Tatlig6l Hoytlik: A New Archaeological Location in the Bafra Plain
Atila Tlrker — Ondokuz Mayis University of Samsun

[The Tatligdl Hoyiik is located in a special natural environment surrounded by lakes and floodplains on
the Bafra plain at the Kizilrmak (Halys) delta which is the coastal part of North-Central Anatolia. The
mound is not only accessible by land but is also connected to the Black Sea by river. Its hinterland is,
therefore, one of the densest areas in the Black Sea Region of Anatolia in terms of the number of settlements
and the diversity of periods. The settlement consists of three mounds totalling 16 hectares in size.
Copper/bronze daggers, spearheads, rings, cymbals, maceheads, and lead bowls found in the mound
constitute the metal artifacts group, while shaft-hole axes and maceheads constitute the stone artifacts group.
Terracotta artifacts consist of spindle whorls and loom weights related to weaving. These sophisticated
artifacts have distinctive aspects that provide new and important contributions to the literature. Since
systematic excavation was impossible due to illegal excavation, analogical methods were used to compare
and evaluate the finds. The study includes finds of everyday life as well as those of prestige and
symbolic/ceremonial nature. Despite the small number of imports, most of the finds were produced and
shaped according to the taste and skills of local artisans, and the reflection of regional characteristics was
dominant. Nevertheless, it is not difficult to see the interactions resulting from the long-distance trade in
which the site was indirectly involved. At the same time, this group of findings point out indirect evidence
for the existence of an elite group that managed a complex organization in the region. The characteristics of
the artifacts suggest the existence of a necropolis area. The artifacts can be dated mainly from the Early
Bronze Age Il to the Middle Bronze Age (2500-1800 BC) in terms of type analogs and derivatives. All this
also necessitates the Zalpa/Zalpuwa debate in terms of its location and the nature of the artifacts.]

Keywords: Anatolia, Bafra, Metal Artifacts, Stone Artifacts, Terracotta Artifacts, Early and Middle
Bronze Age, Zalpa/Zalpuwa.

1. Introduction

The Bafra Plain is among the regions with the highest number of old settlements in the Black
Sea Region Coastal Region. Its wide and flat topography, transport alternatives, agriculture and
livestock breeding areas offered by the Kizilirmak Delta and relatively favorable climatic
conditions have provided a rich and viable environment compared to other coastal areas of the
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Black Sea. The existing data show that life in the region started in the Palaeolithic Age! and
continued uninterruptedly after the Early/Middle Chalcolithic Age, following the interruption in the
Neolithic Age.? The number of settlements increased significantly during the Early Bronze Age.
Although the number decreased in the Middle Bronze Age, they were homogenously distributed
throughout the plain. Ikiztepe, the only excavated site in the Bafra Plain, has revealed this
stratigraphic information in detail.®> Further information is obtained from archaeological surveys,
accidental finds, and artifacts acquired by museums and private collections through acquisitions.*
The finds from Tatligdl Hoyiik, the subject of this article, are one of these artifact groups consisting
of a total of 17 pieces recovered during illicit excavations.

The finds of Tatligél Hoyiik consist of metal, stone, and terracotta artifacts found by the field
owner through illicit diggings and the findings of the surveys conducted in 2016 and 2019.° In
particular, the metal and stone artifact groups have led to a reconsideration of the archaeological
stratigraphy at this northern tip of Anatolia and have necessitated a re-evaluation of cultural and
periodic relationships. The settlement has a special location, connected to the Black Sea by water,
and also consists of a settlement group of three hills. Therefore, the evaluation of the finds and the
location of Tatligdl Hoyiik has been chosen as the subject of this article.

The finds were compared and dated using the analogical method. In the comparisons, norm
and style similarities, as well as dissimilarities, were emphasized. Thus, we tried to understand
whether the artifacts in question were transported to Tatligol Hoylik or whether they were produced
locally. Information exchange, interaction, adaptation and unique aspects were followed. Finally,
the function and meaning of the artifact group were questioned. In addition to terracotta loom
weights and pottery sherds, the metal and stone artifacts from Tatligdl attracted attention with their
distinctive features. These findings can be considered together with the North-Central Anatolia and
Anatolian surroundings, with a particular focus on the Bafra Plain.

2. Location and Environmental Features

Tatlig6l Hoyiik is located in the Afurcuk Neighbourhood of the Tagkoprii Town, 12 km east-
northeast of the Bafra District of Samsun Province, at the site of “Zekeriya'nin Evi” 1 km northeast
of the neighborhood. Today, the mound is located 1 km from the lake Tatligo6l, on the shore of the
shallow floodplain of the lake and connected to the Black Sea by a canal to Kumcagiz Pier. W. J.
Hamilton witnessed that Kumcagiz Pier on the old road from Samsun to Bafra was actively used in
maritime transport until the last century.®

In addition to Kizilirmak, nine different rivers have formed the “New Alluvial” delta plain of
Bafra. The plain’s south is divided into “Old Alluvial” and “Mountainous”. Nearly twenty large
and small set lakes and lagoons, six of which are large (Liman, Gernek, Balik, Uzun, Tatli, and

1. Tlrker 2021: 9-11.

2. D6nmez 2006.

3. Alkim et al. 1988; 2003.

4. Turker 2023.

5. Turker 2017; Tiirker - Tinl-Ozbilgin 2022.
6. Hamilton 1842: 294,
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Gici Lake), are lined up along the eastern coast of the new alluvial delta plain; they are all called
together “Balikli Golleri” (fig. 1).

Karabogaz Lake forms the western lake embankment of the plain. The lakes are shallow and
have floodplains. Depending on the season, their depths do not exceed 1,5 m and 3 m at the deepest
part. Dunes rising up to 8 m along the coast form a dam between the sea and the lakes.” A recent
multi-proxy study on the Kizilirmak terraces revealed that the interaction between lakes and land
took its current appearance as of the 7.9 ka cal BP event.®

The Kizilirmak delta where the lakes are located is a wildlife zone and today also a Ramsar
Convention site where 341 documented bird species and dozens of fish species live. The last two
large dams on Kizilirmak (Altinkaya and Derbent) have altered the water regime, climatic structure
and physical appearance of the plain. The 1926 map of the plain reveals that the mentioned lakes
covered a larger area, and the coastline has changed considerably. Since the dams were planned for
agriculture through water channels, the Tatligol lake and its surroundings were also altered.
Although the mound and its vast plain surroundings are today suitable for agriculture and partly for
hunting, forests remain in small clusters.®

3. Exploration and Research

The settlement consists of three mounds (Mounds I-I1I) on the southern shore of Tatligél
Lake: The East Mound (Mound 1) measures ca. 310 x 210 m (990 m?) and is 7 m high, while the
West Mound (Mound 11) measures ca. 230 x 120 m (750 m?) and is 4 m high. The South Hill
(Mound I11), about 200 m south of Mound 1, measures about 120 x 130 m (420 m?) and is 4 m
high (fig. 2).

Shallow wetlands largely bound the mound area. Tatligdél Lake is located on the northern
shore of Mound | and Mound II. A pond separates the two mounds. The lake also surrounds the
east side of Mound |. Between these mounds and Mound 11l is another shallow wetland, part of
which is now used for paddy cultivation.

Since half of Mound | was already plowed during our field survey, it was impossible to make
extensive observations. In Mound 111, observation in the cultivated area was also limited since the
harvest had not yet been done. The group of finds that constitute the subject of this paper was
acquired by the property owner through illicit diggings in Mound I1. Although informed that they
had been collecting the artifacts while plowing their fields, the owner was caught by a gendarmerie
raid in 2014 when they were about to sell them. It was confirmed that the artifacts were recovered
from Mound Il during the site visit and recorded in the minutes. After examining the artifacts at the
Samsun Archaeological Museum,'® we had the opportunity to investigate the mound on-site during
the 2016 and 2019 field studies within the scope of the Samsun Region Archaeological Survey

7. Akkan 1970; Oner 1996: 195.

8. Dating was performed by analyses targeting palacoenvironmental change using palaeoecological ostracod
assemblages and Cyprideis torosa, Berndt et al. 2019: 4.

9. Turoglu 2010: 102-104; Oztiirk - Sesli 2015.

10. Our work on the artifacts was carried out with the permission of the Directorate of Samsun Archaeological
Museum (number - date: 155.01/12 - 06/01/2015); our field research was completed with the license of the General
Directorate of Cultural Heritage and Museums (Project Nr. YA015501/2016 and 2019).
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Project. We observed ceramic fragments, a small number of grinding stone fragments on the
mounds, and a large number of mudbrick fragments and slags (fig. 3), which must belong to
architectural elements on Mound I-11.%

4. Identification and Comparison of Find Groups

The number of artifacts recovered from the illicit diggings at Tatligél Hoyiik, excluding the
amorphous pottery sherds, consists of 17 pieces in total. The finds, whose figure numbers are given
below, can be divided into metal, stone and terracotta groups. The survey also yielded pottery
sherds, fragments of grinding stones and pestles, and a large number of slags.

4.1. Metal Group
The metal finds consist of a copper/bronze dagger, one spearhead, two copper/bronze
cymbals, two copper/bronze rings/bracelet, an embossed bronze macehead and a lead bowl.

Dagger

The copper/bronze dagger is a long-pointed spearhead (or sword)* with broad and straight
shoulders (fig. 4.1, 9.1). The flat rectangular short hilt blade thickens slightly towards the broad
shoulder. The shoulder with a flat profile is slightly rounded at the edges and narrows towards the
tip. The body has a diamond-shaped cross-section. The broken tip must end in a tapering point. A
thin spring under the handle, recessing into the body at shoulder level, is extended towards the
edges. This recess must have been used to fix the handle. The groove starting at the center of the
recess continues to the tip; the groove is fluted on one side and embossed on the other. The starting
point on the embossed side is also thickened. It is intact except for small abrasion fractures at the
tip and edges.

The long-pointed copper/bronze spearhead with broad and straight shoulders has no exact
parallel.® There are many spearhead variants in Anatolia. The broad and flat-shouldered type from
Tatligdl only allows for narrower comparisons in this compositional aspect. The closest analog of
the type is the stone mould from layer Ib of the Kiiltepe Kanes Karum.* However, the negative
length of the Kiiltepe mould (20 cm) is 10 cm shorter than that of Tatligdl. Straight-shouldered
moulds were also found in Malatya Ak¢adag®® and Gaziantep Araban.’® It can be compared with
the thick-handled and low-shouldered swords?’” found in tombs A, K and S of Alaca Hoyik in

11. Turker 2017: 121; Turker et al. 2022: 198.

12. It is controversial whether spearheads of this type and size, which developed from the shape of a dagger, should
be called “long spearhead”, “dagger” or “sword”, and both terms are frequently used in the literature, for discussion see
Schultz 2006: 215. See also Gernez 2007: 433 ff.

13. In terms of general characteristics, it can be compared with the types of “slight thickening down the centre of
the blade”, see Maxwell-Hyslop 1946: 3-5, pl. I; cf. Muller-Karpe 1994a: fig. 1.

14. Ozgiig 1986: pl. 42/44, 86-2a-b; Kulakoglu - Kangal 2011: 278, nr. 259-260.

15. Miiller-Karpe 1994b: taf. 34, 4C.

16. Muller-Karpe 1994b: taf. 95/1.

17. Kosay 1938: pl. LXXXI, 26; Kosay 1951: pl. CLXXXII, CCIII. According to Kosay (1938: 115), the sword
found in Tomb A appears to have been deliberately broken before being placed in the grave.
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terms of shoulder angle and with a bronze dagger'® from the Karatas-Semaytik necropolis (EBA 1I-
I11) in terms of composition.

Spearhead

The spearhead is slotted (fig. 4.2, 9.2). The barrel is inflated. Its short and thin handle has a
square cross-section. Its slightly low shoulders narrow towards the pointed end. The shoulders are
disproportionate and only one is not well-filed. The body cross-section is elliptical in the upper and
lower half and diamond-shaped in the center. The body width is centered in the middle, and the
upper half narrows towards the shoulders.

A slotted spearhead is drilled in the upper half (where the body narrows) at the center of both
wings; the hole shows traces of wear. The thickened groove on both sides, starting below the
handle, centers the body and continues to the tip. The body of the spearhead is deformed in the
upper and lower halves, slightly bent in both directions. Except for the abrasions on the edges, it is
intact.

Slotted spearheads are highly speculative. The earliest examples of slotted spearheads are
characterized by the so-called “Cypriot Type”,*° known for having thin, long holes. However, the
hook-like curvature of the shaft and the knobbed-like thickening of the shaft end are unique
features that spread to the Aegean (Cyclades and Troia), Cilicia (Tarsus), Syria (Til Barsip), Levant
(Megiddo) and Iran (Tepe Hisar).?’ The bronze spearhead (EBA 1lI) found at Gozliikule/Tarsus,?
where is destroyed by a violent fire, is schematically the closest analog of the Tatligél Lake. In
Anatolia, it is mainly known in Central and North-Central Anatolia.?> Two slotted bronze
spearheads found in the necropolis of Gerze-Hidirli (Sinop) were dated to the Transitional Period
of Ikiztepe.?® Like Horoztepe?* samples, among the Anatolian types, there are also types other than
the thin-hooked handles and knob tip.?® The Cilician-Syrian types’ angular characteristics suggest
they should be considered subtypes. Local features are also found in Central and North-Central
Anatolia. These features include a bulging barrel and a narrowing of the upper half of the body
towards the handle. Bittel suggested that the specimen from Ordu (length: 33,4 cm) must belong to
the same context as the earlier deppotfund and that each fragment there could be from a long period
of time. He compared it with the points from Troia and Alaca Hoylk T Tomb and expressed the
first skepticism about the distribution of Cypriot types and stating that the Troia points may be
earlier, but that there must be a relationship between them.? Ozgiic and Erkanal further criticized

18. Mellink 1969: 322, fig. 22.

19. Schaeffer 1948: 42 ff.

20. Mellink 1956: 47-48, fig. 2a-e; Stronach 1957: 107-113. See also Gernez 2007: Carte 43.

21. Goldman 1956: 281, 290, fig. 428/93. A bronze axe, three daggers, three chisels, and a toggle pin were all
found together in caches in Room 56, idem 281, fig. 18, 98-101, 56-57, 60, 226.

22. Gernez 2011: 334-335, fig. 4.

23. Dénmez 2010: 154, 164, fig. 11; see also Bilgi 2001: 5, fig. 120, 123, 125.

24. The Horoztepe grave yielded slotted spearheads with knuckled shafts (Ozgiic - Akok 1958: pl. VII1/7-9) and
with leaf stems (Ozgiic - Akok 1958: pl. X1X/1-5).

25. Ozgiic 1956; Erkanal 1977.

26. Bittel 1950: 54; cf. Przeworski 1935.
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this relationship by emphasizing this type’s local characteristics.?” Stronach compared the Ordu
sample with Til Barsip and Tarsus EBA Il and dated it to 2300-2100 BC, suggesting it is locally
isolated and should correspond to the same period.?® At Ikiztepe, a slotted arsenic copper spearhead
with a different form was found in the necropolis area.?

Although our Tatligél Hoyiik sample is close to the EBA 1I-111 examples mentioned above,
these types are known to have been used until the late 18th century BC (MBA) in Kiiltepe,®
Hattu3a/Biiyiikkale IVd® and the burned layer (Layer 1V) of Biklikale.®? The Anitta Dagger from
Kiiltepe presents a stylistic development of the Central Northern Black Sea types. Indeed, Ozgiic
stated the following about the Anitta Dagger: “Kdltepe dagger, which is the latest of all the Cypriot
examples from Anatolia, Syria, and Iran, is even isolated chronologically from its closest parallels.
In addition, it was impossible to find any sort of parallel for it among the many metal weapons
recovered from karum Kanis.”* No similar finds have yet been found in the ongoing excavations at
Kiltepe. The Anitta Dagger was found in the debris of Layer Il of the Official Warehouse
Building, north of the temples section of the hill, and the layer in which the dagger was found has
been dated with the Ib metal vessel and the tablet archive 80 m away. In his later publication,
Ozglic expressed that it was found “at the base of the building” instead of “in the debris of the
building”. The upper holes of the Akkadian inscribed Anitta Dagger are worn due to binding and
both holes have been soldered; i.e., it has been repaired.® It is not difficult to guess that the
spearhead, which seems to have been used for an extended period of time, had a prestige value for
its period to the extent that the name of a Kussara king was inscribed on it.

Although the inscription on the Anitta Dagger is dated to Layer Ib, the spearhead itself may
have been produced during Layer Il or earlier. Based on the body and type characteristics of the
spearhead, it can be assumed that it is a spearhead of the North-Central Anatolian type. This may
suggest that Anitta procured this dagger from somewhere close to the region, and perhaps Kussara
should be searched in this region! Perhaps he engraved his name on the spearhead after the
Zalpuwa campaign (CTH 1) as a token of his victory.*®

Copper Cymbals

The long-handled and disk-shaped cymbals are well preserved, except for minor deformations
and fine cracks on the disks. They were manufactured by the cast technique, as evidenced by the
connection of the handle to the disk and the absence of weld marks. The inside of the stem,
narrowing towards the upper part, is half-hollow in both samples. Measurements are very close to
each other.

27. Ozgiig 1956: 35; Erkanal 1977: 42.

28. Stronach 1957: 1009.

29. Bilgi 1993: 71-72, fig. 2; 2001b; 63, fig. 94.

30. Ozgiic 1956: 33-36.

31. Schirmer 1969: 58-59, taf. 46, nr. 246, cf. Boehmer 1972: 75, taf. X11/199.

32. Matsumura - Bastiirk 2018: 491, fig. 7.

33. Ozgiic 1956: 36 (dimensions of the Killtepe example with its handle: h. 29,1 cm, w. 2,1-4,4 cm).

34. Ozgiic 1956: 34; Erkanal 1977: 41.

35. For the historical framework and recommendations see in detail Sir Gavaz 2006: 9 ff.; Barjamovic 2011: 117-118.
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Both of the two copper cymbals have five mushroom knobs on the upper end, with four on the
sides and one on the top. The only difference between the two is that one has a flat head attachment
(fig. 4.3, 9.3), while the other has a spherical one (fig. 4.4, 9.4).

In Anatolia, the long-handled cymbals can be classified into two main types. One of these is
the knob-headed unattached type, representing the numerically widespread group. The other one
—for the time being— is only known from the North-Central Anatolia Region with mushroom
attachments on the upper end. They are represented by a small number of samples. They include a
pair of finds from the Duragan (Sinop) region,* a pair from the Giimiishacikdy (Amasya) region in
the Haluk Perk Collection,® and one example each of Anatolian origin in the Sadberk Hanim
Museum® and the Kunsthandel Museum Miinchen.*® These samples are dated to the end of the
Late EBA (EBA III). Although they are similar to the finds from Tatligdl, they all have different
attachment forms. This may be because of the use of wax-casting moulds in their production, as
suggested for the Minchen Kunsthandel Museum example.** The examples suggest that these
mushroom-shaped types are not found outside North-Central Anatolia and reflect a regional taste.

Copper/Bronze Rings (Bracelet)

The blunt ends of the round-sectioned copper rod bent into a ring overlap. One (fig. 5.2, 9.6)
has cut stripes on both ends, and the other (fig. 5.1, 9.5) is without any finishing on the ends.

Copper/bronze rods cast into rings or spirally bent after casting are a widespread artifact
assemblage from the Early Bronze Age onwards, and many moulds have been found.*? They are
generally referred to as bracelets because of their diameter and section thickness. The best-known
examples are the bronze rings unearthed in many graves in the Demircihlyik-Sariket necropolis
dating to an extended period from EBA 1l to the MBA.*® Arsenic copper bangles on both feet of a
skeleton belonging to Layer 11 (EBA II) of the Ikiztepe Mound Il excavation,** cooper/bronze
bracelets from the Resuloglu cemetery,* and a pair of bronze (copper?) bracelets from the Alaca
Hoyiik Tomb T can be compared to the fig. 5.1 ring of Tatligdl.*®

The best-known examples in Anatolia are the bronze and silver bracelets*” and moulds*
unearthed at Kiltepe. A massive silver bracelet with stripes decoration among the burial gifts dated

36. Alaca Hoyiik tombs A and T (Arik 1937: 79-81, pl. CCLXXVI- CCLXXVII, Al. 1816-1817, Al.1816-1817;
Kosay 1938: 79 ff., pl. LXXXI), the so-called “depotfunds” from Soloi-Pompeipolis (Bittel 1940, 198, fig. 15-16, taf. VI,
S 3395-3396) and the Horoztepe finds (Ozgic - Akok 1958: fig. 20, pl. V11/3-7) are the most recognized works of this group.

37. Bilgi 2001a (today in Samsun Museum, Inv. nr. 13-1/84); 2001b: 5, fig. 40, tab. 5/57.

38. Bilgi 2014: 40, nr. HPM6724.

39. Anlagan 1990: fig. 9.

40. Buchholz - Drescher 1987: 46, fig. 6b.

41. Buchholz - Drescher 1987: 51.

42. Cf. Miiller-Karpe 1994b: 131 ff., pl. 50-53.

43. Seeher 2000: 63 ff (EBA: G37, G79, G202, G261, G295, G441; MBA: G13, G600).

44. Bilgi 2001a: fig. 93; 2001b, 6, 16, 31, fig. 173-174/93.

45. Yildirim 2006: 11, fig. 17a.

46. Arik 1937: pl. CCLCCVIg, CCLXXVII, Al 1101-1102.

47. Ozgiic 1986: 72, pl. 69/5-6; Kulakoglu - Kangal 2011: cat. nr. 354-358.

48. Ozgiic 1986: 38, pl. 80-81.
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to layer 1b* and a pair of silver bracelets similar to those found in the Eskiyapar EBA III treasure®
are some of the closest analogs of the Tatligél fig. 5.2 find. Another bronze ring with a band finish
is in the Samsun Museum (purchase), identified as a bangle and dated to EBA 1.

Bronze Macehead

Bronze macehead with shaft-hole (fig. 5.3, 9.7); fine groove marks and irregular hollow
cavities inside the handle hole indicate casting marks. The spherical body is decorated with low
spiral reliefs facing the center on three sides. These spirals, which open at the center again, connect
to the opposite side surface and circulate the wide body. The lower surface has a slight knobbed-
macehead protrusion of the casting mould between two spirals.

The gold macehead from Alaca Hoyilk Tomb K% is the closest analog of the bronze example
with spiral low relief from Tatligol and can be dated to this tomb.>* Metal macehead finds are rare
around Samsun and the Bedes/Sogukgam find from the Bafra Plain is the only known example.**
The Bedes/Soguk¢am find was compared and dated with the Alaca Hoyiik Tomb B, the
Demircihly(ik-Sariket Necropolis and an artifact from the Corum Museum.®® The finds from the
Kagni Deresi site (Felahiye, Kayseri)®® can also be compared in terms of composition.

Lead Bowl

The lead bowl is partly incomplete and deformed, but its form is clearly recognizable (fig.
5.4). It has a narrow rim and body with rounded shoulders and a flat base slightly thickened inward
(fig. 9.8).

The bowl can be compared in terms of form with terracotta vessel finds from Demircihiyik
phases O-M,%” EBA |1 layer of Tarsus-Gozliikule®® and Kanes Karum I1-1b.%°

Prior to EBA, the earliest lead finds in Anatolia consisted of a few exceptions, such as a few
beads from Neolithic Catalhdyik (Layer 1X) and a disc-shaped plate fragment from Chalcolithic
Pekmeztepe/Aphrodisias (Layer VII). The number, artistry and variety increased during EBA, and
these were found mainly among grave goods and in hoards.®® The significant number of lead jugs
(at least 32) found in the Demircihliylk-Sariket necropolis, which corresponds to the
Demircihiylk phases K-L (between EBA Il and early EBA lll), is considered a paradoxical
situation because no similar lead or terracotta jugs were found at the site. The interpretation for this

49. Ozgiic 1986: 29, pl. 119/5 (dia. 5,8 cm, thick. 0,8 cm).

50. Ozgiic - Temizer 1995: 619, pl. 119/1-2.

51. Bilgi 2001a: 4-7, 10, 31; Bilgi 2001b: 16, 31, fig. 175 (dia. 8,8 cm, thick. 0,5 cm).

52. Kosay 1951: pl. CLXXXII, fig. 2 (h. 3,4 cm., dia. 4,3 cm, hole dia. 2,1 cm).

53. Alaca Hoyik Tomb K was dated to Layer 7 (EBA 11) by Kosay (1938) and to Layer 6 (EBA 111) by Orthmann
(1963: 32-38, tab. 6).

54. Bilgi 1994: fig. 6/44 (EBA III).

55. Bilgi 1994: 256, fig. 6/44; 2001b: 65, fig. 73.

56. Kodan 1987: 582, fig. 20 (5,4 x 5,1 cm).

57. Efe 1988: 13 ff., fig. 25, taf. 43, Type 14b.

58. Goldman 1956: pl. 264/400-402, 355/410.

59. Ozgiic 1950: 68-70, pl. LXIX-LXX; Ozgii¢ - Ozgii¢ 1953: pl. XXVIII.

60. Baykal-Seeher - Seeher 1998: 115; Savag 2006: 35.
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was that these containers were specifically crafted for burial purposes.®* The lead jugs found in the
Demircihilylik-Sariket necropolis are considered to resemble Syrian Bottles in form, and their
production sites to be Central Anatolian EBA centers in the Corum-Tokat-Amasya line.?? It is
known that lead plate and bowl forms first appeared in Mesopotamia during the Early Dynastic
Period;®® the Tatligdl lead bowl is —for the time being— the earliest known lead bowl example in
Anatolia. The small number of lead vessels may be due to their relatively low value and high bulk
in comparison to other metals, as witnessed by the cuneiforms from Kdiltepe.5

We do not know whether the lead bowl was deformed over time under the soil or was
deliberately rendered unusable. We know that many grave goods were deformed and left in the
graves in Anatolia, and this practice can be observed in Resuloglu graves® not far from Tathigél.

4.2. Stone Artifacts
Two of the recovered stone artifacts are shaft-holed axes and three stone maceheads.

Stone Axes

Both axes have shaft holes. Both axes are made of dark green-colored stone,®® and the surfaces
are very well polished and smoothed. There are no signs of use or wear. A shaft hole has been
drilled in the center with a hand or simple bench drill, and the groove marks have been removed.
Only their types are different.

The body of one of the axes (fig. 6.1, 10.1) is flattened and widened in the shape of a halberd
towards the bottom below the shaft hole, while it is slightly narrowed towards the top towards the
square-sectioned hammer surface. This axe type, which has a square top and widens towards the
chisel, has been known in various variants in the surrounding cultural geographies of the Black Sea
and Anatolia since the Chalcolithic Age,*” as in the copper and stone examples from the Varna
necropolis.®®

The body of the other axe (fig. 6.2, 10.2) is slightly convex. The body has evenly spaced and
ordered groove lines. The body section is round in the center and oval on the upper and lower
swatting surfaces. It is a rather original example. Although stone axe types with a shaft hole in the
center of the curved body are known from Troia | in Anatolia,® the Tatligdl example is quite
unique.

Both axes reflect the lustrous surface charm of siliceous dolerite green stone with a velvety
texture. Based on the absence of signs of use/wear and the uniqueness of the second one in

61. Baykal-Seeher - Seeher 1998: 117.

62. Baykal-Seeher - Seeher 1998: 119; Seeher 2000: 52. Ozgiic (1978: 32) stated that heavy lead vessels were
among the metal vessels of Merzifon and Havza origin sold in the antique markets of Istanbul and Ankara, but did not
provide further details on these artifacts.

63. Baykal-Seeher - Seeher 1998: 118.

64. Erol 2019: 801.

65. Yildirim 2006: 8-11; Zimmermann 2010: 369-370.

66. These stones with the same color, texture and grain could be “dolerite”.

67. Muller-Karpe 1974.

68. Boyadzhiev 2011; Hansen 2013: 141 ff; Heeb 2014: 31 ff; see also Tylecote 2002.

69. Schliemann 1881: nr. 620; Blegen et al. 1950: nr. 33-134, 36-289, 37-362.
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particular, it is possible to conclude that they were designed for a special purpose. They have a
symbolic function as ceremonial axes rather than for everyday use, and it is likely that they were
left as grave goods and even designed solely for this purpose.

Stone Maceheads

Three stone maceheads were found at Tatligél. One has an oblate-spherical body (fig. 6.3),
while the other is pear-shaped (fig. 6.4). Both have shaft holes and polished surfaces. The last
example (fig. 6.5, 10.5), which at first glance resembles a grinding stone and had not yet been
drilled for a shaft hole, could also be considered a ready-to-be-worked macehead, considering its
conical shape and smooth surface. Similarly, the spherical stone artifact found at Alishar was also
considered an unfinished macehead.” Of these, fig. 6.3 and 6.5 have the same color, texture and
grain characteristics and have a Mohs scale hardness of 4.5-5.0. The other sample (fig. 6.4) has
hardness of 5.5-6.0 which could be hematite.

The oblate-spherical macehead from Tathigol (fig. 6.3, 10.3) is among the most common
weapon types dating back to the Pre-Pottery Neolithic in Southwest Asia and Anatolia,’* and the
most common in Anatolia, especially in the EBA.”> Among these, the Demircihlylk-Sariket
Necropolis yielded the widest spectrum. Here, oblate-spherical bodies™ are more common than
biconical™ and narrow-sphere forms.”™ Fifteen are of stone and 6 of bronze/copper. They were
recovered from graves and scattered in the necropolis.” At Demircihiylk, the settlement of the
necropolis, similar oblate-spherical examples were unearthed in the EBA layers.”” Widely used in
Anatolia and its neighboring regions until the middle of the 1%t millennium BC,” these oblate-
spherical forms are the closest examples of the Tathigdl fig. 6.3 macehead. Other grave finds of this
type in North-Central Anatolia can be compared with the stone threaded on a golden rod from tomb
K at Alaca Hoylk™ and the bronze example found in a pithos burial dating to the late phase of the
EBA at Resuloglu.®’ Similar samples were also found in the upper phase of Alishar Layer IV and
Layer 11.8

The closest known examples of the pear-shaped bodied macehead (fig. 6.4, 10.4) were found
in the Alishar excavations. All were found in Layer II; one is grey diorite, and all others are
hematite; the hematite specimens were considered to be imported.?? The best-known examples of
pear-shaped maceheads were found in the hoard from Nahal Mishmar, the most illustrious

70. Schmidt 1932: 172, fig. 232, b 1125.

71. Rosenberg 2003: 95-98.

72. Baykal-Seeher - Seeher 1998: 52.

73. Baykal-Seeher - Seeher 1998 (EBA: G21, G160-161, G169, G231, G243, G270, G278, G334, G564, MBA: G341).
74. Baykal-Seeher - Seeher 1998 (EBA: G422, G493).
75. Baykal-Seeher - Seeher 1998 (EBA: G434).

76. Baykal-Seeher - Seeher 1998: 52, fig. 57.

77. Obladen-Kauder 1996: 178, pl. 83/8-19.

78. Muhle 2008.

79. Kosay 1951: pl. CLXXXII/1.

80. Yildirim - Ediz 2008: 447, fig. 13.

81. Schmidt 1931: 93, fig. 138; 1932, 165.

82. Schmidt 1931: 165-166.
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representative of the Ghassulian Culture (Chalcolithic Age), and there is no doubt that they were
used for ritual-ceremonial assemblages by the prestige-bearer.®® These types are more common in
the Akkadian - Ur |1l period geography than in Anatolia; therefore, it has been suggested that they
should be dated to the 3rd millennium BC.8* This suggestion is consistent with the idea that this
hematite type, which is not very common in Anatolia, was imported.

4.3. Terracotta Finds
Terracotta artifacts are related to weaving and include a spindle head and three loom weights.

Spindle Whorl
The terracotta spindle head is asymmetrical-conical (fig. 10.6). This type, which has no special
indication of decoration, is common in Anatolia and difficult to date to a specific period.®

Loom Weights

The three terracotta loom weights have an oval shape with a thick body that tapers upwards
(fig. 7, 10.7-9). Their dimensions are close to each other. This type of loom weight, which began
appearing as early as the Chalcolithic Age and became widespread in the MBA, is recorded as
“Anatolian Type”.8

They are represented by many specimens in the EBA Il - MBA layers of ikiztepe®” near
Tatligdl, also known as the center where the greatest number of loom weights were recovered in
Anatolia.® Large numbers of similar types of loom weights were found during the surveys in the
Bafra Plain.®

4.4, Pottery

A large number of pottery sherds were observed at the surface of the Tatligdl mounds. We
identified the green and yellow glazed ware as Medieval (Byzantine or Turkish-Islamic). The few
direct rim monochromes are grouped as Iron Age. The sherds, classified as EBA according to their
surface characteristics, are amorphous, and it is difficult to be sure about their dating. The
specimens with a profile, of which we share a selected group here, are classified as Late EBA
- MBA,; all were found in Mound 1. The absence of ceramics from this period in Mound 1l may be
indirect evidence that this area was used as a necropolis.

All of the MBA pottery from Tatligdl is wheelmade. Nearly all of them are very poorly
preserved. The paste of the sherds fired at medium and high temperatures is finely gritty, and some
also contain calcite. The vessels classified belong to straight and open bowls (fig. 8.1-3) and
holemouth vases (fig. 8.4-5). A spout fragment (fig. 8.8) may belong to a teapot-like vessel. It is
difficult to periodize the sherds belonging to larger and thicker-walled vessels such as pithos. Only

83. Gosic - Gilead 2015: 166, 169-171; see also Bar-Adon 1980.

84. Muhle 2008: 148.

85. Yilmaz 2022: 23-24.

86. Tutlnculer 2022: 63. For the typological distribution of loom weights, see also Massa 2016: 205, Fig. 7.11-14.
87. Alkim et al. 1988: 97, pl. XL, LV, LXXIV; 2002: 24, 51, pl. XVII-XV I, XXXI1-XXXIII.

88. Yilmaz 2022: 24-25.

89. Turker 2017: 119, fig. 1/12-13; Tirker et al., 2019: 218, 221, fig. 15/11-14.
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a group of horizontal handle sherds (fig. 8.6-7) could be assigned to the MBA. A horizontal handle
sherd with abundant lime temper is among the numerous slag fragments observed on the surface
(fig. 8.9).

5. General Evaluation

The Tatligdl Hoylik itself and its finds can be examined from different perspectives. Due to
the lack of systematic excavation and findings analyses, we lack reliable stratigraphy, context, and
information about the production technology. Nevertheless, the location and size of the Tatligdl
Hoylk are remarkable in its region and the Anatolian scale. Its sophisticated finds have distinctive
aspects that provide new and vital contributions to the literature.

The mound is located in a special natural environment surrounded by lakes and floodplains in
the Bafra delta plain of the Kizilirmak River in the coastal part of North-Central Anatolia. It was
connected to the Black Sea by river transport as well as land transport. Considering the dense
settlement pattern of the Bafra Plain in its hinterland,®® Tatligél undoubtedly utilized its periodical
advantages in site selection, as evidenced by the fact that it was settled on a large (around 16 ha)
area consisting of three hills.

In the case of Bafra Plain, where the Tatligél mound is located, the geographies of Samsun
and North-Central Anatolia can be evaluated together. The Bafra Plain is one of the densest areas
in the Black Sea Region of Anatolia in terms of the number of settlements and period diversity.*

The systematic excavations at Ikiztepe not only provided a long chronological sequence from
the Chalcolithic to the Iron Age but also served as the main reference for dating other settlements
in the plain. More than thousand metal weapons, tools, jewellery, and symbols were recovered
from the necropolis alone,®? but only a few of them can be indirectly compared with the finds from
Tatligél. The reason for this may be the local taste and skill in production, as in ikiztepe. As a
matter of fact, we know that there are many metal artifacts in the Samsun Region that have been
brought to museums through illicit diggings or purchases. Some may have been imported to the
region through trade, but most were locally produced.®®* The emphasis on local character also
provides a perspective for the artifacts from Tatligdl. Ozgii¢’s conclusion that “the Samsun region
has its own unique metal school®* comes to mind at this point. The fact that the artifacts cannot be
compared with their exact counterparts can be explained by the artifacts being produced by the
artisans of Tatligdl or obtained from the surrounding area. Where the community came from is a
different matter, and one can only speculate on the origins and interaction of the tradition. Despite

90. Turker 2023.

91. Turker 2023: 65, graphic 1-2.

92. Bilgi 1994: 257.

93. Bilgi 1994.

94. Ozgiig 1978: 36. Ozgiic (1963: 12) also considered it likely that the metalworking and art, and especially the
trade, were directly managed by the chiefs and believed that these workshops must have been located in Eastern and
Northeastern Anatolia. Bilgi (1994: 257-258) stated that the results of the Ikiztepe excavations are clear evidence for the
local development of workshops in the region. Ozdogan (2023: 42) explained the process as follows: “Small localized
central chiefdoms of Anatolia, unable to manage the intense mechanisms of trade and exchange, were gradually replaced

by regional powers”.
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all this, it is possible to evaluate Tatligol in terms of concept and composition, with locations in
Anatolia dating from EBA 1l to the MBA.

The actual intensive contacts are mostly observed within the framework of North-Central
Anatolia. In spite of their specific differences, some distinct types necessitate a wider geographical
view of Anatolia and its neighbors. Thus, the metal, stone, and terracotta artifact groups can be
both dated and understood in terms of their contact with different regions. We can discuss these in
terms of specific artifacts.

Bedes/Soguk¢am in the Bafra Plain, where a spearhead and a bronze macehead (among other
weapons) similar to the Cypriot type were found, Bengu (Mengi), where a lugged axe was found,
and the ancient city of Amisos,® where a Hittite type a shaft-hole axe was found, mark the few
locations in Samsun where the origins of metal artifacts are well-documented.

The macehead®® found at Bedes/Sogukcam,®” categorized as a flat settlement, is of particular
importance in terms of its unique form, allowing for specific comparison and dating.
Bedes/Sogukeam is only about 20 kilometers air distance from the Tatligol mound. The macehead
is considered similar to the one from the Demircihllyuk-Sariket necropolis as well as a golden
specimen from Alaca Hoyik Tomb B,% one each from the vicinity of Afyon,*® Cavdarli Hoyiik,
and Haymana-Oyaca,'® and one from Oymaagac¢-Goller®* due to its knobbed form.

However, the Bedes/Sogukuk¢am specimen stands out with its local peculiarities rather than
the places mentioned, and the projections on it are more similar to the mushroom knobs on the
Tathigol cymbals (fig. 9.3).22 As mentioned in the article (supra), cymbals with this type of
attachment are found only in the provinces surrounding Samsun. Therefore, the spiral-relief bronze
macehead from Tatligdl (fig. 9.7) is unique. It makes a new contribution to the maceheads made of
metal in Anatolia, like that made by a copper macehead from the Chalcolithic Can Hasan 2B* and
an iron (or iron ore) macehead from the Late Chalcolithic grave at Korucutepe,*** followed by a
bronze example from Alaca Hoylk Tomb K% in the EBA (apart from the type just mentioned), a
bronze example from Resuloglu dated to the late phase of the EBA, and a bronze example from
Kagnm Deresi Mevkii.'% Speaking of maceheads, it is worth mentioning the hematite pear-shaped

95. Bilgi 1994: 255-256.

96. Bilgi 1994: 256, fig. 44 (EBA 111); 2004: 63, 22" BC (arsenical cooper).

97. Alkim 1974: 10, map. 1.

98. Arik 1937: pl. CLXXIII Al. 243.

99. Muhle 2008: 503, nr. 1271.

100. Seeher 2000: 52.

101. Ozgii¢ 1980: 470, pl. VI-VII.

102. Zimmermann (2007: 68) discusses the technology that characterized the Circumpontic Metallurgical Province
through similar attachment types in many other examples, such as a bronze ceremonial standard from Horoztepe and
standards from the Alaca HOoyuk Tomb B, citing their circulation as evidence of a multifaceted movement spanning
millennia.

103. French 2010: 75-77, fig. 57/1.

104. Brandt 1978: 61, pl. 110/2. Yakar (1984: 73) thought this could be hematite (LC/EBA I).

105. Kosay 1938: pl. CLXXXII/2.

106. Yildirim - Ediz 2008: fig. 13.

107. Kodan 1987: 582, fig. 20.
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in the stone group (fig. 10.4). With exceptions such as Alishar (supra), these are common in the
southern neighbors of Anatolia at the end of the EBA, it is not a far-fetched suggestion to think that
they were imported to Tatlig6l and date them to the same period.

These artifacts, as well as the shaft-hole stone axes and stone maceheads, the copper/bronze
rings, the lead bowl, and the copper/bronze spearheads, represent a particular and symbolic group
that may have been ceremonial or grave goods. The diversity and physical condition of the
assemblage suggest the possibility of a necropolis.1®

In particular, the comparable locations of the metal artifacts are well-attested in North-Central
Anatolia.’® We also know from numerous examples that the joked lead bowl (fig. 9.8), as well as
the slight deformation of dagger and spearhead (fig. 9.1-2), were part of the burial ritual, if not for
recycling. The fact that the shaft-hole stone axes (fig. 10.1-2) were never used again fits the
concept of grave goods if not trade.

A final note on these can be made for the spearheads. The two copper/bronze spearheads are
of different types, except for the thin and short shafts. Although there are many variants of these,
there are no exact analogs. The one with a slot (fig. 9.2), in particular, resembles the Cypriot type,
but its composition points to the existence of a local type in the central-northern half of Anatolia.
We have already discussed the possibility of a northern influence on the Anitta Dagger when
describing the artifact (supra); it is, therefore, necessary to address a debate in the literature. In this
debate, the country of Zalpuwa and the location of the city of Zalpa at its center play a key role.

According to ancient Assyrian and Hittite texts, there was more than one city of Zalpa, one in
northern Syria and one north of Kanes.™? Suggestions for the location of the northern Zalpa include
Ikiztepe''! and Pasaseyh mounds'*? in the Bafra Plain and Oymaaga¢ Hoyiik'*® to their south. Since
the last suggestion matches Nerik, this option can be eliminated! In the Legend of Zalpa and the
Kane§ Queen’s Narrative, we know that the queen put the 30 boys she gave birth to in chests and
left them in the river and that the river took them to the sea in the country of Zalpuwa.''* If the river
she left them in was the Halys and the river took them to was the Black Sea, then it would be more
plausible to suggest the city of Zalpa in the country of Zalpuwa to be Ikiztepe or Tatligél as the
Halys forms a delta and reaches the Black Sea through Tatligél! Of course, unless excavations are

108. For suggestions and discussions, see also Tirker et al. 2015: 116-123; Turker 2022: 328-330.

109. Bilgi 2001b; Turker et al. 2015.

110. Barjamovic 2011: 107.

111. Alkim 1979: 157. For suggestions and discussions see also Sir Gavaz 2006: 9 ff, n. 69.

112. Dénmez-Beyazit 2005: 110.

113. Bilgi (1998: 69), who partially agreed with Alkim’s (1979) suggestion, stated that Tkiztepe was in the country
of Zalpa, but that Zalpa could not be a one-to-one match with ikiztepe, and suggested that Zalpa could be Oymaagag
Hoylik. The excavations and the fragments of cuneiform tablets found at Oymaaga¢ Hoylik have shown that Oymaagag
must be the city of Nerik (Klinger 2009). The fact that Hittite texts list Nerik and Zalpuwa together among the cult
centers plundered by the Kaska tribes, which we know from these texts to be in the north, around the Middle Black Sea,
provides secondary evidence for the search for Zalpa near the Black Sea, cf. Barjamovic 2011. Haas (1977: 18 ff.), on the
other hand, considered Kanes king Anitta’s use of the phrase “I have [subdued] all the countries inland from the sea from
Zalpuwa” in CTH 1 to indicate that Zalpa was located on the Black Sea coast and that Ikiztepe might be a suitable
location for it.

114. Otten 1973.
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carried out, obtaining explanatory findings to confirm this will be impossible. Still, excluding
Tatligdl from the equation about the historical-geographical location suggestions would be wrong.

6. Conclusion

Located on the coastal part of the delta plain where the Halys flows into the Black Sea, the
Tatligél Hoyilik stands out with its sophisticated finds. The artifacts revealed that this was a
significant settlement. The artifacts found are mainly dated to EBA II-MBA. They include those of
everyday life as well as those of prestige value and symbolic/ceremonial features, which also
strengthens the possibility that there must have been a necropolis area within or adjacent to the
settlement. The numerous slags found on the surface may reinforce the hypothesis that the
production was essentially local production.

It is possible to see local elements and the interaction of the North-Central Anatolian
environment predominantly in the Tatligdl artifacts. Production was oriented towards local demand
and supply, and artifacts were shaped according to the taste and skills of local and regional artisans.
The few imported artifacts can be considered indicators of long-distance trade. The evidence that
trade was organized and intensive is weak, but it is at least conceivable that they were an indirect
part of a commercial network. The local cycle was sufficient for the inhabitants of Tatligél, one of
the northernmost locations of the trade network; the lifestyle conditions offered by the natural
environment may not have necessitated participation in a long-distance organization.

This article introduces a new location and local derivatives of familiar artifact groups to the
literature. Therewith, the Zalpa/Zalpuwa debate aside, it cannot clearly present how large and
important a center we are dealing with; this will only become evident through systematic
excavations and the data of further analyses.
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Figure 1. Map of locations for main finds around Tatligdl Hoyiik (1), and Bafra Plain (2)
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Figure 3. Architectural examples of burnt adobe pieces on mound surface
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Figure 5. Copper/Bronze Rings (1-2), bronze macehead (3), and lead bowl (5)
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Figure 6. Stone axes (1-2) and maceheads (3-5)

Figure 7. Terracotta Loom Weights
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Figure 8. Pottery sherds
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Figure 9. Drawing of metal artifacts
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Figure 10. Drawings of stone (1-5) and terracotta (6-9) artifacts
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