THREE METAL BOWLS

Clelia Mora”*

1. Ali and Belkis Dingol have published a large quan-
tity of small archaeological finds, particularly seals,
which have yielded much valuable information for
research and history. They teach us that even small
objects can provide important contributions to his-
torical reconstruction, especially if they bear inscrip-
tions. This brief study, presented as a tribute to the two
scholars, examines objects which come from different
backgrounds that can only partially be reconstructed.
However, they share similar aspects, most importantly
in the hieroglyphic inscriptions they all carry!.

2. Bowls made of gold, silver and other metals are
often cited in near-eastern documents from the Mid-
dle and Late Bronze Ages. They were mostly small to
medium sized objects corresponding to standardised
weight-measures (Zaccagnini 1991). Obviously these
prerequisites mean that the cups are mainly cited in
texts referring to the exchange of gifts or to requests
for tributes (letters, treaties) or to goods being import-
ed or exported (inventories, lists of religious offer-
ings). In the Hittite Anatolian Late Bronze Age too,
there is rich documentation about the metal bowls and
cups: they were frequently used as tributes, gifts and
as votive offerings. In the following section, I list a
brief set of samples taken from a variety of texts.

— From the agreement between the Hittite Great
 King Suppiluliuma I and King Nigmadu of Ugarit
(Nougayrol 1956: 40 ff.; Dietrich-Loretz 1964-66;
Liverani 1990: 269 ff.; Beckman 1996: 151 ff.;
Singer 1999: 636 {f.): golden and silver bowls/cups,
together with other luxury goods, are requested for
the Majesty, the Queen, the crown prince and other
Hittite officials and courtiers.

— From the treaty between Sattiwaza of Mittani and
Suppiluliuma I of Hatti (CTH 52), § 4: And the
Great King took pity on me and gave me chariots

mounted with gold ....... Two vessels of [silver]
and gold, together with their cups of silver and
gold, ...... (translation Beckman 1996: 46).

— From inventory texts: metal vessels, mainly made
of gold and silver, are cited in large quantities in
this type of text (s. KoSak 1982, Siegelova 1986).

— From reports of legal trials: in KUB 40.91 the theft
of 2 silver cups is reported (Floreano 2001: 228).

Staying in the sphere of Hittite influence, but mov-
ing to the North Syrian area, there is an interesting
testimony originating in Emar about the use of cups/
bowls as votive offerings. The document Msk 73.112
(Arnaud 1986: 57-58, nr. 42) shows three golden cup/
bowl dedications to the PU divinity by two kings of
Emar (one dedication is presented by one king, the
other two by another, father of the former2). The layout
of the texts is very simple: name of the offerer, dedi-
cation of one 30 shekel (golden) cup to the divinity,
name of the scribe. The layout of the second inscrip-
tion is modified and includes a brief summary of the
historical event which prompted the offering. Some
scholars (see Zaccagnini 1990: 51; Fales 1991: 82 {f.)
have interpreted this document as a scholastic exercise
due to the appearance of the name of the scribe on all
three dedications and to the difference in structure of
this second dedication, thought to be too loﬁg for an
inscription on a small object. Arnaud (1982) however,
believes that they are copies of inscriptions engraved
on golden cups. According to Durand (Durand-Marti
2003: 150) “les trois rédactions avaient-elles été vite
faites pour que le roi décide de celle qui lui convien-
drait”.

Archaeological documentation from the Late Bronze
Age is also rich in similar testimonies: vessels and
in particular cups made from various types of metal,
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were found during excavations on different sites. Sim-
ilar material however, housed in museums and private
collections, which can be attributed to the late part of
the Bronze Age or to the early part of the Iron Age,
shows no indication of its origin. Unfortunately the
most interesting examples of pieces from the Hittite
culture come from accidental findings or simply do
not have any indication to show the area or the period
of production.

This brief contribution is an investigation into three
bowls of different origin and location, but which all
bear inscriptions in Anatolian hieroglyphs.

The first bowl was dedicated by Taprammi, a high offi-
cial of the Hittite kingdom during the time of Tuthalija
IV. It is not difficult to identify the period of produc-
tion or to decipher the inscription. Therefore it will be
dealt with briefly, despite the very rich and interest-
ing decoration (for analytical studies about this bowl:
Hawkins 1993, Emre-Cinaroglu 1993, Czichon 1995).

The second bowl/cup too will only be dealt with
briefly but for opposite reasons: we have no evidence
about its origin or the place where it was used, there
1s no complete reproduction of the object and the in-
scription is short and difficult to decipher.

The third bowl, on the other hand, deserves a closer
examination. This is not only because it bears an in-
scription of medium length but also because of the
dating that has been suggested. According to this hy-
pothesis, the cup originates in a period from which
hitherto the only objects to have been recorded bear-
ing hieroglyphic inscriptions were seals.

The KASTAMONU bow! (Taprammi’s
bowl)

The so-called “KASTAMONU bowl” was discovered
with many other vases and metal objects (Emre-Cin-
aroglu 1993) in 1990, during an accidental discovery
near Kastamonu (Northern Turkey). It is a bronze

3 To read the tifle as EUNUCHUS, see Hawkins 2002: 225 .

bowl, 18.7cm in diameter, 6.4cm high, which is
housed in the Kastamonu Museum (Inv. Nr. 946). The
bowl has a finely embossed decoration which is sub-
divided into four concentric friezes: one rosette at the
bottom, immediately above this there is a register with
griffins on the side of a tree of life and two further reg-
isters which depict hunting scenes. Above the highest
register, in a otherwise undecorated band, there is a
brief dedication in hieroglyphs engraved into the met-
al. Hawkins (1993) suggests the following reading

zila CAELUM-pi DEUS.SCRIBA BONUS,.
VIR,.*254 LEPUS+RA/I-mi BONUS,.VIR,.*254
PONERE

“This bowl (to?) God-Scribe the good-man, the *254
(title)3, Taprammi place(d)™*

The dedicator is clearly identifiable: his name is
Taprammi, a high Hittite official who was active not
only in Anatolia but also in Northern Syria at the time
of Tuthaliya I'V. The bowl can also be assigned chron-
ologically to the same period of time. For a detailed
discussion of this individual and documents relating
to him, see the previous studies (recently d’Alfonso
2005: 169 ff., Mora 2006). Here we simply mention
two other interesting pieces of evidence which bear
Taprammi’s name: a tablet, found at Hattu$a (KUB
25.32+), which describes religious celebrations in the
city of Karahna and is sealed with a Taprammi seal
(it is important to note that there are very few tablets
found in Anatolia, from the Imperial Hittite period,
which bear seal impressions); the base of a stele/statue
(BOGAZKOY 1) on which Taprammi is indicated in
hieroglyphic script as being its dedicator.

The SARKISLA bowl (cup?)

Another accidental finding at Sarkisla (Eastern Cap-
padocia, between Kayseri and Sivas) led to the dis-
covery of numerous bronze objects dating back to
the Hittite period (Bittel 1976: 19 ff.). The pieces are
now housed in a private collection. Bittel (1976: 19

4 Hawkins says that “the reading presents certain problems, but a comparison with the Late Hittite epigraph on the Babylon stone bowl, BABYLON
3, suggests that this bronze bowl epigraph may be interpreted by reference to the later inscription™. Hawkins™ reading of BABYLON 3 is the fol-

lowing (cf. Hawkins 2000: 396 s.):

sa-ia-wal/i’- (“SCALPRUM ka-ti-na CERV US:nxinm«,\‘a TONITRUS. HALPA-pa-ni (DEUS)TONITRUS-/u-ti PRAE-na |PONJERE-wa/i-ta

“These Bowls Runtiyas placed betore Halabean Tarhunzas™.
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ff.) gave some information about them with photos of
some of the pieces.

Two short hieroglyphic inscriptions are scratched on
the inside of a bowl/cup, immediately under the rim.
Bittel presents two good photographs of the inscrip-
tions but does not give any information on how the
object was found® or where it is kept. Poetto (1978)
subsequently gave his interpretation of the inscrip-
tions. He suggests that the first (Bittel fig. 6b) shows
the name of the object’s owner and that the second
(“despite some uncertainty”, see Poetto p. 5) shows
the title of the owner. As Poetto remarked, the hiero-
glyphic signs in both inscriptions are different from
the standard signs. This may be due to the difficulty in
engraving on metal.

Poetto suggests reading the “name” as follows: Ka-
n-266¢-x(= zi7). However, the possible reading —zi of
the last sign makes the reading ZITI of the penulti-
mate sign more plausible (this was another of Poetto’s
hypotheses).

The second inscription has two signs in columns in
the central part (AURIGA and below a symbol which
Poetto reads L. 39, but which should most probably be
read -ni), framed at the sides by the symbols BONUS,
VIR,. Recently Hawkins (2005b) suggested reading
this inscription as a personal name too. The suggested
reading is Tarupasani, for which ct. Laroche 1966:
nr.1292 (with Suppl.); this reading is based on some
inscriptions on seal impressions found at Nisantepe (in
particular nn. 443-445, 105-107 and 612 in Herbordt
2005; Tarupasani is also a divinity name: see recently
Lebrun 2004). A further example of a name written
with the sign AURIGA is provided by a seal found in
the same area®.

The ANKARA bowl

The Museum of the Anatolian Civilizations in Anka-
ra (Toker 1992: 166, fig. 144) houses a silver bowl
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which bears two hieroglyphic inscriptions positioned
on opposite sides of the external surface, just below
the rim. Its dimensions are: D. (rim) 20.2 ecm., H. 7.3
cm. There is no information to indicate where the
bowl! originates’.

The two inscriptions, which differ in length, were
studied by Hawkins, who presented and discussed
them in various works (Hawkins 1997, 2003, 2005a).
His suggested reading and translation is as follows (cf.
Hawkins 2005a: 194):

Inscription 1

§ 1 zi/a-wa/i-ti CAELUM-pi *a-sa-ma-ifa) REGIO.
HATTI VIR, *273 i(a)-sa-zi/a-td REX ma-zifa-kar-
hu-ha REX PRAE-na

§ 2 tara/i-wali-zila-wa/i (REGIO) REL+ra/i
MONS.{tu] LABARNA+Ia hu-la-i(a)- td

§ 3 *a-wali-na *a-pa-ti-ila) ANNUS-i(a) i(a)-zila-ta8
§1 This bowl Asmaya, the man of the land Hattusa,
dedicated(?) for himself before the king Maza-Karhu-
ha, §2 when Tudhaliya labarna smote the land of Tar-
wiza- §3 it in that year he made.

Inscription 2
zila CAELUM-pi SCRIBA 2 pi-t[i*]-x]...] ¥414 [...

This bowl the second(-rank) scribe Benti?-[...], the
*414 [...inscribed(?)]

Despite being relatively legible, the text is difficult
to interpret at certain points (for these parts, see the
discussion by the editor). The main problems are in
identifying the people cited in the inscription and in
determining the date and place of production of the
bowl. Hawkins’ accurate examination (1997, 2005a)
very clearly brought to light the principal problems,
which are summarised as follows:

- one problem is the identification of the ‘king’ Mazi/
a-Karhuha, to whom there is no other reference

Ct. Bittel 1976: 19 (“Ob es sich um einen sogenannten Depotfund, einen Siedlungs- oder einen Grabfund handelt, ist leider nicht tiberliefert™).
Cf. Mora 1987, VIb 1.34, published by A. and B. Dincol (1981, Nr. 1}; ¢fr. also Hawkins 2005b: 274.

Toker talks about “provenance unknown™ and attributes the find to the st millennium B.C.: Laroche (1960: XXX) probably refers to this cup quot-

ing a “coupe en argent, provenant de Kargamis(?)™, housed in the Ankara Museum. On this topic. see also Hawkins 1997: 8.

8 For the terms *a-sa-ma-i(a). *a-wafi-na, *a-pa-ti-i{a) cf. Hawkins 2005a, p. 194: “This is a curious graphic phenomen recently observed in Empire
Hieroglyphic inscriptions. in which the sign a- belonging properly at the beginning of a word is frequently written at the end™.
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in any other source?. According to Hawkins, if

this name really identifies a king of Karkemis,
this hypothetical king could only be placed dur-
ing the Pre-Imperial period (Hawkins 2005a: 200).
In any case, both the use of the sign kar and the
divinity name Karhuha point to the Karkemid
environment!?;

~ the chronological reference (“when Tudhaliya
....."), which mentions the land of rara/i-wa/i-zi/
a. in contrast with other epigraphical clues, seems
to refer to the victorious Assuwa campaign of Tu-
thaliya I/II''. This would give us an unexpected
early dating for a hieroglyphic inscription of such
a length (hieroglyphic inscriptions not engraved on
seals, are usually dated to the Late Imperial Age):

— although the hypothesis that this hieroglyphic in-
scription dates back to such an early period seems
unusual, hypothesising a late dating would make it
difficult to explain the presence of the place name
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b)

d)

beginning of the 13™ Century BC (see Hawkins
2005a: 197).

The prevailing use of syllabograms brings the in-
scription closer to the evidence of the late period.
even Post-Imperial.

The sign used to indicated the syllable kar, as
Hawkins observes (2005a: 196). is only used in
documentation originating in Karkemig, and there-
fore is testified to start from a much later period
than Tuthaliya I/IL

Also the LABARNA/TUDEX-la sign is only found
in documents from a period later than the reign of
Tudhaliya I/11.

A similar name to that of the offerer, in the form
A§-mi-ia, 1s cited as the name of a witness in the
text of a contract which comes from the Emar area
(Arnaud 1987, nr. 11: see Pruzsinszky 2003: 156,
22715,

Tarw1za; . A.ccordmg to Hawkins 2005a: 199, the f) The aphaeresis phenomenon relating to the sign
carly dating is also backed up by the cunciform a/L 450 (cf. Hawkins 2005a: 194, 196, “initial-a-
mnscription of Tuthaliya I/IT on the bronze sword!2: final”) is found in the long Anatolian inscriptions

When‘ Tudhaliya the Great King destroyed the of the Late Imperial period and on the impressions
land of Assuwa”. of the Emar seals.

Even though he considers the elements in favour of g) The phrase “man of Hatti” in the text seems to point
s H : i ar 2000 leans ’ ’ . ‘ R 4 : N '
a late dating important. Hz.mkm‘s (2005a: 200) leans to an area outside Anatolia as the place of produc-
towards the early hypothesis which., at present, would tion: why would this expression be used if the text
make the document unique. Q . SR e !
4 had been written in Anatolia? For a fairly frequent
In my opinion the production date of this object is use of this expression see. again. the Emar texts
actually later, because the arguments listed below. in (e.g. Arnaud 1986, nr. 112, 115, 221: Fales 1989,
part already noted by Hawkins himself, appear to be C19: Beckman 1995: 28-29).
decisive according to our current knowledge. .
° * = h) If the bowl was produced in the Karkemi§ area. as
a) As already mentioned, there is no documentation also hypothesized by Hawkins (2005a: 196, 200)
of any hieroglyphic inscription on anything other it would be difficult to explain the use of a dat-
than a seal dating back to before the end of the 141" ing formula which refers to such a distant place
9 As there are two other inscribed cups (KASTAMONU. see above, and BABYLON 3) which arc offered 1o the ¢ ivinity, Hawkins (1997: 10-11)

asks himself if it is also possible in this case to interpret the name as that of a divinity (but Hawkins himself does not consider this type of inter-

pretation very plausible).

For references 1o the god Karhuha in cuneiform texis from H millennium of Singer 2001.

I actual fact. as Hawkins observes (1997, n. 24: 2005a. 1. 45). there are some problems with the comparison between the hieroglyphics rarari-

wa/i-zifa and the cuneiform fa-ru-(i-ji-ia: nevertheless according 10 Hawkins it seems to be the onty possible comparison. According w Starke

on the other hand. the identification of the two place names is not possible and the mention of a western area of Anatolia on an object made in

North Syria is strange (cf. Starke 1997: 474, n. #6a: Starke does not exclude the possibility of a dating in the 13% Century however).

of the distruction of Assuwa (with bibliographical references).

= Ctr. Unal - Ertekin - Ediz 1990-91. Ertekin - Ediz 1993, Unal 1993: ofr. Hawkins 20054, n. 35 p. 202 for the reference 1o the historical context

30 i oxf virsies AAears DI7 Tex 1l creen 3
The presence of the name Mazi-PU in the same text could be of particular interest.
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Furthermore, it would be even more difficult to ex-
plain the origin of the inscription in a North Syrian
area in a period in which such inscriptions had not
been found even in Anatolial4.

1) As far as the comparison with the sword and the
conquests of Tuthaliya V1 is concerned: the cam-
paign is noted as being the campaign of Assuwa
(cf. the inscription on the bronze sword, cited as a
comparison by Hawkins, 2005a: 199). Therefore
it is reasonable to believe that, if the scribe had
wanted to refer to that conquest, he would have
chosen the traditional place name!3. As far as the
land of Tarwiza is concerned, with reference to the
hypothesis of the late-dating of the bow! and of the
production in the North-Syrian area, we could con-
nect the place name quoted in the inscription with
the TAR-WI?/(WU?/PITYU?) troops cited in some
texts from Emar (see recently Durand in Durand-
Marti 2003: 158). In any case, the name Tarwiza
could refer to another place than that of the As-
suwa campaign.

) A parallel to the chronological reference in the
bowl inscription (“when Tuthaliya...”) is found in
the KARAHOY UK (ELBISTAN) inscription (§ 2:
“when Ir-TeSub, the Great King, came to ... ),
which dates from the 12 century B.C.16

In any case, as Hawkins rightly observes, the “late”
solution is not without problems. Above all the prob-
lems relating to the identification of the two kings cit-
ed in this inscription (Tuthaliya LABARNA/TUDEX-la
and Maza-Karhuha) are yet to be resolved. According
to a late dating, as proposed here, the name of the king
Tuthaliya can only refer to Tuthaliya IV or to a later
king from the Post-Imperial period. Therefore we can
reconstruct two possible scenarios:

1) In the Late-Imperial Hittite period. a well-off indi-
vidual of Anatolian origin. but active in Northern

Syria, offers a precious bowl to a “very small” local
king of unknown origin. The bow! had been made
to celebrate an important event, “when Tuthalija
(IV) smote(?) the land of Tarwiza...”;

2) The same situation, in a different political context,

could have happened in a later period. At least
three hieroglyphic inscriptions from Karkemi$
or nearby have been preserved in which a Great
King Tuthalija is cited (in one inscription only
“king”): KARKEMIS Al6c (Hawkins 2000: 82),
KARKEMIS frags. a/b (Hawkins 2000: 590 f.),
KELEKLI (Hawkins 2000: 92 ff.). The third in-
scription is definitely datable to the Suhis II period
and so probably to the 10" Century (see Hawkins
2000: 78 e 93). According to Hawkins, a connec-
tion between the three inscriptions on the basis
of the name Tuthalija can be hypothesized (even
though the simultaneots presence of “king” and
“country-lords” is a difficult problem to resolve
(see Hawkins 1995)). However, a date in the 10"
Century for the two inscriptions from Karkemis
would seem particularly late, especially because of
the presence of the title Great King and the refer-
ence in the genealogy to Pijassili which would go
back many generations if he was the founder of the
Hittite dynasty of Karkemis.

Both for palaecographic reasons (no element. in the in-
scriptions on the bowl, is a sure clue to such a late
period), and for the reference to the “man of Hatti” it
seems preferable to hypothesise that the bowl comes
from the late 13%® Century BC. However a dating to
the (first half of the?) 11" Century is not out of the
question!”.

Finally it should be noted that the presence of the
name of the scribe, engraved on the bowl, supports the
hypothesis that the Emar texts, cited above (in § 1),
were actually preparatory drafts for cup engravings.

14 On the diffusion of the hieroglyphic writing in Karkemis and in northern Syria, see Mora 1998 {with previous bibliography). All the currently
available documented evidence seems to support the hypothesis that the writing 1s widespread from the reign of Pijassili. following the Anatolian

“colonisation”.

15 Hawkins' observations on this subject do not seem convincing (1997 n, 33: 2005b. n. 55). Instead cfr. Starke (1997), reported here in note 11.

16 Cf. Hawkins 2000: 288 ff.

17 As David Hawkins has suggested to me. the signs on the bowl resemble the signs incised on some stone fragments of the KARKAMIS A 19 group
(ct. the 1 series defined as “archaie” by Hawkins 2000: 2053, This comparison could be very mmportant for a late dating of the ANKARA bow! and

for confirmation of its provenance from the Karkemis arca.
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