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Abstract

e historic series of excavations of Hisarlik-Troy have been continued over the last 15 years by a collaboration
‘hetween tearns from the universities of Tibingen and Cincinnati with fruitful results. Gver the year 2001 however the
irector, Manfred Korfimann, ativacted sharp criticism from colleagues, largely through the mediuim of the press, for
his methods and publications, He was accused of exaggerating the importance of the site in the Late Bronze Ags,
particularly as a political capital and trading cenire of Anatolia, and more specificaily of unduly inflating the results
of his investigations of the lower city. A symposium was convened by the University of Tibingen in February 2002
with a view to discussing these criticisms and the defence in an academic atmosphere. The four authors of this article
‘attended the Tiibingen symposium. After listening to the contributions it seemed to us that an assessment of the issues
‘from our respective view-points would be timely: thus a detailed consideration of the archaeclogical questions, a
‘review of the notable recent progress in Hittite sources firming up the historical geography of western Anatolia, and
an evaluation of Troy's position in Late Bronze Age trade. In all these areas we concludé that the criticisms of
Korfmann are themselves considerably exaggerated. ' '

Ozet

Hisarhk-Troya’da siirdiirilmekte olan 8nemli kazilarin son 15 yih Tiibingen ve Cincinnati {iniversitelerine bagh
ekiplerin isbirligi ile stirdiirilmekte ve verimli sonuciar elde edilmektedir. Ancak, 2601 yilinda kazi bagkan Manfred
Korfmann, coguniugu basin yoluyla olmak fizere, uyguladigr yontemler ve vaymlanyla ilgili olarak meslektaglarinin
keskin elestirilerine maruz kalmistir. Korfmann, Geg Bronz Cagda yerlegimin dnemini abartmakla suglanmistir. Bu
suclamalara dzellikle Troya’yr Anadolu’nun politik bagkenti ve ticaret merkezi olarak sunmasi ve asagi sehirde yaptiin
incelemelerin sonuclarint haksiz olarak abartmas: neden olmustur. 2002 yil Subat ayinda, bu su¢lamalann tarigilmas:
ve akademik bir ortamda savunubmas: igin Tithingen Universitesi tarafindan bir sempozyum dilzenlenmistir. Bu
makalenin dort yazart da bu Sempozyuma katilnustir. Katibmeilan dinfedikten sonra, herbirimizin girils agisimdan
sorunlarn degeriendirilmesinin uygun oldugunu dilgiinditk. Boylece, arkeclojik sorular: detayfi olarak degerlendirdik,
Bati Apadolu’nun tarilisel cografyasiyle ilgili bilgilerimizi saglamlastran ve yeni vaynlanpus Onemlh Hiit
kaynaklannt yeniden inceledik ve Gec Bronz Cag donemi ticaretinde Troya’nin durnmunu yeniden degerlendirdik.
Tlim bu alanlarda yaptifimiz caligmalar sonucunda esasen Korfmann's elestivenlerin abarttigl sonucuna vardik.

The ruins of Hisarhk/Troy are without question one of ~ Malatya-Arslantepe and Tarsus, have not received such

A4 the great archaeological sites of Anatolia. With a  intensive attention or yielded such results. Troy’s bigh
sequence of occupation spanning the entire Bronze Age,  public recognition is obviously due partly, but not solely,
ca. 3000-1000 BC, and a history of investigation 1o its literary associations. Its frst full scale excavator,
extending back to 1870, the site has few rivals, let alone  Schiiemann, must for all his faulis be reckoned the father
equals: perhaps Bogazkdy/Hattusa investigated since  of Anatolian archaeology, and probably remains the most
1906 for the Middle-Late Bronze Age and  publicly recognised of all Anatolian archaeologists,
Killtepe/Kanesh investigated since 1925 for the Middle  certainly in his native Germany. His excavations from the

Bronze Age. Other potential comparables, such as  period 1870-1890 were exiended and brought to a
conclusion by Dérpfeld in 1893—1894. Thereafter-a team

' Professor Korfmann kindly read and commented on the from the University of Cincinnati under Blegen undertook
manuscript, but the opinions expressed here remain our own. a campaign of sober reassessment in the years 1932-1938,
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More recently since 1988 a major Interpational
expedition has resumed work at the site under the
direction of Manfred Korfmann of the University of
Tibingen with the collaboration of a team from the
University of Cincinnati and other specialists in the field.
Korfmann came to Troy with an established reputation in
Anatolian archasology and an excellent record of scien-
tific publication. Besides his funding received from his
university and the German state, and the funds
coniributed by his collaborators, Korfmann has been
successful i winning very substantial support from
German industry, in particular from the firm Daimier-
Chrysler. This has enabled him to run, very properly
funded operations for more than 15 seasons on a scale
which less efficacious colleagues may well envy.

Korfrmann’s goals in his current round of investiga-
tions at Troy have been generally to appiy modemn
methods and techniques to old problems as left by
Blegen, and Schliemann and Dorpfeld.  This has
involved painstaking re-examination and reassessment of
the excavated area along with scientific conservation and
restoration.  Environmental research and survey have
also formed a prominent part of the effort. But ome
specific and declared goal has from the start been the
intention to investigate the Bronze Age lower city.

A regular, not to say predictable, reaction of tourists
visiting the site, particularly perhaps those knowing only
Homer, has always been: ‘Oh, but it is so smaill”. But it

“has always been clear that the site as excavated by
Schiiemann and Blegen is only the citadel. These
excavators themselves were well aware of this and did
not doubt the probable existence of a contemporary
tower town, though they hardly investigated this feature,
The more that our knowledge of Middle-Late Bronze
Age archaeology of Anatolia has expanded, the clearer it
appears that Troy represents a typical citadel of the
period, far which lower towns are a typical feature.
Thus, before Korfinann's operations, ne Anatolian
archaeologisi would have doubted the presence of a
Jower town. Its investigation then may well be under-
stood as having been one of the principal geals.

Korfmann’s campaigns of the 1990s have been very
successful and what may be termed ‘high profile’. They
have generated substantial publications, scientific and
poputar. As example of the former, the annual Studia
Troica, now boasting 11 volumes, records all the yearly
work and technical reports. Korfinann and his
Heutenants lecture widely in Burope and the United

. States, meetings which are always well attended and

- popular in the best sense of the word - malking scientific
- tesults accessible to-the public in interesting and intelli-
ible form, and generating an atmosphere of excitement
d support. This archaeological style may be contrasted
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with an alternative: the reluctance to talk up and explain
in context the significanse of particular excavations, ang
the failure to publicise, sometimes alas even to publish
the results. There can be no guestion as to which style i3
likely to win most support and the associated level of
funding.

. Public interest in matters Trojan arcused in Germany
lgd to the mounting of a magor exhibition under the title
Troia, Traum und Wirklichkeit (Tvoia, Dream and
Reality), as a companion to which a bulky and lavish]y
illustrated velume has been produced. This ranges wel]
hevond the limits of the present excavations on to such
matters as Schilemann’s life and work, ‘Priam’s treasure’
and its eventful histary, and Troy in literature and art,
Classical, medieval and modern. The text consists of
aver 30 essays by Korfmann, members of his team and
other coliaborators, and other specialist scholars, on the
various aspects of the subject.

A notable feature in Korfinann’s more popular publi-
cations has been reconstructions of varicus parts of the
city, often set within iis landscape, painted by the artist
C. Haussner. Walls and houses are recensiructed from
the surviving plans, and the appearance of the structures
up to their roofs and battlements is suggested on the basis
of archaeological evidence combined with a knowledge
of traditional local building techniques. Thus far this is
regular archaeclogical practice, and indeed notable
advances are being made by the introduction of
computer-generated images into this field. Where the
practice may stray on to raore controversial ground is in
the additional restoration of buildings not atiested by
surviving remains in order to complete the picture. In the
case of Troy, this resulis from the well established fact
that the entire central area of the Troy VI citadel, ifs
upper part where doubtless the most important buildings
stood, was razed by Classical builders in order to level
the site for the construction of the temple of Athena.
Thus the only surviving foundatiens within the citadel
enclosure are those of the large buildings immediately
within the citadel wall. This total destruction of the most
important part of the Late Bronze Age citadel, both
buildings and contents, is a grievous archaeological [0s8.
The painted however show @
hvpothetical central palace and a tier of surrounding
buildings for which no evidence survives.

This is even more marked in the case of the lowel
city. The excavators have found limited evidence fof
this, in the form of parts of'a Late Bronze Age defensive
system with a possible wall, a palisade and two ditches,
enough to speculate on its-probable course around the
settlement, and remains of buildings both around the foot
of the citadel wall and further off. On the basis of this
very limited evidence, the paintings reconstructed 8t

reconsiructions




ity, compiete with buildings.
efended as simply offedng a
¢l have been the appearance of
ty, it may just as wel! be criticised
e available evidence.
s taken in the exhibition, which
el or maquette showing the entire
wer town. This seems to have had
into the epen a strand of academic
Korfmann’s work, This was articu-
v-a Tiibingen university cclieague of
tent. histortar Frank Kolb, who in a
1984 had characierised Troy as a
settlement’, which could fot ‘raise g
signation as a city’. Interviewed on the
the Troy exhibition by the Berliner
we defended his position against the impli-
rfmann’s reconstructions, describing them
as ‘fiction’, “figments of fantasy” and ‘the
air balloon of the Troy excavations’, and
Korfmann of deliberately misleading the
.s remarks found a ready audience in the same
e start of a long hot summer, and Kolb was
d to sharpen his offensive and language,
Keorfimann the “von Diniken of Archaeology’,
p_loying other such upacademic harbs. All this
ce while Korfmann was out of the country, on
ion at Troy,
ofb claimed to be speaking for a significant number
erman academics, who kept their views to
elves for fear of accusations of envy, clearly not a
¢ to which he felt himself vulnerable. His offensive

T Classical Archaeclogy in Munich, who had worked
_'th Korfmann at Troy and now published a booklet,
froia. Archdologie, Geschichte, Myihos (20061), This
work plays down the significance of the site of Tray and
f Korfmann’s operations there. '

Kolb’s aggressive and mtemperate language more or
less speaks for itself. It did not find favour with the
Rector of T bingen University who demanded a public
Tetraction and apology.  The university further
convened a ‘scientific symposium’ under the fitle ‘The
meaning of Troy in the Late Bronze Age’, which took
place on 15-16 February 2002 before a large and
exciied public audience, and was attended by consid-
erable media coverage. There were 13 invited speakers,
Approximately paired to put the cases for the ‘prose-
Cution” and ‘defence’ in the spheres of archaeology and
€xcavation, trade and the environment, the historical-
£eographical background of the Hittite texts and the
Homeric probiem. Theoretically at least, ample time
had been allowed for audience participation and
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comment after each paper, but as always this depends
on the speakers keeping to time, which is of course the
exception rather than the rule. The hopes of the Rector
and convenors of the symposium for a calm acadernic
debate of the important questions where personalities
and invective would be set aside were only wvery
partially fulfilled.

The site of Troy has the misfortune to stand on not
one but twe academic fault-lines, one on either side of
the Aegean: the Homeric problem concerned with the
historicity (or otherwise) of the liad: and the probiem of
Anatolian historical geography of the Arzawa lands as
reconstructable (or not) from the Hitrite texts. Both
topics have been known to evoke strong emotions from
those involved, and anyone working at Troy will have
difficulty in keeping clear,

The authors of this article attended the Symposium as
invited observers, and had some opportunity to make
their English voices heard amid the often heated German
exchanges. Since each ofusisa specialist in one aspect
of the subject, we thought that it would be of interest to
readers of this journal to see our assessment of the
respective debates and cur own views on the issues. We
thus offer our presentations under the headings (with
duthors’ initfals):

The archaeology of the site: citadel (IDH) and lower
town (DFE)

‘The historical geography of western Anatolia in the
Hittite texts (JDH)

Bronze Age trade in western Anatolia {AGS/ESS)

While each of us has obviously drafted one section,
we have each read the others’ contributions and offered
comments which have been incorporated as appropriate.

The archaeslogy of the site
The citadel
The ‘prosecution’ has devoted effort to denying that the
site of Troy could represent a ‘Residenzstadt’. Their
argument is generally conducted by setting up criteria for
such an entity and then demonstrating that Troy does not
meet these.

The grounds on which Troy is denied this status are;
(1) the size and character of the walls, gates and
surviving buildings; (2) the lack of finds of materials
expected of a palatial centre, such as written documents,
seals and sealings, fuxury goods, traces of wall paintings,
sculpture etc. This line of argument is advanced princi-
pally by Kolb 2002b, and by Hertel in his paper at the
Titbingen symposium (Hertel 2602). They are of course
much aided in this argument by the total disappearance
of the greater and most significant part of the citadel
which has been noted above.
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To establish Troy’s failure to qualify as a Residenz-
stadt, it is compared with the other palatial cenires of the
Late Bronze Age: Bofazkdy, Alaca, Kiilteps, Beyce-
suitap, and outside Anatolia with Mardikh, Ras Shamra,
Knossos, Mallia, Phaestos, Mycenae, Tiryns.

Considerable special pleading is evident in these
arguments. In the context we must, for example, ask
whether it is purely coincidental that Kolb’s article
prints all the plans offered for comparison at a larger
scale, sometimes much larger, than that of Troy (fig. 1).
Hertel ‘cherry-picks’ discoveries of the types noted
above as criteria, and emphasises Troy’s deficiencies in
these respects. In general this line fails to compare like
with like.

Troy SRS

Alaca bt

. Knossos [ S —
| Ugarit : : .

Pylos L : . 3 :

Reycesultan ) , : :

Thermi t x . 2 i

Fig. 1. Scales at which the various city plans adduced by
Kolh (2002b) for comparison with Troy are reproduced.
Fach scale is 40m :

By way of some corrective, we may consider the
comparison of Troy with Bogazkdy, with special
attention to the two citadels Hisarlik and Bayikikale. It
should be hardly necessary to emphasise that this is a
comparison between an imperial Anatolian capital of the
late 14-13 centuries BC and what would never have been
claimed to be more than a regicnal capital. We should
also bear in mind the shape and extent of Hattusa through
all its second millennium history until it was overlaid by
this imperial expansion, l.e. the citadel plus lower city,
perhaps also some of the slope between, but without the
vast circuit of the upper city {fig. 2).

Rather than following Kolb’s practice, we shall
reproduce the plans of the imperial citadel Biylidcale
and the Troy citadel at the same scale (fig. 3). Making
aliowances for the contrast beiween imperial and
regional, we note that Troy is not as inferior in size of
walls, gates, houses etc. as has been suggested. The style
of course is very different: copstruction of the walls,
layout of the gates and the Troy free-standing megaron-
type buildings as against the Biiylkkale building units
“grouped round a series of courts, A mare appropriate
comparison for Troy VI than the Beycesultan level V
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bunt palace (Middle Bronze Age) as offered by Kolb i5
the megaron complex of Beycesultan level I, the gq.
called ‘Little Palace’ (fig. 4). Indeed further comparable
both in size and character'is the Iron Age roval citadei of
Gordion (ﬂg: 5). Thus the comparison of these three
citadels, Troy level VI, Beycesultan Tevel Il and Iron Age
CGordion, suggests what we should expect of westam
royal citadels against those of central Anatcla and
further east.

Hertel’s ‘proof” that Troy cannot be a Residenzstadt
relies Beavily on the absence of mmonumental sculpture,
wall painting traces, written documents and seals 01;
sealings. Granted that the absencs of written material is
a problem, we may well consider other explanations
besides lack of status and importance. We also note the
similar absence of such criteria of rank from Beycesultan
(both levels V and TIT-IT) and Gordion. Let us however
persist with the Bityikiale comparison.

We note there that the uppermost terrace of buildings
on the east side of the upper court has disappeared
entirely leaving only the rock-cut beddings for masaenyy,
{These buildings are however restored in the wooden
model of Bilvitikkale currently in the German excavation
house at Bogazkdy.) Written material on Biyikkale
comes cnly from the tablet archives of buildings A, E, K,
and sealings only from the south corridor of building D.
We may ask, what if these four sites, a small part of the
whole, had been lost? Other material finds from
Bityilkkale level 3a, the umperial period, are notably
sparse: a stele of Tudhaliya IV and other fragments of
inscriptions, probably of the same king, and some
fragments of lion sculpture, but no wall painting traces.

It would seem that the criteria assembled to define a
Residenzstadt are less a coherent group of features of
universal application than a collection of some of the
finer recoveries from the Minocan-Mycenaean world on
the one hand and the Hittite on the other, put together to
deny Troy that character. Now it may well be that the
civilization of western Anatolia did not feach the
spiendowr or grandeur of the Minoan-Mycenasan cr the
Hittite worlds, but that is not really the point. The
question actually is whether the archaeological site could
represent the seat of an Arzawan king, as Wilusa 8
recorded to have been. Here it could be that the term
‘Residenzstadt’ might be taken to imply more than it
actualty means, if for example ‘Residenz’ conjures up
the opulent display found in those palaces of the German
Linder. ‘Provincial/regional capital’ is perhaps a less
heavily charged term and may more exacily describe the
site of Troy. For further consideration of what this mi ght
mean in Anatolian terms, compared with the recovered
remains at Hisarlil, see below.
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Fig. 2. Schematic site plans of Bogazkdy showing areas of cccupation in (a) pre-Hittite period; (b} Cld Assyrian
colony period; (c) Hittite Old Kingdom, (d) Late Empire (final Hittite phase); (e-f} early and late Phrygian periods
{from Neve 1992: 4bb. 15) :
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Fig. 3. Plans of Troy citadel and Biiyikkale reproduced at the same scale (Easton 2002: fig. 202, Neve
1992 ABb. 18)
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Fig. 4. Plan of Beycesultan, east summit level II (end of Late Bronze Age). The basic plan of the individual building
unizs is the megaron. The lower figure, though unclear, shows the plan reduced io the same scale as fig. 3 (from Lioyd

1972: fig. 3)
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Fig. 5. Gordion, citadel plan, reproduced af the same scale as fig. 3. Note the monumenial gate and the megavon uniis

which comprise the citadel (from Young no date: 5)

The lower city

Introduction

Since the discovery of the site by Franz Kauffer in 1793
it has been recognised that on the sloping platean to the
south of the citadel there were the remains of a lower city
of Hellenistic and Roman date. Korfimann has now

posited in quite concrete terms the existence also of a |

Late Bronze Age lower city on the same terrain. The

idea was first developed in extenso in 1992 (Korfmann
1992h) and hag since been amplified in the light of
excavation results.  As presented in the exhibition
catalogue it supposes a settled area covering ca.
270,000m? and stretching ca. 400m southwards from the
citadel.  The population is estimated. at 5,000-10,000
depending on the degree of crowding and whether the
houses were multi-storeyed. Haussner’s reconstructions




and the model show a bustiing, built-up city surrounded
by a heavy, crenellated fortification wall and, about
100m further out, a defensive ditch bridged by periodic
causeways, Fach causeway is straddled on the nner side
of the ditch by a short palisade with a ceniral gate
{Korfimann et al. 2001: 397, figs 23, 26, 77, 462, 465Y.
The reconstructions depend partly on surface and
geophysical survey, and alsc on excavated evidence from
a number of areas: several trenches immediately arcund
the outside of the Troy V1 citadel, the largest being on the
west side, two trenches ca. 150m to the south {H17, TKL
16=17), a trench ca. 400m to the south (yz 28-9) and a
number of supplementary soundings on that southern-
most fringe of the plateau (fig. 6; Korfimann et al. 20601:
fig. 425; Korfmamm 2001a: fig, 1)

Easton, Hawkins, Sherratt and Shervait

It 1s partly the disparity between the comprshensive
scale of the reconstructions and the limited size of the
areas so far dug (2-3% of the lower city area) which has
led Hertel and Kolb to characterise the former as ‘pure
fantasy’, ‘a dream’, ‘fiction’ (Hertel 2001: 44; Walter
2001; Kolb 2002b: 8; 2002¢: 3), accusations repeated at
the symposium. They support this by contesting
Korfmann’s interpretations at many points, mamtaning
that the middle part of the plateau was only spasely
cccupied, the southern part not at ali, that the lower town
wall did not exist, and that the ditches and palisade were
not defensive (Hertel 2001: 44-6; 2002: 17; Kolb 20028°
13-21; 2002¢). Korfmann’s population estimaie should,
they argue, accordingly be reduced to a maximum of
3,000 (Kolb 2002b: 19) or even 1,000 (Kolb at the
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symposium}. But they go beyond such discussable
matters fo assert that the reconstructions represent a
deliberate attempnt by Korfinann to inflate the importance
of his site with the object, Hertel suggests, of ensuring a
continued flow of funding for his excavation (Walter
2001). To disguise the thinmess of his evidence he has
been ‘confusing the layers® (Berliner Morgenpost; Kolb
2002'21; Hertel 2002: 3, 7-8; Kolb repeatedly in the
sympesiom) and is guilty of ‘misleading the public’
{Beriiner Morgenpost; Kolb 2002b: 13; 2002c: 3).

At the symposium the atfack in} this area was led by
Dieter Hertel in his lecture. There were reasoned replies
from Peter Jablonka, who has himseif excavated two of

the critical areas in the lower city, and from Hans Peter

Uerpmann, who is leading the bio-archacological
research at Troy. Tt was very unfortunate that Jablonka’s
paper, perhaps the most cracial of the whole symposium,
was allowed only 20 minutes by the organiser. Support
from the floor came notably from Brian Rose, who has
been leading the post Bronze Age research at Troy, much
of it in the lower city. It is evident from Kolb’s website,
however, that none of the arguments put forward have
caused him to change his opinion in any material way;
indeed all such contributions are there described as
having been ‘laughable’ (Kelb 2002¢: 7). This reaction
contrasts starkly with the satisfaction generally felt by
the prehistorians and Korfimann supporters that the criti-
cisims had been thoroughly answered. Plainly there was
noe meeting of minds, and an exposition of the issues for
a wider public seems called for.

Previous investigations

According to Kolb {Beriiner Morgenpost) Korfmann bas
been trying to find evidence to substantiate an (irrational}
conviction that Late Bronze Age Troy was a capital city.

Since 1988 he and his colleagues have been digging
for traces of Bronze Age Troy. And in the meantime
they have become convinced that the city of that
period, in which pecple also chronologically place
the Trojan War, was-a metropolis, a great trading
centre with everything that goes with'it: a defensive
installation on the top of the mound (which in the first
years was further investigated) and, according to
Korfmann, an enormous lower city (of which he has
for the last five vears been searching for evidence).

This waspish accusation completely overlooks the
fact that Korfmann, hke all good archaeologists, is
building on the work of his predecessors. In his earliest
seasons Schliemann made pumerous soundings on the
plateau to the south of the citadel (Schliemann 1874 Taf.
213; 1875 Plan 1). In 1884, having studied the topog-
raphy and the pottery scattered across the surface, he
sketched out the possible limits of a ‘Homeric® lower

town not so very different from Korfmann’s (Schliemany,
1884: Plan 3). He associaied it at that time wigy, the
remaing of Troy I (Schliemann 1884: 62-3). A Massive
stone wall leading away from the northeast corner of the
Troy II citadel he took to be one end of a circujt
surrounding the lower town (Drpfeld 1962: Taf 171, wqy;
BC), an explanation which is still very plausible. After
the discovery in 1890 of Mycenaean pottery in a buildip g
of Troy V1, and the consequent revision o the dating of
all the prehistoric sirata, he resolved to investigate the
lower city of Troy VI in 1891 (Schliemann 1891 24y,
Death robbed him of the chance.

Dérpfeld and his team did, however, carry out some
modest investigations mn 1893-18%94. Soundings on the
western part of the plateau, 140m and 200m south of the
Troy V1 citadel, produced strata of VI directly above
bedrock {Ddrpfeld 1902: Tafl III, points A and B. Beth
areas have been investigated again by Korfmann).
Déarpfeld’s opinion was that ‘with regard to the Vith

" stratum, ... the settlemerit of a large part of the Jower city
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is demonsirated’ (Dorpfeld 1902: 238).  Goize fslt
justified in concluding that the extent of the Troy VI
lower city closely matched that envisaged by Schliemam
i his Troja plan, if anything stretching further to the
south (Dérpfeld 1902: 236-8). A limit appeared to be set
by some Troy VI cremation burials found 400m to the
south of the citadel, just beyond the Hellenistic city wall
{Dorpfeld 1894: 123; 1902: 536).

Blegen likewise recognised the probable existence of

a Late Bronze Age lower city of undetermined size, and '

exposed significant remains of it in areas around the
outside of the citade! wails (in 23, A7, GH9, K6-8).

It has thus become clear that the area occupied by the
inhabitants of the site at the end of Troy VI extended
out beyond the limits of the fortress, and ... there can
be no doubt that an extramural lower town of undetes-
mined size really existed (Blegen et al. 1953 351).

He did little to inmvestigate it elsewhere, but did
establish that the Troy VI cemetery found in 1393
outside the Hellenistic city wall was much more
extensive than Darpfeld had been able to show. He did
not, however, discuss the relationship between the two
(Speriing 1991: 155}, Korfmann's own initial investiga-
tions showed grey Minoan and Mycenaean wares widely
scattered over the plateau together with Hellenistic and
Roman pottery. Systematic taking of cores along a nosth-
south axis produced repeated indications of Late Bronze
Age settlement just above bedrock — as Gdize had
previously found (Korfmann 1991 26). Reconsideration

of Blegen’s unconvincing ‘crematorium’ 200m west of

the Troy VI cemetery suggested much more plausibly
that it might be 2 burnt Troy VI house cut by Byzantine
pits (Korfimann 1992b: 128).




Thus when Korfmann began to excavate outside the
del i was already established that a built-up area
t:mndéd the citadel in Troy VI-VII, that soundings
ser south on the plateau repeatedly produced material
e same period just above bedrock, that Late Bronze
gé pottery was widely scaitered over the western part of
plateau, that there was a building of Troy VI 450m
uthwest of the citadel and that the late Troy VI
metery, 1f it lay ouiside the settlement as might be
pected, represented an outer limit.  Although the
stern part of the plateau is relatively unexplored, a
obable limit in that direction was also known in that
._ia Rronze Age material had failed to appear in excava-
ns i square O11 (Korfmann 1991: 26). Only a very
in deposit of Troy VI-V1I material has since been found
X2 (Korfmann 1999: 26). The notion that there might
ist a large lower city was thus far from being vain or
irrational, but arose logically from previous observation.
- What then have Korfmann’s researches actually
revealed, and how far do they justify the teconstructions
has given us? For the area immediately around the
adel results up to 1994 can be seen in Elizahbeth
Riorden’s magnificent plan published as a supplement to
Studia Troica 4 (Hueber, Riorden 1994). For later
findings and for areas further removed from the citadel
one must consult Korfmann’s annual preliminary reports
and other studies in Studia Troica 1-11. In what follows
shall examine the relevant excavafion areas each in
“tumn, cullining Korfmann’s findings and evaluating the
criticisms levelled against him.

- Ares immediatelv cuiside the Late Bronze Age citadel
- The new excavations have hugely increased the evidence

for Late Bronze Age occupation in this area. On the east
side, in IKR-9, work in 1991-1993 revealed a series of
substantial buildings with stone foundations extending
Blegen’s sequence of late VI-VII back to early VI or
gven perhaps V. There are associated features such as a
stone pavement, hearth and grain bin {Korfmann 1992a;
36-1; 1993: 21; 1994: 24). The arca was thus not, as
Blegen thought, first settled after the destruction of Troy
V1. On the south side, m EF9-10, small excavations
within the Roman odeion have produced a probable
middle VI wall set directly on bedrock, clay-lined storage
pits, a stone pavement also of middle VI date and the wall
of a very substantial house of late Troy VI {Korfimann
1994: 22; 1998: 41--2; 1999: 14-13). Itis true that a little
further west, in a narrow trench hard against the citadel
wall in D910, there is no evidence of buildings before
VIIbl (Korfmann 200la: 22-7, correcting earlier
reports}. But the sequence here may be comparable to
that in. A7 and K4, where in Troy VI a road ran along the
face of the citade! wall and was only built over in VIIb.

Easton, Hawkins, Sherratt and Sherratt

The most plentiful results have come from the area
below the Hellenistic and Roman sanctuaries to the west
of the citadel (fig. 7). A full account cannot be
attempted here, but may be traced in Korfimann’s
preliminary reports from 1994 onwards. The area was
already settled in Troy V. Architectural remaing show
that in the areas excavated all three phases of Troy VI
were represented, and late Troy VI by at least nine
buildings, although due to later disturbance and
overlying features none has been fully recovered
(Korfmann 2001a: fig. 12). All these walls had
substantial stone foundations and some remained
standing to 1.20m high. A cobbied street led through the
houses to gate VIU until the latter was closed in VIIa, A
stratum of burning and collapse marks the end of Troy
V1 in this area, and there is evidence for seven ensuing
phases of Troy VI (Korfmann 1999: fig. 14b). The
remains of VIla, with their surface 1.5m above that of

" Troy VI, include those of a large terraced house with at

least five rooms built in part on the wall stubs of the
preceding period. There are widespread signs of fire af
the end of Vla, followed by the construction of smalier
buildings, some with cellars, in VIIb2 and a provi-
sionally identified VIIb3. Ralf Becks, who has been
primarily responsible for the excavation of this area, has
nut forward a sensitive and well-considered discussion
of its layout in the Late Bronze Age, with suggestions as
to its changing relations to the gate and citadel wall
{Korfmann 2000: 21-8). o

Kolb accepts that there was obviously soms
settlement immediately to the west of the citadel (Kolb
2002a; 2002h: 135), but he fails to draw atteniion fo all the
other points around the citadel where Late Bronze Age
remains have been found. In fact, wherever excavations
have been made here, they have unfailingly revealed a
sequence of Late Bronze Age buiidings, often substantial
and, where the excavaied area is wide enough to show it,
set closely together.

Kolb and Hertel both complain that, in presenting
the discoveries to the west of the citadel, Korfmann has
fleshed out the meagre remaing of Trov VI by adding in
those of Troy VIla (Kolb 2002b: 15; Hertel 2G02: 7-8).
This appears to rest on the fact that in one plan in the
hoek accompanying the exhibition the buildings of late
VI, VIial and Vila2 are all shown in shades of red
which are hard to distinguish (Korfmann et al, 2001:
fig. 74). The basic colour scheme (red for VI, green for
VII) goes back to Dorpfeld, but here there are two
imnovations. First, the Vila buildings are included in
the red range. The evident purpose was to highlight the
cultural continuity from VI inte VIIa and to emphasise
its difference from VIIb (shown in blue-green). This is
hardly controversial. Second, a sub-division of hoth
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Fig. 7. Remains of Troy VI immediately to the west of the citadel (Korfmann 2000: fig. 12)

colours into multiple shades has been necessary
because as a result of Korfmann’s excavations more
building phases are known. The reds are indeed too
sinilar, and 1t is a pity that this was not taken up with
the printer at proof stage. But far from coanflating
periods, the plan actually attempts a higher degree of
differentiation than before. The known buildings of VI
and VII in this part of the site are in any case clearly
distinguished elsewhere in the book (Korfinann et al.
2001 fig. 480).

Most of the known structures in the area do admit-
tedly belong to VI or later. This is because excavation
has in most piaces gone.no deeper. Where it has, remains
of VI and also of earlier periods have come to light. One
may copfidently predict that, if the entire area were
excavated, a built-up quarter of Troy VI and VII would
be exposed. The cobbled streets speak for themselves
and are plaialy urban. It is obvious that the same sort of
settlement probably extended all around the citadel
except on the north side.
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lateau area’

to the area ca. 150m to the south, in the
the plateau, Korfimann’s work has focussed on
ouring trenches in squares H17 and IKIL.16—
atter mvestigating more closely an area first
'5rpfeld. 17 produced no complete struc-
5 below the surface, in soundings in narrow

re were remnants of stone walls of late VI or
ered mud-bricks, sherds of grey Minoan ware
rprising amount of Mycenaean pottery of a
cqual to that found in the citadel. Numerous post-
> mentionied in the report (Korfimann 1993: 25—
me later proved to be animal burrows (Korfmann
6), but others are genuine.

K116-17 a larger area has been opened up
ann 1004: 27-30; 1997: 53-62; 1998: 49-56;
0—2). Here the bedrock lies lower, and there are
of overlying deposits. Prehistoric, Hellenistic
en early Roman strata have all been hugely
hed in this area by later Roman activity. Large
an pits and foundations reach down to bedrock, and
v in between these large intrusions that fragments
er deposits are preserved. Cut into the bedrock
footings of & palisade originally thought to have
ged to Troy VI but now dated by sherds and C14
from its earliest fill to Troy I-II. There must
ve been other deposits of Troy I-1I in the area,
hese were evidently removed in the Late Bronze Age
tis Troy VI or later deposits that now directly overlie
drock, Preceding deposits are now found only where
'y have been left undisturbed in man-made cuts and
tural depressions in the bedrock. A comparabie
enomenon will be noted later in the southernmost patt
the plateay. Troy VI buildings have been glimpsed in
he northernmost quarter of the trench but le mainly
citside it — certainly to the north, west and east, and
juite conceivably to the south as well (Korfimann 1997
ig. 54} In early and middle VI the area confained
imber and mud huts, pavements, ovens, a threshing
_1001; pithoi, piles of murex and other shells, concentra-
ions of bone needles and slag from bronze working, The
mpression is of an area where agriculture and crafts
were pursued. In late V1 and Viia, by contrast, it
“contained houses with stone foundations. Remains of
hese have been found throughout the area, wherever
ater disturbance has not penetrated. All have a similar
“orientation (fig. 8; Korfmann 1997: fig. 54). Two phases
“are represented, and good quality Mycenasan pottery is
found.  In VI piis containing fragments of Buckel-

“ For clarification of some of the points here [ am most grateful
to the excavaior, Peter Jablonka.

tween the walls of an overlying Roman glass
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keramik and wattie-impressed clay show that the area
was still settled. A putative street has been identified in
the western half of K17.

Kolb describes the findings from IKL16-17 as
amounting at any one time in the Late Bronze Age to no
more than one single building with stone foundations plus
some insubstantial huts, pits and open areas (Koib 2002b;
13). Both he and Hertel argue from this that the middle part
of the plateau was occupied only sparsely, with occasional
solid buildings and outhouses set amongst gardens and
farms (Kolb 2002b: 13-15; 2002¢: 2; Hertel 2002: 8).
They repeatedly cite with approval Korfimann’s own,
prefiminary suggestion {Korfmann 1998: 52) that the area
was thinly built with fanly large open areas between
houses. The evidence as we now have it, however, suggests
a degree of development: yes, insubstantial settlernent with
agriculture and crafts in early and middie VI, but followed
by a fully built-up area in late VI-Vila, with continued
settlement, but a change of building methods, in VIIb. The
recopstructions reflect the present understanding of the late
Troy VI sitzation. It is worth remembering also that in late

- Troy VI there were more buildings only 20m to the west, in

g7

H17 — an area ignored by Kolb and Hertel. Occupaticn
was certainly not so very sparse,

The southern half of the platean
The most infriguing, and among the most disputed, discov-

eries come from the southernmost fringe of the plateay, ca.
400m to the south of the citadel (Jablonka et al. 1694;
Jablorka 1955; 19596), Here in 1992 a 120m long anomaly
showsd up in the magnetometer survey (Becker et al.
1993). Tt was thought at first to indicate the presence of a
buried, 6m wide, bumt mud-brick wall which, because of
ifs position and orientation, might be the defensive wall of
the Late Bronze Age lower city. This hope was in part
disappointed when excavation proved the feature to be a
ditch, but the same ditch has since been traced for a
distance of ca. 400m from west to east, has been tested by
excavation at six different points {Blindow ef al. 2000: fig.
I; Korfimann 2001a: fig. 1), and has proved just as inter-
esting. 1t was originally 4m wide. As preserved, the north
side is now 2.5m high. It originated at the latest at the
beginning of late Troy V1, for this is the date assigned after
very careful study o the earliest fill in the ditch. (Initial
impressions had placed it earlier, in middie V1) At first -
the fill accumulated only gradually. A higher stratum of
fll 1s a burnt destruction deposit of late VI date, after
which the ditch was filled up with deposits dateable to
Troy VI (Jablonka 1996: 80), It is likely that the ditch was
no longer open in Vila (Jablonka 1896: 73), but material
washed in later from the surrounding area still includes
sherds of VI and VII (Jablonka 1995: 76), indicating that
occupation continued in the surrounding area.



Angrolian Studies 2002

1
;’ Sy T,

Gyt PPRASTER

=

TROIA 1988 -96
GR%ENTi_ERUNGSPLAN
UNTERSIEOUING T17IKTT
F77 TROMA VITL/ %

TROIAVE
- TROAVI-STRUKTUR
lin den Fels gearbaitet)

& Pfosfentodh i Felsen

F T Tatig vz | !
Iy - d sy, +% Prostenstelurg i
j’ 4:5* Lehmziegel N
|
! i
| .
- ! _may)
LA — 2T R
T0i60 - 30160 50160
g 2 B
Fig. 8 Remains of Troy VI in IKL16~17 (Korfmann 1997 fig. 54)
x= 10245 - L, _x=10245
"{Qr“m‘ﬁm_—”?km“———'_*“-_ _____________ =T [ W
i 4,56 24,85 & 4,58 24,84 | | B35 i
nﬁz @ \““-x.\ 4 Grube 25 o Grube 26 1 ! } bt
g] Polisade g3t 25 24,68 | ! 1 g
i Grube 27 Rl i
| 24.82 |
| 25 v I
ha 50 g
N
*gmmnmmm_ 23,36
lz2,10 NN Lo
1 22.4?5 = 25‘321
i 2536 23,00 ,‘
Groben Tor . 05{% :
| ¢ ’ #85 crupe 15 posade i
lz:wa S
o oo Im0s )
ium I 24,57 24,08 ”M .
73,74 )
| 7 i
| >>>)> Grube 7
i @24.&6
L 23,68 20 /»7»\
_______________________________ — u
|
: !
] . |
f y 28/29 - Troia WV ‘ i
i
H
] i Sm ) \ |
i | 3
=) . - l | =
© Treia—Projekt 1696 [ ez " ® :
> e B v & !
L & |
| “Te=i0230 !

Fig. 9. Ditch and palisade in y28-29 (Jablonka 1996 fig! 2)

838




-9 geomagnem survey identified a 10m wide
¢ difch. Excavation confirmed the finding,
what was effectively a canseway crossing the
: Three and a half metres to the north of this
';cuttmg in'the bedroeck has been found, ronning
5 the ditch. This second cutting is much smaller
Cwide and sometimes as little as 14em deep. It
1 traced over a length of 18m but no more, and
es a Sm wide gap positioned just north of the
sav. It is suggested that it was the foundation
"f(;r a, wooden fence or palisade, and that the 5m
as a gate. Two post-holes on the western side of
p and one in the middie lend support to this, but
“are no corresponding holes on the east side. An
& drawn along the centre of the causeway and through
: ﬁndcﬁe of the putative gate, when extended north-
s, rums up to the south gate of the Troy VI citadel.
¢ magnetometer survey has suggested the presence of
scond, similar gap in the ditch 220m to the west, in
jare n28,

A second ditch was identified in 1995 lying 100
50m further to the south and beyond the limits of the
orman lower city. This ditch was originally more than
m wide, and the cut into bedrock is about 3m high on
he north side. [ts continuation has been found 230m to
ﬁe southeast in square s34, and geomagnetic survey and
dditional soundings have traced it for a length of over
00m. The relative dating of the two ditches is not
bsolutely certain. They seem likely to be successive, for
although the initial {ill in the more southerly ditch may
belong to the very end of Troy VI (scarcely distin-

accurnulated rapidly at some point during Troy Vla
(Jablonka 1996: 80). Thus the inner, more northerly
ditch may belong to late V1 and the outer, more southerly
one to the ensuing perfod. The outer ditch was re-cut in
Roman times, and the Roman deposits are quite distinot:
water-laid bands of mud and silt.

Korfmann believes that the inner ditch and palisade,
at least, were defensive, and that there may in addition
have been a more substantial city wall at some point
further north. No trace of the latter has been found on the
plateau, but an upward step in the terrain ca. 70im to the
north has been pin-pointed as a possible location
{(Korfmann 2000: 45), The model and Haussner’s recon-
stractions show a built-up settlement extending all the
way south across the plateau, bordered by just such a
wall. Beyond, and all around the lower city, is shown a
ditch with a number of causeways, each protected on the
inmer side by a short stretch of palisade.

Kolbh and Hertel contest this entire reconstruction.
They point out that neither cores nor soundings have
produced Bronze Age strata across the southern haif of

guishable from VIIa), the remainder seems to have
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the plateau and suggest, on the basis of plant remains
from the inner ditch, that this area was not built up at all
but was used instead for the cultivation of figs and vines.
Archaeologically it was a febula rasa uniil the
Hellenistic peried (Kolb 2062a; 2002¢: 2; Hertel 2002:
9).~ They emphasise that no trace of the city wail has
actually heen found around the southern part of the
plateau (Hertel 2001: 46; Kolb 200Zb: 16). The
palisade, they say, would have been too weak to be an
effective defence and could anyway have been skirted
around at either end (Kolb 2002b: 17; Hertel 2002: 14—
15). Kolb points out the absence of the additional post-
holes which would demonstrate the presence 1n it of a
double ‘door, and doubts whether the shallow rock
cutting represents anything other than a field drain or
industrial channel (Kotb 2002h: 17). Hertel is equally
sceptical (Hertel 2002; 13). The defensive character of
the inner ditch is alsc strengly disputed. They argue that
it could have been jumped across by a foot-soldier,
bridged by planks, or filled in with earth, and that the
causeway across it would have provided a fine highway
for an eremy’s chariots.. In any case it has not been
found around the east side of the lower city (Berliner
Morgenpost; Hertel 2001:°45; 2002: 14; Koib 2002b:
17). They both criticise ifs interpretation as a defensive
work when the outer ditch is known to have been used
by the Romans as a water channel {Kolb 2002a; Hertel
2002: 15), and Kolb has positively suggested that it
could have been used to bring water from the cave on
the west side of the site to imrigate the fields on the
plateau (Kolb 2002b: 17-18). For daiing the mner ditch
Kolb sirangely relies on the excavators’ first impres-
sions, ignoring the more considered judgém’eﬁfs made
later (Kolb 2002b: 17, n. 42).

The possible existence of a city wall will be discussed
below. What evidence is there to support the recon-
strizction of a built-up area in the southern half of the
plateaun?

Korfmann’s critics are right to point to the absence of

Bronze Age strata, but this is not simply an absence of

archagological deposits; it is an absence in almost all
excavated arsas of any prehistoric surface at all
(Korfmann 1992a: 3%). This is partly atiributable 1o
erosion. Kolb has repeatedly dismissed this as though it
were a convenient excuse (Kolb 2062a; 2002b: I3; and
orally in the symposium), but the area is indeed a tabula
rasa as he says — in the sense that it has been scraped
clean. Around the inner ditch bedrock is i places only
20cm below the surface, and all strata of VI and VII are
missing (Jablonka et al. 1994: 53; Jablonka 1993: 43,
4%y, That thers has been a process of erosion which

xplains this is positively indicated by the presence in
boih ditch-fills of deposits, including Late Bronze Age
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pottery, which were washed in during the Late Bronze

Age and after (Jablonka et al. 1994: fig. 1 nos 3, 6).

Further south, in g2%, 2m of colluviun have accumulated
over bedrock since it was exposed in Roman times
(Jablonka 1996: 81). The wvalley to the south also
contains an accumulation of erosion depaosits which over
the centuries have been washed down from the sife
(Kayan 1997). Byzantine and earlier inhabitants made
an effort to halt the process by culting terraces and
building terrace walls {Tablonka 1996: 87-91).

Late Bronze Age deposits were pot always missing,
As far south as square s34 depressions in the
bedrock still invariably contain residual clusters of Troy
VI pottery which erosion has failed to sweep away
{Jablonka 1996: 87). At one pouit just north of the inner
ditch there are the remains of a series of pits cut info
bedrock for pithoi, with the pithos bases still present.
Thermoluminescence dating has confirmed that they are
of second millenniurn origin.  The pithol themselves
would have been sunk into house floors which must once

however.

have lain nearly 2 higher — a striking mdication of the
depth of deposit which has been lost. The Bronze Age
fill of the inner ditch (Jablonka 1994: fig. 1 nos 3, 4)
consists largely of refuse and destruction debris from a
built-up area: there are bits of stone, some bumt; burnt
clay; burnt mud-brick; mud-brick debris; ash; pottery of
Troy Vi; and animal bones (Jablonka et al, 1994; 60);
1995: 43; 1996 45, 70). The fill in the outer ditch is
similar (fablonka 1996: 87-91). None of these sarlier
deposits in the inner ditch was washed in by rain, but all
were tipped in from the north. Unless we suppose them
to have been deliberately carried from a built-up area
200m or more to the north, we have to congiude that they,
as well as the botanical evidence for figs and vines
{Jablonka et al. 1994: 71), give us some indication of
what was once in the vicinity. The burnt Troy VI house
thought by Blegen to have been a crematorium may be a
tangible remnant.

Hertel finds it incredible that all tracaes of Bronze Age
structures should have been swept away by erosion
{(Hertel 2002: 9. But one has to allow for the fact that
much may also have been removed by the builders of
Hellenistic and Roman times. The Classical lower city
extended across most of this area, as geophysical survey
and excavation show, and Roman buildings were placad
directly on bedrock. They even cut right into the bedrock
which in places has had as much as 0.5m removed
{Jablorka et al. 1994: 62; Jablonka 1993: 43, 1996: 43).
Brian Rose emphasised at the symposium the extent to
which the Roman builders pillaged earlier periods for
stone. The result is that there are very few remains even
from the Hellenistic and Augustan periods when it is
quite certain that a Jower city existed. Koib points to the
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F what were criginally much deeper features, T

preserved Late Bronze Age buildings on 1
the citadel to show that the Romans dig not ahy,

remove earlier strata (Kolb 2002b: 13), but the Siiu;n?-v&
at the south end of the platean wasg different, N

£ wegt smlx o

. &
erosion may already have reduced the depth of miu
!

such an extent that only its total removal. and that of 3
atoly
earlier remains, could make solid bm}dmg possible.
The absence of the Bronze Age surface ig IMportan

when we come fo consider the supposed. palisade. On
e
has to bear in mind that the shaliow rock- ~Cuttings whie

chy
have been found must represent only the Very bottom of

e onﬁm al
cuts couid have been made through a metrt or move of
overlying earth and perhaps bedrock, all since disap-
peared. If, therefore, the two channels as we know them
peter out after a few metres in either direction (Korfmany
1997: 62) this does not mean that they never exiended
any further. Tt simply means that the evidence has disap-
peared. Similarly if on the east side of the supposed
gateway there are two post-holes not atfested, it may weil
be because they were not originally dug to quite the same
depth as the others.

The purpose of the feature haz of course to he
mferred.  Given its position parallel to the ditch, the
coincidence of the gateway with the causeway, the
direction of the axis through the two, and the real possi-
bility that it extended far beyond the limits to which it
has been traced, I think it is highly ikely that it was, as
A
continuous palisade of timbers 0.5m thick, set deep into
the earth and the underlying bedrock, would net be the
weal defence that Koib and Hertel
method of construction exactly replicate that of its Troy
1T predecessor as Kolb requires (Kolb 2002b: 17).

Equally the ditches will not have been as fechle
defence as Korfisann’s opponents maintain.  Each s
situated at a natural drop in the terrain; so that the
northern side is much higher than the southern. We must
allow, too, for the added height on both sides of the ditch
of the earth and bedrock which has disappeared in the
interim., Thus an attacker would originally have been
faced with ditches 3—4m wide, perhaps 2m or more deep
on the south side, and towering 3 or 4m high on the norih
side, or perhaps more {Jablonka et al. 1994
Jablonka 1994: fig. 8). No-one could jump this.
could any chariot easily cross it whether it were bridged
with planks or filled up with earth. It is quite true that no
continuation of the inner ditch hag been found on the cast
side of the site— yet. Later disturbance and the
of the bedrock have so far made it difficult to follow here
{Jansen et al. 1998: 276, 280). But it would be unwise 10
depend on this remaining the case. Since the feature wi
first identified by magnetometer 1n 1992, painst

Korfmann belisves, a part of a defensive system.
» ap ¥
Nor need its
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1 fluxgate and caesium magnetometers and with
etrating radar has nearly quadrupled its
ngth (Blindow et al. 20001 fig. 1), The latest
v even show a turn northwards at its most
wnd (Blindow et al. 2000: 129, fig. 8) and has
mcmstfated the presence of a comparable ditch on
i gide of the lower city in square p12 (Korfmann
28, 42, figs 23, 24).
‘suggestion that the ditch was mtended as a water
on the model of the later Roman re-use of the
ditch, founders decisively on two facts: (1) that it
;marwmad at at least two points by causeways
mann 2001a: fig. 23); and (2} that it undulates over
course by as much as 14m (Messmer et al. 1998). 1t
verlooks the nature of the deposits. The thin strata
vd and silt in the Roman cut were laid by slow-
ng or stagnant water repeatedly over a long period
ionka 1996: 823, They are quite different from the
ronze Age strata in the inner ditch, although of course
er will collect in any ditch in wet weather and this is
ected in the evidence here too (Jablonka et al. 1994:
stratum 3, 71). At the symposium Kolb’s water
annel theory was heavily criticised by Uerpmann —
among other things, the trenchant observation that
ater cannot run uphill —— and Kolb now denies that he
er advanced it (Kolb 2002¢c: 3). But he plainly did
olb 2002a; 20026 17-18),
. When we view the presumed palisade and the two
ditches together, considering the character of each, and
when we fake into account the extent to which infor-
mation may have disappeared or be as yet inaccessible,
their interpretation as parts of two successive defensive
systems seems entirely reasonable, indeed convincing.
© We can in fact now quite reasonably sketch out a picture
of how the lower city may have grown over the centuries.
. The rock-cut palisade in BIKL16-17 may represent the
outer limit of the Troy I settlement. By Troy V that same
area had been covered by the settlement itself, as traces
indicate, but Troy V' graves were found not very much
further to the south in D20 (Korfimann 1994: 31-4).
Probably the limit of the Troy V settlement lay approxi-
mately in D19. [n early and middle Troy VI IKL16-17
was stili not very heavily settied, and may perhaps have
lain towards the edge of the lower city. By late VI,
however, thick settlement had spread across it and the
lower city extended in some form as far as the palisade
and the imner ditch with the southernmest houses
probably interspersed by gardens and orchards. A little
further io the south, outside the settlement, lay the
cemetery of late Troy VI (VIh) excavated by Blegen.
After some destruction in the lower city and the filling up
of the inner ditch, the setlement probably expanded
agdin further to the south perhaps at the very end of Troy
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VT and cerfainly during Troy VIla. A second ditch was
cut whose . contents witness (o the presence predomi-
nanily of Vlia cccupation in the vicinity, This is a fair
indication that the area to the north of the inner ditch was
already filled to capacity by the end of Troy VI, and
justifies some of the higher population estimates. The
cemetery belonging to this period may be presumed to He
yet further to the south (Becks 2002: 299). The resulting
picture of a crowded lower city in Troy V1la is consistent
with what we already knew of the period from the citadel.

A lowes gity wall? ¥

Accepiing, then, that we have quite convincing evidence
for two successive Late Bronze Age defensive systems
around the lower city, we must ask: were they supple-
mented by a ¢ity wall as Korfmann supposes?

While a city wall has not yet been identified on the
platean, possibly due to the depradations of the
Hellenistic and Roman occupanis, Korfimann reasoned
that remmnants of such a wail might still be found nearer to
the citadel. In particular the area just east of the VI
citadel walls seemed promising, for here the Hellenistic
builders, far from removing eatlier deposits; had been
keen 1o pile up as much earth as possible behind the
retaining walls IXN, IXM in orderto support the
platform of their splendid new temple. Korfmann further
reasoned that the angle set into the southeast corner of the
nertheast bastion was the most likely place for a city wall
to have run up to the citadel itself. A wall joining at this
point would have been essential to prevent access from
the ousside via the cistern intc the citadel itself, but would
kave continued to leave the water supply accessible to
inhabitants of the lower city. In 19951998 he therefore
dug around the southeast corner of the bastion (Korfmann
1996: 36-43; 1997, 49-53; 1998: 43-8; 1999: 16-17). It
is a fight and complex area, still being studied, and the
fuull picture is net yet available. Crocially, however, the
stone {ootings of a very substantial wall did appear at
exactly the right place, running off to the southeast as
might be expected {fig. 10},

A length of 7m has been exposed, interrupted at the
scutheast end by what is interpreted as a gateway nto the
fower city. A road runs northwards at this point, bounded
along its west side by a wall which antedates the
presumed city wall. A circular group of stones set into
the road is sesn as a possible post-support on the west
side of the gateway, and an upright stone Zm to the nogth
could be a stele of the sort found outside other gates in
Troy [, 1T and VI. The east side of the gate has not been
found, nor has any continuation of the wall eastwards.
To the west of the road a stone fill lies behind the norih-
south border wall. It is above this, on a mud-brick
packing, thus on a sort of platform, that the stele is set.
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Fig. 10. Area around northeast bastion in K4 (plan courtesy of Dr Peter Jablonka, Troia Projekr, Titbingen University)

The picture is complicated by the presence of a im thick
packing of horizontally laid mud-brick which covers the
presumed city wall, the stele and the stone fill. In VIIb
small houses were built over the road and around the
mud-brick platform and bastion.
course destroyed and filled up with rubble.

Hertel complains that the area is selectively and
unsystematically described, and that the relevant pottery
has not been published (Hertel 2002: 9—10). This is
hardly a fair charge against reports which are only
preliminary. The more substantial criticisms are that the
wall is too low and toc weak i¢c have served as a city
wall {(Berliner Morgenpost; Hertel 2001: 46; 2002: 11),
that it never really adjoined the bastion {Kolb 2002b: n.
23; Hertel 2002: 10), and that it may nol have been
contemporary with the ditch and may only have been
built in VIIa not middle VI as Korfmann says
(Korfmann 1996: 42; Hertel 2001 46; 2002: 11; Kolb
2002a; 20020: 17-18), The gateway is dismissed since
in Korfmann's reconsiruction it would have the unusual
width of 6m and since no east side has been found
{(Hertel 2002: 13). The post-support is seen simply as
part of the paving of what Korfmann (but not Hertel)
regards as the street (Hertel 2002: 11). Both Kolb and
Herte} take exception to a plan in the book accompa-
nving the exhibition in which the hypothetical eastward
contimuation of the wall looks as if it is drawn in with a

These were in due
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continuous, instead of a dotted, line. Koib imphes that
Korfmann did this deliberately ‘in order to create the
impression that there was a gate in a supposed city wall’
{(Hertel 2002: 13; Kolb 2002c: 2).

Some of these criticisms are astute and apposiie,
Because of the area’s complexity and importance, the
prefiminary assessments have been thoroughly reviewed
in Titbingen.” The latest analysis of the pottery in fact
confirms Hertel’s view that the presumed city wall
should be considerably later than middle V1 and should
post-date the building of the bastion. Although the
ceramic data -are not absolutely conclusive, it appears
likely that the platform of stone fill, with the mud-biick
capping into which the stele was set, was built up against
the bastion in late VI. The city wall was buiit across il
shortly afterwards. Then in Vila the T thick mud-brick
Jayer was laid across the top of the whole complex. This
does not necessarily mean that in VIla the wall was no
jonger in use, as the mud-brick layer could belong 0
some local repair or modification. At all events there
was thus a century or two for the stones of the bastion o
weather before they were obscured by the mud-brick
structure {Hertel 2002: 10). The change to the dating
means that, if this was indeed a part of a city wall, it will

’ 1 am most grateful here to Ralf Becks for up-to-date jnfor-
mation and to Professor Korfmann for permission to publish it




« built while the nner ditch was n use,

eted gateway 18 indeed unusually wide
fig. 33). But the photographs show
side a cutting was made through the road
1 trench for the Hellenistic retaining wall
g7 figs 50, 52). Thus an east side to the
have been as close 10 the west side as 3.5m
imoved.  Magnificent, if indivect, confir
likely existence came when a gate in the
city wall was found a few metres to the east
orfmenn 1997: 52-3; Rose 1997: 96-101).
qistic operations have cbliterated or made
ny remnant there of an earlier city wall.
Srtunate that in two ef the published plans the
1 eastward extension of the city wall beyond
sed gate looks as if it had been drawn in with a
ons ‘Hne {Korfmana et al, 2001 figs 461, 480).
Cwith a magnifying glass suggests that the
nting may have been to blame. At all events
cism is over-particular since dotted lines are used
re in the same book (Korfmamn et al. 2001: fig.
nd in all earlier publications (for exammple,
oo 1996: figs 33, 36, 37), making it pretty clear
/a5 unintended.
with the palisade and the ditches, Korfmann’s
ponents dismiss too quickly the possible defensive
ie of the feature. The presumed city wall, where fully
erved, is 2m thick — and that is asswning we already
w its full width, which we may not. Although tis is
ything like as massive as the citadel walls, even a mud-
brick wall of this size on 2 low stone footing would be a
sericus obstacle. Ina stratified society it is perhaps not
rprising that defences for the general popuiation should
ot be as strong as those surrounding a royal residence.
It is trae that at its west end the wall no longer abuts
the bastion, and that there is a gap of about 1m between
hem. Hertel is confident that this gap must be original
to the wall and was not caused when Dérpfeld exposed
the northeast bastion in 18931894 because, he says,
- Dérpfeld ‘demonstrably’ dug no deeper than the seri-
circular feature of Troy VI which runs across the area
{Hertel 2002: 10). This is a reasonable supposition to
have made on the basis of Darpfeld’s records and, if he
were right, the wall’s defensive character would certainly
. be harder to believe in. In fact, however, the new excava-
tions found otherwise although this was not made
explicit in the preliminary reports.” Dorpfeld certainly

* 1 am again greatly indebted to Ralf Becks with whom [ have
been able to discuss this guestion and whe briefed me on the
latest findings )
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did, at some points, dig to deeper than the Troy VIl '
feature. He appears to have cut a narrow, irreguiar trench
along the face of the bastion in order to expose ihe lower
parts of its walls, in the process slicing through a part of
IXN (Dérpfeld 1902: Taf. IIL Korfmann 1997 fig. 45
top). Korfmann's excavations found that it had cut
through the mud-brick packing and, along the east face
of the bastion, into the stone fili beneath it. It had alsc
removed a part of the wall mnning gastwards from the
southeast corner of the bastion, leaving a deeper hole
where he had tried to trace the corner downwards fo
bdrock (for all this see Korfmann 1997: figs 43, 48),
Dorpleld’s trench had filled up with locse earth and
stanes, and was identifiable when rediscovered. It had
certainly cut through the wall in question, and it is
entirely proper to suppose that the wall origmally
adjoined the bastion,

The area still presents some conundrums. In
particular, the purpose of the later mud-brick packing is
wnclear, OF the presumed city wall we have only a short
stretch, and one cannot yet be entirely confident that it is
what Korfmann thinks it is. Equally one cannot say that
the existence of a gateway has been established heyond
all possible doubt. But the size, location and orientation
of the wall are all compatible with its being the beginning
of a city wall, and the later building on the same spot of
the Hellenistic city wail may well speal for a continuity
of tradition. The paved street {if such it is) and the stels
on the mud-brick platform are points in faveur of there
being a Late Bronze Age gate at this point, and the
presence of the later, Hellenistic gate again offers
“support. If some additional part of the Late Bronze Age
wall could be found the case would be closed. Research
is continuing on the west side of the citadel to ses
whether the wall can be picked up there, but has so far
mainly met Hellenistic disturbance {(Korfmann 1999: 16;
2000: 21-5, 27} ‘ :

Cenchusions
Everyone accepts that there was a lower settlement of
some kind. The questions are: (1) is it periissible to
reconsiruct it so extensively; (2) do the reconstructions
accurately depict its likely character and extent; and {3)
“has there been a deliberate attempt to mislead the public?
There is, as we have noted, a huge disparity between
Korfmann’s comprehensive reconstructions and the
extent to which the lower city has actually been
excavated, Kolb evidently feels that this raises an issus
of principle. He emunciates his own view as a binding
one, that 2 model or picture may show nothing whose
existencs is not firmly attested (Kolb 2002b: 12). To this
one may simply respond, who says? The Buyilkkale
model aliuded to above suggests that the excavators of
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Bogazkdy feel constrained by no such stringent code, and
no doubt there are in the world’s musewms many other
models built on similar principles. [t secems to me a
perfectly valid and useful exercise fo construct a well
thought out, imaginative presentation of how an entire
ancient site might originally have looked. It can be
stirmulating and educative. Children these days are well
acquainted with such things as digital ephancement and
computer reconstructions, and know what they are.
There is little danger provided the basic data are also to
hand. This was the case in the exhibition where there was
a plan showing the extent of the excavations, and it is also
the case in the bock {Korfimann et al. 2001: fig. 425),

Then there is the question as to the accuracy of the
reconstructions. There can be little doubt that the area
immediately around the citadel was heavily built'up on all
sides. Tn the middle part of the plateau further excavation
in additional areas could perhaps clarify matters. IKL16-
17, however, was fully built up in late Troy VI and H17
has shown that these buildings were not isolated. In the
southern half of the plaleay there has been so much loss
through erosion and Classical building activities that we
shali probably never know how dense the occupation was.
But Blegen's ‘crematorium’, the pithos bases set m
badrock and the ditch fills show that it was by no means
so wholly absent as Kolb and Hertel believe. One may
also reasonably ask whether the defences and the
cemetery would have lain af such a distance to the south
had there not been settlement stretching that far.

That in late Troy VI the lower city was defended by a
palisade and ditch, and that in V1Ia it was subsequently
defended by a second ditch fuither south, is an entirely
reasonable deduction from the evidence that we have, and
the attempts to deny this sesm very forced. [t is true that
the full course of the defences has not been recovered, but
this is not unusuat in archaeology, Had there been no
controversy most archaeologisis, ome suspects, would

have thought the 600m length of ditch so far documented '

by Korfmann to be more than sufficient. Itis less certain,
but still arguable, that a city wall also was a pait of the
defensive system in fate VI and perhaps lasted into Vila.
Inclusion of the city wall in the model and the pictures
was certainly very bold, but I would say not indefensible.
Tt is difficult to conceive of the entry into the bastion
being at any time unprotected by some such wall.

Hertel says with some justice that all atterpts at
reconstruction (i.e. on this scale) rest on fantasy (Hertel
2001: 44). This has not stopped either him or Kolb from
‘offering his own. Korfmann’s are certainly optimistic
and lie at one end of a spectrum of possibilities. Those

of Kolb and Hertel are decidedly minimising and lie at,

the other. The truth is much more likely to lie towards
Korfmann’s end.
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. Grante.d. that the EGC(?USTZI“UCUOI}S have a legitimaye
aim and fairly extrapolate from what is known of "
lower town, there is little {o support the accusationg th..i
Korfimann has deliberately been misleading the Dubigt
apart from three minor printing faulls in the exhibig; on
book. Errers of this kind are excusable when ope takes
nto account the pressures of mounting such an ambiti mi;
exhibition on top of a full programme of universipy
teaching and administration, not to mention the burdep (]J.f'
nmning a major international excavation,

It is to be regretied that the accusations againg
Korfimann have been made so publicly and so repeatodly
when their basis is so flimsy. Kelb has indeed withdrawn
his earlier description of Korfmann as a “von Diniken of
archaeology’ (Stuttgarter Nachrichten). Unfortunatety
he is now giving currency, without the slightest hint of
disapproval, to the epinion of Die Well that Troy is being
excavated in the style of Indiana Jones (Kolb 2002c: 8),
This is possibly the most offensive of 2 whole series of
offensive remarks in his website. That if is unfrue can be
seen by anyone who reads the many preliminary studies
in Studia Troica or who takes the trouble to visit the
excavatior. '

The historical gé@gn‘aphy of western Anatolia in (he
Hittite texts (fig. 11)

Recent developmenis

Ever since the reading of the Hittite texts in the 1920s
opened the window on the second millennium BC history
of Anatolia, scholars have wrestled with the problem of
placing the towns and countries named in the texts on the
modern map.
Anatolia generally was known to the Hittites as the
‘Arzawa lands’, a political term, which in the oldest
edition of the Hittite laws appears under the ethno-
linguistic term ‘Luwiya’. The ‘Lukka lands’ too were
seen as belonging to the west, but the location of the
individual land and city names has remained highly
uncertain, indeed controversial, We may take the map of
Garstang and Gurney (1959 map facing 1, discussion in
chapiers VI-VIID) as a starting point. Arzawa is placed
in the central west, the valleys of the Meander und
Hermos, Lukka down towards Classical Lycia and
Wilusa towards the Troad. Of the most imporiant narned
cities, Apasa is at Ephesus, Miilawanda at Miletus and
the Seha River land on the Caicus by its association with
Lazpa (= Lesbos). Troy is identified with the once
attested (land of) Taruisa.

In the succeeding 30 years, a number of widely
differing locations were propased by scholars in different
contexts: see, for example, the maps and accompany g
arficles ofMacqteen (1268 169-85); Bryce (1974
16); Kosak (1981: 12¥-16%),

It has been recognised that western

=

Notably attempts were
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o to find a location for the highly controversial land  hieroglyphic  Luwian  inscription BOGAZKOY-
Abhiyawa on the Anatolian mainland, especially by~ SUDBURG was discovered (Hawking 1990: 305-14;
fer, following the original view of Sommer (see 1995). Briefly summarised, the Bronze Tablet established
law). But in general the ease with ‘which quite the size and location of the kingdem of Tarhuntassa now
srent locations could be plausibly proposed gave rise  seen fo extend from Kizzuwatna/Plain Cilicia in the east,

4 commonly expressed view that the sitvation was  through its border with Hatti in the south Konya plam, to
re or less hopeless — Hittite geography as a *guessing  the city Parha on the river Kastaraya in the west, ie. to
e’ (Mellzart, cited by Kosak 1981: 12%). Perge on the Kestios in Pamphylia {Otten 1988: 37; 1989
All this has changed dramatically in the last 15 years, 18). Beyond this lay the Lukka lands, thus occupying all
988 heing the effective turning point, the year in which  of or more than Classical Lycia (Hawlking 1995; 54, n.
¢ Bogazkoy Bronze Tablet was published (Otten 1988;  194). The YALBURT inscription, narrating a Lukka
fecent transtation, Beckman 1996: no. 18c; bibliography,  campaign of Tudhaliya 1V, named as conqguered places
an den Hout 1998: 326), as was the hieroglyphic Luwian  besides Lukka the citiss Awama and Pinali, Patara,
seription YALBURT (Ozgii 1988: 172-4, pls 85-95;  Talawa and Wiyanawanda, which correspond unmis-
dition, Poetto 1993; Hawkins 1995: 66-85), and the  takabiy to Classical Lycia, Xanthos (= Lyc. Amfia,
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Fig. 11. Ceniral western Anatolia (Hawhins 1998 fig. 11)
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Aram. ‘wrmm) and Pinara, Patara, Tlos and Oenocanda
{(Poetto 1993: 74-82, La toponomastica; Hawkins [995:
-49-57). Thus suddenly the historical geography of south
and southwestern Anatolia came inte focus, and the
Arzawa lands with their associated toponyms were defin-
itively pushed back into the central west and northwest,
Decisive for the geegraphy of these Arzawa lands
was the establishment of the reading of the KARABEL
inscription in the Karabel pass which carries one of the
two routes from Ephesus in the Cayster valley across the
Tmolus range to Sardis i the Hermos valley (Hawkins
1998: 1-31). The reading of this as an inscription of
Tarkasnawa king of Mira, known also from his digraphic
silver seal ‘'TARKONDEMOS’, the
suggestion already put forward that this was the northern
boundary of the land of Mira leading to the Seha River
fand (Houwink ten Cate 1983-1984: 48, n. 38, Starke
1997 451, nn. 40, 41) and that the kingdom of Mira

confirmed

included the rump of Arzawa proper {as originally’

argued by Heinhold-Krahmer 1977: 136-47, 211-19;
Hawkins 1998 15) with its capital city of Apasa, thus
HEphesus, Remarkably the almost contemporancous
~discovery of the HATIP inscribed rock relief southwest
of Konya provides a very similar fixed point on the Hatti-
Tarhuntassa frontier as described on the Bronze Tablet
(Dingol 1998a: 2734, with earlier bibliography; 1998b:
159-66). As with Tarhuntassa, we are now in a better
position to estimate the extent and impertance of the
kingdom of Mira in the late Hittite Empire. It probably
stretehed from the Tmolus range in the north to include
the Meander valiey in the south, and impinged on the city
of Millawanda, the identification of which with Miletus
is now hardly to be doubted. The general geographical
scheme of western Anatolia by Garstang and Gurney
locks to be trimmphantly confirmed.

In the background to the textual evidence for western
Amnatolia, archacological knowledge of the Bronze Age of
western Anatolia has been slowly sxpanding since the
Second World War, Befors that few sites other than Troy
had vielded significant mformation. The 1950s excava-
tions of Beycesultan on the vppsr Meander produced good
Middle-Late Brorize Age levels on a site intended to link
archaeclogically the platean and the west (Lloyd, Meliaart
1965; Lioyd 1972; Melaart, Murray 1995). Intermittent
operations since before the war on the Bronze Age levels
at Miletus, difficult of access because of the water table,

- are now bearing fruit (most recently Niemeier 1999), as is
~aiso lagsos (preliminary reports, Momigliano 2000; 2001}
and the little published Turkish work at Limantepe and
Papaztepe near Izmir {short reports in Meilink, ‘Archae-
ology in Anatolia’ and Gates, ‘Archaeclogy in Turkey’
American Journal of Archaeology: Panaztepe annually
from AJA4 91 [1987]; Limantepe annually fom AJ4 98
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[1994]; cross references aiso {0 reports in Kz So
Toplantisr). Morerecent are very bromising discoveripg .
Bphesus itself {most recently Biiyikkolane 2000 us\(z
these coastal sites are now producing increasing eVi;iCi;i: >
of Mycenaean settlement and influence, especially in tht
ceniral west area from Izmir to Bodrum, in the form oLf.
Mycenaean potiery imported and locally manufactyre
and Mycenaean tombs. Thus a more concrete archaec;
logical background with which to connect the texyy
evidence is becoming available,

HUC oy

The gympos.iwn
Symposium papers dealing with the textual sources weg,
those of Starke and Hembold-Krahmer, and additionally
that of Niemeier offered a combination of archacological
and historical data. The thrée scholars represent rather.
different appreaches to the subject: Niemeier as an
archasologist working in the area, who though not a Higi-
tologist himself makes fulf use of the recent publicationg
in the field (Niemeier 1999; Niemeier, Niemeier forth-
coming); Starke, an Anatolian philologist specialising i
Luwian studies, whose recent publications have concen-
trated heavily on the historical geography of western
Anatolia (Starke 1997, 1998-2000: Lulkka, Miletos,
Mira); and Heinhold-Krahmer, whose fundamental study
ofthe Arzawa fexts remains an indispensable bandbook to
the subject, but now 25 years old was written well before
the break-through in our knowledge outlined above
(Heinhold-Krahmer 1977, for her more recent contribu-
fions, ses Heinhold-Krahmer: 1983; 1994a; 19940},

The reading of the KARABEL inscription and my
interpretation of the historical geography of Arzawa
based on it followed hard on Starke’s first foray into this
field (I received the off-print of Starke 1997 while
writing Hawkins 1998}, and it is fair to say that our views
originating from different standpoints broadly converge.
Gratifyingly this common view is also that followed by
Niemeier, with whom I have had the privilege of
discussing the question at Miletus, Karabel and
elsewhere. It is thus of interest to compars Heinhold-
Krahmer’s current views on the subject.

As noted, her great coniribution on Arzaws Was
published (1977) at the time when western geography
lacked any points of attachment beyond the easily
dismissed toponym identifications Millawanda-Miteins
Apasa-Ephesus, Lazpa-Lesbos, Wilusa-Ilion and Taruisa-
Troia. This severe uncertainty is well reflected in ber
book, which extraordinarily does not even offer a map.
She faithfully reports all previously proposed locations,
but herself carefully abstains from supporting any of

these or attempting to put together even hypothetically 4
coherent scheme.
views to the new evidence, textual and archacological”

How in 2002 would she adjust bey



niext of the symposium of course, the
. principally on the Wilusa-Ilion identifi-
he line taken by the Kolb camp has been
 this (the line taken by Hertel 2001: 60) or
its significance (Kolb 2002b). But this
wnot be discussed in isolation from the
ure now emerging, since all identifications
o+ less closely interlocking. Heinhold-
“current attitude seems to be a continuation of
ism of her earlier work, namely that the new
fure remains unproved. In fact she does not
possibility that it s correct, bui prefers (o
{he megative points. Such scepticism is
ing to fock somewhat out of place.
1ay question whether her criteria for absolute
d certainty are not pitched higher for the west
sewhere in Anatolia. One such criterion is the
ry of written documents (cuneiform tablets).
he allows certain identification for Bogazkdy-
Masat-Tapikka, Ortakdy-Sapinuwa and
¥li-Sarissa (identifications: Masat, Alp 1980: 538;
By, Stiel 1999; Kusakli, Withelm 1995: 37-42;
2 9-15), alse Adaniya-Adana and Tarsa-Tarsus,
ugh thege apparently lack her criteria of definite
(see below). But one may suggest that other
eria not fully accepted by her should be admitted. A
ittite toponym apparently ancestral to a Classical or
ven modern one may not count for much in isolation,
it if geographical information attaching to it supports
e location, or if it is linked to one or more other such
{oponyms, or even if there is appropriate archaeological
‘evidence with which to connect it, then a combination of
these factors must carry weight. Absolute proof may be
lacking, but accumulation of these other criteria may lead
te 2 high degree of probability, which is often as much as
: students of anfiguity can expect.
' For example: Hittite Iklkuwaniva looks like the
forerunner of Ikonion-Konya, and the Bronze Tablet
reference to it as one of the neighbours of the land of
Tarhuntassa supports this (Hawking 1995 29-313; the
cities Adaniya and Tarsa juxtaposed in the hisuwa- ritual
(Keilschrifturkunden aus Bogazkdy XX 52 i 19; ses
Goeize 1940: 54-6) are much more likely to represent
Adana and Tarsus than either name occurring m isolation
might be; Parha on the river Kastaraya, named. as the
boundary of Tarhuntassa on the Bronze Tablet, has
already been mentioned (Otten 1988: 37; 1989: 18) — 1t
requires a very resclute scepticism to doubt the identifi-
cation of this combination with Perge on the Kestros,
which is in a highly suitable location, though lacking the
support of archaeological evidence for Bronze Age
setifement, Yes, this may not be actually proved, but is
this a useful approach? Likewise the chuster of Lukka-
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land city names compared with the similarly close group
of Classical Lycian city names (Poetto 1993; 74--82;
Hawkins 1995: 49-57) is very hard fo dismiss as a pure
coincidence, and this 0o even though the absence of
identified Middie-Late Bronze Age remains in the area
has been thought (o raise difficuity in locating Lukka here.

Millawanda and Apasa

These newly acquired clusterings of toponyms, Parha on
the river Kastaraya and the Lukka cities of Awama and
Pinali, Patara, Talawa and Wiyanawanda, added to the
long known pair Adaniya and Tarsa, must surely prompt
a more receptive viewing of Millawanda-Miletus and
Apasa-Ephesus, paired by Mursili’s Annals, year 3,
Millawanda in a fragmentary context along with the .
kings and Ahhivawa before  the
commencement of the campaign proper, and Apasa as
the royal city of the king of Arzawa, the mainlgoal of
Mursili’s campaign (Gostze 1933: 369, 46-51. Apasa

of Arzawa

is not elsewhere attested), Both Millawanda and Apasa
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are placed on the coast by the reports that Arzawans flee -
from them by boeat across the sea to ‘the islands’ (king of

Arzawa from Apasa, Goetze 1933 30; Pivamaradu from,

Millawanda, Tawagalawa Letter, Keilschrifturkunden

aus Bogazkdy X1V 3 161 Note that gursawananza has

been shown to mean ‘to the islands’, Starke 1981; 143),

But here of course we have a great deal more than simply

a pair of Bronze Age + Classical toponyms, more even

than their location on the coast: we have the archaso-

logical establishment of Miletus as a major Middle-Late

Bronze Age site (Wiemeier 1997; Niemeier, Niemeier

forthcoming), and the recent limited but unmistakable

suggestion of a Late Bronze Age citadel and lower town

at Ephesus (citadel finds: Bayiikkelanci 2006: 37-41;

lower city, Artemision sondages: Gates 1996 319} -
Beyond even this we have now the fizxed point of the
KARABEL inscription, at the northern exit from the
territory of Ephesus, indicating that this is the frontier of
the kingdom of Mira, which would incorporate as argued
the core of Arzawa proper with ifs capital at Apasa
{(Hawkins 1998: 22).

There is yet more, even beyond the identified paired
city names, the archasological evidence and the fixed
point of a rock inscription: we may add a recognisable
ancient topographical description, that of Mursihi 11
{(Goetze 1933: 54 [mount Arinnanda], 60—7 [Puranda]}.
When Mursil: entered Apasa and the king of Arzawa fled
across the ses to the islands, the populiation also fled,
some up mount Arinnanda, some into the city Puranda,
and some across the sea with their king. Mursili furned
at once fo reduce mount Arninnanda, which he describes
in sufficient detail (Hawking 1908: 22, with sarlier refer-
ences), fthat if it is to be sought in the environs of
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Ephesus, it may confidently be identified as Classical
mount Mycale, modern Samsun Dag, as scholars
knowing the area have heen quick to perceive.

After withdrawing to winter quarters Mursili retumed
the ﬂ)llowing spring to reduce the city Puranda, into
which a son of the Arzawan king had entered. Puranda
was high (people go up into it and come down out of it),
and Mursili was able to besiege it and cut off the water.
After reducing i, he proceeded against the Seha River
land to deal with its unreliable king Manapatarhunda. As
had been suggested before, and was confirmed by the
reading of the inscription, the Karabel pass progably
marked the northern frontier of Mira on the way through
1o the Seha River land, the most obvious route for
Mursili to have taken. The modern, doubtless also. the
Classical road runs north from Ephesus-Seleuk to
modern Torbali, north of which it divides, the northwest
branch going to Izmir, the northeast direct to the Karabel
pass and through to the Hermos-Gediz valiey. A few
kilometres to the west of Torball is a prominent hill,
Bademgedigi tepe, the east side of which is somewhat
cut by the new motorway. From ils summit there is a
good all round view over the plain and directly across to
" the Karabel pass.  Iavestigations by Recep Meric of
Tzmir University have revealed the presence of a massive
circuit wall halfway up the hill and further remains on the
top, plausibly dated to the Late Bronze Age. What is
observable of the remains on the hill characterises it as a
refuge rather than an actual city, Further, circling the
footof the hill to the north side are the remains of a rock-
cut agcent road, in which ruts of chariot wheels may still
be seen. This hill must surely be a convincing candidate
for the site of Puranda, as propesed by Meric (Gonnet
2001; Greaves, Helwing 2001; Merig, Mountjoy 2002
forthcorming).

Mira and the Seha River land

The kingdom of Mira as consituted by Mursili after his
defeat of Arzawa has been argued (Hawlkins 1998; 21-3;
Starke 2000} to have included: (1) the core of Arzawa
proper with its capital at Apasa, that is the Cayster valley
and the territory of Ephesus; (2) the inland province of
Mira bordering on Hatti in the neighbourhood of the rivers
Astarpa and Siyanta, that is the western platean in the
neighbourhood of modern Afyon, whence run the main
passes to the west; (3) the land of Kuwaliya, probably the
headwaters of one or more bra'nches of the Meander, for
which the site of Beycesultan is a good candidate as capital
or other city. ! have also argued that such an extended
political eniity as Mira-Arzawa would have required good
communications to hold it together, which would have
best been secured by the inclusion of the Meander valley,
the main pass from the plateau to the weast.

The Seha River land, long recognised as a coger
minous neighbour of Mira (Houwink ten Cate 1983.
1684: 48, n. 38), is placed to the north of Karabel, thy
identifiad as the Hermos (Gediz) valley. No evidence is
available on the location of its capital or other cities,
whether at possible Bronze Age predecessors of Sardis oy
one of the big coastal sites. Explicitly added to it by
Mursili was Appawiya, plausibly identified toponym.
cally and geographically with Classical Abbaitis, the
headwaters of the river Macestus (modem Simav,
Garstang, Gurney 1959: 97; Hawkins 1998: 233,

It is perfectly possible, though evidence one way or
the other is lacking, that the Seha River land may have
extended northwards to include the Caicus valley
{modern Bakir), an actual identification with which was
considered by Garstang and Gurney, on the grounds of the
imterest shown by its king Manapatarhunda in a letter in
the land of Lazps “across the sea’ (Hawlkins 1998: 23; the
Manapatarhunta letter is the subject of a detailed recon-
sideratjon.by Houwink ten Cate 1983~1984). The same
letter shows that Wilusa was reached from the Seha River
land (see below).

Wiliusa

The foregoing evidence ‘on Mililawanda and Apasa, and
Mira and the Seha River land has been reviewed here in
this detsil in order to suggest that even in the absence of
definite proof of geographical locations, continued total
scepticism on the political geography of the cenfral west
is no longer appropriate. The approximate location and
extent of the two main Arzawa kingdoms as outlined
may now be claimed to have a high degree of probability.
The third and least prominent Arzawa kingdem, Hapalia,
is certainly inland, reached from the ‘Lower Land’
{Konya plain) and does not directly affect the present
argument (placed in different areas on the maps of Starke
[1997: 449] and Hawkins [1998: 31] — the crucial
evidence is that Hapalla was reached from the Lower
Land via the city Lalanda, which could be placed at
Classical Lalandos [Starke] or Laranda [Hawlkins]; see
Erantz-Szabé, Unal 1983). What does concern us is of
course the fourth Arzawa kingdom, Wilusa, which was
not mentioned by Mursili i any of his preserved
documentation (Annals or Arzawa ireailes), thus appal-
ently not of direct military or political concern to him at
the time. A reasonable inference is that 1t was more
rernote than the others and beyond hs Arzawa purview,
It becomes prominent explicitly as the fourth Arzawa

kingdom in the reign of Muwatalli as known from his

treaty with its king Alaksandu, whick has a long but
damaged historical preamble giving a survey of Hatii-
Witusa relations (recent translation, Beckman 1996 no.
13, with bibliography, 173).
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he two principal questions to be reviewed in the
csent context are: (1) the identity (or not} of Wilusa and
site of Troy; (2} on the assumption of a positive
-er, what the historical sources on Wilusa may tell us
ihe status of the site’of Troy and iis relations to the
itite Empire. : .

The inferences on Wilusa already noted, that it was a
.re remote Arzawa land reached through the Seha
ver land, can now only point northwest to the Troad,
ce the locations of Lukia, Mira and the Seha River
ind hardly leave another geographically recognisable
estern Anatolian country.  Also significant in this
ontext is its earlier appearance as the “land of Wilusiva’
eside the ‘land of T(a)ruisa’ among the places defeated
v Tudhaliya I/IT in his campaign against the land of
ssuwa foilowing his Arzawa campaign (Keilschrifi-
rhunden qus Bogazkdy XX 11, 12; translated by
Garstang and] Gumey [1959: 1217, see now Starke
'1997: 455. Note that the sword from the booty of the
Assuwa campaign is identified as a Mycenaean type
[Niemeier 1999: 150]). Since Assuwa is not again
‘mentioned as a political force, its’ importance was
-probably terminated at this point. It is notable that at this
date Wilusiya is one of the {incomplete) list summarised
as the ‘land of Assuwa’ rather than one of the (even more
incomplete) list of Arzawa lands of the previous
campaign, which includes besides Arzawa itself the Seha
* River land and Hapalla,

Thus in the reign of Tudbaliva I/II Wilusa is regarded
as being part of a kingdom of Assuwa, but after the disso-
lution of that power, at least by the reign of Muwatalli I1,
is specifically categorised as an Arzawa land. A forther
mdication of Wilusa’s location is the information that it
was once a bone of contention between the Hittite king
(Hartusili 1117) and the king of Ahhiyawa (Tawagalawa
Letter, Keilschrifturkunden aus Bogazkéy XIV 3 iy 7-10;
for the reading, Giiterbock 1986: 37). Since thers is no
longer any question of locating Ahhivawa on the
Anatolian mainland, and it must be recognised as an
Aegean power (see below), this pulls Wilusa alsc into a
western coastal location.

These then are the main indications for the location of
Wilusa, not it may be thought very precise but significant
since the clearer recognition of the location and extent of
Mira-Arzawa and the Seha River land, especially if the
physical geography of western Anatolia is considered.
There is however a reference frequently cited as evidence
for the location of Wilusa, which cannot safely be
utilised. The inference that Wilusa must be near Lulda
wag drawn from the passage of the Alaksandu treaty.

If I, My Majesty, shall campaign from that land,
either from Karkisa, Masa, Lulka or from Warsiyalla,
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you {(Alaksandu} will campaign with me with your
troons and horse (Beckman 1956 84, ).

The. location of Lukka in northwest Anatolia goes
back to Otten 1961: 112 {although later given up by him;
see Réllig 1983: 3). Since geographical proximity of
Wilusa to the named places is only one possible expla-
nation of this provision, it would be unwise to give greater
weight to this than to counter-indications, Thus it may
well be that these places ave named as being promiment
western countries which are not ‘Arzawa-lands’, and are
without kings and perhaps with a mobile and generally
uncivilised population. The unjustified mference of the
proximity of Wilusa and Lukka has led either to the
placing of Lukka up near the Troad (for example,
Macqueen 1968: 176; alsc Mellaart 1968: 1873, or,

“especially. since the fumer establishment of Lukka in the

direction of Lycia, to the placing of Wilusa in Caﬁ?ﬁ (for
example, Hertel 2001: 55; also Steiner, at the Tibingen
symposium, in a paper circulated afier the proceedings). -
The reference cited above as showing that Wilusa
was reached from the Seha River land has alternatively
been interpreted to show that Wilusa lay on the retum
journey from the Seha River land to Hatti (Hertel 2001
56: this interpretation had already been expressly
rebutted by Houwink ten Cate 1983-1984: 42). The
relevant lines from the Manapatarhunta letter read:

3. [Gassu ...] came and brought the Hittite army,

4. [.. whlen they went APPA to smite the land
Wilusa, ' )

5. (Iwasill..).

The understanding hinges on the sense of the preverb
appa, ‘back’ or ‘again’, modifying either the mai.n vv.erb
pair, ‘they went (back/again)’, or (he infinitive
walhuwanzi, ‘to smite (back/again)’. Thus the sense
‘they went back fo smite the land Wilusa® is only one of
a number possible, and to understand ‘they went back
from the Seha River land to Hatti) to smite Wilusa’, and
thus infer that contrary to any other indication Wilusa lay
between the Seha River land and Hatti, is to mmpose an
improbable interpretation on the passage. It is.mgch
more naturally undersiood, whatever the precise signifi-
cance of appa, that Gassu arrived in the Seha River lffmd
with the Hittite army en route for a campaign agamst
Wilusa, Incidentally this is one of the very few passages
to suggest that a Hittite army might actually have reacl?ed
Wilusa (other possible occasions: the Assuwa campaign
of Tudhaliya LT {see above], but the army may have
gong no further than Assuwa; the Milawata Letter of
Tudhaliva IV seems to envisage a military expedition to
restore Walmu as king, Hoffner 1982: 131, figs 40/38-
46/44). Otherwise the general impression given by the
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texts 1s that it lay beyond Hittite military reach though
within the political range. Geographically the Troad,
protected to the south and east by the Ida massif, suits
this picture well.

Proceeding from the evidence of the location of
Wilusa to the question of the identity of the site of
Hisarisic as the capital of Wilusa, we need only align the
textual arguments which push Wilusa info the Troad
with the archaeclogical presence there of that rare item,
a typical Late Bronze Age city, which can be evaluated
as- a regional capital. The evidence of its citadel,
impressive even in its' partially destroved. state (see
above), together with that of its lower city, now
adequately if sparsely attested by the limited sondages
(see also above), is sufficient to suggest the seat of a local
ruler of the Troad of the period. While the textual
evidence points to Wilusa as a land (it is always deter-
mined by KUR, except where this is replaced by other
logograms, INIM, DINGIRMES 55 i regular), it would
be normal to find the capital city with the same name.

This then leads directly on to the second question:
what would the textual sources have us expect of the
capital city Wilusa, and are these characteristics
compatibie with the archaeological features of the site?

Ag ome of the four Arzawa-lands ruled by men
acknowledged by the Hittites as kings, albeit vassals,
Wilusa cannot have fallen below certain minimal
reguirements for the status of ‘kingdom’, whatever those
might have amounted to in terms of wealth, population
and extent. Not many kings and kingdoms are attested
i Hittite Anatolia of the Empire period (see Klengel
1690}, Of the other Arzawa kingdoms, Mira may_how
be recognised as having been very large, extending
from the Hatti frentier at the western plateau all the way
to. the coast incorporating the core of former Arzawa,
the Cayster valley with iis capital at Apasa-Ephesus,
and with Kuwaliya, the Meander valley. The Seha
River land toc could have been extensive, including the
Hermios valley and with Appawiya the upper Macestus
(modern Simav), and with the probability that it
stretched at lsast as far north as the Caicus (modern
Balar) valley. Hapalla on the other hand though poorly
attested and of uncertain location, does not seem to
have been sc important and could have been much
smaller. In fact the texts give also very little indication
of where Wilusa might have ranked between Mira and
- Hapalta. But it is surely unrealistic to deny that the
Troad with its capital city at Hisarlik could not fulfil the
requirements of what we know of the Aszawa kingdom
of Wilusa. The combined evidence of the citadel and
the lower town, incomplete as each may be through
destruction and limited recovery, certainly sugsests an
at least middle ranking regional power of Anatolia.

Location of Ahhiyawa
In this discussion of the location of Wilusa, m
been made above of the land of Abhivawg Eq t

of the hostilities over Wilusa between th
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Ahhiyawan kings. Little further neeqd be adde
the long and controversial debate aver i

© Comten;
Hite ang
d herp -

. 1e locatig
Ahhiwaya, beyond the observation that WIth the fipy
ng

geographical locations Luitka = Lycia, Mira = ¢
and probably Meander valleys, Seha River lang »
Hermos and probably Caicus valleys ang Wiltisa
Troad, no plausible geographical space cap he PTOposed
on the Anatolian mainland for a *grea kingdom' Q'{..
Ahhivawa. Indications have always suggested thint
Ahhiyawa lay ‘across the sea’, reached by boat vig the
islands, particularly in connection with the Nailticy)
escapes of Uhhaziti and Pivamaradu, both undersioog 1
have sought refuge in Abhhivawa. Tt does remain
however to deal with one counter argument o this, fiys
advanced by Steiner in 1964, and unfalingly repeated |y
him on every possible occasion since {Steiner 1964: 17 i
further, for exampie, 1998 170, and recently at the
Tiibingen symposium): namely that since the writer of
the Tawagalawa Letter (Haitusili 1I17) sent Dabala-
tarhunda the charioteer (EJUKAR TAPPL) to fetch
Piyamaradu from Ahhiyawa, Ahhivawa cannot have
been across the sea apd must have been on the Anatolian
mainland. This argument, which af besi might be charac-
terised as simplistic, is without substance and should be
removed from the discussion forthwith. 1t is well estab-
lished that by the late Hittite Empire ‘charioteers’ served
as confidential agents (Singer 1983: 3-25, esp. 9), not
simply as “drivers’, and in the cited context, contrary o
what the unwary may have been fed to believe, there is
no reference to Dabalatarhunda bringing Pivamaradu
from Ahhiyawa by chariot. This may be contrasted with
an eatlier passage in the same letter, where the Hittite

1 oor
dystey

king observes that he sent the crown prince to fetch

. Piyamaradu from Millawanda with the instructions: *Ge,
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drive over, take him by the hand, mount him in a chariot
Miflawanda was on the mainiand, but Ahhiyawa was not,

Conclusion
The attituces of Kolb and his supporters to the Hittite
sources for Late Bronze Age wesiern Anatolin are
mutually contradictory, thus do not add up w anv co-
ordinated critique. Their spokesman, Heinhold-Kraimer,
as noted above, emphasised the negative, ‘unproven’
approach to westemn Anatelian geography without really
engaging with the cumulative character of current
evidence, though she explicitly refused to rule out th
Troy-Wilusa equation.  Kolb himself, being f
concerned o denigrate the significance of the sile

©
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«. insofar as he considered the Hittite scurces at all,
;grated also the significance of Wilusa, specifically
ng that the Hittites concluded treaties with a number
nsignificant places or population groups {Kolb 2002b:
n. 109 — reference ipaccurate, should read
rechrifturkunden aus Bogazkdy XIV 1 [ ... ] obv. 66—
lvel A Goetze ..., S. 18 £1). He supports this point
v the guite unfounded supposition that the Hittites might
sve made a treaty with Talawa, which has not been
ceserved. In so arguing he displays scant regard for the
urees, and in particular fails to address the implications
¢ recognition of Wilusa as an Arzawa eingdom.
. Hertel’s views on the matter may be taken as repre-
nted in his booklet Troia. Archdologie, Geschichie,
ythos (2001). His section “Troia und die hethitischen
Quellen’ (53-60), concludes definitively that Troy was
not Wilusa (60), yet he cannot be said to take proper
ccount of recent developments or to demonstrate much
control over the sources. While emphasising the
fragmentary nature of much of the evidence and the
controversial nature of the geographical locations
{referring principally to the pre-1988 state of the
“discussion), he nevertheless acknowledges recent
‘tocations for Tarhuntassa and Lukka, and even of Mira,
bt without mention of Karabel in spite of the fact that he
uses the map from my article (49, Abb. 7). Yet
- discussing the location of Millawanda, he prefers to the
Miletus-location that of Milyas which he explicitly
places in Caria (1), revealing a geographical grasp that
hardly inspires confidence.
Tor the Iocation_ of Wilusa, he advances first (53, also
49, Abb. 17) the supposed proximity of Lukka {accepted
as Lycia) rebutted above, which leads him to locate it
vaguely north of Caria (the Milyas for him!} or Lycia. He
then pairs this with the argument, also rebutted above, that
Wilusa lay on the return route from the Seha River land to
Hatn (50).
important recent statement on the subject by Houwink ten
Cate, though it is not clear, since he does nof cite him by
name, whether his entirely inappropriate remarks (56, end
of last complete paragraph) are direcied at the distin-
guished Dutch scholar. Perhaps prudently, Hertel does not
atternpt to mark his location of Wilusa north of Carta or
Lycia and east of the Seba River land on the return route
Lo Hatti on a map: he would be hard pressed to do so. In
general, his argument may be not unfairly summarised
from his staternents that the identification of Wilusa with
Troy is wunassured (‘ungesichert’) and doubtful
(‘zweifelhaft’) {56), therefore Troy was not Wilusa (60).
Thus the prosecution’s handling -of the Hittite
historical and geographical background to Wilusa-Troy
does not add up to a coherent case. Their verdicts may be
surmmed up as ‘unproved and umncertain’ (Heinhold-

In so doing he ignores or rejects the most
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Krahmer), ‘untmportant’ (Kolb), and ‘non-existent’
(Hertel). Only the first scholar has an exiensive
knowledge of the subject, and she evaluates the material
from an agnostic standpoint which has been substantially
eroded by recent discoveries. The defence on the other
hand makes full use of the new information to present a
formidable case. The identity of Wilusa with Hisarhk-
Troy is reaffirmed, as is its position and staftus as a
regional capital, the seat of an Arzawa Kking. Our
knowledge of the political geography of southern and
western Anatolia has been transformed in the last 15
yearsf, even if this advance has éscaped the notice of those
who continue to deny the possibility of constructing a
plausible historical map for the Arzawa lands.

The economic role of Bronze Age Troy

Much has been made, in the criticisms recently raised m
the wake of the popular exhibition Troin, Trawm und
Wirklichkeiz, of two aspec‘ts of the way in which the site
was presented there. The first, which has been
considered in full in the preceding sections, is the
degree of reconstruction involved in presenting &
regligtic image of an ancient site from archaeological
evidence, Little more need be said of the pionsering
use of computer-based techniques in creating 2
meaningful picture of Bronze Age architecture from
archaeological traces within a long occupied and much
aliered citadel and urban settlement, except to
emphasise the value of the work now taking place on
this aspect of the site {and to ponder the irony of archae-
ologists being criticised for presenting their work in so
immediate and attractive a form for popular exposition}.
More significant for current interpretations of Bronze
Age econcmic hisiory, however, is critisism of the
second aspect, considered by Professor Korfimann in the
chapter contributed to the catalogue under the title
‘“Troia als Drehscheibe des Handels® — criticism which
raises once again the shadow of a ‘minimalist’ view of
early trade propagated by followers of the late Professor
Sir Moses Finley’s views on the nature of the ancient
cconomy, and which sets itself against some of the more
promising current avenues of understanding patterns of
regional development at this time. {Fora yecent survey
of such views about the ancient Mediterranean, see
Horden, Purceli 2000, and for the Bronze Age sc€
Sherratt, Sherratt 1998.)

Was Bronze Age Troy 2 ‘hub of trade’™? The answer
to this question depends partly on the standard of
comparison — whether {rom the standpoint of second
millennium Europe or Mesopotamia, say, or in the
context of the much ldrger urban installations which
emerged during the first millennium BC — but it also
involves larger, theoretical questions about the role of
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trade in pre-modern contexts, and s importance in the
spread of urban hife and economic activity, While there
is an inevitable tendency to exaggerate the significance
of sites whose names have become fameus in epic poetry
and have taken on a mythical dimension m popuiar
Imagination, and it is undoubtedly a useful exercise to
look critically at the physical realities behind their fater
representation {see for instance Sherratt 2001 on the
nature of the Mycenaean centres), such deconstructive
re-appraisal should not obscure the more general point
that human communities do not exist in isolation, and
tha! the enlargement and elaboration of any settlement
beyond that of its neighbours is sympiomatic of a role
within wider networks of contact and exchange. The
architectural prominence and material weaith of
Schliemann’s Troy was aiready evidence of an unusual
concentration’ of resources at a single site; the size of
Korfmann’s Troy indicates that its resident population
found employment on a scale beyond the scope of a
purely local economy. These two features, together with
the longevity of the site and the effort put into defending
its focation, indicate that it plaved a significant role in
urban history; and indeed its position on the edge of the
Bronze Age urban world, and at a gateway to the terri-
tories beyond, gave 1t a particular prominence in the
skein of Bronze Age economic relations.

The structural position of Troy in inter-regional contacts
In assessing how singular that role may have been, it is
advisable to look at a specirum of undiscovered possi-
bilities. Archaeclogy depends in part on accident, and if
would be naive to pretend that we know more than a
fraction of the contemporary settlement neiwork,
Moreover the truly iaternational role of Byzantinm/
Constantinople/Istanbul from late Roman times onward
may have obscured the traces of any settlement which
preceded it, however substantial, so that Troy may not
have been alone as a significant Bronze Age site on the
Sea of Marmara, This point is of obvious relevance to
the identification of Hittite place names, not least the
problem raised by the apparent existence of Wilusa and
Taruisa as separate entities, and the possibility that
Hittite miers may have had as close an interest in the
eastern end of the Sea of Marmara as in the western end.
Two separate sites (with their own legendary histories)
may have been deliberately identified with one location
as part of the creation of Homeric epic in the laie eighth
ceptury (in which there are many other striking
examples of dual proper names, and a conspicuocus
concern to marshal a variety of legendary names into a
single epic tale). The possibility that Troy may not have
been the only significant Bronze Age site in the region
does not diminish its importance at this time, however,
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thc?ugh it does warm against any claim of ) w
umql.ie stat.u.s. What s very evident is the signif
of this maritime passageway throughout
prominence of Troy ifself is a sensitive indieggy 5
traffic.

TE?HS prominence arose natur?.i?,y from the DOsition, of
ﬂ"le site’ at the consiriction point of patterng of long
distance contact. Like Corinth, it was located both at €h;
narrowing of a land route and between two bodies yr
water important for maritime traffic; like Corinth, toqg_ iy
experienced an early prosperity and an eclipse by fagqer
growing neighbours with locational advantages iy, an
enlarged arena and increased vohnne of rade, From t)yj4
perspective, Troy was to Constantinople as Corinth way 1,
Athens (or Viking Hedeby to modem Copent agen, lq
take a Baltic analogy). There are many examples of nady
points at critical locations, which have shifted their name
and location but fulfilled similar functions within ay
expanding urban network. In Mesopotamia, for example,
Babylon may be considered as the predecessor ang
functicnal equivaient of Seleucia/Ctesiphon-Baghdad as a
central nodal point at the crossing of major ronteways,
and the shift from a location on the Euplirates to one on
the Tigris reflects the changing importance of these
waterways (Adams 1981). Few sites retain their primacy
for ever, and Bronze Age Troy shone more brightly than
its successor settlements on that spot. Understanding its
importance during this time requires situating. it within a
growing but still shifting network of conwmcts. Funda-
mental to this is its position in relation to Black Sea and
Aegean traffic, as well as to intra- Anatolian linkages. The
Sea of Marmara forms a corridor between the Aegedn and
Pontic maritime interaction spheres, with constrictions at
either end which form land bridges between Furope and
Asia. The fact that the Dardanelles was apparently more
important than the Bosphorus in the Bronze Age may
indicate that the Aegean links weighed more heavily mn
determining ils prosperity than Black Sea ones, though.
this positien was reversed in the Christian and Islanue
eras when the Black Sea became a gateway 1o trans-conti-
nental rovtes {across the Black Sea to ceptral Asia and
scandinavia) as well as to earlier nsed coastal routes o
the Danube corridor, the Pontic steppes and the Cavcasus,
This widening eastern outlook may have been responsible
tor the shift in emphasis from the Dardanelles so ihe
Bosphorus, together with the military importance of the
land link followed by the Via Egnatia.
viewpoint of long term wban history, therefore, there is
every reason to regard Troy as a prehistoric Byzaniium. it
was the renewed importance of Trov’s location (af
with a religious, and touristic, as much as a secular
emphasis) in Hellenistic and Roman times which resulle:d
in the degree of disturbance which hinders the recon-
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ion of the Bronze Age lower town; though it was the
th of Byzantium into Constantinople as the nodal
ment on the Sea of Marmara which finally reduced
apificance, and by preventing further hﬁjld-up of
ation debris has thus allowed extensive archaso-
i access to the Greco-Roman and earlier Bronze
remains. In this respect the site offers a unique
dow into urban settlement in these periods.

haeological evidence

Jthough Troy was a major centre throughout the Bronze
e, the evidence for this takes different forms. In the
ird millennium, it is striking for the character of its
Gatents —— Schliemann’s ‘treasures” with thelr fine
aftsmanship and comrmand of exotic materials, and also
“itg early adoption of wheelmade pottery (in shapes
hich often echo the metal vessels of the treasures). This
indicates membership of a class of elite sites, of which
iA.laca Hiyiik is an obvious parallel in inner Anatolia.
During the second millennium the recovered artefactual
‘material from Troy is less spectacular, and its external
links are as often shown by tmported pottery forms or
evidence of large scale production as by truly elite
'bbjects. While this has been read by minimalists as a
lessening of its importance, a mors sophisticated inter-
pretation — [ conjunction with its evident increase in
size and productive capacity — is that the natare of the
archaeological record changed as its economic and
" political role matured, much as the showy splendour of
Mycenae's shaft graves was succeeded by the more solid
prosperity of palatial architecture: the propensity to put
convertible wealth 1n tombs, or to hide hoards in times of
insecurity, leads to archaeclogical fame but is less telling
evidence of a leading sconomic role than the substance
of the site iiself. The flashlight images afforded by these
early Bronze Age ehite assemblages, however, give no
doubt about the range of its contacts, in many directions,
already during the later third millenntum: amber from
Scandinavia, lapis lazuli from Afghanistan (which
reached northwest Anatolia via the Caucasus, perhaps
through Alaca where the closest similar examples are
found, to judge from the typology of the batile axes from
Troy I [Treister 1996: 219-227), silver, gold and tin
from vnidentifiable but distant sources, even the more
humble bone artefacts such as the occurrence of a bone
plaque of Castelluccic type, show far flung links to all
points of the compass, to the edges of the known world
{Korfmann 2001b: 355-7). It is evident that even before
2000 BC this was an unusually well connected location,
and that the crucial position which 1t occupied retained
its strategic eccnomic importance through the
succeeding Middle and Late Bronze Age phases, down to
the last few centuries of the second millennium.

Easton, Hawkins, Sherratt and Shervaft

The reasons for this early prominence were well
identified by the present excavator some i0 years age
{(Korfinann 1986} the difficuity for Aegean shipping in
penetrating the Hellespont and. Dardanelles against

“adverse currents and winds, necessitating & longer of

shorter wait in a sheltered position before penet{atil}g
further. It was control of this critical location which gave
the inhabitants of the third miliennrum Troad their
decisive advantage. Their prosperity, thevefore, was 2
direct reflection of the importance of access to the Black
Sea in the movement of materials along this corridor; and
altfwugh the absolute volume of such traffic was
undoubiedly smail, the effects of these contacts in
spreading Near Fastern innovations are being mereas-
ingly recognised by Bronze Age archaeologists in eastert
and central Europe (Sherratt 1993). The appearance of
tin as an alloying material in Harly Bronze Age Hungary
(O’Shea 1992), for instance, in the cemeteries at the
confluence of the Maros and Tisza circa 2500 BC, falls
within the horizon of early tin use in the eastern Mediter-
ranean and Near East (and pre-dates the use of Bohemian
tin in central Europe by several hundred years},
indicating that the communities of the middie and lower
Danube were linked to the Anatolian/Black Sea
community in matters ‘of elite technology. Similar
considerations apply to the early cccurrence of daggers
with arsenic enriched surfaces at Usatovo as carly as the
tate fourth millennium, or the long recognised analogies
in the early second miliennium between the goldwork of
Troy and Transylvania (Kovacs 1999, '

That all these examples concern the movement of
small quantities of relatively precious items of material
or ostentatious technoiogy is a reflection of the impor-
tance of such long distance traffic both in spreading new
modes of production and consumption, and in creating
the initial advantage which made possible the emergence
of complex sites such as Troy, wkich has no analogy
(either in the third or second millennia) on the wesiern
Black Sea coast or in the [Janube catchment, It thus had
the additional advantage of being a gateway community
on the edge of the world of urban settlements, at the
interface between the east Mediterranean zone of urban
economies capable of organising mass production (as
shown by its wheelmade pottery) and the resource rich
but less organised hinterland to which it gave access
{Sherratt 1997: ch. 18). Itis not surprising in this context
that its artefactual repertoire has suggested to specialists
(Barber 1591: 54) that the site had a special role in textile
production, since this commaodity is the major export n
which such a settiement would have a decisive
advantage, exchanging a manufactured product for raw
materials, The appearance of texiile derived motifs on
the third millennivm pottery of Early Bromze Age
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cultures of the middle and lower Danube (for example,
Nagyrev) would fit well with such an interpretation (for
example, Kovacs 1977: fig. 4; see Bona 1975). The
relatively small volume of this traffic (and the inherent
difficulty of recognising both raw materials and textiles
in the archaeological record, for which see Sherratt 1995)
in no way diminishes its importance m the cultural
context of the time,

It is not clear (atany stage in the Bronze Age) whether
Asgean vessels passed along the Dardanelies and the Sea
of Marmara into the Black Sea, or whether Troy acted as .
a trans-shipment point or port of trade between
mdependent carriers (as Late Bronze Age Rhodes seems
to have done, linking partly separate western Aegean and
Levante-Cypriot cycles of shipping). Even in the second
millennivm, it is most unlikely that vessels the size of the
Uluburun wreck penetrated any further than Troy iself,
though smaller craft may have continued the journey.
Alternately, goods may have been conveyed overfand to a
Black Sea outlet, especially in the third millennium when
quantities were small. This was probably accomplished
by routes on either side of Marmara itself either along the
Gelibolu peninsula to reach the Black Sea coast via
Kanligecit, or along the southern side by way of lznik and
Izmit. Either of these routes, and the Bosphorus too if it
was used at this time, would have provided an interface
with coastal traffic around the Black Sea, which even in
the second millennium probably took place i canoes
rather than sailing vessels.

This Black Sea coastal traffic was of some antiquity,
with its roots in Chaleolithic maritime exchange cycles
or even earlier littoral adaptations (Price 1993); but its
vitality from the later fourth rmillennium onward is likely
to have been a response to the spread of ultimately Near
Eastern innovations carried to a wider cultural sphere by
new routes both to the Caucasus and to cenfral Anatolia
in the Early Bronze Age (Sherratt 1997: fig. 18.1). The
location of Alaca Huylk (presaging that of nearby
Bogazkdy-Hatwsa) is symptomatic of north-south as
well as east-west links within Anatolia, and the rich
cemetery at Ikiztepe near Bafra indicates one of the
potential points of articulation between the central
Anatolian and Black Sea t::adiﬂg networks. This coastal
iraffic is likely to have preceded any direct Aegean input,
and indeed the foundation of Early Bronze Age Troy
probably marks the beginning of a linkage between
Acgean trading networks (themselves stimulated in a
similar way by links from central Anatolia along the
Meander valley route via Beycesuitan) and this Black
Sea cycle. The importance of the central Anatolian
north-south route, from Cilicia or Malatya to the northern
coast via Kiiltepe and the bend of the Halvs, was both an
incentive for the foundation of Old Assyrian trading
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colonies i this region, and ope expl
eventual emergence of the Hittite heart}
political power in the middie of thig ec
linkage between the Aegean and the westery
through the Sea of Marmara opened up
where this coastal traffic could ke tapped,
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the Black Sea. Troy’s rolé at this time continued to be

that of a principal maritime gateway between the urbay
world and its immediate northern periphery. At the same
time, its linkages within the Aegean and east Mediter.
ranean were strengthened and to some extent re-oriented,
especially in the Late Bronze Age when fhe Greek
mairland saw a proliferation of palatial centres and an
exiension of maritime routes to Ialy. The orowing
volurne of production in western Anatolia is reflected in

its increase in area in Troy VI, in parallel with the
appearance of sites of comparable size and complexity
elsewhere in the Aegean — even though only Knossos
was to reach simular absolute dimensions {Whitelaw
2001: with comparative charts figs 2.10, 211} Troy
contmued to be a major player in the inter-regional
exchanges of the thme, a participation arizing both from
its location (like that of
Millawanda-Miletus) and frem its unique rele i relation
to Black Sea access.

coastal contemnporary

Nevertheless the scale of inter-Aecgean excn

should not be confused with the bulic ransport of
processed organic Haquid products —— principatly oil and

wine —-in the east Mediterranean at this time. indicated
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route phied by the ship wrecked oft Uluburun (Pulak
1965).
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The apparent absence of trade in these bulk liquid
 cammodities at Troy, however, dees not preclude the
manufacture of other organic goods there on an industrial
scale, and the continuing importance of textile production
- {Blegen, Caskey, Rawson 1953). Part of this specialised
production was probably exported to the Black Sea
- coastal areas (since no comparable produciion centres are
" imown there, and where Troy retained its advantage), and
some part within the Aegean: references in Linear B
tablets from Knosscs and Pylos to female textile workers
from Lemnos, Cnidos, Miletus and Aswija (Assuwa?)
(Chadwick 1976} suggest that western Anatolia had a
particular expertise and reputation in this craff, and that
its products would bave been valued even in areas which
now supported their own textile industries.

The Black Sea link gave access to other areas of
specialist expertise: the importance of chariotry and
. horses is reflected in the occurrence of steppe types of
horse gear for instance at Mycenae in the shaft grave
period (Penner 1998), and such contacts must have been
~ channelled throngh eastern Thrace and the Troad (using

jand routes as well as maritime transport in thig instance),
At the same time, ‘Trojan consumers imported pottery
(not in itself a vatuable commedity, and thus mdicative of
. routine exchanges which probably involved other
inalerials as well) both from the Mycenasan area of
" mainland Greece, other paris of the Aegean and from
Cyprus. Imported wares included both open shapes used
as consumption vessels and closed container shapes such
ag stirrup jars for processed commodities such as olive
oil; and the Mycenaean painted ware was also locally
reproduced, in a process of import substituiion
{(Mommsen et al. 2001).

All of this testifies to regular engagement in maritime
traffic, camrying shipments which included quantities of
sveryday products as well as more valuable items. By
the later 13th century, Trojan pottery itself — small
(uantities of grey wares probably travelling as part loads
in other cargoes -— was reaching the east Mediterranean,
including Cyprus and sites in the coastal Levant (Allen
1691), Such cheap but identifiable items act ag tracers
for patterns of trade whose principal incentive was
undoubtedly in the movement of more valuable

indicate the character and direction of such traffic. The
Uluburun wreck, with its tons of copper ingots, its glass,
waory, tin, textiles and terebinth resin, demoenstrates not
only the velume of traffic along major maritime arteries
but also the catchment area of smaller items, which
include a chacteristic bronze axe of Lozova/Pobif Kamyk
type otherwise known cnly from the lower Danube area,
and implying transmission via the Sea of Marmarz and
thus most probably through Troy itself (Buchholz 1999

‘hation {Sherratt 20003

materials, Occasional finds in exceptional circumstances -
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These patterns evolved over the course of the second
millennium — increasing in scale after the 6th century
when mainland Greece became a more acti_vg participant,
growing to a peak in the 14th century, and changing
character during the 13th century when less centralised
forms of trade (including = lively commerce m scrap
metal) threatened to upset established systems of distri-
Coastal communities such as
Troy benefited from this enlarged scale of maritime
activity in the same way as the coastal cities of Cyprus,
and the increasingly uncomirollable flows of material
along the southern and western shores of Anatolia, form
the background to Hittite military activity in the west.
One underlying structural change from this time onward
was the growing importance of Hnks to central Burope
via [taly and the Adriatic — an alternative access route to
resources previously reached by the Danube corridor and
part of a more direct linkage between the east and central
Mediterranean. This resulted in & more pronounced
east/west axis of maritime trade, in which the Black Sea
played a gradually diminishing role, until its importance
was revived with Greek penetration of this sphere m the
seventh century BC. Thesechanges in the final centuries
of the second millennium were directly mirrored in the
fortunes of Troy, whose reduced importance at this time
is a sensitive barometer of this declining trafiic.

It is possible, therefore, both to exaggerate and o
underestimate the role of Troy as Drehscheibe des
Handels. By comparison with some of its Bronze Age
conternporaries, it was noi mefropolitan; but in the
context of is regional urban partners it was a place of
substantial importance, and in the eyes of iis northern
neighbours it must have been the brightest Hght on the
horizon. The Sea of Marmara was not, during the Hronze
Age, the entry point to routes which reached all the way
across Purasia; but it nevertheless gave access to the
Tanube, the rivers of the Pontic steppe and to the
Caucasus, which provided important resources notably in
stone and metal. When other routes to the central
Mediterranean and ceniral Europe gave alternative ways
of acquiring such resources, towards the end of the second
millennium, this fmporfance slackened; and this phase
lasted through the garly centuries of the first millenpium
B(, after which its significance revived and in the seventh
century Ureek colonists penetrated along its caasts,

The economic importance of the Black Sea was
decisively enlarged m the Hellemistic period when
extensive eastern comtacts were opened up; and by the
fourth century AD it had reached new heights as the
terminus of a northern Silk Road. The sites of Troy,
Byzantium and its enlarged successor Constantinople
mark these three stages of growth and together form an
interrupted succession of major settlements whers the
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urban Mediterranean met a wider world, and where
wealth accumulated from the encountsr.  Like the
Venetian orgamisers of the Fourth Crusade in 1204, the
legendary Greek warriors marshalied by Homer iato a
consolidated national epic in the late eighth century knew
a site worth sacking — at the entry point to the Black Sea
and the wealth to which it gave access,

Conclusions

We have approached the questions raised at the
Tithingen symposium from our differing perspectives as
specialists in Anatolian or Aegean archaeology and in
Hittitology.  Ouwr findings, however, are entirely
congruent: that Troy in the Late Bronze Age had a
citadel and lower city appropriate to the capital of a
significant regional power in western Anatolia; that it
can most probably be identified as Wilusa; and that it
occupied a position in the trading networks of its day
which, in its context, can fairly be described as pivotal,
Consequently we think that the criticisms raised against
Protessor Korfmann are unjustified.
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