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Hegemonic dominance relationships and the limited intentional material expressions of imperial power
they usually encompass pose an interesting and well-known problem for the archaeology of early
empires. One way of approaching domination in the archaeological record is through the synthetic anal-
ysis of different modes of imperial-local interaction at overlapping socio-political levels and spheres of
culture. In this paper, four material culture categories are considered with the aim of characterizing Hit-
tite imperial relationships in Late Bronze Age Anatolia and northern Syria. They include pottery traditions
and their degree of susceptibility for central influence, diachronic settlement developments, the distribu-
tion of imperial administrative technology, and an ideological discourse carried out through landscape
monuments. From the spatial and chronological signatures of these overlapping networks of interaction,
a more nuanced understanding of the process of empire is beginning to emerge.
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Introduction

The evolution and manifestations of early empires have long
fascinated historians and archaeologists (e.g. Larsen, 1979; Alcock
et al., 2001). Political structure and particularly indirect or hege-
monic rule, however, unlike for instance economic interaction,
are perceived as hard to detect in the archaeological record due
to the difficulty of distinguishing between external and local
causes of culture change (Postgate, 1994, pp. 1-3; Smith and Mont-
iel, 2001 for a general discussion). This, in addition to an abundant
textual-historical record, may partly explain the reluctance of
archaeologists working in Anatolia (Gorny, 1995, 2002) and the
Near East (Adams, 1979; Postgate, 1992, 1994; Matthews, 2003,
pp. 127-128 for an exception see Parker, 2003) to engage with this
subject. The problem, however, is not the nature or inadequacy of
the archaeological record, but the top-down manner in which indi-
rect political dependency, but also states and empires in general
(Smith, 2003), and their material manifestations are traditionally
conceptualized. One way of approaching empire from an archaeo-
logical perspective is to conceptualize it in terms of what Michael
Mann described as ‘multiple overlapping and intersecting socio-
spatial networks’ (1986: 1). Empire is both a relationship and a
process that underlie recurring episodes of individual and collec-
tive interaction on a multitude of socio-political and cultural levels.
Material culture—from pottery to monumental architecture—is
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formed by, expresses and mediates these relationships and articu-
lates the spectrum of possible modes of engagement. An archaeol-
ogy of imperial relationships is, thus, the investigation of
overlapping spatial and temporal patterns of material categories
that are diagnostic of inter-regional interaction. Through the
superimposition of the geographical and chronological patterns
of change and continuity in these aspects of the archaeological re-
cord we can begin to gain an understanding of the different cul-
tural, political, economic and ideological relationships that
existed between a political and militarily central region and its sur-
rounding societies. This approach provides a more nuanced and
bottom-up perspective on the continuum of territorial and hege-
monic domination that has come to structure research into early
empires. It also allows us to compare the type and intensity of in-
ter-regional interaction specified in the textual sources with those
represented, or absent, in the archaeological record. In this paper, |
explore inter-regional relationships in the Hittite empire through
the comparative analysis of regional ceramic traditions, settlement
organization, the spatial and chronological distribution of north-
central Anatolian administrative technologies, and landscape
monuments.

An archaeology of empire

An explicit archaeology of empire of this kind is still a relatively
recent and underexplored concept in early Anatolia (Steadman and
Gorny, 1995; Gorny, 1995). The Hittite empire in particular, is
known to us primarily through its textual sources (Fig. 1). Hittite
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Fig. 1. Map of the Hittite empire at its maximum extent as suggested by the textual sources (14th and 13th century BC).

state formation and subsequent episodes of expansion and retrac-
tion from the central Anatolian plateau commencing around 1650
BC were the defining socio-political processes in Anatolia during
the Late Bronze Age (LBA). From this highland region, early kings
mounted military excursions into the south and west of Turkey,
Syria and upper Mesopotamia. Efforts to integrate more effectively
regions at some distance to the central Anatolian heartland are
most evident in the 14th and 13th centuries BC. While expansion
relied on military strength and its persuasive threat, measures of
integration, as far as the textual record is concerned, concentrated
on indirect strategies in the form of vassal treaties and their asso-
ciated tribute demands, as well as on directly controlled strategic
nodes.

Two issues are important with regard to the Hittite and other
relevant LBA documentary sources. The first concerns the limita-
tions of the Hittite records themselves in terms of the range of rep-
resented subject matters and their suitability for the analysis of
imperial-local relationships. The majority of Hittite texts stem
from archival contexts closely related to the state apparatus and
fall within a limited set of categories consisting of political texts
and diplomatic/administrative correspondence, historiographic
works, documents relating to cult activities of various kinds and
a legal code. Exceedingly rare are texts dealing explicitly with eco-
nomic matters such as trade, the ownership, distribution and
transfer of property, or with administrative hierarchies and proce-
dures (e.g. van den Hout, 2006). As a consequence, the economic
structure and processes of administration are understood in out-
lines only in the central region itself. The second concerns the geo-
graphical restriction of substantial LBA text-finds to the central
Anatolian plateau (Bogazkoy-Hattusa, Masat-Tapikka, Ortakdy-
Sapinuwa, and Kusakli-Sarissa). Additional LBA textual evidence
comes from Syrian sites such as Ras Shamra-Ugarit, Atchana-Ala-
lakh, and Meskene-Emar, and from outside the Hittite sphere of
effective control. Whether through accidents of preservation or

real absences, large parts of potentially Hittite controlled Anatolia
have no textual voice of their own.

In this way, the selective perspective provided by the textual re-
cord of Hittite strategies of control and degrees of integration,
although vital for an understanding of the overall structuring of
domination in specific areas, cannot a priori be taken as represen-
tative of the totality of inter-polity relationships within and be-
yond the Hittite empire. Moreover, the high political and, at the
same time, basic military level of interaction suggested in the most
prominent documentary sources, forcibly leaves open a whole ar-
ray of key questions concerning the practical intricacies and range
of variation in imperial policies, their local mechanisms of imple-
mentation as well as their implications for the socio-economic
organization and the cultural identities of surrounding societies.
In short, we lack detailed information about the configuration of
imperial relationships and their development over time.

Imperial relationships, by-and-large, are characterized by the
degree and kind of domination the centre polity chose or was able
to exert over surrounding regions. But imperialism, like all power-
relationships, is a dialectical process. Subordinate societies have
access to various means of resistance (Miller and Tilley, 1984,
p. 7; Kohl, 1987, pp. 21-22; Glatz, 2009); imperial cores are nei-
ther entirely omnipotent, nor does the relationship have to be
exclusively parasitic, as some have suggested (Ekholm and Fried-
man, 1979); and subordinate groups—or factions within them—
are often willing at least to some degree (Weber, 1978, p. 212;
Galtung, 1980, p. 437). As a collection of bi- and multi-lateral rela-
tionships (Doyle, 1986, p. 46) empire is always in the making, and
therefore subject to continuous modification. Conventional, anach-
ronistic views of empire—using maximum spatial extent, chrono-
logical apex of political power and the entirety of material
remnants of the central polity in peripheral regions as evidence
for imperial might—mask crucial processes of re-establishment,
re-negotiation and re-definition of dominance relationships
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(Schreiber, 2005). The temporal component of imperial develop-
ment is important in that relationships of control may at times
be more strongly dominated by the central polity and at others
leave open possibilities for resistance or negotiation. A diachronic
perspective that considers pre- and different stages of post-con-
quest regional situations is therefore crucial, if we want to under-
stand the time-depth and processes necessary for the
establishment of different networks of interaction and their subse-
quent maintenance and transformation.

In order to define inter-regional modes of engagement in the
Hittite realm we require firstly archaeological evidence indicative
of interaction between the Hittite cultural and political heartland
and surrounding regions. Secondly, transformations in local so-
cio-political, cultural or economic strategies and organization have
to be identified that can be associated, at one level or another, with
imperial interference or local responses to it. In practice, the choice
of material culture categories for the exploration of early empires
depends to a large degree on the types of data that can be consis-
tently gathered across large geographical areas (Sinopoli, 1994).
Ideally they should represent networks of interaction and develop-
mental processes at different socio-political and cultural levels.

Four archaeological data categories fulfill these criteria in the
case of LBA Anatolia. First, at the most basic socio-economic level,
regional pottery traditions can be studied for the degree of north-
central Anatolian cultural influence. Second, a comparative ap-
proach to regional settlement systems allows us to detect changes
in socio-political organization, which, in association with other
strands of evidence, may be related to strategies of external control
or their absence. Third, a distribution analysis of north-central
Anatolian administrative technology and practice highlights re-
gions that were in direct administrative contact with the imperial
elite. Fourth, the spatial distribution and political origins of LBA
landscape monuments allow us to draw an outline of projected ter-
ritorial hegemony by imperial as well as non-imperial agents.
Through the superposition of the geographical and chronological
patterns of continuity and change along these dimensions, we
can begin to gain some understanding of the different networks
of interaction that developed in those parts of Anatolia and north-
ern Syria affected by the Hittite imperial venture.

The politics of pottery

The development of locally manufactured, monochrome north-
central Anatolian-style pottery in different parts of Asia Minor has
received considerable attention in recent years (Jean et al., 2001;
Fischer et al., 2003; Mielke et al., 2006). The appearance of
north-central Anatolian ceramic elements in surrounding regions
is conventionally thought to reflect, at one level or another, the
political circumstances of the time as indicated by the textual
sources (Garstang, 1953, pp. 141-142; Goldman, 1956, p. 350;
Burney, 1980, p. 165; Korbel, 1985; Macqueen, 1986, p. 105;
Gunter, 1991: p. 105, 2006: pp. 360-361; Henrickson, 1993,
1994, 2002, p. 123; Gates, 2001, p. 141; Gates, 2006, p. 308;
Symington, 2001; Miiller-Karpe, 2002, p. 257; Miiller, 2005; Post-
gate, 2005, 2007; Jean, 2006, pp. 328-330). Despite a general lack
of thorough comparative analyses (Glatz, 2007; Gunter, 2006 for an
overview of western Anatolia), LBA regional pottery traditions have
come to be referred to as ‘Hittite’. Traditionally, Hittite campaign
reports and vassal treaties are drawn upon for generalized political
explanations of cultural influence (Garstang, 1953, pp. 141-142;
Goldman, 1956, p. 350; Jean, 2006, pp. 322-323). More recently,
economic and administrative interpretations have been put for-
ward to explain this phenomenon. Economic/administrative ap-
proaches focus on the standardized appearance and inferred
mass-production of LBA pottery, while sparse Hittite legal and eco-
nomic texts are taken as evidence for deliberate homogenizing

strategies in the Hittite state and a strongly state-dependent econ-
omy. This hypothetical Einheitsstaat is thought to have been
responsible for the uniformization of regional ceramic traditions
and the standardization of the north-central Anatolian repertoire
(Miiller-Karpe, 2002, p. 257; also Gates, 2001, p.141). Gates
(2001), for instance, has argued that pre-firing potmarks and other
practices of marking property, hinted at in the textual sources, are
an expression of this centralized or centrally supervised mode of
production. Alternatively, (Korbel, 1985, pp. 117-120) draws on
textually attested imperial settlement policies and the transfer of
deportee populations for an explanation of increasing stylistic sim-
ilarities between the south-east Anatolian Norsuntepe material
and ceramic types from the north-central Anatolian plateau. Miil-
ler (2005, p. 112) and Postgate (2005, 2007) favor scenarios that in-
volve Hittite administrative personnel at sites in incorporated
territories as the proponents of regional ceramic standardization
and the alignment of local ceramic traditions with the central Ana-
tolian cultural sphere.

In order to approach this subject from a more data driven per-
spective, several layers of past interpretations have to be peeled
back. At the most basic level, the conventional treatment of pottery
from culturally diverse regions and geographical situations on the
respective fringes of Anatolia as a coherent sample that allows col-
lective explanation clearly warrants re-examination. At the same
time, a priori assumptions about imperial economies derived, or in-
ferred, from scant textual sources and comparative analogy have to
be disentangled from technological requirements and social mech-
anisms for product standardization. This involves a more rigorous
engagement with the range of possible relationships between craft
specialists and elite social strata, both local and imperial. Why
might the imperial venture benefit from the standardization of
utilitarian pottery, and how could this be effected? Alternatively,
we ought to ask whether instead we might be dealing with a set
of local processes of appropriation of imperial styles and practices,
and how these might manifest themselves in the archaeological
record.

Clarity in terminology is crucial in this respect. In the light of
the linguistic and ethnic connotations more than a century of re-
search history have imposed on it, ‘Hittite’ is an altogether unsuit-
able label for material culture (Mellink, 1956, pp. 51-57). This is
particularly true for cultural traditions and settlements in areas
outside the central Anatolian plateau, where the term acquires,
explicitly or implicitly, the notion of a conquering and, in one
way or another, ‘civilizing’ process. More recent research into phe-
nomena such as Romanization or Egyptianization, however, has
demonstrated the vital role of local agency, perception and choice
in the process of cultural adoption (Woolf, 1998; Higginbotham,
2000). In this manner, ‘north-central Anatolian’ (NCA) is a more
appropriate label for the material culture tradition of the geo-
graphical and cultural heartland of the Hittite polity. The northern
half of the central Anatolian plateau may be described as the heart-
land of the Hittite empire on the basis of cultural continuity from
the preceding MBA and strong cultural cohesion during the LBA
from pottery to architecture and building techniques. The capital
city and a series of major administrative and cult centers are lo-
cated in this region and Hittite identity as defined by the written
sources was also strongly focused on this geographical area. The
first Hittite king attested through his own documents, Hattusili I,
originally carried the title ‘man of Kussara’, but after making
Bogazkody-Hattusa his new capital adopted the name Hattusili,
which means ‘man of Hattusa’ (Bryce, 1998, p. 73). Anatolian
sources refer to Hittite kings as LUGAL.GAL LUGAL KUR
URUHatti—Great King, King of the Land of the City of Hattusa’ (e.g.
Otten, 1981, pp. 4-5; Giiterbock, 1956, p. 59), while an ordinary
citizen is referred to as LU YRUHatti—‘Man of the City of
Hattusa'—in the Hittite law code (Hoffner, 1997, p. 30, Section
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19b). Ample external recognition of this terminology comes from
the Amarna and other international correspondence (Moran,
1992: EA 17 and EA 35; Beckman, 1996, pp. 121-123).

Artefacts produced in areas beyond the central Anatolian pla-
teau, which are either reminiscent of, or identical to, those found
in this central region are referred to as ‘north-central Anatolian-
style’ (NCA-style). This avoids a priori ethnic, linguistic or cultural
labeling of either the producers or the consumers of products de-
scribed in this way. Neither is Hittite sovereignty over an area pro-
ducing such material culture automatically assumed.

Returning to the pottery analysis, the primary research ques-
tions have to start with: first, just how homogenous LBA regional
ceramic assemblages actually were; second, the timeframe of
NCA stylistic introductions; and, third their proportion in local
assemblages. These questions are here considered with respect to
formal and technical similarities in the published ceramic assem-
blages from eight settlement sites that include Porsuk ( Dupré,
1983), Gordion (Gunter, 1991), Beycesultan (Mellaart and Murray,
1995), Aphrodisias (Joukowsky, 1986), Tarsus (Goldman, 1956),
Korucutepe (Griffin, 1980), Norsuntepe (Korbel, 1985) and Tille
Hoyiik (Summers, 1993) in comparison to the repertoire of the Hit-
tite capital city, Bogazkdy-Hattusa (Fischer, 1963; Miiller-Karpe,
1988; Parzinger and Sanz, 1992) (Fig. 1).

In order to establish a general measure of similarity between
the eight regional assemblages and Bogazkdy-Hattusa, the compar-
ative analysis includes the entire formal spectrum from each site.
The question of imperial influence, however, requires cultural
traits that both originate on the NCA plateau and are chronologi-
cally restricted to the LBA, preferably its second half. Cultural con-
tinuity from the Middle Bronze Age (MBA) to the LBA, and simple
vessel forms with parallels in other contemporary pottery tradi-
tions severely restrict the range of diagnostic shapes.

The most prominent vessel type fulfilling these criteria is the
so-called plate with stepped rim profile (Fig. 2), which is an NCA
invention of the LBA (Fischer, 1963, p. 103; Schoop, 2006, p.
231). Coarse, heat-resistant fabric composition, hand-manufacture
and frequent traces of secondary burning point towards a primary
function in food preparation, while some of the later variants are of

the standard medium fabric (Miiller-Karpe, 2002, p. 263; Schoop,
in press).

Multi-purpose shallow bowls with inverted (Schwapprandscha-
len) and everted rims are known also from neighboring ceramic
traditions in Anatolia, Northern Syria and Upper Mesopotamia,
and are therefore not ideally suited to identify NCA cultural influ-
ence. These bowl types, however, are restricted to the LBA on the
north-central Anatolian plateau, and provide at least a chronolog-
ical framework for comparison. The same applies to coarsely pro-
duced miniature bowls and juglets with string-cut bases, whose
functions have been related to cult activities, and communal
drinking.

It has been remarked upon in the past that sites outside the NCA
culture sphere display a ‘truncated repertoire’ of NCA vessel types
(Goldman, 1956, pp. 203-205; Gates, 2001, p. 138; Henrickson,
2002, p. 129; Gunter, 2006, p. 353, 359). A comprehensive typolog-
ical comparison confirms that LBA ceramic assemblages across
Anatolia do not feature the full formal spectrum known from the
Hittite capital. The truncated repertoires at these sites, however,
neither overlap completely, so as to form an imperial service, nor
are all the shapes that have counterparts at Bogazkdy-Hattusa
introductions of the LBA. In sum, the distribution pattern and chro-
nology of NCA influence is more complex than what might be ex-
pected of a straightforward imposition of an empire-wide standard
of pottery production, whether intended for resident administra-
tive personnel or as an ideological strategy directed at the local
population.

Plates with stepped rim profiles, for instance, appear in varying
quantities at six of the eight sites. They seem to be relatively com-
mon in LBA levels at Porsuk (11 examples listed in the pottery re-
port) and Korucutepe (107), while more moderate numbers are
known from Gordion (5), Norsuntepe (5), Beycesultan (3) and Tar-
sus (2). No plates were found at Aphrodisias and Tille Hoyiik.
Equally, the timing of their appearance at the six sites is not iden-
tical, nor are their patterns of continuity and discontinuity during
the second part of the LBA. The earliest occurrence of plates with
stepped rim profiles is reported from Korucutepe in the LBA I (ca.
1600-1400 BC), for which they constitute a type fossil. At Gordion

7

Fig. 2. Typical Late Bronze Age north-central Anatolian pottery types: miniature bowl (1), miniature juglet (2), bowl with inverted rim (3 and 4), bowl with everted rim (5),

plate with stepped rim (6 and 7).
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and Tarsus, plates were found for the first time in the LBA II (ca.
1400-1200 BC). This seems also to be the case at Norsuntepe,
while Beycesultan [ is likely to date to the Early Iron Age (EIA)
(Mellaart and Murray, 1995, p. 96).

Bowls with inverting rims are present at seven of the eight sites.
None are published for LBA Aphrodisias. The shape is known from
contemporary traditions in Syria (Dornemann, 1981, Fig. 13.23, 31;
Monchambert, 1983, Fig. 4.26) and northern Mesopotamia (Pfélz-
ner, 1995, Mitannian: Tafel 2.b-e, 3.a-d,f; Middle Assyrian: Tafel
67.c-d, 100.b,c and 101.d,e), and we find numerous variations on
the NCA theme at each of the seven sites. Small numbers of prede-
cessors are known from MBA Gordion and Korucutepe, while in-
verted rim bowls are most prominent in the second part of the
LBA at Tarsus and at LBA-EIA Beycesultan.

Bowls with everted rims are proportionally dominant in the fi-
nal phases of the LBA at Bogazkoy-Hattusa (Miiller-Karpe, 1988;
Parzinger and Sanz, 1992). They are absent at Porsuk, Aphrodisias
and Tille Hoyiik, while five unprovenanced examples are known
from Tarsus. At Gordion, Beycesultan and Korucutepe, everted
rim bowls have come from all LBA levels, as well as EIA contexts.
They concentrate in the LBA I at Korucutepe and in the LBA II at
Gordion.

Miniature bowls are found at six of the eight sites, with Aphro-
disias and Porsuk forming again the exceptions. Single occurrences
of such bowls are reported from Gordion, Beycesultan and Tille
Hoyiik. A total of 17 are known from Tarsus. Around 20 examples
are published from Korucutepe and two from Norsuntepe. Except
for Korucutepe, where they appear in the LBA I, they concentrate
in the LBA II at all other sites. More distinctive are miniature jug-
lets, of which one example was found at Korucutepe (Phase ])
and Norsuntepe, respectively, while altogether 13 are published
from Tarsus.

Instead of a singular empire-wide imposition of NCA pottery
standards, there seem to be at least four different processes of cul-
tural interaction and influence active (Fig. 3). (1) If we take account
of the overall as well as more diagnostic typological similarities
with the Bogazkdy-Hattusa repertoire, it appears that Porsuk and
Gordion were part of an extended NCA cultural sphere during the
LBA. At both sites we find large numbers of NCA-style vessel types
making up the majority of their assemblages, although Porsuk
lacks a number of key shapes. (2) Another site whose overall
assemblage seemingly matches those of Porsuk and Gordion in
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Fig. 3. Proportion of north-central Anatolian pottery types in published assem-
blages. Note that sample sizes differ for each site: Porsuk (203), Gordion (299),
Beycesultan (604), Aphrodisias (206), Tarsus (278), Korucutepe (3564), Norsuntepe
(1273), Tille Hoytik (263).

its close connections to the NCA tradition is Korucutepe in Phase
J. The scope of these similarities, however, is restricted to simple
shallow bowls at the latter site. From the point of view of chronol-
ogy, Korucutepe appears to present a special case in south-east
Anatolia in that cultural influence from the plateau is already
strong in the first half of the LBA, which predates the historically
attested establishment of Hittite control over this region in the
14th century BC. (3) In contrast, the repertoires of Tarsus and
Norsuntepe show a number of similarities with the central plateau
while displaying equally strong local characteristics. The range of
NCA shapes and their timeframes of introduction, however, differ
at the two sites. (4) Finally, fewer connections still can be detected
in the repertoires of Beycesultan and Tille Hoyiik, which lie at the
western and south-eastern geographical fringes of NCA ceramic
influence. Despite an apparent increase in plain wares at the end
of the LBA and the EIA and a handful of plates and bowls with in-
verted and everted rims, the pottery from Beycesultan is one of
high labor-investment in the form of colored and metallic slips
and other types of decoration as well as continuity from the previ-
ous period. The diversity of special purpose vessels is also unparal-
leled on the NCA plateau and hints at a rather different social
investment in ceramic production and consumption. The case of
Tille Hoyiik is different in that a clear cultural shift seems to have
taken place during the LBA. Some of the most characteristic fea-
tures of the NCA repertoire, however, are lacking from Tille
Hoyiik, in particular stepped plates and signature bowl types.
The LBA settlement at Aphrodisias lies clearly beyond the limits
of NCA ceramic influence. The pottery from Aphrodisias shares
similarities with the NCA tradition in terms of simple rim shapes,
but has virtually no diagnostic connections with the central
plateau.

Overall, we find that the core region of NCA-style ceramic pro-
duction extended to the north-west and south-east fringes of the
central Anatolian plateau, while regions to the south and east be-
gan at different points in time to select formal elements to incorpo-
rate into local traditions. Western Anatolia, in contrast, was largely
untouched by this phenomenon, a picture which we shall find per-
petuated in most of the following data categories.

Settlement trends and political organization

The location, organization and distribution of settlements de-
pend on physical and environmental conditions, but they are
equally conditioned by historical and socio-political circumstances
(e.g. Roberts, 1996, p. 29). Diachronic developments in settlement
systems can be seen as expressions of regional socio-political and
economic organization and as sensitive indicators of continuity
and change within these domains, including processes related to
political integration (de Montmollin, 1989; Alcock, 1993, pp. 3-
6). Investigations into LBA Anatolian settlement trajectories,
urbanism and the conceptual interplay between town and hinter-
land have been relatively few to date (Beckman, 1999; Archi,
1976-77, 1980; Thalmann, 1990; Aktiire, 1994; Bartl, 1997;
Schachner, 2006; Mielke, in press). Macro-level settlement studies
in particular, besides brief mentions of the sizes of some excavated
sites (Archi, 1976-77, p. 101), draw their conclusions principally
on the basis of textual-historical and linguistic evidence and lack
the fundamental connection of their findings with the archaeolog-
ical record.

Archaeological field survey has seen a dramatic surge in Turkey
and neighboring regions over the last decades. A growing, but
essentially disarticulate, corpus of regional settlement data is
available in various stages of publication and, as in other parts of
the Near East and the Mediterranean (Alcock and Cherry, 2004),
it calls for inter-regional syntheses. Comparative regional ap-
proaches are particularly fruitful in the investigation of spatially
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extensive phenomena such as urbanization, state-formation and
imperial incorporation (Adams, 1981; Alcock, 1993; Wilkinson,
2000; Cherry and Davies, 2001; Wilkinson et al., 2005). Summary
accounts of survey results from across Anatolia (e.g. Yakar, 2000)
have so far failed to engage with these questions, nor have the
problems inherent in the primary data been taken into sufficient
considerations.

In addition to the standard biases affecting surface survey re-
sults (Schiffer, 1987; Ammerman, 1981; Banning, 2002, pp. 39-
65; Wilkinson, 2003, pp. 32-43), problems specific to comparative
approaches include the divergent quantity and quality of data
among surveys and the compatibility of chronological classifica-
tions (Alcock, 1993, pp. 49-53). As regards regional surveys in Tur-
key, characteristic features of many projects are the apparent lack
of specific research designs and of objectives beyond the recording
of previously unknown sites, highly variable data quality and scar-
city of final publications (see also Erciyas, 2006, pp. 53-60). De-
spite these limitations, a process of model building, testing and
revision can only fully begin once a first, detailed but synthetic
analytical step has been taken and a clearer picture of the overall
settlement situation prior to and during the LBA is established.

The following interpretations of LBA settlement trajectories are
based on the comparative analysis of around 60 Anatolian and
north Syrian survey projects. They include observations of dia-
chronic fluctuations in settlement numbers, rates of continuity/
discontinuity in settlement location, and changes in regional hier-
archical organization and site-size distributions. In order to bridge
the gap between survey data and socio-political organization, LBA
textual evidence on Hittite administrative and economic organiza-
tion has been combined with archaeological information from
excavated NCA sites such as Masat-Tapikka and Kusakli-Sarissa.
With their identities and functions relatively securely established,
the physical characteristics of these sites serve as ‘blue-prints’ for
the identification of similar administrative centers in the survey re-
cord (Table 1).

Beginning with long-term trends we find in Anatolia a cross-re-
gional drop in site numbers after the Early Bronze Age (EBA) (1552
sites) to less than half in the MBA (612) and a slight increase in
identified LBA sites (647). In the Iron Age (IA) (1055), site numbers
rise again to almost double that of the LBA (Fig. 4). Although this
pattern has to be viewed in the context of the length of each chro-
nological period and the lack of differentiation within them by
many surveys, the overall trend is readily comparable to that found
in other parts of the Near Easter: a marked increase in settlement
locations in the Early Bronze Age, a phase of declining site numbers
during the 2nd millennium BC, followed by another peak during
the Iron Age, albeit with a shift from larger mounds to small flat
settlements (Wilkinson, 2003). It would thus appear that a less
densely settled landscape was the demographic background
against which second millennium BC state formations and imperial
expansions occurred.

Survey evidence is available in sufficient detail in some regions
to allow a more fine-grained characterization, even if tentatively
and in a preliminarily manner, of settlement trends indicative of
the nature of local-imperial interrelations. These include a process
of territorial integration in key central regions, an intensive model

Table 1

Administrative and spatial scope of excavated Hittite centers.

Admin. scope Official role Hittite Modern Size
name name (ha)

State/empire Imperial capital Hattusa Bogazkoy 180

Region Capital ‘Upper Land’ Samuha Kayalipinar 20

(Sub-)region (?) Cult centre Sarissa  Kusakli 18.2

~District Seat of provincial officials Tapikka Masat Hoyiik  ~8

(AGRIG and BEL MADGALTI)

1600
1400

1200

ites

1000

800

600

Number of s

400

200

0

CHA EBA MBA LBA 1A
[ Site count —=— Weighted site count

Fig. 4. Long-term settlement trends in Anatolia (site counts per period and site
numbers weighted by the length of each chronological period).

of hegemonic control as a possibility in southern and eastern Ana-
tolia, and processes of active and passive frontier formation to the
north and north-east of the of central region (Fig. 5).

A process of territorial integration

Cross-regional survey evidence indicates that the central Anato-
lian plateau witnessed the decline or abandonment of major MBA
centers during the LBA. Powerful MBA settlements such as Kara-
hoyiik-Konya (39 ha) and Acemhdyiik (44 ha) on the southern pla-
teau, and Alisar Hoyiik (14 ha) further north, were replaced at the
top of regional settlement hierarchies by old secondary centers or
newly established sites of lower spatial extent. LBA sites that ap-
pear to be taking over regional control tend to range between 10
and 20 ha in size, which compares well with the dimensions of
excavated LBA sites such as the cult centre of Kusakli-Sarissa
(18.2 ha—intramural) and the district centre of Masat-Tapikka
(ca. 8 ha).

The newly established LBA sites of Gubat Sehri (15.7 ha)
(Omura, 2003) and Hoyiik-Altilar (18 ha) (Omura, 2005) on the
south-central plateau are potential candidates for regional centers
with a political and administrative scope similar to that of Kusakli-
Sarissa (Fig. 6). The sites of Yorgunhisar (9 ha) (Omura, 1992),
Biiyiikkale (7.5 ha) (Omura, 2002), both of which are occupied in
the preceding period, as well as the newly established Biiyiikkale-
tepe (6.2 ha) (Omura, 1993) are candidates for district centers on a
scale comparable to Masat-Tapikka. In the region around the Salt
Lake, Azak Kalesi (11.3 ha) (Omura, 2001) falls somewhere be-
tween the two categories, while Copuroglanin Cukur (10 ha)
(Omura, 2004), Hoyiik Tepe (7.7 ha) (Omura, 2001), Yalniz Ag1l (7
ha) (Omura, 2004) and Acemi Hoyiigi (6.9 ha) (Omura, 1994)
would also fall well into the range of LBA district centers. With
the exception of Acemi Hoyiigi, all of these sites appear to be
new foundations of the LBA.

Settlements above 20 ha seem to represent highest-order regio-
nal centers in the LBA. One of these, Kayalipinar (Okse, 2001) in Si-
vas province may be Samuha, the capital of the Upper Land
(Miiller-Karpe, 2000, p. 364), the largest administrative unit in
the Hittite core region. In addition to Bogazkdy-Hattusa and a
debatable Troy, only five LBA settlements seemingly transgressed
the 20 ha threshold. By comparison, the habitation areas at Bogaz-
koéy-Hattusa, despite recent efforts to unearth further living quar-
ters (Seeher, 2003), cover only about 30 ha (Mora, 1977, p. 236),
the equivalent of a large LBA regional centre. What remains at Hat-
tusa are ca. 150 ha of monumentalized space whose purposes was
solely that of imperial administration and representation; although
regional centers too had parts of their intramural areas dedicated
to monumental edifices and open spaces.
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Fig. 6. Map of south-central Anatolia with Middle and Late Bronze Age settlements.

The practice of replacing larger established power bases with strong symbolic message of the shift of power from a local to a spa-
new and smaller settlements must have served not only the prac- tially more extensive polity (see Branting, 1996 for the Alisar re-
tical aspects of the exertion of intensive control, but also emits a gion). From the data currently available, it appears that this
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transformation had a different pace on the eastern and the south-
ern plateau. A lot more research is needed to confirm, or contradict,
this hypothesis, but perhaps we are looking at two temporally
overlapping but not entirely congruent sequences in what appears
to be the expansion of intensive territorial control. This particular
spatial signature seems to be restricted to the central Anatolian
plateau, with patterns observed in other regions pointing to rather
different settlement dynamics.

‘Intensive hegemony'?

Settlement analysis, in theory, is well suited to the identifica-
tion of social and cultural transformations, which may be related
to indirect or hegemonic rule, although more than one thread of
evidence is necessary to construct a convincing argument of this
kind. Hypothetical elements of the spatial signatures of hegemonic
control include the continuation of traditional power-bases. Varia-
tions may be expected in the vulnerability or capabilities for self-
defense of these central settlements (Gorny, 1995; van De Mieroop,
1997, p. 73; Smith, 2003, p. 210). From a regional perspective, in-
creases in site numbers in the lower echelons of settlement hierar-
chies may be expected as responses to economic pressures as well
as improved security situations.

In the case of LBA Anatolia, we find a rise in LBA sites in the
Altinova (eastern Anatolia) against a background of relative settle-
ment stability (Whallon, 1979). In this region, almost all MBA sites
continued to be occupied in the LBA. New settlements were estab-
lished primarily in the lower levels of the settlement hierarchy, the
number of small sites increasing by ca. 37% and that of medium
sized-sites by ca. 60%. Some of the central settlements such as Kor-
ucutepe appear to have been without the protection of a city wall
(van Loon, 1980; contra Ertem, 1974; Burney, 1980, p. 166). A sim-
ilar trend of continuity of central places and a general increase in
site numbers seems to have occurred in parts of Rough Cilicia
and Cilicia, although the evidence is not as reliable ( Seton-Wil-
liams, 1954; French, 1965). Written correspondence and adminis-
trative links to the Hittite state are known from several sites in
southern Anatolia, which appear to have entertained increasingly
close cultural links with the Hittite core region. In concert with
other types of evidence, it would seem that the settlement trends
in southern and south-eastern Anatolia represent the spatial as-
pects of an intermediate form of external control, which may be
called ‘intensive hegemony’.

The limits of empire

Archaeological survey and excavations along the northern
fringe of the central plateau have yielded evidence for drastic
changes in settlement strategies during the second half of the sec-
ond millennium BC, which are indicative of the formation of a con-
tested frontier zone. This observation is not new (Yakar, 1980;
Yakar, 1992, p. 510; Yakar and Dingol, 1974, p. 91; Dodnmez,
2002, pp. 274-276; Matthews, 2000, pp. 1017-1018; Glatz and
Matthews, 2005) but it is conventionally restricted to the data
from individual survey projects and thus lacks the broad geograph-
ical overview of comparative analysis.

Two large-scale settlement processes affected the regions in
question in the course of the second millennium BC. The first trend
is characterized by a dramatic decline and, in some areas, an appar-
ent cessation of LBA settlement in the central Black Sea area. The
second development appears to have been, at least in part, a reac-
tion to the first. It includes the strengthening of the fringes of LBA
settlement in the form of fortified lines of defense and increasing
settlement activities in their hinterland. In contrast to relatively
widespread MBA settlement in Sinop, Samsun and Kastamonu
provinces, permanent occupation, at least in their familiar LBA
material culture representation, appears to have ceased in these re-

gions. One of the southern limits for this settlement retreat was the
Devrez Cay south of the Ilgaz mountains (Matthews, 2000;
Matthews and Glatz, 2009). With the exception of an outpost to
the north-west, four fortified settlements with LBA ceramic evi-
dence at distances between ca. 15 and 25 km guard the passages
to a more densely populated southern region. Comparable trends,
however, less systematically explored and not entirely agreed
upon (e.g. Dénmez, 2002; contra Yakar and Dingol, 1974), can be
observed in inner Samsun and the northern part of Amasya. Basic
similarities exist along the northern fringe of LBA settlement in
terms of settlement structure and site-size rages, with the largest
sites matching the dimensions of Masat-Tapikka. The latter site
was the seat of a BEL MADGALTI, or chief of the border guard,
and functioned as an administrative centre and military stronghold
(Alp, 1991).

The comparative analysis of the Anatolian survey data has
yielded a number of regionally distinct spatial trends within the
geographical sphere of the Hittite empire, which are indicative of
different imperial-local relationships. These include the territorial
integration of key regions on the central Anatolian plateau in what
appears to be an intensive, direct form of domination. Although
chronological resolution is coarse, this development seems to start
on the north-eastern plateau and continues during the later empire
period to the south of the Kizilirmak river. Hegemonic control,
which is hypothesized to leave existing power-bases in place
against a background of increasing numbers of smaller sites as
signs of economic prosperity and/or improved security, were iden-
tified in parts of southern and south-eastern Anatolia and northern
Syria. In addition, the survey evidence has highlighted at least two
processes of active and passive frontier formation at the northern
and south-eastern limits of Hittite power.

The results of the ceramic and settlement analyses and the in-
sights they provide about the intensity of cultural interaction,
and the spatial transformations in different regions form the back-
ground for the investigation of two further networks of interaction.
NCA administrative implements and practices, and landscape mon-
uments are elements of an imperial-local dialogue at the highest
socio-political levels of interaction.

North-central Anatolian glyptic in peripheral regions

At the basis of the investigation of NCA administrative imple-
ments and practices in the context of imperial-local relationships
lies the observation that, although the use of seals was not re-
stricted to the socio-political elite in the Hittite core region, archae-
ological find-locations in palatial, temple and other stately
contexts, as well as indications of titles and professions in Luwian
hieroglyphs, suggest a principle association of this type of admin-
istrative technology with the Hittite elite in charge of state
administration.

NCA administrative implements and evidence for their use can
be representative of a number of events and practices, ranging
from the exchange of correspondence or the management of a
peripheral polity by imperial officials to the local adoption of impe-
rial administrative routines and cultural styles. Seal impressions of
Hittite royalty or officials in local contexts, especially in the case of
isolated finds, do not on their own present convincing evidence of
effective Hittite control. What they are indicative of is interaction
between representatives of the imperial authority and those of a
local, possibly subordinate, polity. The quantities of texts and glyp-
tic finds as well as the professions represented provide us with
clues about the social level and intensity of this interaction and
about the nature of the political relationship. Seal finds could be ta-
ken to imply the presence of the seal owner at a particular site, and,
thus, in the case of Hittite officials, a physical as opposed to solely
symbolic representation of imperial power. Seal and owner, how-
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ever, are alienable, as are official allegiance and personal/factional
interest, the nuances of which can only be kept in mind as they are
difficult to identify in the available material. More common in
excavation contexts are seal impressions on bullae, sealings and
cuneiform tablets, which may present the use of NCA sealing prac-
tices in local contexts or, alternatively, the receipt of documents or
goods from sources linked to the central administration. Changes
in local administrative and sealing practices to accommodate ele-
ments of the NCA tradition may be suggestive of increasing politi-
cal as well as cultural ties.

The distribution of contextually documented NCA and NCA-
style administrative technology outside the central Anatolian pla-
teau, which is excluded from this analysis, displays a clear geo-
graphical focus (Fig. 7). Only a very limited number of NCA-style
seals and seal impressions have been found to the west and
south-west of the Hittite core region and to its north. The most
prominent west Anatolian finds are the sealed bulla from
Sarhoyiik-Dorylaion near Eskisehir (Darga and Starke, 2003) and
the biconvex hieroglyphic seal from Troy VIIb (Hawkins and Eas-
ton, 1996). The vast majority of 14th and 13th century BC glyptic
and tablet finds concentrate in areas to the south and south-east
of the Hittite core region. The nature of these discoveries within
Anatolia, in particular the pit contexts at Tarsus (Goldman, 1956,
pit 36.69; Gelb, 1956) and Korucutepe (Giiterbock, 1973, p. 135),
poses the question of whether we are dealing with chance finds
that have not yet been made at western sites. If the present distri-

bution patterns are, as they nevertheless seem, remnants of real
differences in regional interaction, possible reasons for this dis-
crepancy are the absence of effective, administrative control alto-
gether from western and northern areas, but also prevailing local
conditions. Areas to the south and south-east, and particularly vas-
sal states in northern Syria, fulfilled requirements of literacy and
familiarity with complex administrative procedures necessary to
appreciate and, thus, render effective, in practical and ideological
terms, the use of imperial administrative technology and, in some
instances, that of procedural practices.

The observed distribution patterns of imperial glyptic and text
finds at the four major find-spots of Tarsus, Korucutepe, Ras-Sham-
ra-Ugarit (Nougayrol, 1956; Schaeffer, 1956; Mora, 1987, 1990)
and Meskene-Emar (Beyer, 2001), suggest the operation of at least
three different modes of inter-regional administrative interaction
involving geographically as well as hierarchically distinct segments
of the imperial authority. The first includes the two Anatolian set-
tlements of Tarsus and Korucutepe. At both sites contact with the
Hittite core region is attested by the local use of NCA-style admin-
istrative technology during the second half of the LBA, but also
stretching back into the pervious period in the case of Tarsus. At
both sites parallels can be found between persons represented on
local seal impressions and at the imperial capital. Some of these
carried central or local royal titles or fulfilled official functions.
The majority of glyptic finds at these two sites are sealed bullae,
administrative devices attached to writing tablets or containers,

-«

1 Bgazkoy-Hattusa 9 Porsuk 17 Tarsus 25 Carchemish 33 Tell Kazel

2 Alaca Hoylk 10 Gordion 18 Mersin 26 Deve Hoyuk 34 Hala Sultan Teke
3 Eskiyapar 11 Sarhéyiik-Dorylaion 19 Soli Hoy(ik 27 Atchana-Alalakh 35 Tamassos

4 Kaman-Kalehdyiik 12 Hisarhdyik-Ayfon 20 Korucutepe 28 Ras Shamra-Ugarit

5 Ortakdy-Sapinuwa 13 Troy 21 Norsuntepe 29 Meskene-Emar

6 Masat-Tapikka 14 Metropolis 22 Tepecik 30 Tell Faq'us
7 Kusakli-Sarissa 15 Beycesultan 23 Tille Hoylk 31 Tell Fray
8 Oktakaraviran 16 Kilise Tepe 24 Lidar Hoylk 32 Tell Mardikh-Ebla

Fig. 7. Distribution of north-central Anatolian(-style) seals, seal-impressions and administrative practices.
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which are documented in large quantities at Bogazkdy-Hattusa and
suggest similarities in administrative practices.

In contrast, the two major Syrian find-locations have yielded
very little evidence for the use of clay bullae in administrative pro-
cedures. In all other respects, however, the administrative connec-
tions and, as a consequence, the political and cultural relationships
between the two Syrian cities and the Hittite realm share very little
in common. Two scribal schools apparently mastered the practical-
ities of administration at Meskene-Emar (Beyer, 2001). One ad-
hered to traditional Syrian tablet formats and glyptic styles,
while the second presents an amalgamation of Anatolian and Syr-
ian traditions. The Hittite viceroy at Carchemish and his officials
are represented in the Meskene-Emar texts as involved in local le-
gal decisions and as witnesses to contracts, and a Hittite adminis-
trator, ‘the overseer of the land’ was in charge of the entire land of
Astata (Beckman, 1995, p. 28). The main dynastic line of Hattusa,
with the exception of Mursili II, however, is not found in the glyptic
or the written records of Meskene-Emar.

Conversely, Ugarit’s leadership communicated directly with the
imperial court at Bogazkdy-Hattusa. Large numbers of treaties,
edicts and letters attest to the rather more frequent interference
of the Hittite great-king in local affairs. Yet, while numerous tab-
lets carry the seals of Hittite royalty and officials, which relate to
political and legal matters, local scribal tradition and administra-
tion did not adopt NCA glyptic styles or hybrid versions of it
(Neu, 1995, pp. 124-125; Genz, 2006). Thus, while Ugarit was un-
der highest-level political control and was interfered with in
exceptional circumstances, Emar appears to have been more di-
rectly administrated by the Hittite authorities at Carchemish.

Landscape monuments as projections of hegemonic control

Rock reliefs and related monuments in the landscape provide a
complementary perspective on high-level imperial-local relation-
ships to those represented by, and enforced through, administra-
tive technology. A survey of their spatial and chronological
distribution allows us to glimpse an ideological struggle in the
appropriation of territory and marking of boundaries by imperial
and local agents, which spatially resonates but does not entirely
overlap with the patterns of cultural influence and changes in spa-
tial organization already discussed. The category of landscape
monuments includes figurative and inscriptive rock and stone re-
liefs as well as dam and pool constructions in extra-urban contexts.
Although morphologically and functionally diverse, LBA Anatolian
landscape monuments share in common iconographic themes, sty-
listic conventions and, in many case, Luwian hieroglyphic
inscriptions.

In the past, LBA landscape monuments have tended to be trea-
ted as a diverse, yet coherent, category of mainly art historical and
philological interest. A consensus of strong stylistic homogeneity
has emerged in the literature as well as the explicit or implicit con-
nection of these monuments with the Hittite imperial venture
(Akurgal, 1964, p. 103; Bittel, 1976, p. 191; Borker-Kldhn, 1982;
Kohlmeyer, 1983, p. 103; Emre, 2002, p. 233; Ehringhaus, 2005).
Such an identification is arguably correct in a number of cases
which, by virtue of accompanying Luwian hieroglyphic inscrip-
tions, can be attributed to Hittite great kings (Sirkeli 1, Firaktin,
Yazilikaya, Yalburt and Karakuyu) or related officials (Tasct A).
The extension of the term Hittite, in both its cultural and political
connotations, to less easily identifiable monuments on the basis of
stylistic similarities, however, masks a crucial diversity of author-
ship and, associated with it, of multiple ideological and political
intentions in the power-political playing field of LBA Anatolia.

It has to be pointed out that with the exception of a short over-
view by Emre (2002) and Ehringhaus’ (2005) comprehensive sum-
mary Gotter, Herrscher, Inschriften: Die Felsreliefs der hethitischen

Grofsreichszeit in der Tiirkei, all other comparative treatments of
the subject were published prior to several recent discoveries,
which have emphasised the significance of LBA landscape monu-
ments as alienable political tools. These include the discovery of
the rock relief and inscription of Kurunta, (great-)king of Tarhun-
tassa, at Hatip (Dingol, 1998), the conclusive reading of the Karabel
A inscription as that of Tarkasnawa, Hittite vassal king of Mira
(Hawkins, 1998), the discovery of a second relief at Sirkeli in Cilicia
(Ehringhaus, 1995, 2005, pp. 100-101) as well as hieroglyphic inci-
sions of several local princes in the Latmos mountains in south-
west Anatolia (Peschlow-Bindokat, 2001; Herbordt, 2001). Taking
these new discoveries into account, the majority of known LBA
landscape monuments can be attributed to either local kings (Kar-
abel, Hatip), princes (Imamkulu, Hanyeri, Hamite, Akpinar, Surat-
kaya and possibly Malkaya) or persons of official rank (Tas¢1 A).
Links to the Hittite imperial administration can be established for
the authors of some of these monuments through textual or glyptic
syncretisms (Herbordt, 2005; Hawkins, 2005). These, sometimes
contingent, connections with the Hittite centre, however, are not
straightforward confirmations of the assertion of imperial power
on peripheral territories, as is seen to be the case in past treat-
ments of the subject (Kohlmeyer, 1983, p. 103; Peschlow-Bindokat,
2001, p. 366; Ehringhaus, 2005, pp. 119-120).

The rock reliefs of Kurunta and Tudhaliya IV (1250-1220 BC)
most vividly attest the use of landscape monuments in the negoti-
ation of dynastic and territorial supremacy. The problematic rela-
tionship between Kurunta, king of Tarhuntassa in Rough Cilicia,
and his cousin, the Hittite great king, is detailed in cuneiform
sources as well as the hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions at Yalburt
(Hawkins, 1995). Among all Hittite great kings, Tudhaliya IV in par-
ticular appears to have invested in representational monuments at
Bogazkdy-Hattusa, the nearby Yazilikaya and on the fringes of the
central Anatolian plateau. As Ehringhaus (2005, p. 119) pinpointed,
Tudhaliya IV seems to have been under pressure to underwrite the
legitimacy of his rule in this way. By the same token, it can be ar-
gued that all monumental representations in peripheral regions
are born out of similar pressures of, or aspirations to, legitimiza-
tion. In other words, LBA rock reliefs and inscriptions can be inter-
preted as projections of centralized power and claims over
territories via their boundaries and access routes rather than as
manifestations of achieved centralized control. Similarly, examin-
ing monumentality in Vijayanagara India, Morrison and Lycett
(1994) have convincingly argued that monumental statements of
power served the assertion of centralized authority rather than
the commemoration of its achievement. In view of both the large
number of monuments apparently commissioned by princes and
local kings as well as textual references to incessant upheavals
and subsequent military campaigns across Anatolia, I propose that
despite potentially close familial and/or contractual ties with the
Hittite core, representations or inscriptions of princes and local rul-
ers should be seen as evidence for power-political discourses
among local factions as well as with central forces.

This argument is underscored by the striking geographical dis-
tribution of LBA landscape monuments (Fig. 8). Works of Hittite
great kings outside the capital and its immediate surroundings
are located on the western and eastern edges of the central plateau
either directly on important communication routes or in locations
generally associated with passages to other parts of Anatolia. With
the exception of the Muwatalli (1306-1282 BC) depiction at Sirkeli
in what was the heartland of Kizzuwatna, Hattusili Il (1275-1250
BC) and Puduhepa’s relief at Firaktin and Tudhaliya IV’s inscription
at Karakuyu seemingly guard the south-eastern fringes of the core
area. Yalburt and possibly also Eflatun Pinar may have fulfilled a
similar function along the natural, cultural and likely also political
border to the west. A temporal component, indicative of changing
interests and concerns in the projection of imperial power may
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1 Bgazkoy-Hattusa 9 Eflatun Pinar

2 Delihasanh 10 Fasillar

3 Alaca Hoyiik 11 Emirgazi

4 Ortakoy-Sapinuwa 12 Karakuyu Reservoir
5 Yazilhkaya 13 Kayalipinar

6 Yalburt 14 Sivas Stele

7 Kdylutolu 15 Sirkeli 1 and 2

8 Ayfon Stele 16 Gavur Kalesi
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17 Malkaya 25 Akpinar

18 Firaktin 26 Karabel

10 Tasgl A 27 Hatip

20Tas¢I B 28 Keben

21 Imamkulu 39 Atchana-Alalakh
22 Hanyeri 30 Caldin

23 Hamite

24 Suratkaya

Fig. 8. Distribution of Late Bronze Age landscape monuments.

also be tentatively proposed. It seems that earlier generations of
great kings concentrated ideological strategies, at least in the form
of landscape monuments, in the south-east and along routes that
allowed Hittite access to the natural and mercantile resources of
south-east Anatolia and northern Syria. In the reign of Tudhaliya
IV, although the Karakuyu inscription attests his concern also with
this eastern area, identifiable imperial stone carvings, for the first
time, appear on the south-west edges of the plateau.

Clearly, all of the landscape monuments in question conveyed
multiple meanings and served a multitude of functions besides
the more general projection of hegemony. However, from a macro
scale perspective, rock reliefs and constructions in direct associa-
tion with Hittite rulership were concerned with the framing or
guarding of an interior rather than the subjugation of an exterior
(also Seeher, 2005, p. 42). The interior perhaps corresponds with
the area seen in the survey record to undergo major re-organization
during the LBA, in what can be interpreted as the spatial implemen-
tation of territorial control, as well as with the core region of the
NCA cearmic tradition. The concentration of imperial monuments
in the last phase of the LBA contributes to the picture of these mon-
uments as a defensive rather than offensive measure in the light of
the textual sources and the pattern of reliefs commissioned by
ambitious princes and the kings of powerful vassal and appendage
kingdoms. Future discoveries of additional rock monuments are
probable in the light of recent findings and they may require the
revision of these hypotheses. A less centrally driven interpretation
of inter-polity relations as conducted through the media of land-

scape monuments, however, appears more at ease with the imme-
diate data and with other aspects of LBA material culture patterns.

Discussion: overlapping networks of interaction in Late Bronze
Age Anatolia

The evidence for the selective adoption of north-central Anato-
lian ceramic traditions in neighboring regions, changes and conti-
nuity in local settlement systems, the direction and intensity of
Hittite administrative efforts and the dialogue of territorial hege-
mony carried out via landscape monuments show that empire,
rather than a monolithic entity, is best conceptualized as a com-
plex web of interactions. The above investigation has also shown,
that imperial-local relationships were less clear-cut and in favor
of all encompassing central control than inferences made from Hit-
tite documents generally give the impression of. Instead, we gain
the impression of an ongoing process or negotiation of empire that
is carried out on a range of different cultural, political and social
levels.

The focal point of all four elements of interaction is the central
Anatolian plateau (Fig. 9). This may not be surprising, but a closer
inspection of the developments in the extended core region of the
Hittite empire emphasizes that we are dealing with a process of
imperialism that is neither complete nor uncontested in its closest
periphery and throughout its existence. Although textual sources
indirectly concede the instability of Hittite control through their
concern with rebellions and military campaigns, we are told com-
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Fig. 9. Reconstruction of the spatial extent of four overlapping networks of inter-regional interaction in LBA Anatolia and north Syria.

paratively little about the substance of strategies of control and
integration and the length of time it took to implement them.
The survey data from the central Anatolian plateau, despite its very
obvious limitations, when analyzed through a comparative and
diachronic perspective, indicates a process of spatial transforma-
tion that affected first the eastern and then the southern plateau
and that is suggestive of strategies of integration and the imposi-
tion of a truly territorial mode of government. This spatial signa-
ture of territorial control, however, was not found outside the
central plateau. To the north, linear arrangements of fortified set-
tlements and the scarcity of LBA materials beyond these mark
out the limits of Hittite effective control. The western and eastern
fringes of the central plateau and its access routes were guarded by
imperial landscape monuments and challenged by local agents
using the same symbolic canon to project their own territorial
hegemony over the physically, politically and ideologically liminal.

The sphere of NCA cultural influence, here examined through
the distribution of ceramic traits, stretches beyond the area af-
fected by the spatial transformation of directly controlled regions
inside the brackets of imperial landscape monuments. The near
exclusive use of NCA-style pottery extended to Gordion in west-
central Anatolia and southwards to the Cilician Gates. The sphere
of less intensive NCA ceramic influence displays a clear south
and eastward focus. Yet, ceramic similarities in these regions differ
in terms of their chronology of introduction and intensity, suggest-
ing a series of local processes of adoption rather than the deliberate
imposition of imperial cultural elements on surrounding territo-
ries. The distribution of NCA administrative technology seemingly
matches that of ceramic influences, but reaches beyond it into
northern Syria, where, with the exception of written documents,
it constitutes the only tangible evidence for high-level inter-regio-
nal interaction and imperial control. The evidence from Anatolian
find-spots, particularly from Tarsus and Korucutepe, hints at rela-
tively close and intensive relationships with the Hittite core region.

Western Anatolia, by contrast, was not involved in administrative
interaction just as it was not touched by the NCA ceramic phenom-
enon. Local elites, however, developed a taste for large-scale land-
scape monuments.

In terms of the overall character of regional dominance relation-
ships, the cumulative archaeological pattern can be tentatively
interpreted as follows (Fig. 10). First, we observe a sphere of
increasingly materially manifested direct imperial control on the
central Anatolian plateau. Second, close relationships, on multiple
cultural and political levels, with southern and south-eastern Ana-
tolia and along the Syrian Euphrates point towards a level of con-
trol somewhere between territorial and hegemonic rule, which
may be called ‘intensive hegemony’. Third, a more hands off ‘ideal’
type of hegemonic control may be postulated for the case of Ugarit,
whose cultural taste as well as administrative practices retain a
fiercely independent character. Fourth, a veneer of political control
can be inferred from the textual sources for western Anatolia. As
regards the archaeological record, however, western Anatolia dis-
plays little or no tangible material signs of Hittite government
and, with the exception of monumental display, of cultural interac-
tion. Finally, we can constitute the apparent absence of effective
Hittite control in the archaeological record of northern and
north-eastern Anatolia.

Conclusions

In this paper, I have outlined an archaeology of empire that is
based on a synthetic approach to inter-regional interaction. The
example of LBA Anatolia has shown that the investigation of over-
lapping spatial and temporal patterns of material categories that
are diagnostic of interaction between a political core and its sur-
rounding regions on a range of cultural, political and ideological
levels, can yield a more nuanced understanding of the relationships
that underlie early empires. This approach provides an avenue to
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Fig. 10. Reconstruction of dominance relationships in the Hittite empire.

move beyond traditional, core-centric and top—-down classifications
based on the hegemonic-territorial dichotomy. It also shows that
the question of whether culture change is due to external control
or local initiative can be addressed through in-depth diachronic
and comparative analyses of local and supra-regional processes.
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