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Abstract

Cultural historian Elliott Collgproposed in a recent paper that ancient borders, unlike their modern versions, are often

roughly hewn, both materially and conceptually. With this he not only refers to the artfully crafted and politically donteste

nature of borders in antiquity but alsteverly highlights their geological grounding. For the Hittite imperial landscapes,

Col Il abs st at eme nt forHiftie frontiers aré aftén discassed with mespect to the making of rock reliefs

and spring monuments that both commemottaekingship ideology at politically contested border regions and appropriate

local sites of geological wonder and cultic significance such as caves, springs and sinkholes. Treaties are signed and border
disputes are settled at these liminal sites wheriaites and ancestors of the underworld take part as withesses. One such
monument is the mountain spring at Yalburt Yaylasé that fe
Hittite kings in the countryside. Excavated by Ankara Mus@uii970s the Yalburt Monument near Konya is dated to the

time of Tudhaliya IV (1209237 BCE). Since 201@GheYal burt Yayl asé Archaeol ogical Lan
investigated the landscapes surrounding Yalburt monument. The preliminary résuof the extensive and intensive
archaeological survey suggest that the region of Yalburt was a deeply contested frontier, where the Land of Hatti linked to

the politically powerful polities of western Anatolia. This paper will discuss the nature dfite Horderland with respect to

settlement programes, monument construction and regional politics.

Ozet

Kel ter tari h-isi Elliott Col | aa] dyaa ks£én é&rrldar ésnu n drag due rtmi rv elri
sékl ékla hem fiziksel ol arak hem de kavramsal ol arak kaba
yandan el emefj i g°z nuru il e ikl enmi,biryammansa by algunun jedlopkr a k - ek
temell erine ikaret eder. Hitit emperyalist peyzajlitaréna ba
sénérboyl arée séklékla kayalara oyul areked maktlka¥makIBar amatil
siyasi -eki kmelere sahne ol an sénér bel gelerinde krall ék
kaynakl aré ve d¢denler gibi jeolojik a-éedaar mu¥erzalvti é ves my
tanrél arénén ve kutsal atalarén birer tanék olarak bulundu
bajlanérl arde. Bu anétlardan bir tanesi de Yedlnbéukr tu zYuanyclaa sbéi
yazeét i-erir. Bu yazét Hitit Kmparatorl ujudnun kérsal al a
Anadol u Medeniyetl eri M¢zesi taraféendan bir kurtAnébhékazés
4. Tudhaliyadbnén zamatden8)taldDhDegiéyendaWM. $¥er1l23J3al burt Yay
Araktérma Projesi, Yal burt Anétéénén -evresindeki peyzajl a
arkeobj i k y¢zey taramal arénén il k sonu-laréna g°re, Yalburt

ol duju ve Hatti i1l kesi édnin burada Baté Anadoludnun siyasi

yazé ©@enhkirtibttl gesini, yerlekim programlaré, anét inkaatl ar
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The horizonis an arc wherein a given landscape comes tdandscape archaeology, which is geared towards a
an end and end of visibility, of presence, of availability. concrete understanding of archaeological or historical
A place per se has no horizon, only an enclosure Ofgndsmpes as socispatial products andartefacts of
perimeter. Only when places are concatenated in &y aterial practices such placeaking, construction, and
landscape is there anything like a horizon, whighhe movement (see e.g. Knapp,Ashmore 1999; Evans,

undelimited limit, or better theboundary, for the Pfettigrew, TamuTurin 20009 : HadMmankah 2
landscape as a whole. As a boundary, the horizon does no ) . N
merely close off the landscape; it opens it up forand various papers in Bowser and Zedefio 2009 and

further exploration, hat is, for bodily ingressin. Bende 1993. Notable in this sense
Edward Casey (2001: 417) of taskscapes (Ingold 2000: 189ff)yhe complexity of
borders and borderlands in the ancient world requires us
Introduction: Borderlands as a Constellation of Haces to see them ageal landscapesin their ontological

Frontiers and borderlands are complex geographies that groundedness. Although this might seelvious when
tend to house marginal and relatively fluid cultural stated as such, | contrast this rather straightforward
practices and particular political configurations that are gpservation with our common conceptualization of-pre
difficult to explain through the ermative laws of the modern/ancient borders as imagined cartographic features

|mper|al centre In his work on Ana}tollan porderland.s, or dividing lines abstractly drawn. This notion derives
Keith Hopwoodhas shown how seminomadic pastoralists . . N
from a long history of mapmaking and scientific

of the Byzantine and Turkish communitieis the .
Beykehir Lake basin duri fgoorgphywhichleadsysdqmoye segmiessly fog the
interacted and mingled by shagin | i f est y | es INGPHON @ dnapste acwal borders and frontiers on the
incursions of the armies of central governments were ground. This paper attempts to reimagine borderland
unwelcome to the inhabitaits o f botdérlands landscapes as ambiguous and contested topographies
(Hopwood 1993: 131). However historical studg on before the advenof scientific mapmaking, and prior to
borderlands rarely offespatially informed perspectives  their capturing in the representational clarity of modern
on the topographic configuration of borderland political maps.

landscapes and the kinds of spatial practices and material | this paper, | argue that borderlands are a feature of

interventions through which they are shaped, maintained, e physical landscape first and foremost along with being a

and transformed n O.t © however Qy a P %rgdﬁc? &t thé AolHic%I%agiEaﬁoﬂ,oaéd)l advocate for an

work on the association of sacred cave sites and L . . .
explicitly spatial reading of borderlands as vibrant,

borderlamls in medieval Anatolia.)This contribution to )
Bordered Places and Bounded Tinettempts to answer contested, and fluid. Secondly, | suggest that borderlands

this question from an archaeological perspective and & best understood as a specific regional landscape that is
investigates the material shaping of a borderland zone in composed of a constellation of interconnegitetteswhere
south central Anatolia during the Bronze Age political negotiation takes place through practices of public

In a recent unpublished paper, Elliot Colla suggested spectacles and commemorative activities which involve the
that in contrast to the modern border fences of tHé 20 construction and maintenance of monuments and sites of
and 2P century nat imodern bauraariess , mefhdry (Rora 1989, 1996%.i er re Nora associ at e
and frontiers are often rougrewn both materially and  me mo r ithothe osindustrial world and its cultural
conceptually. 0 suygestingamatiiarsu e;fnesh Vas sites where an artificial recovery of collective

structures  they gg_sture not so much to the_ site they memory is attempted through the material manifestations in
occupy, but to polities located elsewhere. As signs of the o .
the form of monument building and commemorative

periphery, they point teentreselsewhere; in themselves, ) H d . f
they mark distance more than proximity, absence more ceremonies. He contrasts pmadern envbnments o

than preseme ( Bl | i ott Col | a, fi Re SEBORsWere; al qulfpres &g Yrang avigh the -post
Wi t mored Del i verRralingdn Rackse indyrigd gqalcbvyhere our ability teollectively remember
Gathering by the Water: Archaeological Fieldwork at is lost in the context of the modern nation states. Yet this
Rock Reliefs, Sacred Springs and Other PlaBrswn contrast has its problems: arguments have been made to
University Joukowsky Institute for Archaeology an@th  show that neithehasmodernitybeen able to take away all
Ancient World, March 2, 2008, see HathoStaeAvifonrients(of emory nbasthe fact that pre

2014). With this statement, Colla refers to the artfully  modern contexts are devoid of creating politically charged,
crafted, politically contested but also physically o, ¢ i fi ci al | y configured fAsites

ambiguous nature of borders in antiquity and cleverly memor yo | refer t o pwhere e s o f |

glr%zlrl%r:rtlsg gﬁegfggﬁgfﬂ ggourg(;n?omgrg;?ifsglC\;‘Lere collectively shared pasts are negotiated through ceremonies,
spectacles, inscription, and monumbailding.

spatial practices of the political nature materialize is ) ) ]
rarely explored, and it is my intention to contribute to Scholarly discussions of borderlands and frontiers

borderland/frontier studies through this perspective. often focus@ t he fiboundaboderandt uati on:
If we consider a bordtand landscape as a cultural ~ Processes (Parker 2006r8), sharp material culture

artefactand a political reality on the ground, we engage differentiatons at frontiers (Lightfoot,Martinez 1995:

directly with one of the central concerns of contemporary 471) or the political agents, military conflicts, and treaties
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settling on border defini(tfiloannsd oTodtHay & § 0 )wicdaensnporte abde
modernist understanding of borders relies heavily on the its continuously shifting frontiers (Daddi 2009: xii). In the
cartograpic representation of borders as linear -geo second half of the paper, | will proceed to discuss a

political features in the landscape, a notion that derives geographically weldefined cluster of Lat@ronze Age

from the way modern nation states are imagined on the Early Iron Age monuments in a borderland region in

ground. The notion of space as quantifiable as well as southcentral Turkey (dated roughly between 14@DO
dividable is frequentlyalbeit anachronistally, adopted in BCE) (fig. 3.1). These are monumeniat springs and
the historical imagination of ancient states, which comes prominent rock outcropswvhich are roughly carved into
with the expectation of sharp material culture variation on the living rock with images anasécriptions, andherefore

either side of a given border. In the similarly popular €ore are deeply embedded in the very special geology of
periphery models that are frequently used in the landscapes (on Anatolian rock monuments, see
borderlandand frontier case studies, frontiers are imagined Harmax ah 2014 an d Plourde 20t1gGkse;
as territories defined by a movement from a powerful and 2011; Ullmann 2010 and in press; Glatz 2009; Seeher
innovative core to the passive ancceiwing periphery 2009; Bonatz 2007; Ehringlas 2005; Kohlmeyer 1983

(Lightfoot, Martinez 1995: 47472). (with bibliography)) | wi || argue

hewndo monument s a regwriien ébvern i

In contrast, | suggest that borderlands are complex
zones of interaction and hybridization, the continuity of
which depend on pladeased events, monument building
activities, and state sponsored celebrations, while such
borderland zones tend to have aimiefy role in the
making of imperial cores. In such contexts they
materialize as unique cultural and built landscapes of
anxiety, contestation, and identity crisis. This proposal
works particularly well in the eclectic empire of the
Hittites, where the prise separation of its imperial core

powerful placesand this was howin a way frontier
landscapes were configured as borderlands.
Christopher Tilley sugested in his workhe Materiality
of Stonepl aces and | andscapes

know who you are, how to
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Fig. 3.1. Konya Plain and Lakes Region at the time of the Hittite Empire and landscape monyiapnt:
by O. Harmankah & M. Mass).
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socialization and knowledge for to know a landscape is to

(Tilley 2004: 25) This relationship between place,
belonging, and knowledge is always unfinished, as are the
rough hewn inscriptions of place, the meanings and
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political associations of which are spectral and fleeting materializes as a linear strip of mined fields, a complex of
despite the claims of eternal preservation in the act of barbed wirefences, and military watch towers as well as
carving the fAuntouchedo r o csflitandtraumatized families. The borderland zone where
this Arab family lived however, i.e. the transition zone
from North Syrian basalt and limestone hills to the
Sout heast Turkeyds raund the st eppe
Tigris and Euphrates rivers, has historically been a zone of
shifting cultural identities and the <4wmbitation of
different ethnic and religious groups, including Arab,
Kurdish,  SyriarOrthodox, Armenian, and other
communities. It is necessarljerefore to seek a nuanced
notion of borders and borderlands that speaks to the
historically specific understandings of geographical space
in modernity and in antiquity, rather than reflecting one
model over another.

The borderlands and frontiers literature in archaeology
is often impacted by the contemporary structure of modern
nation states. Such an understanding is often uncritically
projected back to the ancient world, resulting in a
predominant understanding of bders aslinear and as
largely impermeabldeatures of the landscape. Asvas
mentioned above, the spatial understanding of borderlands
largely depends on presumed cperiphery models of
territorial dynamics(for excellent, critical overviews of
archaeologal and relevant anthropological theories of
frontiers and borderlals, see Parker 2006; Rodseth,
Parker 2005; LightfootMartinez 1995, all with extensive
bibliographies) The modern notion of borders is a product
of Cartesian theories of space that déviup landscapes  Hittite borderlands and rock monuments: a place
without much respect to local configurations of pasedapproach
meaningful places and cultural relationships. The |f ancient borderlands can be defined as contested geo
boundary itself is a component of the modernist notion of political zones of interaction among different territorial or
space, which is abstract, finite and quantifiable, colonial entities and as geographically meaningful regions
constituting space as a containehich is disassociated in the imagination of sovereign powers and local
from its contents, as Henri Lefebvre has argued (Lefebvre commurities (Parker 2006: 80), in what ways can they be
1991: 170 and 181). The immediate relationship between studied and mappedn the groun@ What aretheir
bodies that constitute space and the space itself is denied.physical manifestations asorderlands in archaeological
Modern nation states have not only implemented this post |andscapes? In the following, | present the case of a cluster
Enlightenment understanding of spatiality through its of Anatolian rock monuments of the kaBronze and
violent demarcation of territories and the creation of Early Iron Ages which date to the last two centuries of the
subjects of the statewras @igite Brhpfe)(£as190a200 BCE) Anel $he aftdrndath ®ff
demarcated territories, but also ingrained this way of its collapse when former Hittite territories were balkanized
understanding the world as a wodficontainers such that  into small regional states while claiming the ancestral
other forms of spatiality have become inconceivable, heritage otthe Hittite Empire(for a detailed discussion of
illustrated well ly the academic desire to méye political this transition and the role of monuments and city building
boundaries of ancient states. Boundaries are both realpr acti ces, s e e -7TH)alm thesenimperial 2 01 3 :
spaces and representational spaces at the same time irand posimperial contexts, rock reliefs and spring

Lefebvréd s t er ms. They are plnjoButnénts aef constructedcat gromimsprirgd) fhouths
negotiation as real geographies of social encounter and of caves or sinkholes, on steep rock walls of river gorges
political contestationkorderlands as real spaceand as or mountain passesbut each time presenting a special
imagined lines that are fabricated by ideological eventful geology. These monuments commemorate the
discourses of territorial division on the utopitshion of kingship ideology at politically contested border regions
mapmaking by  sovereign powers bofders  as and appropriatéocal sites of geological wonder and cultic
representational spacgs significance such as caves, springs and sinkholes while

transforming them into state sanctioned sites of ritual

operating a falafel shop in the city of Providence. From practice. In official intestate ”ea‘Y texts, we Igarn Fhat
our conversations, | learned that when the modern border these monuments appear as sites oftestation in

betwen Tur key and Syria was Qo&d{arl,andﬁ ‘ﬂq% Eher boréig{s[ aéencanggalredf azSOHﬂd ISLWB S

In recent years, | have met a transnational Arab family

land was split, with half the family remaining in Syria, the monuments.

other half in Turkey. The family members still have to In the 1986 season and during the restoration work on

cross the militarized border for ceremonies and the wall near one of the monumental city gates known as
celebrations such as weddings and fafeerThe modernist Yerkapéthe Hittite capital Ha't

notion of a nation state border is imposed in the form of a German archeological projectdiscovered the soalled
violent intervention of a straight line drawn and A Br onze Tabl et darefactamth ai wepr essi ve
engineered on abstract maps. The inked line on the map preserved 353 line inscription of a treaty between the
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Hittite Great King Tudhaliya IV and Kurunta, the king of
Tar hunt agga CTHBIO6.AB(Bawikng 2002
144; De Martino 1999; Bryce 1998: 2999; Hawkins
1995: 49f.; Houwink Ten Cate 1992. On the excavation of
the Bronze Tablet, about
1987: 405408 and Abb. 2122123. The principal
standard edition of the Bronze Tablet (CTH X)6is
Otten 1988. For a more recent translation of the text, see
Beckman 1999: 108.24. The border description between
Tarhuntagga and Hatti was
Tegub KBp&a4da),ywet Bronze Tablet provided a
more comprehensive version from the time of Tudhaliya
IV in the second half of the 3c. BCE) Ever since its
discovery, the publication of the te&tand the secondary
literature produced aboutdit have informed us great

deal about the historical geography of the Hittite Empire
and its borderlandsarticularly to the south. The treaty
provides a thorough geographic description of the
definition of the border between the kingdom of
Tarhuntagga and itKRRatt),ae d
the core territories of the Hittite Empire. The Land of Hatti
was usually considered at the height of the Hittite Empire
a combination of th&pper Land located in the bend of
Maragganda River (classical
north central Turkey, and tHeower Landin the environs

of the modern Konya Plain (Forlanini 2009; Gurney
2003) . Tarhuntagga occupi e
coastland and the mountainous landscape of the Central
Taurus range, and gradually became pfwven the last

two centuries of the Hittite Empire. In fact, Hittite King
Muwatalli 1l attemptedto move the Hittite capital from
Hat t uga t o- arfl anknbownnurbanj ceater, a
massive imperial attempt to reorient the political
geography of the Hitte Empire, though eventually

o]

emerging from the very rough surface of the mosgered
bedrock about 5 m. above the mouth of the spring. The
site was Il ocall etlosowred D
these relief images (Bahar, Personal Communication).

3 Whemthe whaledmage¥ddts dca@mp@nyingsins@iptidde v e

was cleaned and studied closely, it was understood that
this was a rock relief monument of Kurunta, king of
Tar hunt ag goad halfnof 18tceBCE (Dincol,
Dingol 1996).

al I—r|er8e ?ndtl“ye milésttl (?f \t%g Hurayya(hmer I'Earﬁ]d,eweI]JlrlldmI

Kurunta putting up a rock monument which uses the
image of a striding god wearing a horned peak cap and
short tunic, and carrying bow and arrow, daggerlande
- an iconographic repertoire associated with the Hittite
Great Kings. | have argued elsewhere that this
representation of divinity and/or deified king presents a
carefully articulated ambiguity in its iconographic choices
and attempts to endow theng with the visual power of a
di}/ine image while this powerful imagery became a
sharede?ctrja thetoric of kingship inLate Bronze Age
Anatolia (Harmankah 2014).
scandalas about the monument is ttihe inscription that
accpipaics he MRS TRUMRER AU SRR
pretentiously as the AGre
to have been exclusive to
g\/lora 2003; Singer 1996). If the identiéiciat%or:a of modern
(o]

t

btals e d

Wh at

iIgi n (

t he |

nya witﬁ theﬁ-h?titne tur[)a{?lltténtrelk’l‘(ﬁ\/\/&lniyais crorFegIt,n ean

the geopolitics of this new monument dedicated to
Kurunta becomes even more prominent and forceful.

Further west in the same borderland zone, in the
volcanic mountain range and rocky hills south of the
Konya Plain, two further sites ofock reliefs and
Hieroglyphic Luwian monuments are knovaince their

unsuccessful (Singer 2006). Kurunta was a famous ruler of discovery in the early 20century Kéz &l daj and Kar
Tarhuntagga, install ed by (Bitekl1986f iHawkinst1292)i.i3.4).gBsth ohthede sdise h a d
direct blood ties with the ofmopumenisaile carvadnii prominent rock@utcrops e, b e
the son of Muwatalli 1l. The borderland between Hattd mountain peaksand their inscriptionsefer to the ruler
Tarhuntagga is deduwdhaiyh ¢vd iHartapusdweo, likeuKuruntat also presents himself as a

treaty of the Bronze Tablet, and geographically identified i Gr e a t Ki n g®a darked am&site doatgrop, i

as the Hulaya River Land and the Land of Pedassa par t of the volcanic geology of
(Hawkins 1995: 50). The Hulaya River Land is rises stunningly above the now seasdnha t asalBake

confidently but perhaps not so conclusivelysaciated (for figures, see Har mpoOkah 2015:
with the ¢arkamba River b asvem pronfinart owceop o theorthivastern slope ©fh wat er
oftheBeykehir and Sujla LakeKkézieénltdajt,heovikohpoakPhgi hhe | ake,

(Hawkins 1995). This identification owes a great deal to
the recently discovered rock relief monument at Hatip
Springs right outside¢he modern town of Konya, in the
southwestern suburbs of the city known as Meram (Bahar
1996). At the western edge of the smadighbourhooaf
Hatip, an impressive rock facade sharply rises with a
prolific spring emerging from several mouths in its
bottam. In 1994 Prof. Hasan Bahar of Selguk University
located the faint relief images of feet with upturned toes

41

of monumerd and inscriptions. On a throfike flattened
surface of theack facing nortlnorthwest, a male figure is
depicted seated on a throne and holding a spear on one
hand and a cup on the other hand. One accompanying
Hieroglyphic Luwian Inscription identifies him as
AHart apus, Tkertwoadther kKhscripgods that
were also carved on the same outcrop have been
dynamited in the recent decades, but the most complete
onereads as follows:
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Beloved of the Storm God, the Sun, Great King
Hartapus, son of Mursilis, Great King, Hero, built
this city (Hawkins 2000 [: 438)

On the southwestern edge of the mountain, about 50 m.
south ofthe Hartapus reliefis found an impressive rock
cut installation accompanied with a longer Luwian
inscription of Hartapus. The rock cut installation is
described often

alke aHdtt & mawetbavalisnos fla%k9 g 20) .

stylistic grounds to the Middle Iron Age {8century
BCE). However those styktic grounds have been
challenged by many ¢f a bibliography, see Hawlgn
2000 1434, see also RojaSergueenkova 2014: 14516).

In close association with the Hulaya River Land and in
the borderl ands region between F
Land d Pedassa is frequently mentioned in the treaty texts

Pedassa (sol

and accessed by a series of elaborately carved rock cut usually identified with the region to the north of the Sultan

steps. The hieroglyphic inscription is carved to the
southern side of the installation on a flattened surfaice,
reads:6The Sun, Great King, Hartapus, Hero, beloved of
the StormGod, son of Mursilis, Great King, Hero: by the
goodness (of) the celestial Sto@od (and of) every god,
(he) who conquered every countignd) conquered the
countryd(Hawkins 2000 I: 438)

Based on epigraphic grounds, David Hawkins has
convincingly argued f or a dating o
inscriptions to the 12th c¢. BCE immediately after the fall
of the Hittite Empire, especially considering its close
affinity wi t h t he Yal burt
Commemorative Monument of Tudhaliya IV and the
BojJ azk©y ISserigtibru ofg the Hieroglyphic
Chamber (Hawkins 2000 |: 434). Although Hartapus
announces himself as the Great King, a title that is usually
reserved for the Hittite
Hartapus might be challengin t h e
this ti me, similar t o
Springs. What is really intriguing in this inscription is that
Hartapus shares the imperial rhetoric of founding new
cities and carving reliefs and commemorative inscriptions

on the livingrockwi t h t he Hittite
inscriptions of Hartapus
t o t he very pl ace as t he

therefore it is | think, safe to assume that the whole
volcanic massi f t hat
as wel |l as the Hotamék Lak
sacred landscape in the 2nd millennium BCE. With the

di scovery of Kuruntads
Springs where he c¢l aims hi
and Karadaj mo rbel mogenmeaningfullyn

linked both to the geopolitics of Hulaya River Land as
borderlands and to the royal rhetoric of kingship at the end
of the Hittite Empire. In the absence of thorough
archaeol ogi cal wor k
Kar au]j uz, KuBt20902 for aaenedt survey of the
sur face f i ntieseisactrrentyenn substhrtiye)
evidence that would argue against datingK € z €é | d aj
Karadaj monuments towards
Age. While the inscriptions are certaintiated to the
transition between the end of the Late Bronze Age and the
beginning of the Early Iron Age, the relief image of
Hartapus sitting on a throne has long been dated on

Great

authoatit bivir%teoawt?f fndt Elé_rgre}_he Geology of Liminality
Kur ug th@ @stussdr df thé boftiéihnds Irtive (BHAZE tabfet

Daj |l ar e range, therefore corre
provinces of Kaadredh hlaln@éhe ,Sawlaegrr e
Yalburt Monument is located and perhaps further north all

the way to the Sangarios River V
the late Hittite king Tudhaliya IV, a contemporary of

Kurunta, raised a very important commemorative

monument at the auntain spring site, and celebrated his

victories over the Lukka Lands and the surrounding

landscape in southwestefnn at ol i a ( Har mankah,
f:)urusdflr"’karntr""(‘e|o°uvse0rs 2 0 1 4aghnsorH 201Ma n kK a h,
2013). In the following sections, | will come back to this

monument to discuss the specific regional context in

WhiC“ thé lYaEfbﬁrfs‘ l\/bnl%%ﬁ{ Ws Blif Hov§e9eF ft 139

important to point out that we must consider its specific

historical circumstances in the very context of this

borderlands politics.
Ki resident at

ngs Hattuga,

Hat i

text and other treaty documents from the last few centuries
of the Hittite Empire, rock monuments are given a special
place in the political configuration of teiory. Various

I Uybed fofSrocR Monlhertsvhicld dere cle&I§ built at
f places df high caladighificandé aifi ahd abrderlafde f er s

lan8sdapegrerb®ughGip esapbliticaly ehangdd placesof
contestation between different territorial entities. This is

i chavjo,l ewadent ib tbetehse tha thearefeaehcesdonsdch oaumerits

eftennraise ishuasv ad inotaleility, farbiddingeparticalas
political agents to visit such sites. The following section

a

rock rrogn itehfe aBnrdo nizres cTrajbplteitodns attr erpattyi

senseifitgr thepdirectign of dguptHuyatnuwagda, Zhs| d a |
Rogtigr is the hallapuwanza, but the hallapuwanza
belongs to the land of the Hulaya River. Up behind the

city of Kusawanta, his frontier is the Stone Monument of

the Do (Beckman 1999: 109, Text 18A.i.29f).

afsee Keé z &imilafy] in afother tredft Betwaeth ahke Great King

Hattugili-TeBhubadndf UTmr hunt agga (
KBo 4.10), the frontier i's mar ke
taed Eartho (DINGIR. KAGKAL. KUR)

tGhaeg yv Breyc kanadh @fs st @ kBodede of tF

belonging tathe land of Pedassa/Pitassa.

In the direction of the border district of the land of
Pitassa, his frontier is th&nkholeof the city of
Arimmatta, but Arimmatta belongs to the land of
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Pitassa. In the direction of Mount Huwatnuwanta,
his frontier is the hallapuwanza but the
hallapuwanzabelongs to the land of the Hulaya
River. Up behind the city of Kursawanta, [his]
frontier is the Stone Monument of the Dog
(Beckman 1999: 104, Text §8.19f).

The meaning ohallapuwanzais unknown, however it is
clear that numerous instances within the treaty documents
point to symbolically charged places as loci of territorial
delineation (see also Van den Hout 1995: 27). From one
generation to the next, the places of power and ritual
practice such as the
of Arimmatta or the Stone Monument of theg maintain
their importance in theolitical-cumcultic landscape of
the borderlands. Further in the text, the treaty also requires
that the ruler Kuruntahould not get close to or go up to
particular monuments, for example the monument referred
to in texts as the HAEtern
monument may have been associated with the funerary
cult of the dead Hittite kings:

Concerning the matter ofhé Eternal Rock
Sanctuary ¥**hekurSAG. UG) , Mar assa
an oral appeal to my father, resulting in the ruling:
"Kurunta shall not be found near the Eternal Rock
Sanctuary." My father had a tablet made for
Marassanta, and Marassanta has it in his
possesion. My father did not know this, however
- how the text concerning the Eternal Rock
Sanctuary is inscribed within tHauntarrashrine

of the Stormgod, and how for all time it should not
be permitted for Kurunta to forfeit the Eternal
Rock Sanctuary. Buwhen it happened that my
father heard the text, then my father himself
reversed the decision. And when |, Tudhaliya,
Great King, became King, | sent a man, and he
saw how the text concerning the Eternal Rock
Sanctuary is inscribed within tHauntarrashrire

of the Stormgod: "For all time it shall not be
permitted for Kurunta to forfeit the Eternal Rock
Sanctuary." If it happens that Marassanta brings
the tablet which he holds, it shall not be accepted
[Beckmann 1996: 111. Text 18810 (i 91f.)].

The expressins that describe rock monuments are usually

coll ected under the two tit
more accurately the divine rotiekur(M*hekurS AG. UG)
and t he ADi vine Road

(DI NGI R. KAGK AThe KdiviRe) . rockhekur
(alternatively spelled asheku), which is also often
transl ated as AEverl asting
2011) has been interpreted as a cult or burial place, or a
monument to dead ancestors
was associated with a rocky oudpr and/or mountain
peak, largely based on the textual contexts (Bryce 2002:
182183; Van den Hout 2002: 780). In a text of

43

Guppiluliuma 11 con de anmi
especially the conquest o A | &Bad1%.38), Ke divine
rock-hekur, appears tdhave been built or carved by the
Hittite king, supplied by a commemorative text, while an
image (ALAM) of his father was installed in it (Balza and
Mora 2011: 215). The divine rodkekurmonuments also
appear to be more like religious institutions thahpdsed

a complex of buildings and a large amount of religious
personnel and paraphernaldi
note 14 with bibliography; Balza and Mora 2011: 218). In
contrast, iThe Divine Road
associated with the geologideatures of springs, natural

features that clearly link the circulation of water above and
below the earth. Mimetically built architectonic structures
such as Chamber 2 of the Sudburgrgd PoolComplex

at Hat taulgsao wenmrckcer st ood as

Earth, o thanks to David H
Ad hier&Rghik Luwiah théchiptiort strtbed 8nitd wails
(Hawkins 1995:44 5; see al so
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The divine rockheku and the Divine Road of the
Earth monuments are often located in contested frontier
Fedichs. AtaHé &ame time, in the geographical and the
multi-tiered cosmic imagination of the world among the
Anatolian communities, these monuments are also
considered Hninal spacesas entrances to the underworld,
and places where ritual communication with the dead
ancestors could be established. While the divine -rock
hekur institutions memorialized the ancestor cult of the
Hittite kings, the Divine Road of the Eartimoruments
were utilized as sites for the signing of inpmlity treaties
(Gordon 1967: 71). In this way, through the watery
orifices of karst geologies, a multiplicity of Hittite
divinities, mountains, springs, and rivers, the Divine Road
itself as well ashe deified ancestors served as witnesses
to the signing of such treaties. It is therefore possible to
argue that the rock monuments that appear in the
definition of borderlands are not random and isolated
topographical markers that are always there and tha
happen to be used for describing borders. On the contrary,
these were sites that were monumentalized and maintained
by Late Bronze Age political elites, precisely to serve as
powerful colonial claims to borderland territories. The
miraculous and wondrousispects of these places as
gFo%(ogic'ally Hiséirtlct%lcgcegitge? of rlg%k glf(tcro(%sarp]ogntail?
peaks, caves, sinkholes, or springs are drawn Iinto th
affective rhetgric of evqcative, places that formed the
e gis of the?iﬂ]en%pires. % (ra ftollclhvang section, | twn t
theYal burt VYayl asé Sacred
thpeeakaors{ pl n SﬁaOfa rrgjod cr)rn
precisely this function during t ealast century oPthe Hittite
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The mountain spring: t he political ecology of torders

In the Hittite borderland region of Pedassahich has
been discussed in some detail abffig3.1), an important
sacred spring monument was built in the pastoral
highlands to the northwest of the Konya Plain at the time
of one of the last rulers of the Hittite Empifadhaliya IV
(12091237 BCE). The architectural and epigraphic
aspects of this monument and its specific geographical
context place this unique monument at tbentre of
frontier politics of the of HattT ar hunt ag g a
TheYal burt Y a MdurtasneéSpriBganconuendnt
is a pool built of locally quarried limestone ashlar blocks
in two courses, and strategically placed on the mouth of a
prominent spring with sweet waters rising at a limestone

Fig. 3.2. Yal burt Yayl as é S
Monumeh near mo d er n thelaghiva
of theAnatolian Civilizations Museurmfnkara

Fig. 3.3 Yal burteda¥MbaaséaiSacht

schist contact in the local geology thfe K a r a@aauj
Daj Massi f. Thi s spring
between the villages of Cobankaya and Blyikoba in the
kar st upl ands of t he moder n t
accompanied by the summer pasture settlement of Yalburt

Yayl asé. One of lyphiceLuwlam nge st F
inscriptions that are known from the Hittite world was

inscribed on the inner face of the upper ashlar course of

the pool {ig.3.234). In the inscription, which was

mar ks

b distriduted dver mtdesst 22 blocks, Tudhaliya IV speaks in

a victorious, exalted, and violetone of the Great Kings,
and commemorates his military victesi in the
southeastern part of the Anatolian plateau, specifically the
Lukka Lends €ig. 3.3 Hawkins 1995; Poetto 1993)

Since 2010, | have been directing a diachronic
regional survey pro in the territory of the suprovince
of Il gén, taking the U¥eattebur't
of research objectives and geographical foqisr
prelmi nary r epor t slghnsen€@l2, B3, man Kk a h,
2014) The Yal bur t Yayl asé Apechaeol og
Research Project has investigated both the -teng
settlement at Yal burt Yayl aseé
the close vicinityof the Yalburt monument, systematically
investigating the ecologies of settlement and cultural
history of the environmerftom antiquity to contemporary
postindustrial momerg  (Johnson, Har mankah,
forthcoming). Preliminary results df he Yal burt Yayl
survey presenis the complex dymaics of settlement, and
suggestwhat kinds of evidence a critical archaeology of
borderlands may offer in understanding the politics of
landscape in the last centuries of the Hittite Empire. The
survey project has particularly focused on the political
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Tudhaliya IV.(© Yalburt YglaseArchaeologcal Landscap Research Projec).



