FLUTED MACES IN THE SYSTEM OF
LONG-DISTANCE EXCHANGE TRAILS
OF THE BRONZE AGE: 2350-800 BC

Viktor 1. Klochko
Aleksander Kosko
Maciej Popko
Piotr Taracha
Witold Tyborowski

9 WSCFON ST\BDW)S

V O L UM E 11« 2002



BALTIC-PONTIC STUDIES
61-809 Poznan (Poland)
Sw. Marcin 78
Tel. (061) 8294799; 8294800, Fax (061) 8294788

EDITOR
Aleksander Kosko

EDITORIAL COMMITEE
Sophia S. Berezanskaya (Kiev), Aleksandra Cofta-Broniewska
(Poznan), Mikhail Charniauski (Minsk), Lucyna Domariska (L6d7),
Elena G. Kalechyts (Minsk), Viktor I. Klochko (Kiev), Jan Mach-
nik (Krakow), Valentin V. Otroshchenko (Kiev), Marzena Szmyt
(Poznan), Petro Tolochko (Kiev)

SECRETARY
Marzena Szmyt

SECRETARY OF VOLUME
Agnieszka Przybyl

ADAM MICKIEWICZ UNIVERSITY
INSTITUTE OF EASTERN STUDIES
INSTITUTE OF PREHISTORY
Poznan 2001
ISBN 83-86094-10-9
ISSN 1231-0344



FLUTED MACES IN THE SYSTEM OF
LONG-DISTANCE EXCHANGE TRAILS
OF THE BRONZE AGE: 2350-800 BC

Viktor 1. Klochko
Aleksander Kosko
Maciej Popko
Piotr Taracha
Witold Tyborowski

9 WSCFON ST\BDW)S

V O L UM E 11« 2002



(© Copyright by B-PS and Authors
All rights reserved

Cover Design: Eugeniusz Skorwider

Linguistic consultation: Piotr T. Zebrowski

Printed in Poland

Computer typeset by PSO Sp. z 0.0. w Poznaniu

Druk i oprawa: PPH ,.Drukarnia Kolejowa” Sp. z 0.0. w Poznaniu



CONTENTS

EDITORS” FOREWORD . .. .. i e e 5

PATRT I. MACES AMONG NEAR EAST SOCIETES AND IN THEIR
NORTH PONTIC IMPACT AREA ... i i i et 7

Maciej Popko, MACE-HEADS AND SIMILAR OBJECTS
IN THE ANCIENT NEAR EAST ACCORDING TO WRITTEN SOURCES ............... 7

Piotr Taracha, THE MACE IN THE ANCIENT NEAR EAST
AND EGYPT ACCORDING TO ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOURCES .. ........ovviuun... 12

Viktor 1. Klochko, MACES OF THE NEOLITHIC-BRONZE AGE
OF THE NORTHERN PONTIC REGION ... ...ttt ittt 22

PART II. FLUTED MACES: TAXONOMY, TOPOGENESIS AND FUNCTIONS.
PERSPECTIVE OF THE MESOPOTAMIAN CIVILIZATION . ..... ... i, 31

Aleksander Ko$ko, FLUTED MACES IN CULTURAL SYSTEMS OF THE BORDERLAND
OF EASTERN AND WESTERN EUROPE: 2350-800 BC.
TAXONOMY, GENESIS, FUNCTION . .\ttt ittt eee e e e iiie e 31

Witold Tyborowski, MESOPOTAMIA, ANATOLIA AND THE CIRCUMPONTIC
REGION IN THE EARLY BRONZE AGE .. ..ttt it e, 82

ReEfEIeNCES ..ttt 99

List of AUthOrs .. ..o 119



Editor’s Foreword

Fluted maces (Kannelierte Streitkolben) have not been an object of a monogra-
phic study so far. The reasons for this deficiency was the paucity of assemblage finds
(mainly grave ones) and the fact that they occurred in the borderland between the
East and West of Europe. Both reasons made it difficult to identify them chrono-
logically and keep a full record of finds. The present monograph sums up almost
25 years of studies that at the outset were limited to Poland and only gradually
were expanded to include the whole continent. This was made possible owing to
the goodwill of many people and institutions from the Danube area, the Balkans
and the Russian Plain.

The present volume of Baltic-Pontic Studies consists of two parts devoted, re-
spectively, to the current state of knowledge on the position of the mace in the Near
East and North Pontic civilizations, and the forms, chronology, origins, functions
and socio-organizational significance of one of its types, namely the fluted mace.

As in previous volumes in this series, our intention is to inspire team, interdi-
sciplinary studies involving scholars from different centres and countries. Only such
a wide-range co-operation will bring about new developments in the areas discussed
in this volume.



Editorial comment

1.

2.

All dates in the B-PS are calibrated [see: Radiocarbon vol.28, 1986, and the
next volumes]. Deviations from this rule will be point out in notes.

The names of the archaelogical cultures and sites are standarized to the English
literature on the subject (e.g. M. Gimbutas, J. P. Mallory). In the case of a new
term, the author’s original name has been retained.

. The spelling of names of localities having the rank of administrative centres

follows official, state, English language cartographic publications (e.g. Ukraine,
scale 1 : 2 000 000, Kiev: Mapa LTD, edition of 1996; Respublika BELARUS’,
REVIEW-TOPOGRAPHIC MAP, scale 1:1 000 000, Minsk: BYELORUSSIAN
CARTOGRAPHIC AN GEODETIC ENTERPISE, edition 1993).
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MESOPOTAMIA, ANATOLIA AND THE CIRCUMPONTIC
REGION IN THE EARLY BRONZE AGE

The Early Bronze Age in Anatolia is divided into the following phases [ Yakar

1984:62, 73; 1985:25]:

EB I — the proto-urban period (3800-2800 BC)

EB IT — the early-urban period (2800-2400/2300 BC)

EB III — the period of emerging dynasties (2400/2300-2000/1900 BC)

The transition of knowledge, ideas and patterns of technology seems to be
crucial for the development of present-day societies and economies. However, it was
equally important for the societies of the past, even during the earliest periods of
human civilisation. In the present survey we shall study the development of Anatolia
in the 37¢ millennium BC and we will try to find out to what degree the inhabitants
of that region imported ideas and technologies from the more developed cultures
of Mesopotamia, and how this process enabled the transfer of those achievements
into further areas of the Aegean and the Circumpontic regions [see Ko§ko, Fluted
maces. . ., in this volume].

1. EARLIEST CONTACTS

Ancient Anatolia and Mesopotamia were two neighbouring regions which dif-
fered substantially from each other. Mesopotamia had better natural conditions for
the development of agriculture but it always lacked natural resources such as stone,
timber and ores, which were necessary for the production of tools and decorations
as well as building activities [Mellaart 1982:7]. These materials could be found in
the surrounding mountain regions of the Zagros, Lebanon and Anatolia, coastal
areas around the Persian Gulf, and more distant countries of Central Asia and
India [Potts 1997:100]. Thus, Mesopotamia had to establish relations with these re-



83

gions and the history of the country ‘between the rivers’ is to some degree a story
of contacts with them. Anatolia was one of the areas abounding in resources ne-
cessary for the Mesopotamian cultures, and it was conveniently located, since the
Euphrates, which served as an important trade route from a very early period, could
be used for transporting raw materials southwards in ships and barges. Importantly
for trade, this mode of transport was cheap and relatively safe [Mellaart 1982:10].

It is accepted by the majority of scholars that Anatolia was the source of various
raw materials for the neighbouring areas from very early times. Among these one
should mention obsidian, which was used for making tools already in the mid and
late Neolithic in Syria, Palestine and Mesopotamia [Bielifiski 1985:268, 400-401].
Thus the import of obsidian from Anatolia to Southern Iraq in the mid Neolithic
period could have been the first tie connecting the two distant areas. Other raw
materials were brought to the cities situated on the coast of the Persian Gulf from
Iran, Oman and Central Asia. The export of obsidian from Anatolia was a major
stimulus for the development of Cayonii Tepesi, an important town in the Upper
Euphrates valley, as a trade centre. Excavations have proved that this town might
have influenced smaller sites in Syria and Northern Mesopotamia. It is also worth
mentioning that tokens (small clay artefacts used for record keeping in the period
before the invention of writing) have been found at that site. Such objects have
not been unearthed in other parts of Anatolia, which may indicate that Cayonii
was really a foreign settlement in that region which never fully merged with the
local environment [Schmandt-Besserat 1995:2099]. Close relations between Eastern
Anatolia, Northern Syria and Northwestern Mesopotamia are well illustrated by
pottery finds, which suggests the dominant position of Anatolian craftsmen in the
5" millennium BC [Bielifiski 1985:246]. This contact remained strong although the
Anatolian sources of stone for Mesopotamia were later supplanted by Halafian
tradesmen of Northern Mesopotamia. On the other hand, in the 5" millennium
BC elements typical for the South Mesopotamian Ubaid culture appear in the
north, where the existence of Ubaid settlements is suspected [Esin 1989:137]. This
suggests some kind of competition on trade routes — e.g. in some cases defensive
walls surround the Ubaid settlements, which might suggest enmity between the local
population and the newcomers [Bielifiski 1991: 52f%.].

2. CONTACTS IN THE EB 1

In the second half of the 4'" millennium BC (the late Uruk period in So-
uthern Mesopotamia) settlements showing many material culture traits typical of
Sumer appear in southeastern Anatolia. On this basis it is assumed that there were
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South Mesopotamian colonies in the Upper Euphrates valley at that time [Yener
2000:44fF., Leick 2001:34fF]". This is proved by the fact that while the Uruk colo-
nies existed wheel-made pottery typical of Uruk settlements appears all over the
region, and after they had collapsed hand-made vessels were produced instead. The
number of these settlements varied from 7 to 12; the most important among them
were Tepecik, Norguntepe, Malatya and Hassek Hoyiik [ Yakar 1984:68; Hauptmann
1976:9-20; Mellink 1982:563ff.]. The purpose of this colonizing activity was of co-
urse to provide raw materials for Mesopotamian cities, especially for Uruk, which
developed into a kind of early metropolis, and Anatolia continued to be the source
of materials such as copper, silver and alabaster throughout that period [Yener
2000:72ff.; Lloyd 1967:40fF.]. As far as timber is concerned, analyses prove that all
of the common wood employed in the temples and palaces of the 4*" millennium
BC and later must have been imported, presumably from the Iranian highlands,
but also from Lebanon and Anatolia [Potts 1997:109]. However, excavations in the
Upper Tigris valley (ancient Assyria) have demonstrated that this region also had
contacts with southeastern Anatolia in the 4*" millennium BC, which has been sup-
posed but never proved until now?. Finally, it is worth mentioning that in the light
of archaeological excavations the Uruk settlements in contemporary Turkey were
not anything extraordinary, as similar settlements can be also found in western Iran,
and Syria. Mellaart suggests that Uruk-type pottery and cylinder seals found in late
Gerzean layers in Egypt may prove the existence of South Mesopotamian settle-
ments in the Nile valley too [Mellaart 1982:8]. Many similarities dated to the Uruk
and Jemdet Nasr periods have also been detected in Palestine [Albright 1964:92-95].

The existence of southern settlements in Anatolia had a great impact on the
development of local communities. New technics of pottery-making brought here
from the south were very quickly accepted in the East Anatolian background [Mel-
laart 1982: 9L.]. The same is true of metalworking. New technologies brought from
Mesopotamia were developed here and centres such as Malatya became local scho-
ols of metalwork [ Yakar 1984:68; Palmieri 1993:575fF.]. According to Yakar that was
the main advantage of the existence of Uruk colonies in eastern Anatolia, which
acted as places where the transfer of technologies to the west took place [Yakar
1984:71]. The emergence of tin-bronze products in Anatolia are supposed to be
traces of this early influence. The Mesopotamian pattern brought to Asia Minor
was disseminated further westwards, and according to some scholars it strongly in-
fluenced the process of urbanization in Anatolia in the 3¢ millennium BC [Yakar
1984:62ff.; Palmieri 1985:208].

In the Jemdet Nasr period the functioning of the Mesopotamian colonies in
Anatolia was interrupted and in the first half of the 3¢ millennium BC contacts

1 Mellaart states that Ubaid settlements from the south reached Adiyaman, Malatya and Keban hefore the Uruk
age, which means that this was merely a continuation of the previous situation. Cf Mellaart 1982:71f.

Excavations in Norguntepe have shown that it had trade relations with Tepe Gavra on the Upper Tigris. Cf
Mellaart 1982:9.
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in both directions became considerably weaker. This resulted not only in the di-
sappearance of Mesopotamian colonies in Anatolia but also in the decline of the
Uruk culture. Another factor of disturbance was the advent of new population into
the Upper Euphrates valley, which took place a little later. However, some lines of
contact survived and archaeological findings prove that objects made of arsenical
bronze and non-alloyed copper appear, albeit rarely, through the Early Dynastic
periods, e.g. in the royal tombs of Ur [Yakar 1985:37; Leick 2001:113]. At that time
southeastern Anatolia was inundated by Syrian products continuing earlier Me-
sopotamian traditions and patterns. On the other hand, that region shows strong
influences from Alisar in Central Anatolia, which proves the development of local
production. Syrian ware prevails in Keban, Elazig and Cilicia, which suggests that
Syrian settlements may have developed in place of previous Uruk sites at that time
[Mellaart 1982:10].

3. THE DEVELOPMENT OF ANATOLIA IN THE EB II AND III PERIODS,
AND CONTACTS WITH CONTEMPORARY MESOPOTAMIA

Studying the development of Anatolia in the 3"¢ millennium BC one should
remember that Anatolia was never monolithic, and that already in the Early Bronze
I it was divided into four main regions that differed from each other as regards
types of pottery, tools and other products found in the settlements of that period.
Those regions were, first, western Anatolia with Troy and Beycesultan as its main
towns; second, the central part with Catal Hoyiik, Hacilar and Asikli Hoéyiik and
towns situated in the North Euphrates valley; third, Cayonii Tepesi and Arslantepe
(Malatya) which had the closest relations with Syria and Northern Mesopotamia
[Bielifiski 1985:246]; and fourth, Cilicia with Mersin and Tarsus as its main centres.
In the 3"¢ millennium BC these regions developed their own peculiar styles which
resulted presumably from the contacts with other regions.

In the beginning of EB II, which was contemporary with ED I, a certain decline
in the main spheres of production in Anatolia can be seen. This could have been
the result of the advent of a new, more primitive population from the east. The fact
that a remarkable change in pottery production took place (wheel-made pottery
being replaced by hand-made vessels) may suggest that the influence of a new
population unfamiliar with the potter’s wheel became absolutely prevailing [Mellaart
1982:11]. Mesopotamian influence was replaced by Transcaucasian elements. The
new settlements became so strong that they also pushed Central Anatolian influence
away from the Upper Euphrates valley. However, soon afterwards a new local style
was invented and began to appear in settlements down the Euphrates. There it
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was mixed with the Syrian ‘Mesopotamian’ pottery, which also continued to be
produced.

These changes reflect the fact that the development of economy and West
Anatolian settlements in the 3¢ millennium BC was strongly influenced by several
ethnopolitical events. This is true of the shifts in the following phases of EB I, IT and
II1. The end of each of them is marked by the destruction of previous settlements.
Thus, in the beginning of the 3"¢ millennium BC, most of the EB I settlements in
Western Anatolia were destroyed and their population fled into the surrounding
regions [Mellaart 1999:384]. This was caused by a new population wave that came
from the northwest. Note the contemporaneous start of a period of agriculture
in Thessaly and Greece, which does not seem to have been the result of a local
evolution [Mellaart 1999:383]. Apart from Troy I and Beycesultan XVIIa, which
are most significant during that period, a group of smaller settlements were also
destroyed, which proves that the collapse was not a local event. What is significant,
most of those settlements were not occupied during the following EB IT (2800-
-2400/2300 BC) [Thermi, Bayrakli, Helvacikoy-Hoyticek and Borkoy-Hoylicek; cf
Mellaart 1999:383]. In many cases the new population established new towns or
occupied old ones; among the latter one should mention again Troy and Beycesultan.
Those towns developed quickly and together with Alaga, Alisar, Kiiltepe and Tarsus
placed in Central and Southern Anatolia are now believed to have become seats of
political authority, possibly powerful city-states already in that early period [Mellaart
1999:386].

The existence of monarchy-type authority or at least of an oligarchy is suggested
by the finds of tombs containing valuable metalware, jewels and splendid pottery.
Those objects show some influence of Mesopotamian luxury ware and they may
have been imports from the south, or at least they represent southern technological
influence [Mellaart 1982:9]. It is highly possible that the people burried in those
graves belonged to the ruling class or even to royal families. Such tombs were
found in Alaga, Bitik, Alisar and other places [Yakar 1984:77]. The seat of a local
princedom may have been situated also in Kogumbeli [Alkim 1968:121ff.]. As B.
Alkim states, also in Alaga in layers 8-5 13 shaft graves contemporary with Troy IT
have been found. Some of the tombs were reused [Alkim 1968:124-5]. In some of
those towns archaeologists have found remnants of buildings that may have been
palaces of rulers. This points to the durability of the institution of monarchy and to
its wealth.

The existence of such an upper social class accelerated the establishment of
contacts with more developed regions of the Near East. This was the reason of
the occurrence of objects of luxury that were either brought from Mesopotamia to
Anatolia or cast in local workshops in imitation of foreign patterns is well illustrated
by the similarity of daggers found at Alaca in Northern Anatolia and Ur [Bittel
1945:28; Yakar 1985:34; Mellaart 1982:12]. As far as daggers are concerned, one
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can assume that they were a special kind of weaponry attributed to a special social
class. Artifacts produced of precious metals or decorated could easily have become
objects of long-distance trade and models imitated by one culture after another. That
is why they were similar in areas as far apart as Ur and Anatolia. That is perhaps
the reason why Anatolian-type daggers and axes are found in the Sofievka graves
in the Northwestern Black Sea region [Klochko 1995:238ff.] and Krasnovka tomb
of the Donets culture [Klochko 2001:101-103; Miiller-Karpe 1994:209, PL. 42-43].
Interesting conclusions concerning interregional relations and the importance of
military aristocracy may come from the analyses of stelae from the EB III, found
in eastern Anatolia and Syria. They may depict a military aristocracy, which is
suggested by images of daggers in their clothing [Kohimeyer 1995: 2641].

There are some traces of indirect contacts with Mesopotamia during that time,
e.g. ED IT or ED Illa Syrian-looking jewellery has been found in a grave at Kanes,
dated before 2500 BC [Mellaart 1982:12]. The economic and demographic strength
of those early states is proved by topographic studies, which show that Central Ana-
tolia as well as Cilicia during the Early Bronze Age IT and III were densely populated
areas that could produce their wealth, develop their political systems and maintain
their status as a political units [Alkim 1968:82fF., 126; Lloyd 1967:38-41]. During the
four centuries of the EB II Anatolia experienced a rapid economic and demogra-
phic rise. The number of towns and villages exceeded four hundred, with the main
centres located in Western, Central and Eastern Anatolia [Mellaart 1999:406]. As
a result, closer connections must have been maintained between Anatolia and the
heartland of the contemporaneous Near Eastern civilisation, as proved by the finds
of Anatolian arsenical bronze discovered in the royal tombs at Ur, dated to the
26th century BC [Leick 2001: 113]. Another important item is the idol head from
Kane$ discovered at Mari (ED III). Other examples of interrelations are numerous
parallels in weaponry, ceramics and architecture [Mellaart 1982:12].

However, the Transcaucasian population was not the only wave that appeared
on the outskirts of Anatolia; another one reached the western borders of the region
at that time. According to Mellaart this population had Indo-European affiliations,
which would explain the similarity of material culture between the Aegean and we-
stern Asia Minor. The scholar argues that the settlers were skilled metalworkers and
they considerably influenced the local metal industry, which shows many differences
with regard to Central and Southeastern Anatolia, influenced by the Transcauca-
sian regions [Yakar 1984:71]. Recent archaeological excavations have proved that
the flow of a Southeast European population into Anatolia began already in the
early proto-urban period. In the course of time, elements of West and North Pontic
cultures become gradually more apparent in Western, Central and Northern Ana-
tolia [Karanovo, Krivodol-Salcuta, Kodjadermen-Gumelnita, Cucuteni-Tripolye —
Teodorova 1979; 66ff., Yakar 1984: 63.]. As a result of all these migrations, Anato-
lia was even less homogenous in the EB II period than it had been previously, as
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far as material culture is concerned. This is best proved by the emergence of new
burial customs, especially in the east, which is surely evidence of diversification in
the sphere of national identity and beliefs®.

Another important change took place at the transition from EB II to EB III,
which occurred ca. 2400-2300 BC This time the scope of destruction was much
more extensive. Most of the big towns, e.g. Troy II, Beycesultan, Kusura B, Tarsus,
Ahlatbiel, Polathi I and Poliochni V, were sacked, burnt and depopulated. Hundreds
of other places were either burnt down or abandoned by the inhabitants [Mellaart
1999:407; Yakar 1985:26]. This seems to prove that the region was again affected
by a strong wave of migrating tribes. However, according to Yakar there may have
been other reasons for these events, such as inter-regional rivalry between the city-
-states that had exercised power in the preceding period, or natural catastrophes
[Yakar 1985:25; 1981:106fF.; Mellink 1989:321]. Taking into consideration the first
factor, one could find a parallel for this process in the South Mesopotamian Early
Dynastic period, with dynasty-founding and struggle for hegemony all across the
region. However, fight for hegemony would not have brought about the destruction
of all the important centres, and some of them should have survived to begin the
existence of Anatolia unified under the authority of one superpower, which did not
happen. J. Yakar accepts at face value the reports of the Akkadian kings’ campaigns
against the Anatolian princes, which are however being much disputed currently
[Yakar 1985:25; Liverani 1993].

It is also important that the majority of settlements destroyed at the end of
EB II and the beginning of EB III ceased to be used, hence many regions were
no longer cultivated but came to be utilised as grazing land by pastoral nomads
[Mellaart 1999:408]. It is hardly thinkable that the winners in the wars should have
preferred to stay out of the cities just out of their own accord. It is thus possible
that a remarkable climatic change took place at that time, disabling the use of land
for agriculture. Some scholars believe that the pastoral chieftains who governed the
population in the EB III were in fact local rulers, and that they were buried in the
rich tombs of that time [ Yakar 1985:30]. This, however, is contradicted by the results
of archaeological excavations, which have unearthed rich cities of that period with
defensive walls and palaces suggesting that they were seats of local power [Yakar
1984:77].

Fortunately, thanks to archaeological data it is possible to infer where the new
people who caused the destructions of the period of 2400-2300 BC came from. It is
striking that the prevailing majority of new settlements and those which remained
after the disastrous invasion represent a material culture in many features identical
with Troy II, which was in turn typical of the West Anatolian EB II culture [Mellaart
1999:4071F.; Klochko, Pustovalov 1994:206]. Thus, new settlement did not develop

% In this respect one can observe the emergence of new Kura-Arax customs of eastern origin in Northern and
Central Anatolia — Kavak, Tekekdy, Ikiztepe, Alaga and Kiiltepe. Cf Yakar 1985:29.
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an entirely new culture but to some degree continued former traditions of western
Anatolia. The material culture of the new population is also similar to that of the
Proto-Helladic population of the Aegean in the second half of the 3"¢ millennium
BC [Yakar 1985:26]. According to Mellaart the people in question were the Luvians
of the historic ages, the first Indo-European wave in the Ancient Near East. The
connection of this invasion with Southeastern Europe, the North Pontic region, the
Balkans and the Aegean is clear in the light of the fact that the destructions caused
by a number of moving tribes at that time left a trail over a vast territory from the
Lower Danube to the frontiers of Syria [Mellaart 1999:408-410].

At the same time, a new wave of population appears in eastern Anatolia,
Some features of their culture are similar to the cultures of Southern Russia and the
Transcaucasian regions. New settlements appear in the Upper Euphrates valley; they
can be attributed to the Proto-Hurrites. According to Yakar, the new settlers came
from Transcaucasia and belonged to a chain of tribes moving westwards from the
area of Lake Van to the borders of Cilicia, which resisted this immigration [Yakar
1984:78ff., Mellink 1989:326]. As for Anatolian-Mesopotamian relations, one can
assume that this wave, like the previous one, temporarily wiped out Mesopotamian
influence on Asia Minor and weakened the connections between the two regions.

However, it was only briefly that the contacts between the south and the north
were interrupted. Lively contacts between Anatolia and Mesopotamia were revived
in the period of the great warrior-kings of the Akkadian dynasty [Yener 2000:44T.;
Kelly-Buccellati 1990:24; Yakar 1984:71]. This was surely made possible not only by
their foreign policy but also by the arrival in Southern Mesopotamia of some groups
who had maintained more intensive contacts with the north of the country and Syria
and possibly with Southeastern Anatolia in the preceding period. This population
knew the trade routes of the north and their kings wanted to preserve them or even
to gain control over them. In the late 3"¢ millennium BC Anatolian towns again
engaged in trading activities with the southern regions: Palestine through Syria and
Southern Mesopotamia through Syria, Mari and AsSur. Apart from metal objects of
luxury which were mentioned earlier, textiles were also imported by Anatolia. That
trade must have been of great importance and profitability, as rivalry over the trade
routes in the northern regions is thought to have caused wars between the local
kingdoms of Ebla, Mari and As§sur [Mellaart 1982:12; Matthiae 1982:111-124]. Also
Sargon’s and Naram-Sin’s activities are supposed to have been focussed on gaining
the control of those routes*.

The historical background of these ties was the policies of the Akkadian kings,
Sargon and Naram-Sin, ruling from the 24th to the 22nd centuries BC They are
said to have made incursions into the northern regions in reports still believed
to be true by many scholars. Sargon says he went as far as the Silver Mountain

4 This is accepted until now by many scholars e.g. Leick 2001, Yener 2000, Yakar 1985, Sallaberger and Westenholz
1999; although it is supposed to be a historical fiction of the next generations. Cf Liverani 1993:53-55.
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which is usually identified with the silver-mining regions of Southeastern Anatolia;
and Naram-Sin says he conquered towns situated at the foothills of the Amanus
in Southern Turkey [Sallaberger, Westenholz 1999:38, 47]. The opposite view was
presented by M. Liverani, who claims that Sargon never reached regions beyond
Tuttul at the mouth of the Balih [Liverani 1993:53-55].

However, there may be a kernel of historical reality from the end of the 37
millennium BC hidden in the story of ‘Sargon the king of battle’, in which the king
of Akkad attacks a city in Anatolia. An interesting aspect of the legend is that the
reason for the campaign against Purushanda (identified with Acem Hoyiik) is an
economic one. Sargon is encouraged by merchants and the goddess Istar to attack
the distant town. The result of the campaign is also economic: the fabled king brings
large booties from Anatolia to Akkad [Liverani 1993: 54].

More reliable information can be found in texts referring to the activity of
Naram-Sin, Sargon’s grandson, in northern Syria’. Fortunately, his activity in that
region is confirmed by archaeological evidence. Naram-Sin, too, had his achieve-
ments engraved on stone stelae and on the rocks of border regions, which now
show the extent of his state. A very important rock-carving has been found in the
Upper Tigris region near modern Dyarbakir, which proves that the king reached
the frontiers of Anatolia. This is also clear in the light of Mellink’s analysis of one
of Naram-Sin’s stelae found at Hai in Southern Iraq, which shows people bearing
Anatolian headdress, with Syrian or Anatolian-looking faces [Yakar 1985:37]. This
means that in the 23"¢ century BC Anatolia was under the direct influence of a
state that promoted South Mesopotamian culture. The influence of South Mesopo-
tamian patterns was of a permanent nature at that time, as Naram-Sin is famous
for his building activity in northern Mesopotamia and in Syria. Tts most impor-
tant manifestation was the royal palace at Tell Brak in the Upper Habur valley
[Kuhrt 1998:48-50]. An important administrative and economic centre that deve-
loped in that place must have strongly influenced the adjacent parts of Anatolia.
Another similar case was with the Armanum fortress in northern Syria [Oppenheim
1969:268], which also must have functioned as a place where ideas and technologies
were exchanged.

One can assume that the periods of Early Bronze II and III in Anatolia were a
time of outstanding prosperity and development. Places of particular importance in
EB III in the eastern and central part of the region were reputed centres of produc-
tion of bronze tools and precious metals like silver and gold. Objects such as jewels
and adornments can be found in the local environment; they were put in graves with
bodies of chieftains or princes; but as the local market was too small, the produc-
tion developed to meet the demand of foreign importers [ Yener 2000:124f%.]. This
was the case in the southeastern part of Anatolia. There are considerable deposits
of copper ores there, which helped to develop metal workshops. Hence, Anatolian

St says that the king of Akkad built a fortress there. Cf Oppenheim 1969:268.
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products appear in some quantities in most of the bordering countries. Anatolian
copper in Mesopotamia can be easily distinguished as it was processed in a spe-
cial way. It is commonly known that copper from the Asia Minor mines contains
an admixture of arsenic, and a special process must be applied to purify it [Potts
1997:168]. Texts from the 27 millennium, especially Old Assyrian trading reports,
call it fine copper [wertim dammuqum, Larsen 1996:34], Also in Old Babylonian do-
cuments products from good and bad copper are distinguished [weriim dummuqum,
von Soden 1974: 176]; these terms probably refer to Old Assyrian pure and impure
copper. Mesopotamia was a major importer of ores and metalware manufactured
in the central part of Asia Minor. Tin and silver were brought to the whole of Me-
sopotamia from Anatolia, which had its own large deposits, the likes of which did
not exist elsewhere in the Fertile Crescent (Cyprus and Anatolia had the richest
deposits of both metals) [Muhly 1997:8ff.]. Imports of that type are found in Cili-
cia and Malatya as far as Troy III, where a Syrian metal jar in Pre-Akkadian style
was discovered. The development of cities and workshops in the following period
proves that Anatolia again enjoyed a period of prosperity resulting from contacts
with the surrounding countries. There is no doubt that the splendid art and pottery
of Central Anatolia in the 23"? and 22" centuries BC prove the existence of a
well-developed country [Kilim 1968:124].

The development of eastern Anatolian metalworking is clearer when one com-
pares the metal products found in western Anatolia with those originating in the
regions of Malatya, northern Mesopotamia, and Syria. Tools manufactured in the
east are of better quality and more sophisticated design, which is the result of the
fact that the quality and artistic patterns came from Mesopotamia and Syria. It has
been established with a degree of accuracy that, as far as metalware is concerned,
good-quality luxury objects found in Anatolia were often exports from Mesopotamia
[Yakar 1985:37; Moorey 1982:36]. Other needs were satisfied by the local produc-
tion, which was quite remarkable. According to Moorey, in the late 3¢ millennium
BC Southern Mesopotamia produced less metal than Anatolia and thus it had to
import metal bars from the north [Moorey 1982:32]. It appears from both written
records and archaeological discoveries that trade in both directions flourished into
the Ur III period [Kelly-Buccellati 1990:125], although according to Limet the kings
of Ur may have decided to strengthen their economic relations with the south [Li-
met 1960:85-99]. This is contradicted by the fates of a Mesopotamian seal primarily
belonging to Lukalla, an important official of Umma in the Ur TIT administration.
This object unexpectedly turned up at Kiiltepe, where it was secondarily used by
local merchants [Waetzoldt 1990:48].

Anatolia supplied ores of metals such as copper for many regions of Western
Asia. Tt is generally accepted that South Anatolian mines at Ergani Maden were
among the major sources of the copper found at Shanidar, Maghzalijah and Yarim
Tepe. There were important copper mines in northern Anatolia, exploiting the abun-
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dant deposits of copper ores found along the Black Sea coast [Kelly-Buccellati
1990:119]. Workshops situated in the north must have had a reputation for ma-
king quality weapons, including long swords, and luxury products ornamented with
precious stones, found sporadically in Central Anatolia [Yakar 1985: 35]. However,
the most important Anatolian centres of copper processing were situated in the
Upper Euphrates valley, in the region of Malatya (Arslantepe) in Eastern Turkey
[Kelly-Buccellati 1990:121; Palmieri 1993:578fT.].

As regards tin, it may also have been imported from Afghanistan in the form
of lapis lazuli, but silver was surely obtained mainly from the area of Turkey, as
abundant deposits are found in the northern and western parts of Asia Minor
(Fig. 1). Lead analyses of silverware show that at least some of the silver objects
from huge tracts of Western Asia, from Troy through Northern Mesopotamia and
further south (Hafadja, Tello), derive from ores situated in the Eastern Taurus range
[Muhly 1997:10]. Recent analyses prove that those deposits were exploited from the
Early Bronze age T (3800-2800 BC) until the Ottoman times. Silver originating
from Anatolia was often processed in Mesopotamia and some characteristic objects
were cast in it, e.g. the silver quadruple-spiral beads that were exported even as
far as Oman [Muhly 1997:10]. Objects made of Anatolian gold and silver found in
deposits in the western part of the country can be found in tombs around western
Mesopotamia (Mari), Anatolia (Karum Kanes$, Alaga) and the Aegean (Crete and
Mycaene). Recent analyses prove that they were introduced by the Indo-European
population that is also supposed to have brought tin-bronze technology to Anatolia
[Yakar 1985:32, 36; Bilgi 1981:189]. The Aegean region (Troy, the Cyclades) is
another place where arsenical-bronze ware can be found in considerable quantities
[Yakar 1985: 28]. However, objects cast in this metal in Anatolia may have been
exported to the Greek islands too, as single items are found there and in Southern
Ukraine, where arsenical bronze does not occur typically [Klochko 2001:83; Larsen
1996:471f.; Yakar 1985:28].

By the end of the 3"¢ millennium BC, the copper and bronze trade was well
developed throughout the Fertile Crescent region. It seems, however, that trade con-
tacts consisted mostly in short-distance connections and tradesmen from Anatolia
delivered their metal products only as far as the northern cities of the Syrian plains,
whence they were taken forth by the Mesopotamian tradesmen [Kelly-Buccellati
1990:122]. As for copper, there there were undoubtedly other sources, presumably
in the West Zagros, near Tell Maghzalijah and Oman [Potts 1997:165].Copper bro-
ught to Mesopotamia from the south and east was better quality and more important
objects were cast in it, judging from archaeological findings — e.g. the large-scale
statue carrying an inscription of Naram-Sin and the famous mask of Sargon found
at Nineveh [Muhly 1997:10].

The largest deposits of copper ores occur in the northern and northeastern
parts of Anatolia and on the Black Sea coast, which might have been of crucial
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Fig. 1. Anatolia in the 37 millenium BC and its external contacts. Legend: 1 - copper; 2 - silver; 3 -
gold; 4 - ancient sites; 5 - directions of diffusion

importance for the export of metal technology across the sea. Nevertheless, archa-
eological evidence proves that towns situated at the mouths of the Halys and of
other rivers were unable to expand because of their inconvenient location in a mo-
untainous area. The mountains also cut them off partially from the rich towns of the
south; the population, therefore, was not numerous and settlements like Samsun-
-Diindartepe, Tekekdy and Lavak were small and few [Alkim 1968:128]. However,
the inhabitants of that region specialised from a very early date in the mining of ores
and processing of metals, reaching an advanced technological level during the EB I1
and III [Kohlmeyer 1995:2642]. This enabled the development of the region, which
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at the early stages of its history came into contact with other coastal regions — Troy
I and II, Bulgaria, and possibly Ukraine. This is proved by the finds, at northerly
sites, of metal objects revealing characteristic techniques of metal manufacturing,
which may have been brought there aboard primitive ships traversing the Black and
Aegean Seas. It is possible that some objects were exported directly to the North
Pontic regions [Klochko 1995:238]. Similar metal-processing methods found in me-
tal workshops all along the Black Sea coast provide an interesting indication of the
dispersal of metallurgical know-how. Similar technologies of metal production are
attested in some places in Anatolia and Bulgaria (Ai Bunar), and further west in
Yugoslavia [Rudna Glova; Yener 2000: 89]. One must thus reckon with the possi-
bility of close relations between the diverse Circumpontic regions, many of which
had important deposits of ores and developed similar techniques of metal casting.
This is a matter for further studies, but one can already suggest that Anatolia was
the core part of that zone and the source of patterns imitated in the other parts.

As regards the routes of exchange across the Black Sea, the river Halys may
have played a significant role in this process. The important town of Zalpa (modern
Tkiztepe), known later from the Hittite period but dating back at least to the 379
millennium BC, was situated at the mouth of the river. The route ran southwards
from there and reached Alaca Hoyiik by land, because the river was not navigable.
One should mention that in the EB II and III levels at Alaca several important
finds have been made, e.g. a town with defensive walls, princely graves, and fine
quality alabaster figurines of idols; such evidence testifies to the development of
the region [Kohlmeyer 1995:2642]. Finally, the route reached Hattusa in Central
Anatolia, which was also an important centre of production and trade in the 37
millennium BC. However, the insufficient scope of excavations in the north does not
allow to determine the intensiveness of contacts. It can be assumed that the northern
region was not entirely separated from the other parts of Anatolia. We know that
at the turn of the 2"¢ millennium BC many forms of metalwork from Northern
Syria/Mesopotamia and even from the southernmost parts of Mesopotamia can be
traced to northern Anatolia as a result of long-distance trade®.

One of the most important regions of Anatolia in the 3¢ millennium BC was
Cilicia, Its location close to the Syrian coast enabled foreign political contacts and
trade by sea from very early times. In the EB IT and IIT Cilicia had many connections
with the neighbouring regions. This is proved by the finds of Cilician products
in foreign lands and, conversely, of foreign merchandise in Southern Turkey. The
contacts were mainly with Syria and Mesopotamia. North Mesopotamian pottery
and Syrian bottles were found in Cilician towns; in EB II this represents influence
from the Fertile Crescent (ED II) in general — e.g. a Syrian silver bottle from ED
IT has been found at Eskiyappa [Cf Mellaart 1982:12].

® This concerns spearheads, shaft-hole axes and other bronze and silver objects such as the animal figurines found
at Alaga Hoyiik, Hasanoglan and Horoztepe. Cf Yakar 1985:33, Kohlmeyer 1995:2643, Bilgi 1990:119-129.
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As far as Syrian bottles are concerned, one should remember that apart from
any possible influence in pottery style they testify to the import of luxury ware
(perfumes and oils) into Anatolia, since the bottles themselves were not valuable
objects.

On the other hand, Cilician products are found in distant countries, for example
a vase discovered in an Egyptian tomb dated to the 4th Dynasty. As regards other
directions, pottery of a type appearing in great numbers in Tarsus is also frequent
in Troy (layers II-IV) and in many other locations in the west [Alkim 1968:83fF.]. As
for urban architecture, walls and tombs representing patterns similar to those found
in Cilicia appear in various places in Eastern Anatolia, such as Tilmen and Gedikli,
which suggests Mesopotamian influence [Alkim 1968:94-97]. Sometimes excavations
offer glimpses of political history, as in the case of Tarsus, situated at the gates of
Cilicia on an important route from the south and east to the north. Archaeologists
have proved that its ramparts were twice destroyed and burnt down by enemies,
and twice rebuilt. This means that the political situation was at times very unstable,
and that the country was raided by the armed forces of local rulers.

One could furthermore say that Anatolia in its entirety was in a sense a route
via which the exchange of technologies and ideas took place. This is why regions
surrounding Anatolia share various similarities with it, as well as showing a degree
of convergence with Mesopotamia. This can be seen in Troy, the most important
and the most famous centre on the western periphery of Anatolia, where levels
I1-V correspond to EB II/IIL In the 3"¢ millennium the culture of Troy shows many
connections with Central Anatolia in its architectural design and the construction
of walls and megarons. In fact, their style is unmistakably Anatolian. It is generally
accepted that this kind of architecture spread westwards from Central Asia Minor
into the Aegean region [MacKendrick 1962:22]. From Troy and the Aegean, this
model of town-building reached the territories of Southeastern Europe as far as the
Lower Danube [MacKendrick 1962:28]. Eastern influence in Troy is also exemplified
by smaller items, such as jewels, beads, pins and objects connected with the spiritual
life of the population. The presence of small nude figurines of the mother-goddess
is also quite significant, being typical of the whole Anatolian Plain and the Proto-
-Helladic culture of the Aegean [MacKendrick 1962:19].

One should remember that the numerous regions situated on the coasts of the
East Mediterranean and the adjacent seas were in a convenient situation, being
linked by maritime routes used by traders from very early times. This is best proved
by texts and archaeological discoveries. The story of Wen Amun and a Ugaritic text
prove that in the second half of the 2"? millennium BC there was some kind of
international maritime law. [Wachsmann 1997:508].

The earliest records of seafaring date back to the 3" millennium BC, and
they tell of Egyptian naval expeditions which were surely launched with economic
aims in mind. A record of such an event is found in Uni’s pseudo-autobiography
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found in his tomb, dated to the 6th Dynasty of Egypt [Wilson 1969:227fF]. At the
same time seagoing ships were no doubt used all over the East Mediterranean, as
shown on pottery drawings from Syria [MacKendrick 1962:19]. However, the most
revealing evidence comes from the 2"? millennium BC and later, in the form of
ancient shipwrecks found in recent decades near the coasts of Turkey, Greece and
the Levant. One of the most famous is the discovery near Uluburun in Western
Turkey. The objects discovered aboard the ship are quite astonishing. Among items
of local origin there are some pieces of Baltic amber, a Balkan axe or mace-head
and some [talian swords [Pulak, Bass 1997:266fF.]. Such a variety of items coming
from very distant regions and found in one place proves that even at that time
the horizons of trade were very wide and the exchange of technologies across the
Aegean or Black Seas was hardly a problem. The role of maritime contacts is easy
to see in the similarities between the coastal towns of the Western and Southern
Anatolia such as Troy and Tarsus; there jointly differed more from inland centres,
even those that were geographically closer to them [MacKendrick 1962:24; Mellink
1989:3234F.].

The circulation of new technologies and tools was unrestricted and it is certain
that some metallurgical methods and other inventions, such as the potter’s wheel,
reached Western Anatolia as far as the Troad, to spread further across the Aegean.
Also several finds of a tin-bronze alloy in contemporaneous Troy can be attributed
to Central Anatolian workshops [Yakar 1979:55f; 1985:28].

4. ANATOLIA BETWEEN THE SOUTH AND THE NORTH: CONCLUSIONS

It can be assumed that as regards the most important aspects of the economic
(and also, most probably, the political) development of Asia Minor in the Early
Bronze II and III, Anatolia was not a periphery of Mesopotamia but, having ab-
sorbed Mesopotamian elements, developed a culture of its own and enabled the
further dispersal of this cultural pattern. This proves that in the 37¢ millennium
BC, during which an archaeologically observable boom in the use of metals took
place, Anatolia played a very important role in the exploitation and processing of
ores [Muhly 1997:8]. Tt was in fact one of the most important centres of metal pro-
duction in the Near East. The political history of that region in the 3"¢ millennium
BC is not known for want of any written documents, but archeological excavations
have unearthed settlements whose nature proves that some of the towns were se-
ats of political authority; there is also evidence of foreign incursions and internal
disturbances.
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Contacts between Anatolia and Mesopotamia were not always maintained di-
rectly by long trade routes, as was the case in the Uruk period. This concerns
especially the periods of EB Il and EB III, when influences diffused gradually,
with a number of intermediary regions being involved in mutual relations and trade
[Kohl 1987:15]. As for contacts with Mesopotamia proper, it was especially Eastern
Anatolia (the area of Malatya) that maintained the closest relations with the south.
In the south it bordered Northern Syria and the Upper Tigris valley, which were
strongly connected with Central Mesopotamia and it was only from there that the
lines of contact reached the south. However, there is some evidence of direct con-
tacts, albeit rare, between the distant regions of Anatolia and Babylonia in the 37
millennium BC.

In the 3"¢ millennium BC Anatolia was famous for its silver production, which
determined the character of its contacts with the neighbouring regions at that time.
No wonder then that Sargon and Naram-Sin, the great conquerors of that period,
may have wanted to annex it into their state [Potts 1997:174; Yener 2000:441f.]. At
any rate, Anatolia was strongly influenced by Mesopotamia, as is eveident from the
similarity of luxury goods and other items brought directly by tradesmen. It is espe-
cially weaponry that can be used as evidence of such exchange [see Ko§ko, Fluted
maces. . ., in this volume]. The use of such objects is indicative of the character of
the society in question or at least of its élite.

Anatolia also mediated influence between the areas to the south and to the
north and west of it. The main routes went from the east (the Upper Euphrates
valley) or from the south (Cilicia) to the Central Anatolian Plain. They continued
northwards to the mouth of Halys and from there across the Black Sea to the
mouths of the Dnieper or the Danube, or along the northern coast of Anatolia
to the Troad. There was also a trade route going west from Central Anatolia via
Beycesultan. It reached the western Anatolian coast and then continued across the
Aegean Sea into the Balkans. Cilicia offered another possibility of external contacts
— a direct sea route from Tarsus along the southern coast, reaching as far as the
Troad.

The correctness of these reconstructed routes is confirmed by numerous simi-
larities linking the regions of the entire neighbouring areas of Western Asia and
Southeastern Europe. Such analogies are less numerous in the northern and western
Circumpontic regions, but this may be the consequence of insufficient archaeological
exploration, or of the fact that most of the analyses are focussed on a single region
and lack a broader context. Only some of the most obviously analogous artifacts
that appear in the Mesopotamian/Anatolian and Southeastern European areas are
explicitly described as imports or examples of Near Eastern influence. One should
mention the weapons of the Donets culture [axes found in Krasnovka, Novazovska,
Nikopol, Mikhailivka] in the east and of the Corded Ware culture [Munczyny, Bi-
lousivka, Smolyhov, Mezhyhorka] in the west of Ukraine [Klochko 2001:101-103,
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127]. The fact that some have been recognised as such is a mark of progress, in-
sufficient to be sure, but promising exciting results for future research. It must be
added that such attempts, the results of which will certainly prove revealing, should
be continued in order to improve our understanding the sources of the East Euro-
pean cultures and to assess the regional influence of the more advanced cultures of
Mesopotamia,

Translated by Piotr Ggsiorowski
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