
 201

CHRISTOPH BACHHUBER

In Search of a Luwian Land

Abstract: Ethnonyms continue to be used too casually in the scholarship 
of LBA Anatolia with far-reaching implications for understanding inter-
actions between the Land of Hatti and its neighbours. In this paper I com-
pare the current state of research on territories where populations have 
been ascribed the ethnonyms ‘Kaska’ and ‘Luwian’, with an emphasis on 
archaeological data and analyses. In the past two decades regional archae-
ological surveys have made considerable progress in refining text-based, 
Hatti-centric political geographies. But it is not at all clear how geopolitical 
frontiers might be mapped onto ethnolinguistic areas. The paper focuses 
on two regions beyond the Land of Hatti where the strongest arguments 
have been put forward for the existence of predominantly Luwian-speak-
ing populations. Scrutiny of the archaeological and epigraphic evidence in 
western Anatolia and the Konya region reveals the limits of macro-scale 
analysis and related survey methodologies, and calls for the need to exca-
vate monumental settlements beyond the Land of Hatti for any progress 
to be made in the search for a Luwian land.

FIGURE 1: Photograph (in Reflectance Transformation Imaging) of the stele with the Türkmen- 
Karahöyük 1 Hieroglyphic Luwian inscription discovered at Türkmen-Karahöyük in 2019 (from 
Osborne et al. 2020: Fig. 17b, courtesy of the Türkmen-Karahöyük Intensive Survey Project. 
Photograph by Jennifer Jackson).
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1 Frontiers and ethnonyms

In 2019 a Hieroglyphic Luwian-inscribed stele (Figure 1) was discovered at 
a large settlement mound called Türkmen-Karahöyük at the eastern end of 
the Konya Plain in central Turkey (see Osborne et al. 2020). The stele was 
likely inscribed in the eighth century (Goedegebuure et al. 2020), yet its 
discovery has led to a series of observations made by the Konya Regional 
Archaeological Survey Project (KRASP) on the identification of the Late 
Bronze Age appanage kingdom Tarhuntašša and its capital city (Massa et 
al. 2020, 63–66). While the identification of Türkmen-Karahöyük with the 
capital city Tarhuntašša remains far from conclusive, the analysis that has 
supported this hypothesis has clarified aspects of the southern frontier of 
the Land of Hatti. Before synthesizing the results of KRASP’s regional 
analysis with a focus on Late Bronze Age (LBA) political geography, I 
address discrepancies between the geopolitical landscape of the LBA in 
western and central Anatolia and presumed ethnolinguistic regions that 
distinguish ‘Luwian’ from ‘Hittite’ territorial entities. Likewise, the paper 
addresses the relationship between different kinds of archaeological and 
epigraphic data in examining this cultural, historical and linguistic prob-
lem in relation to western Anatolia and the Konya region. 

The ethnonym ‘Hittite’ is an exonym borrowed from Old Testament 
sources and normally refers to one of three entities: (1) a linguistic one 
corresponding with the primary language of the Boğazköy text corpus 
(Hittite = Nesite); (2) a political one that emerged in central Anatolia in 
the ‘Land of Hatti’ and which expanded to annex territories beyond the 
Land of Hatti during the LBA (e.g. the Hittite Empire); (3) a circum-
scribed or shared set of linguistic, stylistic, ideological and behavioural 
practices and representations that broadly approximate an historical cul-
ture (e.g. Hittite religion, rock monuments, etc.). To be sure each of these 
approaches to ‘the Hittites’ is historical in so far as they have been mostly 
informed by written sources. The methodologies of archaeology and the 
data of material culture have played a subordinate role in reconstructions 
of the Hittites as both a political and a cultural entity. Yet ‘Hittite’ has also 
been shown to be an ambiguous and potentially misleading ethnonym in 
assessments of both written sources (Gilan 2008; Weeden 2011, 244–248; 
Mouton et al. 2013a, 2) and material culture (Glatz 2009, 129–130). For 
similar reasons, attempts to use archaeology to support the identification 
of historical peoples and the territories they inhabited beyond the fron-
tiers of the Land of Hatti have been mostly unsuccessful.
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Comparisons and contrasts between the ethnonyms ‘Kaska’ and ‘Luwian’ 
are instructive in this regard. The term Kaska was used in Hittite annal-
istic texts and diplomatic correspondences to identify a loose confedera-
tion of people who continually harried interests of the Land of Hatti in 
its northern frontier region. Because many of these texts recount military 
campaigns and related attempts to subordinate the Kaska, they generally 
provide a high level of geographical detail on the territory they inhab-
ited (Matthews and Glatz 2009). As such there is nearly universal agree-
ment on the location of the Kaska frontier north of the Land of Hatti (see 
Figure 2). Yet despite claims to an “archaeology of the Kaška” (Yakar 
2008), archaeologists are struggling to identify LBA material culture in 
this region that is distinctive from the material culture associated with 
settlements in the Land of Hatti (recently Glatz 2020, 134–150). The 
most promising glimpse of a local tradition was recently published as 
wheel-made pottery from the monumental LBA settlement at Oymaağaç 
(Czichon et al. 2019), which is nevertheless widely associated with the Hit-
tite cult centre Nerik (Czichon et al. 2019, Fig. 21, cited originally in Glatz 
2020, Fig. 26.) Indeed, the paucity of LBA settlements in the Pontic region 
is striking (Glatz and Matthews 2005, 56). What has emerged from the 

FIGURE 2: Map showing territories discussed in the text and a hypothetical ‘Luwian arc’. Indig-
enous Luwian-speaking populations are believed to have inhabited regions to the west and the 
south of the Luwian arc.
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Project Paphlagonia, rather, is a ‘frontier zone’ along the northern bound-
aries of the Land of Hatti defined by a network of fortifications, corridors 
and associated settlements that appear to be the materialization of the 
Kaska conflict narrative.

Project Paphlagonia is a pioneering example of how the data and anal-
yses of archaeological survey can refine text-based assessments of LBA 
political geography; but the absence of archaeological evidence for the 
Kaska has led to an historical predicament. Rather than an archaeology of 
the Kaska, an ‘anthropology of the Kaska peoples’ (Matthews and Glatz 
2009, 55; also Yakar 2000, 5) has been put forward that combines observa-
tions from annalistic and diplomatic texts on the loose social structure of 
Kaska groups with a fair amount of ethnographic analogy concerning the 
mobility of modern pastoral societies. As nomadic pastoralists, the very 
mobility of the Kaska has left almost no archaeological presence (Mat-
thews and Glatz 2009, 56). On the one hand, an anthropology of the Kaska 
surely provides the best possible solution for this historical problem. On 
the other hand, it is easy to understand why culture-historical archaeolo-
gists are distrustful of the use of social sciences in archaeological interpre-
tation. From negative evidence, ethnographic analogies have been mobi-
lized as an explanatory device to uphold the historicity of the relevant 
texts, but risk becoming anachronistic when applied to this unique LBA 
history. For example, difficulties begin to emerge in attempts to reconcile 
the pejorative Hittite epithet for the Kaska as ‘pig farmers and weavers 
of linen’ (Glatz and Matthews 2005, 57) with modern pastoral societies in 
the region, who would be more accurately described as ‘sheep herders and 
weavers of wool’. 

The ‘Luwian’ ethnonym presents a different set of problems for LBA 
political geography. If the term Kaska was used in a legitimizing conflict 
narrative which crystallized loosely affiliated groups of people into a suit-
able opponent (see Roberts 2009, 68 for analogous ‘Sea Peoples’ in Egyp-
tian narratives; also Gerçek 2012), the ethnonym ‘Luwian’ does not even 
exist in the Hittite text corpus. Rather it is a modern term that corresponds 
with texts written in the luwili language, related Glossenkeil and onomas-
tics, and a territory recorded in the Hittite Laws as the ‘Land of Luwiya’ 
(further below). The seeming affinity between people who spoke luwili 
and the people who spoke Hittite/Nesite, in the fourteenth and thirteenth 
centuries BCE, observed for example in the bilingualism and onomastics 
of people living in the Land of Hatti (Yakubovich 2013; Weeden 2013), 
has blurred the boundaries between the two as ethnonyms. Yet in the past 
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two decades there has been a concerted effort to distinguish a Luwian 
culture and history from a Hittite one (Melchert 2003; Yakubovich 2010; 
Mouton et al. 2013b), including through archaeology (Zangger 2016). 

Accepting that ‘Luwian’ may be used to describe non-linguistic aspects 
of people who spoke luwili, for example their religious/cultic practices 
(see several contributions in Mouton et al. 2013), it is not at all clear how 
the ethnonym ‘Luwian’ should be used beyond its textual, linguistic and/or 
epigraphic context. This problem is perhaps best exemplified in attempts 
to demarcate a Luwian territory from the Land of Hatti.

Assessments of toponyms from the corpus of Luwian religious/ritual 
texts, and a recension in the Hittite Laws (Law, § 19) which replaces 
the ‘Land of Luwiya’ (no independent evidence for its location) with 
the ‘Land of Arzawa’ (good evidence for its location in western Anato-
lia north of Lycia / Lukka Lands, recently Gander 2014; 2017, 269–270; 
see Karabel monument below) point to a hypothetical arc of ‘indigenous’ 
Luwian-speaking populations from western Anatolia (Arzawa), across the 
Konya region (Lower Land incl. Tarhuntašša, recently Matessi 2017; For-
lanini 2017; and below) to Cilicia/Kizzuwatna (Figure 2, Melchert 2003; 
Yakubovich 2010; several papers in Mouton et al. 2013).

The most salient difference between the Kaska territories and those 
regions that have been put forward as Luwian concerns the quantity and 
quality of archaeological data for the LBA. James Mellaart was the first 
archaeologist to set out to discover a Luwian settlement. Accepting the 
Land of Luwiya = Land of Arzawa equation, his primary motivation to 
excavate at Beycesultan was to recover cuneiform tablets that would 
locate an Arzawan city (Mellaart 1995, ii). Although this aim ended in 
disappointment, work at Beycesultan, together with excavations of LBA 
levels at sites like Yumuk Tepe (Garstang 1953) and Gözlükule/Tarsus 
(Goldman 1956) in Cilicia succeeded in formulating unprecedented chro-
nologies, stratigraphies and site histories that foregrounded interactions 
between the Hittite core in the Land of Hatti and settlements at its mar-
gins and frontiers. Such approaches have culminated in recent synthe-
ses and revaluations that prioritize the local agency of LBA settlements 
within an expansionary Hittite milieu (Mac Sweeney 2011), and which 
similarly develop network-oriented analyses of Hittite hegemony (Glatz 
2009; recently Glatz 2020), and resistance to it (further below).

Yet excavated data from LBA settlements have contributed little to the 
identification of territories west and south of the Land of Hatti. Part of the 
problem was neatly revealed in Glatz’s (2009) critique of the ethnonym 
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‘Hittite’ for styles and technologies that clearly derive from the cities of 
the Land of Hatti. Having very little conception of how ‘the Hittites’ iden-
tified themselves (see Gilan 2008), including through visual and material 
culture, what archaeologists describe as ‘Hittite’ or ‘not Hittite’ is exces-
sively etic and risks becoming arbitrary, even more so beyond the Land 
of Hatti. For artefact forms and styles, Glatz has necessarily replaced the 
ethnonym ‘Hittite’ with the less elegant but more appropriate ‘North Cen-
tral Anatolian’. 

In a volume called Luwian Identities (Mouton et al. 2013) it is note-
worthy that contributors made little attempt to engage analytically with 
the multivalent concept of identity. Similarly, the terms ‘ethnicity’ and 
‘ethnic history’ have been used in historical linguistic assessments of 
Luwian-speaking people (Yakubovich 2010), seemingly as a replacement 
for the more normative terms ‘culture’ and ‘culture history’. On the one 
hand, the word choices may reflect an awareness of the problem of reify-
ing ancient cultures into homogenous, bounded entities that can be recov-
ered/discovered by philologists, archaeologists or ancient historians. On 
the other hand, without reflection on the use of concepts like identity and 
ethnicity, these contemporary, social scientific terms become little more 
than synonyms for a Luwian culture, or an equivalent Luwian Volk. 

In the social sciences the concepts of identity and ethnicity describe 
processes (rather than entities) which involve ongoing negotiation within 
and across groups of people. The processes are both a cause and an effect 
of a particular way of viewing and being in the world and are inherently 
social and political (originally Barth 1969). In Luwian research, Yakubo-
vich (2010, 396–416) probably comes closest to the group dynamics of 
ethnicity in his assessment of Hittite and Luwian-language code-switch-
ing. Bilingualism offered status-related advantages for Luwian speakers 
to learn Hittite, and political advantages for Hittite speakers to learn the 
language of their Luwian-speaking subjects. Although the code-switching 
model is supported by ethnographic and historical analogies, it continues 
to presume rather than demonstrate the coexistence of discrete ethno-
linguistic groups separated by the politics of subjugation and differential 
access to power. And no amount of linguistic or philological assessment 
of Luwian-language texts, words, or names will arrive at the self-conscious 
(or subjective) identifications of Luwian-speaking people with a group (or 
against a group), a shared ideology, or myth of descent, i.e. those social 
facts and processes that are often associated with ethnic identity (see also 
Bachhuber 2013, 285).
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At the very least, there needs to be some acknowledgement that 
Luwian scholarship has been using the terms identity and ethnicity some-
what casually in comparison with the ongoing scrutiny of these concepts 
in the social sciences, and also, increasingly, in the scholarship of ancient 
empires (for predominantly Roman case studies see Derks 2009; see 
Lavan et al. 2016 for contributions on the ancient Near East). Unlike in 
other ancient empires, the visual culture and textual culture of local subju-
gation and of subaltern identity is virtually non-existent in LBA Anatolia 
(see Luwian-inscribed monuments below), so the comparison is perhaps 
unfair. Yet this absence of evidence raises the larger issue of the use of 
ethnonyms like Kaska and Luwian when they derive from the Boğazköy 
text corpus (Kaska), or from the philologists who have studied it (Luwian). 
Any attempt to link up these ethnonyms with either archaeological evi-
dence or a territorial entity risks becoming tautological precisely because 
there is no independent and unambiguous verification for the existence of 
such peoples beyond the Boğazköy text corpus. In the north, where there 
is no inscriptional evidence, the material culture of the Kaska territories is 
virtually indistinguishable from that of the Land of Hatti. In the south and 
the west, where Hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions can be located beyond 
the Land of Hatti, there is no consensus on the relationship between this 
script, the appropriations of the Land of Hatti, and local identity. I return 
to the issue of the Hieroglyphic Luwian script in the final section of the 
paper.

2 The landscapes of lands

Archaeological data and analyses are better placed for identifying polit-
ical phenomena, particularly at a regional scale (originally Smith 2003; 
see below for LBA Anatolia). Rather than mapping large-scale patterns 
of material culture on presumed and unverifiable ethno-linguistic differ-
ences, the same patterns can be layered onto environmental landscapes 
with implications for communication and transmission within the politi-
cal geography of LBA Anatolia. For example, assessments of Bronze Age 
pottery in western Anatolia correspond with both a complex orographic 
landscape in this region, and the fragmented LBA political geography of 
the Arzawa Lands and its neighbours (Sarı 2013). The same physical geog-
raphy can explain, to some extent, spatially clustered regional differences 
in architectural, metallurgical, and glyptic technologies and styles across 
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the length of the Anatolian peninsula during the Bronze Age (Massa 
2016).

The mountainous landscapes of north-central Anatolia have been pri-
oritized in explanations of both the location of the Land of Hatti within 
a naturally defensible terrain (Roberts 2017, 18), and the diminishing 
returns of Hittite military adventures and farming productivity across its 
northern frontier (Glatz 2017, 85, after Zimansky 2007). The ‘friction’ of 
this un-arable landscape in the Pontic region (Glatz 2020, 151) formed 
part of Kaska resistance to the Land of Hatti. As landscapes of interac-
tion, there is demonstrably less friction to the south and the west of the 
Land of Hatti (compared with the north and the east), where routes of 
communication that had been established by the Early Bronze Age at lat-
est (beginning c. 2600 BCE, Şahoğlu 2005; Massa and Palmisano 2018) 
link up the Land of Hatti with some of the most arable landscapes on 
the Anatolian peninsula. The lower friction of these landscapes is con-
sequential for the historiography of Luwian-speaking people, including 
Luwian-Hittite bilingualism and related onomastics in the Land of Hatti, 
and the distribution of Hieroglyphic Luwian-inscribed rock monuments 
beyond the Land of Hatti.

Recent discoveries, translations and assessments of Hieroglyphic 
Luwian inscriptions have clarified aspects of the western and southern 
frontiers of the Land of Hatti. As is well established, record of the Land 
of Mira in the Karabel rock inscription (Tarkasnawa, king of Mira) con-
firms the approximate location of one of the Arzawan successor states in 
western Anatolia (Hawkins 1998; see Figure 2). Yet two large questions 
remain unresolved: the extent or definition of the territory of the Land 
of Mira, and its ethnolinguistic status. To date the political geographic 
implications of the Karabel monument have been debated almost exclu-
sively by philologists (recently Gander 2014; 2017), revealing a paucity 
of relevant archaeological data and analysis in this region, i.e. based on 
regional survey (rather than on literature reviews of LBA excavations, see 
Günel 2017). Such a regional analysis might include the LBA monument 
at Karabel as an anchor point, and assessments of archaeological land-
scapes like those developed by the Central Lydia Archaeological Survey 
(CLAS, Roosevelt and Luke 2017) in the Gediz Valley north of Karabel.

CLAS has followed the example of the Project Paphlagonia survey by 
foregrounding a pattern of LBA defensive features in the reconstruction 
of a territory. The Marmara Lake basin is encircled by a network of for-
tified LBA sites, including Kaymakcı the principal site of investigation 
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(Roosevelt and Luke 2017, 129–137). CLAS has convincingly interpreted 
the ‘suite of citadels’ as a defensible cordon, contributing archaeological 
data and analysis to the picture of a fragmented LBA political geography 
in western Anatolia. Yet CLAS’s historical conclusion that the territory 
locates the Arzawan Seha River Land runs into a familiar tautological 
problem, revealed already by Gander (2014) in his critique of the commu-
nis opinio regarding the political geography of David Hawkins and Frank 
Starke, respectively. CLAS, like many others in discussions of Arzawa, 
Wilusa/Troy, etc., have presented Hawkins’s (1998, 24) hypothetical loca-
tion of the Seha River Land in the Gediz Valley as historical fact (Roo-
sevelt and Luke 2017, 123), when the identification is based on deductive 
arguments from the known location of the Land of Mira (Karabel).
Regardless, CLAS’s identification emerged from an ongoing dialogue 
between archaeological data/analyses and text-based data/analyses and 
has contributed to a model for refining and defining the political geogra-
phy of LBA Anatolia. 

KRASP has adapted this model in reconstructions of the southern 
frontier of the Land of Hatti with a focus on the Konya region. KRASP is 
not the first to integrate regional-scale archaeological data in the Konya 
area with infor mation provided by both diplomatic texts and epigraphic 
data from Luwian-in scribed monuments to arrive at political geographies 
of both the Lower Land and Tarhuntašša (Dinçol et al. 2000; Matessi and 
Pieri 2017; Matessi 2017; Erbil and Mouton 2019). But the project has 
generated new data that are relevant, raising new possibilities for recon-
structing a territory in this region.

Hassan Bahar’s (1997) discovery of the Hatıp monument near Konya 
has focused attention on the interim Hittite capital and appanage king-
dom Tarhuntašša. An image of a king inscribed with ‘Kurunta, Great King, 
Hero, Son of Muwatalli, Great King, Hero’, near the village of Hatıp 9 km 
south of the Konya city centre, is the only known monument associated 
with a ruler of Tarhuntašša. It is widely accepted that Kurunta’s claim to 
‘Great King’ is one aspect of the breakaway status of the former Hittite 
capital as it asserted its independence throughout the thirteenth century 
BCE (recently Forlanini 2017, 246, n. 77).

Although many details are debateable, Forlanini’s (2017, 245–251) 
recent assessment of the subordination treaties signed between Hattusa 
and Tarhuntašša proposes that the territory of Tarhuntašša equates very 
closely with the Hulaya River Land, which includes all or some of the 
catchment of the Çarşamba River in the Konya Plain (Figure 3). Archae-
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ological data and analyses from KRASP are providing higher spatial and 
chronological resolution on the identification of this territory. Like CLAS 
and Project Paphlagonia before it, KRASP has focused on the spatial 
distribution of fortified hilltop sites in the orographic landscapes that 
encircle the plain (Figure 4), first investigated in Bahar’s surveys in the 
1990s–2000s (see Bahar and Koçak 2004). Arguably the most interesting 
facet of the defensive network is the temporal depth of its development, 
originating in the western margins of the plain in the Early Bronze Age 
(beginning c. 2600 BCE), and culminating in a full cordon around the 
plain during the Late Bronze and Iron Ages (Massa et al. 2020, 60).

The hilltop forts are located at every major pass into and out of the 
Konya Plain and served the strategic function of controlling travel and 
communication in all directions (Massa et al. 2020, 60). Similarly, it is very 
likely that boundaries recognized in the treaties between Hattusa and Tar-
huntašša would have followed natural landscape features (and barriers to 
movement) like mountain ranges, lakes and rivers wherever possible (see 
Erbil and Mouton 2018, 75–79). Following the orographic, ecological and 
archaeological/defensive features of Figure 4, a territory can begin to be 
reconstructed that includes the Konya Plain (see also Figure 3).

FIGURE 3: Map showing hypothetical territory of Tarhuntašša and Hieroglyphic Luwian inscrip-
tions in the region discussed in the text. The map follows landscape features and the distribution 
of Late Bronze Age fortified hilltops in Figure 4, and leaves open the question of the location/terri-
torial extent of Ikkuwaniya.
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At a reduced scale, the political geography of the Konya Plain is compli-
cated by the apparent proximity between Ikkuwaniya and Tarhuntašša as 
recorded in the subordination treaties, and the widely assumed toponymic 
identification of Ikkuwaniya with Classical Iconium = Konya. If Konya 
locates Ikkuwaniya, it is difficult to explain why the king of Tarhuntašša 
commissioned a monument in its hinterland. Forlanini (2017, 244) raises 
two not dissimilar possibilities: either Kurunta fled to Ikkuwaniya in his 
conflict with Hattusa, or Tarhuntašša annexed Ikkuwaniya. A third possi-
bility admits that there is as yet no evidence for a large (urban-scale) LBA 
settlement in the city of Konya or its suburbs, casting doubt on whether 
the modern city is in fact the location of the LBA polity. 

Alternatively, a likely candidate for the capital city of Tarhuntašša has 
been put forward by KRASP. Türkmen-Karahöyük, a very large settle-
ment mound located at the eastern margin of the Çarşamba alluvium (see 
Figure 3), was intensively surveyed by the Türkmen-Karahöyük Intensive 
Survey Project (TISP, under the aegis of KRASP) in 2019 (Osborne et 
al. 2020). The following results from the intensive survey combined with 
KRASP’s regional-scale data and analyses are suggestive (after Massa et 
al. 2020, 64–66). Türkmen-Karahöyük apparently expanded from a large 

FIGURE 4: Map showing landscape features of the Konya region and the distribution of Late 
Bronze Age fortified hilltops (map created by M. Massa).
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30 ha settlement in the Middle Bronze Age to a massive 100+ ha city with 
an upper mound/citadel and lower town in the LBA, ranking it among the 
largest Bronze Age settlements on the Anatolian peninsula (Massa et al. 
2020, 65). LBA Türkmen-Karahöyük is at least three times larger than the 
next tier of LBA settlements in the Konya Plain, commanding a location 
in the agricultural basin of the Çarşamba alluvium = Hulaya River Land. 
Lastly, the identification of ‘North Central Anatolian’ pottery (see above) 
associates Türkmen-Karahöyük with other sites in the expansionary Hit-
tite milieu (Osborne et al. 2020, 6 –7). These survey data alone would have 
supported KRASP’s identification of a regional LBA centre in the Konya 
Plain.

In 2019 TISP also discovered a Hieroglyphic Luwian-inscribed stele at 
Türkmen-Karahöyük (Figure 1) which has been dated paleographically to 
the Middle Iron Age (TÜRKMEN-KARAHÖYÜK 1, see Goedegebuure 
et al. 2020). The inscription has implications for the LBA in this region, 
particularly concerning the name and title of ‘Hartapu, Great King’ 
who commissioned it. First, the Middle Iron Age date of TÜRKMEN- 
KARAHÖYÜK 1 lends support to the later dating of all inscriptions 
associated with King Hartapu, including those from the hilltop sanctuary 
at Kızıldağ that is visible from Türkmen-Karahöyük (see Figure 3). The 
palaeography and language of KIZILDAĞ 4 has suggested to many a ter-
minal LBA to Early Iron Age date for Hartapu’s inscription (for overview 
see Oreshko 2017, 48–50). Yet if it is accepted as unlikely that more than 
one Hartapu made similar geo-political and genealogical claims (after 
Goedegebuure et al. 2020, 10–11), then ‘Hartapu, Great King’ needs to be 
rethought in the Hittite collapse narratives that foreground the survival of 
his dynasty in the region.

Alternatively his father’s throne name ‘Mursili’ and perhaps also the 
epithet ‘Great King’ are a reference to the LBA past and suggest real or 
imagined continuity (Massa et al. 2020, 66), strengthened by the epigraphic 
and textual similarities between KIZILDAĞ 4 and earlier (LBA) hier-
oglyphic inscriptions (Goedegebuure et al. 2020, 10). Admittedly, if the 
eighth century date for all of Hartapu’s inscriptions is accepted, a con-
spicuous 400-year gap of epigraphic evidence in this region needs to be 
accounted for. 

Archaeological data also suggest linkages between the LBA and Iron 
Age, particularly when compared with the dramatic discontinuities in the 
LBA to Iron Age transition to the north (i.e. in the Land of Hatti). In the 
Konya region these include the size of Iron Age settlements which con-
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tinue to be urban in scale (Türkmen-Karahöyük is also among the largest 
Iron Age settlements on the Anatolian peninsula), and related urban indi-
cators such as continuities in wheel-made pottery technologies and forms 
(Massa et al. 2020, 66).

While many aspects of KRASP’s identification of Tarhuntašša remain 
hypothetical and will require higher resolution data (i.e. from excava-
tions), the results of the survey and related syntheses have pieced together 
one of the most detailed pictures to date of an LBA territory beyond the 
Land of Hatti. In the final section I address to what extent the reconstruc-
tion of this political geography is relevant (or not) to the ethnolinguistic 
status of the Konya region. 

3 Lands, inscriptions and identity

The ethnolinguistic status of Luwian-inscribed monuments in regions 
beyond the Land of Hatti has attracted less academic scrutiny than their 
political geographic (Hawkins 1998; Glatz and Plourde 2011; Harmanşah 
2015; Gander 2017; Glatz 2020) and cultic cum religious significance 
(Bonatz 2007; Seeher 2009; Ökse 2011; Harmanşah 2015) and epigraphic 
development (Hawkins 2000; Yakubovich 2010; Oreshko 2013). The 
‘Luwian’ aspects of the Hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions are either so 
obvious so as not to warrant much comment; or they are assessed within 
an imperial geopolitical framework that downplays local (non-Hittite) 
agency. At issue here is the relationship between Luwian-inscribed monu-
ments and geographical inferences derived from the Boğazköy text corpus 
for the location of predominantly Luwian-speaking populations, and the 
relationship between Hieroglyphic Luwian script and identity when the 
script is carved on a rock face. Comparisons between inscriptions to the 
west and to the south of the Land of Hatti are instructive in this regard.

If it is accepted that the ‘Land of Luwiya’ refers to an ethnolinguis-
tic area (i.e. where Luwian speakers lived) rather than a political terri-
torial entity (i.e. Arzawa, Hawkins 2013, 33), the potential contribution 
of regional scale archaeological analysis for higher resolution on the 
boundaries of such a territory is minimal. At most, archaeological sur-
veys and related macro-scale analyses are revealing a politically fractured 
landscape within the hypothetical Luwian area (see Figure 2), riven by 
networks of LBA fortification (i.e. in Figure 4) that correspond to some 
extent with regional differentiation in material culture.
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Two political territories in the hypothetical Luwian area can be located 
with a high degree of certainty based on epigraphic information from 
inscribed rock monuments (see Figure 2): the Land of Mira to the west 
(Karabel-Tarkasnawa inscription) and Tarhuntašša to the south (Hatıp, 
Kurunta inscription). To what extent the inscriptions point to the exist-
ence of ‘indigenous’ Luwian-speaking populations depends on the pre-
sumed relationship between the territory/inscription and the Land of 
Hatti.

The recently discovered Hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions at Suratkaya 
on the Latmos Mountain, c. 100 km south of Karabel (see Figure 2), are 
also associated with princes and a man from the Land of Mira; but they are 
less formal than those from Karabel and have been described as graffiti 
(Oreshko 2013; Harmanşah 2018). The same informality has led some to 
disassociate the inscriptions from Hittite interventions in the region alto-
gether. The Suratkaya inscription, coupled with the distinctive (non-Hit-
tite) vernacular of the entire corpus of western Anatolian Luwian inscrip-
tions, supports Oreshko’s (2013) conclusion that the script could not have 
been introduced to the region via intermediaries from the Land of Hatti 
(contra Yakubovich 2010). While the hypothetical origin of the Luwian 
hieroglyphic script in western Anatolia cannot yet be supported on pal-
aeographic or archaeological grounds (see Yakubovich 2013, 117), these 
and related assessments (see recently Glatz 2020, 161–162) are beginning 
to complicate what has been an overly linear, Hatti-centric explanation of 
the imperial function of the script.

Suratkaya has been prioritised in these debates because the context of 
the inscription is so different from other Luwian-inscribed monuments. 
At Karabel, for example, the monument of King Tarkasnawa commemo-
rates a politically charged past in the context of a state cult (Harmanşah 
2018, 62). In the Land of Mira, this politically charged past included sub-
servience to the Land of Hatti, and potentially also, the adoption of its 
inscriptional and cultic practices (sensu Yakubovich 2010). Conversely, 
the Suratkaya inscriptions appear to be more personal, or less formal. 
Harmanşah (2018, 58) has emphasized its local and idiosyncratic con-
text by identifying a meaningful relationship between the hieroglyphic 
images and earlier (Late Neolithic and Chalcolithic) rock art recorded 
on the same mountain. Latmos Mountain was a sacred landscape from at 
least the Late Neolithic onwards, attracting prehistoric rock art that bears 
some technical similarities with the Luwian hieroglyphs.

Whether or not Suratkaya represents a form of graffiti, which is deba-
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teable when there are no comparanda in the Hieroglyphic Luwian corpus, 
it appears to have been inscribed in a context far removed from the Land 
of Hatti and its appropriations. Perhaps Suratkaya might be described 
as more authentically ‘Luwian’ (than Karabel) because of this distance, 
inscribed in “an exploration of identity that historicizes the here and now” 
(Hojer 2008, 243, quoted in Harmanşah 2018, 62 in the interpretation of 
the graffiti status of the inscription). This exploration could have included 
a possible act of political resistance against the Land of Hatti (Glatz 2020, 
162). Regardless, the informal aspect of the inscription compares with 
Osborne’s (2021, 51) assessment of the more mundane (or less monumen-
tal) Hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions from the Iron Age city-states, such as 
those found on lead strips at Kululu and Zincirli. Challenging the assump-
tion that Hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions represent a form of cultural 
cum ideological influence from Carchemish on its non-Luwian-speaking 
neighbours, Osborne opts for a simpler explanation. Luwian inscriptions 
were intended for Luwian-speaking readers and audiences. 

All Luwian inscriptions at the southern frontier of the Land of Hatti 
are associated with the formal monuments of rulers, including at Hatıp 
with the inscription and figure of the ‘Great King’ Kurunta of Tarhuntašša, 
and at Yalburt Yaylası, Köylütolu and Emirgazı, with inscribed monu-
ments associated with his cousin and rival the ‘Great King’ Tudhaliya IV 
of Hatti. Here, the ethnonym ‘Luwian’, whether it is in the throne name of 
the king (Kuruntiya = Luwian tutelary stag deity), or in the name of the 
city and territory (Tarhuntašša = cult city of the Luwian storm god Tar-
hunda) is inseparable from the bilingualism of Hittite imperialism in this 
region, including Kurunta’s own kinship relations with the royalty of Hatti. 
Clearly it is worth considering whether Luwian-inscribed monuments in 
the Konya region were commissioned for a predominantly Luwian-speak-
ing audience (see Osborne 2021 above for Iron Age comparison), per-
haps as van den Hout (2006) suggests in pledges of solidarity from both 
Kurunta and Tudhaliya IV. Yet, for many, the propagandistic function 
of Luwian-inscribed monuments is overstated (Ullman 2014; Harmanşah 
2015), if misleading, while the terms of the debate have shifted to their 
cultic rather than political functions (also D’Agostino et al. 2015, includ-
ing Hawkins 2015, 4–6 for discussion of monuments of Tudhaliya IV in the 
Konya region; see also Seeher 2009; Ökse 2011). Short of more informal 
inscriptions like those found at Suratkaya, there is simply little grounds 
yet for ascribing a Luwian identity onto the population of the Konya 
region and/or Tarhuntašša which can be distinguished from a ‘Hittite’ 
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one. Epigraphically, the Konya region appears just as Luwian as Hatti in 
the thirteenth century, including in the use of Hieroglyphic Luwian script 
in cultic cum religious practices.

Conclusion: Keep searching for a Luwian land 
Regional analyses grounded in the data and analyses of archaeological 
surveys are refining text-based, Hatti-centric political geographies of the 
LBA in Anatolia. Yet the use of ethnonyms like ‘Kaska’ and ‘Luwian’ in 
such accounts are dubious precisely because there is no verifiable rela-
tionship between material culture and ethnicity and/or identity in the 
LBA. At best, on the ground epigraphic and archaeological data might 
be integrated to arrive at the linguistic status of a given region (i.e. a pre-
dominantly Luwian-speaking population). Yet, the late fourteenth–thir-
teenth century context of the corpus of Luwian-inscribed monuments may 
be too late for conclusively identifying ‘indigenous’ Luwian-speaking peo-
ple. Presuming Luwian hieroglyphs were not inscribed on rock faces prior 
to the fourteenth century BCE, the data and analyses of archaeological 
and epigraphic surveys have likely reached an impasse in the search for a 
Luwian land.

Any progress in such a search will need to be made in the excavated 
levels of a settlement. Already, data from the Middle Bronze Age Assyr-
ian trading enclaves and their host palaces have informed a ‘prehistory’ 
of Luwian-speaking people, including the Luwian names and lexical ele-
ments recorded in the documents of Assyrian trade (Yakubovich 2010, 
208–223), and the corpus of Middle Bronze Age seals and sealings which 
appear to show precursors to Luwian hieroglyphs (Mouton 2002). These 
data have little territorial significance within the far-reaching networks 
of Assyrian trade, but they remind us that the search for Luwian-speak-
ing people, and for a Luwian land, needs to be carried out in archaeo-
logical contexts that predate the appropriations of the Land of Hatti in 
the fourteenth and thirteenth centuries. Clearly such a context should be 
located close to known LBA Hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions beyond the 
Land of Hatti, and within a suitably monumental settlement. Any break-
through discoveries would need to be similarly epigraphic and philologi-
cal. Türkmen- Karahöyük in the Konya Plain is as good a place as any to 
begin such a search.
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