handle (or rarely a twisted handle), a globular body and a flat, convex or disc base. The
second most frequent shape type is the krater (19%, MNI: 127), which has a rather intermedi-
ate form with a wide mouth and rounded or carinated shoulder (fig. 2.10-14). It has three sub-
types: the biconical kraters (fig. 2.10), necked kraters (fig. 2.13) and holemouth kraters (fig.
2.14). Bowls (8%, MNI: 55) constitute the third most frequent shape type and are divided into
three main sub-types: the s-curve bowls (fig. 2.1-3), carinated bowls (fig. 2.4-5), and shallow
bowls (fig. 2.6-7). Jars (5%, MNI: 32) are mainly small-sized, thin-walled globular jars with an
outturned rim (fig. 3.3). There are also medium-sized wide-mouthed (fig. 3.5) and narrow-
mouthed globular jars (fig. 3.4) as well as short-necked (fig. 3.1) and bottle-necked jars (fig.
3.2). The other shape types encountered in much lower amounts are juglets (2%, MNI: 15, fig.
3.12-13), side-spouted jars (1%, MNI: 9, fig. 3.8-10), krater / jars (1%, MNI: 4, fig. 3.11), cups
(1%, MNI: 3, fig. 2.8-9), irregular-shaped vessels (0%, MNI: 2, fig. 3.6-7), and a single example
of a jug (0%, MNI: 1, fig. 3.14). There are also reused SCW sherds (0%, MNI: 3), which were
cut around their edges and given a rounded shape.

Almost all of the SCW vessels at Tell Atchana have a monochrome paint decoration in dif-
ferent shades of red, brown and gray (or black), whereas bichrome paint decoration is only
seen on three sherds. Painted decorations of SCW vessels consist of geometric, animal, floral
and figural motifs. The other decorative techniques rarely found within the assemblage are
adding applique types of clay pieces, raising horizontal lines, or incising single or multiple
horizontal lines. These are exclusive to closed vessels, mainly pitchers but also jars.

93 The hand-modeled handle and spout fragments within the assemblage, preserved without the body part that they

were originally attached to, have been categorized separately as hand-modeled attachments (MNI: 24), since these
parts could belong to the products of either potting tradition.

Bulu 2021, 222.
05 Bulu 2021, 240.
00 Horowitz 2015, 2019; Bulu 2016; Akar et al. 2021.

7 In addition to the designated vessel shape types, the corpus also consists of non-diagnostic body sherds that were
classified as open (0%, MNI: 1), closed (35%, MNI: 239), or unknown shapes (6%, MNI: 42) due to their fragmen-
tary conditions.
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Regardless of the vessel shape, the top of the rim, the shoulder and the handle (where ap-
plicable) of all SCW vessels were adorned with painted motifs (figs. 2-3). The top of the rim is
mainly decorated with a line of dots, vertical dashes or diagonal dashes; however, a horizontal
line running on top of the rim is also rarely seen (fig. 3.1). The highest variety in the motif
arrangement occurs on the shoulder decoration of SCW vessels. In the most basic or simple
arrangement, the shoulder of the vessel is adorned with sets of vertical (figs. 2.1, 3.5) or diago-
nal lines (figs. 2.10, 3.3); the panel between each set is left empty. The coarser version of this
arrangement would result in thicker bands instead of lines. The other basic arrangement is the
application of alternating diagonal lines (figs. 2.13, 3.1), in which no empty panel was created
between each set of lines. In the more elaborate motif arrangements, the empty panel between
sets of vertical or diagonal lines would be decorated further with geometric, animal, floral or
figural motifs (figs. 2.3, 14, 3.4, 6, 8, 16-17).

Having additional painted decorations compared to the other shape types, the most lavishly
decorated vessel shape is the pitcher. The complete and partially complete examples show that
all pitchers have the eye and eye frame motifs right below the trefoil rim; the bottom of the
neck is adorned with multiple horizontal registers of geometric motifs; the handle is decorated
with the branch or branch-like motifs; and the area below the handle was decorated with a
tassel motif (fig. 3.15-17). The shoulder decoration predominantly consists of a single register,
but a two-registered decoration is also encountered. Different from all of the variants above,
the continuous cross-hatching applied to the shoulder is also seen on pitchers, although rarely

(fig. 3.15).

The overall distribution of motif types per vessel shape demonstrates that the animal and
figural motifs were almost exclusively seen on pitchers, whereas floral and geometric motifs
were used to decorate other shape types as well. The contextual distribution of these motif
types indicates that, while vessels with geometric, animal and floral motifs are seen in all areas
of the site, those with figural motifs are exclusive to Area 1, the Royal Precinct (fig. 4). Among
the animal motifs, while stylized depictions of goats and other quadrupeds are seen in different
areas of the site, the bird motif is exclusive to Area 1.°° The possible reason for such a phe-
nomenon might be related to the importance and / or symbolic function of birds at the site,
which is further discussed below.

The Intended Function of Syro-Cilician Ware Vessels

In this section, the technological and morphological characteristics, classified and outlined
above, are evaluated in order to make inferences about the intended function(s) of SCW ves-
sels, that is, what they might have been designed for. The interpretations have not only been
made through considering classifications and analysis results of previous studies in the litera-
ture cited above, but also based on common-sense observations.

The fabric constituents and coarseness clearly confirm that the SCW vessels of Tell Atchana
were not used for food or drink processing with heat. This would require a coarse and heav-
ily tempered fabric,% as is the case for the cooking pots of the site.”’ In addition, the absence
of highly porous fabrics implies that none of the SCW vessels were intended to be particularly

08 Bulu 2021, 228-30.
09 SCW vessels with a fabric similar to that of cooking pots are attested at Kinet Hoytk; see Gates 2000, 85.
79" Horowitz and Cakirlar 2017; Horowitz 2019; Akar et al. 2021, 86.
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light in order to be used for long-distance transportation or for short-term water storage.”' In
terms of surface treatments, since both open (bowls and kraters) and closed shapes (jars, pitch-
ers and juglets) appear with burnished surfaces, burnishing was likely applied for aesthetic
reasons (such as having a shiny surface) rather than practical ones (such as reducing perme-
ability). The thicknesses of the body walls also do not point to any correlation with the latter
reason(s). Mainly ranging between 0.3 ¢cm and 0.8 cm, the vessel walls of the majority of the
SCW vessels are not particularly thick, rarely exceeding 1 cm. Nevertheless, kraters usually
have thicker body walls (mainly between 0.6 cm and 1 cm) in comparison to other medium-
sized vessels, such as pitchers and jars. This might indicate that the majority of the SCW vessels
were not intended to be used for keeping contents fresh and / or on steady heat for a long
period of time. Finally, the similar relatively hard-fired fabrics also point to the fact that SCW
vessels were intended to have dense and non-porous fabrics, which would give them a higher
resistance to impact and abrasion. This might have been a desired characteristic, given the
short-distance mobility of SCW vessels due to their small to medium sizes, as well as their be-
ing resilient during certain serving-related activities.

Bowls and Cups

Representing the most frequently attested bowl type within the SCW assemblage, the s-curve
bowls (fig. 2.1-3) have out-turned rims and a rounded or carinated shoulder that makes an “s”
profile. Similarly, carinated bowls with an opening mouth (fig. 2.4) also have the same out-
ward curve with their flared rims. Therefore, these SCW bowls are suitable for either eating
and / or drinking liquid or semi-liquid contents directly from these vessels, or for consuming
solids with the use of a utensil.”? Since all of the s-curve and carinated bowls examples are of a
small size (the rim diameter range is 9-16 cm and 9-12 c¢m, respectively), they could have been
used for eating and / or drinking single portions. Constituting the least common open shape
within the SCW repertoire, the cups (fig. 2.8-9) also have an s-profile with flared rims, though
they are deeper and much smaller in size (rim diameters 6 and 9 c¢m). Therefore, cups would
be suitable for drinking and / or pouring their liquid contents, while being held in one hand
for either function.

On the contrary, rounded shallow bowls (fig. 2.7) and hook-rimmed shallow bowls with
bent-in rims (fig. 2.6) would not allow direct consumption of food or drinks, but would be
suitable for holding liquid, semi-liquid or solid contents that could be accessed easily.”? The
same can also be suggested for the carinated bowls with closing mouth (fig. 2.5), which lack
an out-turned rim. Therefore, these bowl types were likely used either for eating with a utensil
or for serving. While the small-sized carinated bowls with a closing mouth (rim diameters 7-13
cm) would be suitable for eating a single portion, the hook-rimmed shallow bowls (rim diam-
eter range 14-21 ¢m) and the rounded shallow bowls (rim diameter 20 cm) would also be suit-
able for multiple servings because of their slightly larger sizes.

7L Rice 1987, 231.
72 pucci 2019, 210.
73 Pucci 2019, 201.
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Kraters

Based on the function of kraters known from Classical Greece, which were used for mixing
wine and water, kraters of the Bronze and Iron Ages have also been considered as serving
vessels, specifically for mixing liquids.”* Regardless of the subtypes, the wide mouths of SCW
kraters would allow access to their contents. This implies that the contents were likely served
via a utensil, such as a ladle, or bowls / cups dipped directly into them. However, until this is
supported via archaeometric analysis, it is not possible to determine whether a particular krater
was used for mixing and serving liquids, since the shape is also suitable to contain and / or
serve a semi-liquid food as well. Regardless of this ambiguity, the reason to use an open shape
like a krater for serving could be related either to the visibility of its contents or, as typically
suggested by default, to the necessity of mixing the content at certain intervals.

SCW kraters appear in two sizes: the small-sized ones have a rim diameter range of 14-17
cm (fig. 2.12), while the medium-sized ones have a rim diameter ranging between 18-32 ¢cm
(fig. 2.10-11, 2.13-14). Generally speaking, although kraters have medium to large rim diam-
eters, their small-sized counterparts with identical profiles and typical rim types within the SCW
assemblage have been classified as a sub-type. Based on the size difference, while the medi-
um-sized kraters might be suitable for serving large quantities of food / beverages to a larger
group of people, the small kraters might have been used to serve smaller quantities to smaller
groups. Alternatively, if they were used together with the medium-sized ones, the contents of
small kraters might also have been some sort of side-food.

Despite the differences in vessel sizes, both small- and medium-sized SCW kraters, along
with their contents, would be suitable for transportation.” The only handle types attested on
SCW kraters are the knob handles (fig. 2.11), which were very likely added for decorative
purposes rather than practical / functional ones. The typical outward bent rim types of kraters
(everted, flanged or raiD), on the other hand, might have served as handles for easier transpor-
tation. Alternatively, those rims could have enabled stretching a covering material, such as a
cloth or leather, across the vessel opening or to hold a lid. Kraters with a lid ridge rim, which
has a single groove running on top (fig. 2.13), also supports the possibility of them being
covered with lids. These either retained the heat of their contents or prevented contamination
before, during or after use. The slightly thicker body walls of kraters might be related to this
function, such as for serving hot contents, when a lid or some type of material that could be
quickly fastened around a suitable rim type would help keep the contents warm.

Pitchers, Juglets and Side-spouted Jars

The morphological characteristics of SCW pitchers indicate that they were intended to be used
for pouring liquids, likely the beverages that were consumed in the bowls and cups discussed
above. The complete / partially complete examples show that their sizes range from small to
medium and large (fig. 3.15-17), which implies that pitchers were used for pouring different
quantities of liquids contained in those vessels, likely for consumption by groups of individuals
of varying sizes.

74 Hendrix et al. 1996, 39; van Wijngaarden 2002, 283; Bieniada 2009, 170-77; Pucci 2019, 212; Horowitz 2019, 241.
75 pucci 2019, 212.
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The SCW juglets are mainly preserved as sherds. The only example with a preserved rim,
neck and handle (fig. 3.13) implies that their full profiles were likely similar to much smaller
versions of pitchers and jugs. Due to their small size and being closed vessels, they might have
been used for preserving and / or pouring (if they originally had a trefoil rim) small amounts
of liquids. The limited quantity might be related to the higher value of the content (such as oil)
in comparison to those poured from the pitchers. Alternatively, they might have been used for
pouring other types of liquids, such as sauce.

The SCW side-spouted jars with a closed spout on the upper body (fig. 3.9-10) and a basket
handle (fig. 3.8) also point to pouring activities. These jars are medium-sized (rim diameters
12-15 cm), and their closed spouts would enable a much slower pouring activity in compari-
son to a trefoil-rimmed pitcher. Only one of the side-spouted jars has a much smaller size (rim
diameter 6 cm), and its partially complete spout is in the form of an animal head (fig. 3.9).
Similar to the juglets, the small-sized versions of side-spouted jars might have been used for
pouring a precious liquid.

Jars and Krater / Jars

Due to their closed shapes, jars in general are mainly associated with storage-related activities.
Representing the most frequently attested jar type within the SCW assemblage, the globular jars
might have been used for short-term storage purposes. The medium-sized, narrow-mouthed
ones (fig. 3.4) would be suitable for liquid storage, since their narrower opening (rim diameter
range 8-12 cm) would prevent spilling. Due to their out-turned rims, the contents of these jars
could also have been easily poured into another container. The medium-sized, wide-mouthed
jars (fig. 3.5, rim diameter range 13-16 c¢cm), on the other hand, could have been used for
both dry and liquid storage, the contents of which might either be retrieved with a utensil
or poured. Since the small-sized versions of these jars (rim diameter range 8-13 cm) have an
s-profile (fig. 3.3) similar to those of the bowls and cups discussed above, they would also be
suitable for the direct consumption of liquids. Similarly, the small-sized, short-necked jars with
straight rims (fig. 3.1) might have been used for short-term storage and / or drinking purposes.
The bottle-necked jars (fig. 3.2), on the other hand, which are probably globular jugs with a
single handle on the shoulder,”® would be suitable for liquid storage by preventing their con-
tents from spilling. Their narrow openings suggest that their contents were not meant to be
accessed easily, but were likely to be poured. All of the SCW jars are small- to medium-sized
vessels, which means that they could be transported easily when full. Therefore, the SCW jars
might have been used for short-term storage or short-distance transport.

As a somewhat intermediate shape, a krater / jar (fig. 3.11) has the flared rim and upper
profile of a globular jar, but it also has a wider mouth than a jar, similar to that of a krater (rim
diameter range is 19-26 ¢cm). Their available morphological characteristics suggest that their
contents could have been accessed easily with a utensil, or they could have been poured by
tilting the vessel, enabled by the flared rim. Therefore, they might have been used for short-
term storage purposes.

76 For complete examples of this vessel shape, see Matthiae 1989; Gates 2000, 97, fig. 6, no. 8.
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Other Shape Types

The single example of a jug, which is only fragmentarily preserved, has a rolled out rim, a tall
neck and a strap handle (fig. 3.14). The preserved profile indicates that it might be suitable
for preserving liquids rather than pouring / serving them.”” Lastly, two examples of irregular-
shaped vessels (fig. 3.6-7) are also fragmentarily preserved, but they might have originally
been animal-shaped vessels, whose unpainted counterparts are known from the Woolley ex-
cavations at the site.”® If this were the case, they originally might have had perforations that
would enable them to store any liquids and / or to pour them out, which could imply a rather
non-utilitarian function.

The Archaeological Contexts of Consumption: The Actual Function

In this section, the actual function of the SCW vessels is examined through a multi-dimensional
approach that combines their intended functions discussed above and the contexts that they
were recovered from. During the renewed excavations at Tell Atchana / Alalakh, SCW ex-
amples have been retrieved from 13 different excavation squares located in Areas 1, 3 and 4,
dating from MB II to LB II (fig. 4).”7? SCW was the widely preferred painted pottery style of the
MBA, and its production and use gradually decreased being replaced by other local painted
pottery traditions during the LBA.%° For a better understanding of SCW’s actual function when
the ware type was most commonly used, three selected MB IT contexts exposed in two differ-
ent parts of the site will be presented here. Furthermore, the role of SCW vessels in a given
context will be evaluated by comparing them to the other ware types® that they appeared to-
gether with. This approach will demonstrate whether there was a pattern in the consumption
of SCW vessels, or if there was a differentiation within and between different sectors of the site
in terms of how they were appreciated.

One of the best-preserved contexts excavated at Tell Atchana so far is a palace kitchen that
was exposed in local phase 3c of square 33.32 (Period 9, MB ID), located in the courtyard of the
Level VII Palace.®? Due to its destruction by fire, the preservation of this context is remarkable
and it provides the most helpful information regarding the actual function of SCW vessels. The
context consists of a fully exposed southern room (Room A) and a partially exposed northern
room (Room B) connected to each other through a doorway (fig. 5). Room A is defined with
a horseshoe-shaped hearth, an elevated platform in which three pithoid jars were found in
situ, and a bench-like feature along the southern wall of the room. However, the architectural
features of the partially exposed Room B are limited to a semicircular and a rectangular bench.
Both rooms yielded considerable amounts of pottery ranging from discarded sherds to in situ
vessels from the destruction event. The functional analysis of this palace kitchen has already
shown that Room A was mainly associated with food processing and storage, whereas Room
B predominantly yielded evidence for serving-related activities, indicating that the latter could
have been used as a staging area for storing these vessels.®3

77 Pucci 2019, 218.

78 Heinz 1992, pl. 78.

79" Bulu 2021.

80 Horowitz 2015, 2019, 2022.

8L For the detailed description of MBA ware types of Tell Atchana, see Horowitz 2015; Bulu 2016; Akar et al. 2021,
83-87.

82 Bulu 2016.
83 Bulu 2016, 309-11, fig. 8.
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While the SCW examples of Room A are restricted to fragmentary sherds of a pitcher and
closed vessels, those retrieved from Room B are preserved as partially complete examples of
two pitchers and a juglet, as well as fragmentary sherds of an s-curve bowl and a krater. The
overall distribution of vessel shape types retrieved from Room B (fig. 6a) shows that, while the
bowls are predominantly of Simple Ware, there is only one example of a SCW bowl. On the
contrary, the two pitchers, as well as the single example of a juglet, only appear as SCW vessels.
The only exceptions are the kraters retrieved from this room, which are of both ware types.

The difference in vessel shape types and the fact that SCW vessels are present in very small
quantities in comparison to the Simple Ware assemblages indicates that the SCW vessels might
have functioned as a serving set (fig. 7). Referring to the intended functions described above,
pitchers (fig. 7.7, 7.10) might have contained liquids related to the consumption activity, which
could be directly poured into the bowls of individuals (fig. 7.1-3). The smaller-sized juglet (fig.
7.6), on the other hand, might have been used for containing and pouring another type of lig-
uid that was not consumed as a beverage, such as a sauce or oil. If kraters were used for serv-
ing food, the three kraters (fig. 7.4-5, 7.9) retrieved from Room B might have contained differ-
ent dishes. The SCW krater, with its painted decoration, might have been reserved for the most
“special” dish. The appearance of SCW s-curve bowl as a single example (fig. 7.8) implies that
it may have been used as the utensil to remove the contents of the kraters and to serve them
into the bowls of individuals. Alternatively, it might have been used by the most important
and / or the highest-ranking individual during the consumption activity, while the rest of the
people used the Simple Ware counterparts.

The coexistence of three kraters (both Simple Ware and SCW) and two SCW pitchers might
be indicative of the potential use of kraters. One of the pitchers is large-sized (ftigs. 3.17, 7.10)
and could contain a large quantity of liquids to be consumed by a big group of people. If this
assemblage was meant to be used for a consumption event (such as a feast), the suggestion
that these three kraters as well as the pitchers were all used for serving liquids is somewhat
questionable. This would mean that at least two different types of beverages were served from
at least five different vessels. For this reason, and assuming that food consumption would also
take place during the same event, kraters might have functioned as vessels for serving food
rather than beverages. As suggested above, the relatively thicker walls of kraters, and their rim
types which are suitable for holding lids, could be related to retaining the heat of their contents.
This could be food rather than beverages, although it is also possible that they were serving
hot beverages in the kraters. This suggestion remains tentative, since the question of what any
of the SCW vessels originally contained can only be answered through future residue analysis.

The second context comes from square 32.57, located in the courtyard of the Level IV
Palace. Local phase 5 (Period 7, MB ID) of this square is defined by a partially exposed monu-
mental building, whose exterior area to the east was consistently used as a street (fig. 8).
Seven sub-phases that were traced in this building through continuous modifications in the
arrangement of spaces and the raising of floors, as well as the scarcity of in situ remains, sug-
gest that it was constantly renewed over a long period of use. In local phases 5g, 5f and 5b,
an apsidal extension was added to the southern part of this building. Based on its close prox-
imity to the Ishtar Temple to its southeast, ritual-related objects retrieved from and around
this building, and the architectural similarity to apsidal structures from Anatolia, the Aegean
and the Near East, the function of this “Apsidal Building” has been suggested as a temple or
cult building 54

84 Yener 2015a, 2015b; Akar et al. 2021, 78, 88.
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Retrieving SCW vessels from this particular building implies that their consumption was
not limited to palatial contexts but also included ritual ones. In local phase 5b of this building,
while the eastern room has only yielded a single SCW bowl, the assemblage retrieved from
the room within the apsidal extension provides the most information regarding the function
of SCW vessels (fig. 6b). This room yielded a large amount of Simple Ware bowls and jars,
along with much smaller amounts of jugs, kraters and pitchers. The SCW vessels retrieved
from this room also appear as a serving set consisting of seven pitchers, a krater and a juglet.
Considering that this structure was likely a cult building, the quantity of SCW pitchers found
might be associated with serving liquids involved in consumption activities that took place dur-
ing rituals. Alternatively, the SCW pitchers might have been used for libations, if these were
performed during the rituals. A religious text from the Level VII Palace archives mentions 100+
large and 300 small pots of oil among the offerings made to the Ishtar temple by King Yarim-
lim.®> These pots do not necessarily represent SCW vessels; however, if at least some of these
liquid offerings were poured during rituals, the SCW pitchers and juglets might be likely candi-
dates for this activity. This suggestion is also supported by the presence of SCW vessels in the
Temple Sounding excavated by Woolley, which testifies to the role of SCW vessels in religious
activities during the MBA 8¢

Representing the third context, square 45.44 in Area 3 is located on the northeastern slope
of the mound, and the investigations in this area yielded the city’s fortification wall with mul-
tiple modification phases from MB II to LB I (Periods 7-4). The results have shown that the
area to the west (interior) of the city wall was characterized as domestic and industrial spaces,
whereas the area to the east (exterior) of the city wall was consistently used as the cemetery of
the site.8” Local phase 5 (Period 7, MB 1D) is defined by domestic structure that is attached to
the MB 1I fortification wall of the city, which was only partially exposed due to the limits of the
square to the west (fig. 9). The structure consists of a southern room where two distinct floor
deposits were identified, and a northern room.

Retrieving SCW vessels from this part of the site shows that consumption of this painted
pottery style was not associated only with palatial and / or ritual contexts but also with do-
mestic ones. Moreover, although the Area 3 contexts are represented by limited exposures, the
nature of the SCW assemblages and their association with other ware and shape types are not
very different from what is seen in Area 1. The SCW vessels from the two different floors of
the southern room are limited to a side-spouted jar, a pitcher and a krater. This again consti-
tutes a serving set that appears with Fine Simple Ware and Simple Ware bowls and cups, as
well as Simple Ware kraters and single examples of a small-sized jar and a jug (fig. 6¢). The
SCW repertoire from the northern room shows a much larger variety, and consists of three
bowls, a pitcher, and small- and medium-sized kraters. They appear as a serving set similar
to those retrieved from the Area 1 contexts and were accompanied by Simple Ware kraters,
pitchers and juglets, the contents of which were likely consumed with the Simple Ware bowls
and cups.

85
86

AIT (=Excavation registration number for Alalakh cuneiform tablets) 126; Wiseman 1953, 63.
Heinz 1992, pls. 3, 65.
87 Ingman 2017; Akar et al. 2021, 82-83.
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Symbolic Function

In addition to the technological and morphological characteristics and their contextualization,
which yielded information regarding what SCW vessels might have been designed and used
for, the painted decoration of SCW must have functioned to fulfill non-utilitarian needs as well,
such as conveying messages and representing specific values or identities. There have been a
number of studies which have attempted to make inferences about the possible meanings and
functions of the geometric motifs depicted on ceramics.?® Closely related with SCW, one of
these studies® suggested a correlation between textile motifs and the painted pottery (specifi-
cally the cross-hatched motifs) during the late third through second millennia BC in the east-
ern Mediterranean. The author focuses on their “non-garment” function for “dressing” objects.
The suggestion of “dressed” pots stems from vessels with textile fragments and vessels with
rope-patterned decorations. In addition to the many reasons for dressing pots from practical
to symbolic, this study has suggested that the anthropomorphic vessels with painted motifs, or
literally “dressed” ones, may represent a metaphorical association between people and their
dresses or tattoos and they could have been used as a manifestation of identity and power in a
society.”?

The detailed technological analysis of SCW vessels has shown considerable variety detected
in the decorative aspects, from the choices of motif types to the ways in which they were ex-
ecuted to the level of care given to their execution, especially in pitchers.”! This phenomenon
might be related to them being manufactured by different potting groups, which has been
detected through the traces of different technical behaviors during production.”? Alternatively,
it might be associated with the customers’ specific demands that resulted in non-standardized
and rather customized products. This might represent materialized reflections of certain groups
/ families at Alalakh, through which their identities and / or power was expressed. The spe-
cific motifs on the SCW vessels, without a doubt, had certain meanings for the Alalakhians.
However, making inferences about this aspect would be extremely challenging (and very likely
erroneous), if not impossible. Nevertheless, various types of evidence might provide useful in-
sights regarding the reasons for depicting one specific motif among many: the bird.

Depictions of different animals and floral elements on SCW vessels might reflect the effort
of representing the natural life at and around the site. However, the bird motif might have had
a different meaning or function than the others. When we look at the SCW vessels from other
sites within its distribution zone, goat or other quadruped motifs are part of the motif repertoire
of pitchers. However, those with a bird motif are almost exclusively seen at Tell Atchana. The
only exceptions would be the single examples from Hama® and Ayia Pareskevi.®* Considering
the fact that vessels decorated with bird motifs have been found in all MBA levels of both the

88 Bernbeck 1999; Campbell 2010; Cruells et al. 2017.
89 Wilkinson 2014.

20" Wilkinson 2014.

9L Bulu 2021, 223-32.

92 Bulu 2021, 215-37.

93 Ingholt 1940, pl. 17, no. 3

94 Merrillees and Tubb 1979, 225, fig. 2, pl. 24, nos. 1-2. The example from Tarsus Gozliikule (Goldman 1956, pl. 315,
no. 1085) has a bichrome paint decoration, which might also belong to the Cypriot Bichrome Ware tradition; see
Kozal 2017, 179, cat. no. 96. The pitcher from the Antalya Museum (Diindar 2008) also has bird motifs but was
acquired through confiscation, therefore the provenance is unknown.



Contextualizing the Consumption of Syro-Cilician Ware at Tell Atchana / Alalakh (Hatay, Tiirkiye) 53

Woolley and Yener excavations (fig. 10),”> SCW vessels with the bird motif might be regarded
as the most specialized products of Alalakh, signaling the provenance of this style. The reason
for such specialization might be related to the importance and / or symbolic function of birds
for the Alalakhians.

This argument can be supported with several lines of evidence. To begin with a natural
one, modern Hatay is located along a major bird migration route,”® and it must have been the
same case for the Mukish Kingdom during the Bronze Age. Therefore, the Alalakhians, and
probably other populations residing at different settlements in the Amugq, very likely witnessed
the passage of various types of birds during the migratory seasons, and they might have hunt-
ed them to eat and / or to keep them for non-utilitarian purposes. The recovery of bird bones
among the faunal remains of Tell Atchana confirms their presence at the site.”” Moreover, birds
similar to those on the SCW pitchers are also seen on some of the seals from Tell Atchana.”®

Cuneiform texts from the site also provide evidence for the importance of birds. Fowlers,
who received grain for birdfeed, and bird-keepers are mentioned in the Level VII Palace (MB
ID archives.?? Within the archives of Level IV (LB 1), a bird-catcher is listed as belonging to
the ebelle class, representing the second highest ranking group within the social stratification
of the society, which included craftspeople and / or skilled personnel employed by higher-

t192 records

ranking parties.'?° Moreover, while one tablet'”! records buying birds, another table
the distribution of eight birds to certain individuals during specific occasions, an activity in
which the king was involved. The presence of specialized occupations such as bird-catcher
and fowler, as well as the buying and distributing of birds, might be related to the need for
these animals for religious purposes.!®3 In a text from the Level VII archives,'** 300 birds are
mentioned as part of the offerings made to the Ishtar temple on behalf of the King Yarim-lim.
The birds might have been used for omens as well.!°> This can be inferred from the mention of
a diviner named Kuzzi who was a significant official in the Level VII texts.1% Yet another tab-
let from Level 1/ I1'Y written in Hittite shows that an individual called Pirwannu, who might
be a king of Alalakh, sent birds to a Hittite king. He asks if the king was pleased with this gift
and whether he wants more of them. This particular text signifies the high value (and perhaps
also the religious meaning) of the birds that lived at and / or migrated through Alalakh. These
were used as royal gifts to send to the Hittite “lord” that this possible Alalakhian king served
as a vassal. Although no SCW examples with the bird motif have been found in LB II contexts,
this lexical tablet implies that the importance of birds at Alalakh continued into this period.

95 Woolley 1955; Heinz 1992; Bulu 2017b.
96 Caliskan 2008.

97 Cakirlar and Rossel 2010, 145, table 12.1; Cakirlar et al. 2014, 270; (Canan Cakirlar personal communication,
2019).

98 Collon 1982, nos. 30-32, 58 and 65.

99 AIT 18, AIT 243, AIT 268, AIT 273, AIT 274 and AIT 281, Wiseman 1953, 12; Lauinger 2015, 51, 79.

100" yon Dassow 2008, 262, table 4.4.
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Another fragmentary tablet,'%® retrieved as a surface find during the renewed excavations and
listing the Sumerian names of birds, contributes further to the possible significance of birds at
Alalakh.

Connections to bird motifs are also present in other types of ceramic evidence throughout
the occupation of the site. Animal-shaped vessels in the forms of birds occur not only in the
MBA!% but also in the LBA, such as the example painted in Nuzi Ware style.!'? Birds continue
to appear among the motifs of other painted pottery styles throughout LB 11! As previously
suggested by other scholars,''? the SCW pitchers themselves may represent birds. These differ-
ent types of evidence thus point to the significance of birds for Alalakhians, and they very like-
ly had a symbolic meaning related to the religious activities that took place at the site. In addi-
tion to their recovery from the Temple Sounding of the Woolley excavations, the restriction of
pitchers with the bird motif to Area 1 of the renewed excavations also confirms this suggestion.

Conclusions

This paper presented a functional analysis of SCW vessels from Tell Atchana / Alalakh by com-
bining their technological and morphological characteristics with the nature of the contexts
that they were recovered from. The results show that the intended and actual functions of SCW
vessels are compatible and that most of the recovered examples seem to have had a serving-
related purpose. This is clearest in the appearance of a well-defined and consistent serving set
that appears throughout both time and space at Tell Atchana. The set in its basic form consists
of a pitcher, a krater, an s-curve bowl, and a juglet, although it can occur in either abbreviated
or elaborated variations in different contexts. It is also consistently accompanied by Simple
Ware vessels, which seem to complete the larger consumption set, with SCW vessels used to
serve and Simple Ware vessels used for eating / drinking.

The MB I exposures at the site are only known from the previous excavations. Therefore, it
is difficult to determine the first appearance of this serving set. But it is clear that it had formed
and was in use at least by the late MB II. Its presence in contexts throughout the site - in the
Royal Precinct and outside - demonstrate that SCW was not only used by the royal administra-
tion and / or elite, but was also utilized in both domestic and ritual contexts. Linkages to the
ritual use and importance of SCW vessels at Tell Atchana are also implied by the reoccurring
bird motif. Based on the textual and iconographic evidence, birds seem to have had a special,
likely ritual or religious significance to the inhabitants of Alalakh. This appears to be reflected
in the SCW bird motif.

Although it has not been elaborated here, the use of SCW vessels as a serving set evidently
continued into LB I with variations on the MB II set, and much rarely encountered in LB
I1.113 Therefore, the pattern of SCW consumption at Tell Atchana does not change drastically
throughout the occupation of the site. The only exception is the single appearance of a SCW
vessel in an infant burial, dated to the LB I/ II transition period.'™* In contrast to northwestern
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Syria, where SCW seems to be associated with MB II burial practices, this example is the only
case of a SCW vessel found in a grave at Tell Atchana, with no MB II graves containing SCW,
although MB II graves are well-attested at the site, and pottery is the most common type of
grave goods in that period.!>

The wide geographical distribution of SCW raises the question about the extent of regional
and interregional encounters, and their consequent effects on not only the production but also
the consumption of this particular ware type. Thus, future work is needed to explore the case
of SCW at a regional level and to investigate patterns of production and consumption among
contemporary settlements within the Amuq Valley and its surroundings. One specific site is
Toprakhisar Hoytik in the Altin6zi highlands above Alalakh, where early MBA levels have
recently been excavated''® and now is under study by the author. This will allow us to com-
prehend consumption traditions of a specific ware type from different proxies with diverse
functional attributes.
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