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1. INTRODUCTION

In this modest contribution, some very 
general observations on the topic of the contacts 
between the Aegean and Anatolia will be made, 
based on the most recent works in the literature1  
and on the ongoing research carried out by the 
team of the ERC project PALaC, that received 
funding from the European Research Council 
(ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon 
2020 Research and Innovation Programme 
�*UDQW�$JUHHPHQW�Q����������2 

There are several ways to deal with the 
extremely complex problem of the Aegean-
Anatolian contacts. One may concentrate on 
archaeology, on political history, on historical 
geography, or, again, on language contact. All 
these lines of research have been explored with 
LQFUHDVLQJ�IUHTXHQF\��ZKLFK�UHVXOWHG�LQ�GL൵HUHQW�
DQG�RFFDVLRQDOO\�FRQÀLFWLQJ�YLHZV��WKDW�JHQHUDOO\�

1 A more complete overview on the history of the studies 
can be found in the monograph %ൾർ඄ආൺඇ���%උඒർൾ���&අංඇൾ 
(2011). Another introduction is the one by )ංඌർඁൾඋ (2010), 
but cf. the critical remarks in the review by *ൺඇൽൾඋ (2015).

2 This paper is derived from the talk “From languages to 
history: observations on the Bronze Age Aegean-Anatolian 
contacts” that I gave in Graz at the conference 7KH�$HJHDQ�
,QWHUIDFH�� 7KH� (DVWHUQ� 0HGLWHUUDQHDQ�� $QFLHQW� 0HHWLQJ�
3ODFH� RI� &XOWXUHV, December 12-13, 2019. While I am 
the responsible author of this work, I wish to thank Stella 
Merlin and Bartomeu Obrador Cursach, the linguists of my 
research team who oversee the investigation of the Aegean-
Anatolian language contact, for their assistance and help, as 
well as for their painstaking work of data collection. I also 
thank Zsolt Simon for his valuable remarks on a former 
version of the manuscript, and Clelia Mora, Stefano De 
Martino and Massimiliano Marazzi for their bibliographic 
suggestions.
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range from maximalist conclusions (the Aegean-
Anatolian region was a proper cultural area with 
extensive, constant, and close contacts between 
cultures that formed a continuum) to minimalist 
one (the Aegean area and the Anatolian areas had 
occasional long-distance relationships at best). As 
regards archaeology and political history, recent 
examples of the maximalist approach can be 
found in the research by Kelder, who, in a series 
of works,3 proposes that the Greek kingdom of 
Ahhiyawa (involving a confederate structure 
that may be remindful of the structure of the 
Achaean society in Homer) is to be considered 
as one of the main participants into the Ancient 
Near Eastern system of the regional kingdoms (I 
translate the felicitous label “regni regionali” by 
the Italian historian Mario Liverani), so that the 
King of Ahhiyawa is to be regarded as a Great 
King and a member of the “Club of the Great 
Kings” that existed from the Amarna Age (XIV 
century BCE) until the Bronze Age collapse. In 
a 2012 paper, Kelder states: «there is no reason 
to assume, as has so often been done, that 
0\FHQDHDQ�VRFLHW\�ZDV�LQKHUHQWO\�GL൵HUHQW�IURP�
its better known Near Eastern contemporaries».4 
An example of an almost-opposite view is 
R൵HUHG��IRU�LQVWDQFH��E\�)LVFKHU�ZKR��IROORZLQJ�
an older authoritative view by Goetze,5 assumes 
that the contacts between the Ahhiyawa and the 
Anatolian largest kingdom, the Hittite one, were 
always indirect and mediated by the Luwian and 

�� 7R�PHQWLRQ�D�IHZ�VLJQL¿FDQW�ZRUNV��FI��.ൾඅൽൾඋ���������
�������.ൾඅൽൾඋ���:ൺൺඅ (2019).

4 See .ൾඅൽൾඋ 2012, 49f.
5 Cf. *ඈൾඍඓൾ 1957, 183.



Lycian principalities of the Western peninsula.6 
As is often the case, the best interpretive models 
DUH�WKRVH�WKDW��WKURXJK�D�¿QH�JUDLQHG�DSSUHFLDWLRQ�
of the available evidence, produce a balanced 
interpretation that does not exceed in either 
direction, as the one that was recently proposed 
E\� 0DUD]]L� �����D�� ��������� FI�� DOVR� 0DUD]]L�
1992 and 2018b, 97 with fn. 3), with Ahhiyawa 
being a designation of Greek peoples who behave 
in a fashion similar to other groups that will keep 
emerging during the Dark Age crisis.

,Q� D� TXLWH� SDUDOOHO� IDVKLRQ�� LQ� WKH� ¿HOG� RI�
cultural interference and language contacts a 
very maximalist approach has been defended, 
for instance, by the works of Bachvarova on 
the relationships between the Homeric poems 
and the Ancient Near Eastern literatures,7 and, 
from a more technically linguistic perspective, 
by Romagno, who, in a 2015 paper, exhumes 
the label of 6SUDFKEXQG (“language league”) 
to explain some possible areal similarities that 
would emerge in Homeric Greek, later Greek, 
and Hittite. Oreshko (2018), on the other hand, 
UHFHQWO\� WRRN� D� ¿HUFHO\� SHVVLPLVWLF� SRVLWLRQ��
denying (a little too hastily, see below §4) that 
proper lexical borrowings between the Anatolian 
and the Greek languages ever existed, and stating 
that, considering this alleged lack of evidence, 
no other types of language interference should 
be investigated. This point deserves a further 
remark: that grammatical interference could only 
occur if many lexical loans are also present is 
not necessarily correct in areal linguistics. Once 
again, theory-aware studies on the topic of Greek-
$QDWROLDQ� ODQJXDJH� FRQWDFWV�� WKDW� GL൵HUHQWLDWH�
the lexical level and the morpho-syntactic one, 
also exist. To mention the most recent ones, one 
should quote Bianconi (2019), with a mildly 
optimistic case-by-case approach (and a rich 
history of the studies), and Cotticelli (2021), who 

6 For this view, see )ංඌർඁൾඋ 2010, 51.
�� ,W�ZLOO� VX൶FH�KHUH� WR�TXRWH� WKH�H[WHQVLYH�PRQRJUDSK�

by %ൺർඁඏൺඋඈඏൺ (2016), containing an extremely rich 
bibliography on the topic.

concentrates on grammatical interference 
and takes a soundly organized, if generally 
pessimistic, stance.

In the limited space of this contribution 
a complete history of the studies will not be 
attempted, nor shall all the details of the several 
perspectives from which the problem may be 
discussed be examined. What will be tentatively 
claimed in these few pages is rather that most 
of the issues that characterize the controversies 
on the Aegean-Anatolian interface may be more 
peacefully dealt with by applying some degree 
of historical critique even to the most technical 
aspects of the problem, such as the political-
historical and linguistic ones.

2. THE KING OF AHHIYAWA IN THE 
HITTITE SOURCES: A GREAT KING?

That the word Ahhiyawa (also: Ahhiya)8 
is the cuneiform Hittite designation of the 
Achaeans can no longer be doubted. Even 
though some details of the derivation of the 
Greek words may be open to debate among 
linguists and classicists, the historical 
hints in support of the identification are 
overwhelming.9 Less obvious is how one 
should identify the political entity the word 
referred to and understand the type and 
intensity of the relationships of the Ahhiyawa 
with Hittite Anatolia and the rest of the 
Ancient Near East.

8 On the two variants, Ahhiya and Ahhiyawa, and their 
distribution, see *ඳඍൾඋൻඈർ඄���������IRU�DOO�WKH�RFFXUUHQFHV�
of the toponym see the texts collected by %ൾർ඄ආൺඇ���%උඒർൾ�
��&අංඇൾ (2011). Cf. also &ൺඋඋඎൻൺ (1995) for a discussion 
on the possible origin and interpretation of the name, the 
connection of which with Western toponyms, however, 
remains problematic.

9 For a history of the studies, see %ൾർ඄ආൺඇ� ��%උඒർൾ� ��
&අංඇൾ��������������FI��DOVR�WKH�FRQWULEXWLRQ�E\�*ඳඍൾඋൻඈർ඄ 
(1984), which presents an excellent photograph of the state 
of the art in the early 1980s, the moment in which most of 
the scholarly world forfeited Sommer’s (1932) view that 
Ahhiyawa was, in fact, merely a West Anatolian polity.
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The early references to the toponym/ethnonym 
Ahhiya in the pre-imperial documents10 have, 
using Taracha’s words, «ethnogeographical 
value and cannot be connected with the 13th 
century BC evidence for the Great Kingdom of 
Ahhiyawa».11  However, as neatly and clearly 
outlined in a 2019 contribution by Waal,12 there 
are two documents that have been used to prove 
that the ruler of the Ahhiyawa kingdom was 
considered, by the Hittite King, to be a Great 
King (LUGAL GAL) and a peer of his own. 
These texts are the /HWWHU� RI� 7DZDJDODZD and 
the 7UHDW\�RI�7XGKDOL\D�,9�ZLWK�âDXãJDPXZD�RI�
$PXUUX. A couple more references by a Hittite 
king to an Ahhiyawa ruler as “my brother” 
(ŠEŠ-<$) appear in fragmentary documents 
(KUB 23.98 and KUB 26.91).

In general, the sources leave no doubts about 
the fact that the Hittite king who authored the 
7DZDJDODZD� OHWWHU�� SUREDEO\� +DWWXãLOL� ,,,�13 
wished to recognize to this Aegean counterpart 
the same rank as himself. While sources 
sometimes lie, if the letter is in fact a letter that 
was written, sent, and received, then the content 
of the text may not be reasonably questioned. 
On the other hand, the fact that the evidence 
is concentrated in a document that dates to the 
aftermath of a moment of political crisis in 
Anatolia, means that the exact interpretation of 
LWV� VLJQL¿FDQFH� VKRXOG� EH� FULWLFDOO\� DVVHVVHG�14 
A fair deal of attention has been paid to the 
Western part of the crisis, with the reference to a 
ZDU�ZDJHG�RQ�:LOXãD�EHLQJ�QDPHG�DV�D�SRWHQWLDO�

��� &7+� ���� �,QGLFWPHQW� RI� 0DGGXZDWWD�� %ൾർ඄ආൺඇ� ��
%උඒർൾ���&අංඇൾ����������������&7+������2UDFOH��%ൾർ඄ආൺඇ�
��%උඒർൾ���&අංඇൾ 2011, 220-233), Or. 90/1600 + Or. 90/1706 
�/HWWHU��6ඳൾඅ, 2014).

11 7ൺඋൺർඁൺ 2018, 215-216. See also 0ൺඋൺඓඓං 2018, 
���������<ൺ඄ඎൻඈඏංർඁ 2010, 79.

12 See :ൺൺඅ 2019, 9-30.
��� 7KH�LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ�RI�WKH�NLQJ�ZLWK�+DWWXãLOL�,,,�LV�QRZ�

convincingly defended by +ൾංඇඁඈඅൽ�.උൺඁආൾඋ (2020b, 
366-376).

14 For similar observations on the limited duration of 
the recognition of the rank of Great King to the Ahhiyawa 
ruler, cf. 6ඍൾංඇൾඋ (2007).

candidate for the real-world counterpart of the 
mythical Trojan War. The Western regions of 
Anatolia, however, were not the only areas that 
suffered a period of uncertainty starting from 
WKH�����V�%&(��7KH�FRXS�WKDW�SXW�+DWWXãLOL�,,,�
on the throne of Hatti was followed by confused 
reactions by the Anatolian principalities, as 
testified by the (reconstructed) contents of the 
correspondence between Kupanta-Kurunta 
of Mira and Ramses II, in which the former 
tries to find out whether there is any truth 
to the voices of an Egyptian support to the 
IXJLWLYH�0XUãLOL� ,,,�� RU� LI� (J\SW� GLG�� LQ� IDFW��
VLGH� ZLWK� WKH� XVXUSHU� +DWWXãLOL�15 It is also 
possible that the involvement of Mira in the 
affairs of the Hittite court in this phase was so 
deep that Kupanta-Kurunta had been more or 
less directly tasked with hosting and guarding 
WKH�H[LOHG�0XUãLOL�,,,��DV�ZDV�SURSRVHG�E\�'H�
Martino (2018a). Whatever the exact details, 
the central decades of the XIII century were 
obviously a very tense and eventful time for 
the relationship between Hatti and the West. It 
is therefore very likely that the recognition of 
the “great kingship” of the King of Ahhiyawa 
ZDV�D�UHVXOW�RI�+DWWXãLOL¶V�QHHG�WR�FRQVROLGDWH�
his international network, in a moment in 
which his role as the new king of Hatti was still 
uncertain, and, at the same time, the warlord 
named Piyamaradu was compromising the 
stability of the Hittite influence in the Western 
areas of the Anatolian peninsula.

If the reference to the King of Ahhiyawa as 
a Great King in this context can be explained 
as a form of FDSWDWLR� EHQHYROHQWLDH and 
linked to a specific contingency, it is clear 
that the hypothesis of a stable participation 
of a Mycenaean ruler in the network of the 
Ancient Near Eastern Great Kings in the post-
Amarnian world becomes much weaker, and 
speculative at best. Nor does the problematic, 

15 We possess evidence of Ramses’ reply (CTH 166). 
For an interpretation, see %උඒർൾ (2003, 72) and &ඈඋൽൺඇං 
(2017, 92-94).
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erased reference to Ahhiyawa among the 
³*UHDW�.LQJGRPV´�LQ�WKH�âDXãJDPXZD�WUHDW\�
change the situation.16 The insertion was, 
obviously, either a mistake or something that 
was corrected in the official version of the 
treaty, because it was cancelled by the scribe 
(for further discussion on the reasons of the 
emendation see De Martino 2018b)17. If it 
were a mistake, the reason may have been that 
the scribe had memorized Ahhiyawa among 
the names of the important kingdoms during 
the reign of Tudhaliya’s predecessor. If, as it 
seems more reasonable to suppose, we assist 
to an early stage of preparation of the treaty, 
the Hittite court eventually decided not to 
carry on with the attempt at treating Ahhiyawa 
as a “Great Kingdom”. Neither of these two 
hypotheses would contradict the scenario 
that has been proposed, with Ahhiyawa being 
occasionally included in the list of “peers” of 
Hatti only in letters and documents addressed 
to its ruler(s), without it entering the proper 
diplomatic network that involved Egypt and 
the Syro-Mesopotamian world.

The advantages of this weak interpretation 
are manifold (see, in general, Marazzi 2018, 
for further discussion). First of all, we need 
not assume that the correspondence between 
the Hittite court and the Ahhiyawa was written 
in cuneiform Akkadian, which sounds hardly 
credible as no evidence exists either of the 
presence of such documents or of the presence 
of scribes trained in Akkadian to the West of 
Hatti (even the scribes of Arzawa, for the Letters 
EA 31 and 32 found in Egypt, had to resort to 
Hittite: how credible is it that some 50 years later 
Akkadian was used and mastered in Greece?). 
Furthermore, if Ahhiyawa was, in fact, a major 
power in the Ancient Near Eastern network, we 
would certainly expect many more mentions of it 

16 The reference to Ahhiyawa is in CTH 105 iv 3 
(%ൾർ඄ආൺඇ���%උඒർൾ���&අංඇൾ, 2011 60-61).

17 On the preserved versions of the treaty cf. 'ൾඏൾർർඁං 
(2015, 226).

outside of the Hittite archives. But apart from 
$ODãL\D� �&\SUXV��� ZKLFK� ZDV�� DW� WKLV� VWDJH��
not necessarily a Greek polity,18 it would be 
inappropriate to state that the Western interface 
DUHDV� SOD\HG� D� VLJQL¿FDQW� UROH� LQ� WKH�$PDUQLDQ�
and post-Amarnian diplomatic and international 
GRFXPHQWDWLRQ��7KDW�WKH�FRQWDFWV�ZHUH�D�VSHFL¿F�
Anatolian fact, and that the temporary addition 
of Ahhiyawa to the list of the Great Kingdoms 
ZDV� D� VSHFL¿FDOO\�$QDWROLDQ� IHDWXUH� OLQNHG� WR� D�
SUHFLVH� KLVWRULFDO� FRQWLQJHQF\�� DOVR� UHÀHFWV� WKH�
VFHQDULR�WKDW�ZDV�UHFRQVWUXFWHG�E\�RWKHU�VFLHQWL¿F�
approaches to the problem. Direct contacts 
between the literatures of Greece and the non-
Anatolian Ancient Near Eastern world have not 
been demonstrated, and the examples of language 
contacts are very weak for the Mycenaean phase, 
and become more frequent in the Iron Age, when 
the circulation of goods and words happened via 
the maritime routes and generally originated in 
the Levant (see below, §5).

3. AHHIYAWA: A LARGE TERRITORIAL 
KINGDOM OF ASIA MINOR?

When declaring his support to the hypothesis 
that the Ahhiyawa ruler was, in fact, a member 
of the “Club” of the Near Eastern Great Kings, 
Kelder also implies that the kingdom needs to have 
been a large territorial entity.19 The implication 
is, with very cautious phrasing, carried towards 
D� UDWKHU� EROG� FRQFOXVLRQ� LQ� WKH� ¿QDO� VWDWHPHQW�
made by the author, that «the growing body of 
FLUFXPVWDQWLDO�HYLGHQFH�IRU�D�XQL¿HG�0\FHQDHDQ�
state now seems overwhelming».20 Kelder does 
not write in a clear fashion that Ahhiyawa was 
the Hittite name of the Myceanean federation and

18 On the complex problem of the ehtnical, linguistic, 
and political history of Cyprus in the Late Bronze Age, cf. 
WKH�RYHUYLHZ�R൵HUHG�E\�,��9ඈඌ඄ඈඌ and A.B. .ඇൺඉඉ (2008, 
659-684).

19 See .ൾඅൽൾඋ, 2012, 42-44.
20 See .ൾඅൽൾඋ, 2012, 50.
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that the King of Ahhiyawa was its supreme 
authority, but this would evidently be the natural 
conclusion of this kind of reconstruction. A 
comparable view is defended by Pomeroy et al.,21  
which clearly indicates that the theory has a wide 
support among scholars in classics.

A similar position is taken by Beckman, Bryce 
and Cline (2011, 3-5)22, who show cautious 
support for the position taken by Kelder in an 
earlier work,23 in which the idea that Ahhiyawa 
would coincide with the whole of the Mycenaean 
network was defended in an even stronger way.

If we take a step back and consider the meaning 
and implications of such an interpretation, it will 
become completely obvious why this position 
has serious consequences regarding the issue of 
the contacts between Hatti and the Aegean. For 
the Hittites to have a conception whatsoever of 
such a thing as “mainland Greece”, we need to 
assume that diplomatic relationships were (1) 
stable and (2) long-distance. In other words, we 
need to assume that the letters authored by the 
Mycenaean polity were sent from Mycenae and 
WKDW� WKRVH�DXWKRUHG�E\�+DWWXãLOL� DQG�7XGKDOL\D�
ultimately reached the court of a supreme wanax. 
,W� PXVW� EH� VWUHVVHG� WKDW� WKHUH� LV� D� VLJQL¿FDQW�
GL൵HUHQFH� EHWZHHQ� WKH� SURSRVDO� RI� LGHQWLI\LQJ�
Ahhiyawa with the whole Mycenaean world, 
centered in mainland Greece, and hypothesizing 
a direct connection with the Eastern Greek 
islands, which were obviously known to the 
Hittites and involved in the military events of 
the XIII century BCE (as pointed out once more 
and very convincingly defended by Hawkins in 
a recent contribution).24

21 3ඈආൾඋඈඒ HW�DO� (2008, 39).
22 References provided by the three authors includes 

earlier scholarship: +ൺඐ඄ංඇඌ (1998), who proves that 
Ahhiyawa was not limited to the coastal areas of Asia Minor 
EXW� LQFOXGHG� WKH� $HJHDQ� LVODQGV�� 1ංൾආൾංൾඋ (1998) who 
PDGH� D� FDVH� IRU� DQ� LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ�ZLWK�PDLQODQG�*UHHFH��
6ඍൾංඇൾඋ (2007), who, on the contrary, wrote against the 
LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ�

23 See .ൾඅൽൾඋ (2010).
24 See +ൺඐ඄ංඇඌ 2020, 358-360.

Once the general scenario has been 
sketched in an unbiased fashion, it is time to 
move back to the problem of the definition 
of “large territorial kingdom” and examine 
the way this would or would not apply 
in the circumstances under discussion. 
The extension and structure of a putative 
Mycenaean federation during the age that 
corresponds to the Late and Final Bronze Age 
of the Ancient Near Eastern chronologies 
(ca. 1600-1180 BCE) represent a matter for 
Mycenologists to discuss. Assuming that 
such a formation existed, however, from 
the perspective of the Anatolian studies the 
question we should ask is how evident this 
would have been to the Hittites. While data 
about maritime routes stretching towards 
the Aegean and the Mediterranean are 
indubitable (and suffice it to mention the 
famous case of the Uluburun relict),25 the 
seaborne activities of the Eastern kingdoms 
(both great and small) of the Final Bronze 
Age are generally concentrated in the 
easternmost areas of the Mediterraean: they 
do involve Cyprus (think of the diplomatic 
relationships between the Great King of 
$ODãL\D�DQG�WKH�$PDUQD�SKDUDRK��RU��DJDLQ��
of the naval campaigns by Šuppiluliuma 
II)26, but it is one thing to assume a gradual 
network of indirect contacts limited to the

25 On the Myceanean commercial links with the 
Ancient Near East and the Levante, cf. -ൺඌංඇ඄���0ൺඋංඇඈ 
(2007, 424-426, with reference to further literature), 
where, however, the importance of the problematic 
UHIHUHQFH� WR�$KKL\DZD� LQ� WKH� âDXãJDPXZD� WUHDW\� LV�
not discussed in a sufficiently critical fashion. A more 
updated critical discussion is offered by 0ൺඋൺඓඓං 
2018a and 2018b, with extensive references to 
previous scholarship
��� 7KHUH� DUH� HLJKW� $ODãL\D�OHWWHUV� LQ� WKH� $PDUQD�

archives (EA33-40). As for the campaign by Šuppiluliuma 
DJDLQVW�&\SUXV��DQG�IRU�WKH�UHODWLRQVKLS�EHWZHHQ�$ODãL\D�
and Hatti, I follow the reconstruction summarized in 
'ൾ� 0ൺඋඍංඇඈ� ������� ���������� IRU� WKH� SUREOHP� RI� WKH�
attribution of KBo 12.38 to the last Hittite emperor cf. 
also the discussion in 'ൾඏൾർർඁං (2015, 271). 
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peripheries27 of the Aegean and Anatolian 
areas respectively (with letters exchanged 
reaching a local Greek authority in Anatolia 
or on the Eastern Mediterranean islands), it is 
another to hypothesize that the extension of the 
Mycenaean kingdom or federation was evident 
to the Hittites and that this played a role in the 
importance its kings were given within the 
Near Eastern diplomatic scene.

In other words, in spite of the circumstantial 
evidence that one can successfully reconstruct by  
skillfully composing a puzzle of archaeological, 
philological, and historical data, nowhere is there 
a solid indication of the fact that the Hittites had 
any conception of the extension of the Mycenaean 
civilization beyond the coastal areas of Asia 
Minor that they controlled and the islands nearby.

4. THE TROJANS AND THE TROJAN WAR

While my claim in this short contribution is 
that a methodologically rigorous approach would 
still require describing the Aegean-Anatolian 
interactions as involving merely WKH�SHULSKHULHV 
of the two areas, a point of convergence that 
cannot be neglected is the existence - allegedly 
on both sides - of a textual memory of the Trojan 
:DU��7UR\��WKH�PRGHUQ�VLWH�RI�+LVDUOÕN��GLVFRYHUHG�
by Schliemann, has been excavated and studied 
for almost 150 years.28 Given the overwhelming 
DPRXQW� RI� HYLGHQFH�� WKH� LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ� RI� WKH�
+RPHULF�,OLRV�ZLWK�FXQHLIRUP�+LWWLWH�:LOXãD�KDV�

27 It is important to stress that, from an archaeological 
and historical perspective, Liverani (1986, 405-413) came 
to a similar conclusion regarding the SROLWLFDO relationship 
between the Mycenaean world and the Near East: «il 
mondo miceneo non scrive accadico, non stipula trattati 
internazionali, resta ai margini politici di quel mondo 
vicino-orientale nel quale tanto vistosamente si inserisce 
sul piano strettamente commerciale» (p. 411).

28 Cf. the publications by 'දඋඉൿൾඅൽ� ��������%අൾ඀ൾඇ 
HW� DO�� ������������� %අൾ඀ൾඇ� ��������.ඈඋൿආൺඇඇ� ��������
5ඈඌൾ� ��������0ൺർ 6ඐൾൾඇൾඒ (2018). This is, of course, 
merely a representative selection: further references can 
be found in the quoted works.

been accepted almost unanimously by scholars, 
in spite of the caution expressed by Güterbock’s 
1986 famous article.

,� WRR� EHOLHYH� LQ� WKH� LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ�� DQG� ,� DP�
not attempting to challenge it. Some aspects 
of the problem are, however, still a subject for 
discussion.  What is relevant for the limited 
scope of this modest contribution is trying to 
understand whether a common myth of the 
7URMDQ�:DU��WKH�IDEXORXV�³:LOXãLDG´�PHQWLRQHG�
by C. Watkins)29 could exist. This is a point of 
interest because, if a single major event that 
FDQ� EH� LGHQWL¿HG� ZLWK� WKH� 7URMDQ�:DU� HQWHUHG�
the main mythological traditions of both the 
Anatolians and the Greeks, this would possibly 
contradict the idea that the contacts between the 
two cultural areas were merely peripheral.

Unfortunately, the textual materials on the 
Anatolian side are not very helpful. Once we 
establish that some mythemes did migrate from 
the Eastern traditions to the Greek ones over a 
long period of time,30�DQG�WKDW�:LOXãD�LV�LQGHHG�D�
Hittite toponym employed in contexts that refer 
to a long military and political crisis that lasted at 
OHDVW from the 1280s to the 1230s BCE, we have 
not proved anything more than the existence of a 
possible historical comparandum and the obvious 
permeability of the Aegean-Anatolian cultural 
boundary. We do not need a large intercultural 
area of stable and intensive medium-to-long-
distance contacts to explain any of these data.

Bolder claims, however, may be made. In 
OLJKW�RI� WKH� LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�+RPHULF�DQG�
Anatolian anthroponyms, specific events that 
EHORQJ�WR�WKH�DIRUHPHQWLRQHG�:LOXãHDQ�FULVLV�
have been suggested to be the very historical

29 C. :ൺඍ඄ංඇඌ� ������� ������ ������ 7KH� K\SRWKHVLV� LV�
mostly based on the analysis of the phrase DODWL�:LOXãDWL in 
&7+���������������DOOHJHGO\�FDOTXHG�E\�WKH�+RPHULF�੉ȜȓȠȣ�
ĮੁʌİȚȞોȢ��,OLDG��������

30 On the literary circulation between Anatolia and the 
West, a general reference to Bachvarova’s book (2016, 
with extensive references to previous scholarship) will 
VX൶FH�KHUH�
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counterpart of the Trojan war.31 The 
HTXLSDUDWLRQ� RI� WKH� QDPH� $ODNãDQGX� �WKH�
NLQJ� RI�:LOXãD� ZKR� VLJQV� D� WUHDW\� ZLWK� WKH�
Hittite emperor Muwatalli II) with the Greek 
ਝȜȑȟĮȞįȡȠȢ� LV� OLQJXLVWLFDOO\� FRQYLQFLQJ�32 
but it can be easily and dangerously 
transformed in an identification of the very 
NLQJ� $ODNãDQGX� DQG� WKH� +RPHULF� ILJXUH� RI�
Alexander Paris, who, indeed, according to 
the myth should belong to the Trojan royal 
family. This would hint at a collocation 
of the Trojan war in a phase that is not far 
from the first decades of the XIII century 
BCE. Combining the data from the quasi-
contemporary Manapa-Tarhunta letter, that 
refers to an Ahhiyawean involvement in the 
rogue warlord Piyamaradu’s military activity 
in the Troad, with the references to a previous 
ZDU� DW� :LOXãD� FRQWDLQHG� LQ� WKH� /HWWHU� RI�
Tawagalawa33 (composed, probably, one 
generation later), one can easily conclude 
WKDW�:LOXãD�DQG�WKH�$KKL\DZD�ZHUH�LQYROYHG�
in a war exactly during the period we just 
mentioned. One could almost be tempted to 
claim that the historical event that was then 
translated into an epic by Homer was found.

6WLOO�� WKH� GLVFUHSDQFLHV� DUH� DV� VLJQL¿FDQW�
as the hints that would support a match. Why 
is Paris not the king? Why is a predecessor of 
$ODNãDQGX�QDPHG�.XNNXQL��D�QDPH�WKDW��LI�WKH

31 I refrain here from entering the complex problem of 
the alleged Luwian ethnicity of the Trojans, which remains, 
WR� GDWH�� XQNQRZQ�� &HUWDLQO\�� WKH� ¿QGLQJ� RI� D� VLQJOH�
+LHURJO\SKLF�/XZLDQ�VHDO��(�������VHH�+ൺඐ඄ංඇඌ���(ൺඌඍඈඇ, 
������ LQ� WKH� VLWH� RI�+LVDUOÕN� LV� QR� SURRI� WKDW� WKH�7URMDQV�
were, in fact, Luwians. It does not even prove that Luwian 
was one of the languages used in Troy, as the circulation of 
single, small artifacts can happen very easily. For further 
details cf. the recent discussion in 0ඈඋൺ 2016.

32 *ඳඍൾඋൻඈർ඄������������PDLQWDLQHG�VRPH�FDXWLRQ��WKH�
LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ� LV�� KRZHYHU�� OLQJXLVWLFDOO\� XQSUREOHPDWLF�
if one considers that adaptations in contact scenarios 
often involve approximation and do not follow regular 
phoentic rules.

33 CTH 181 iv 7-9, see the edition in +ൾංඇඁඈඅൽ�
.උൺඁආൾඋ 2020a, 35.

LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ� LV� FRUUHFW�� ZRXOG� EH� �YHU\�
WHQWDWLYHO\��PDWFKHG�E\�WKDW�RI�ȀȪțȞȠȢ��DQ�DOO\�
of Troy whose name appears in the Homeric 
cycle (the earliest datable attestations being 
in Pindar, 2GHV II 148)?34 These problems 
could be solved by conceding that literary 
re-elaboration was at work and not all the 
GHWDLOV� RI� WKH�*UHHN� WUDGLWLRQV� QHHG� WR� UHÀHFW�
the historical truth. But if re-elaboration can 
be invoked by the maximalistic approaches 
when it comes to allowing discrepancies, 
WKHQ� WKH� YHU\� TXHVW� IRU� DQ� LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ� RI�
WKH� 7URMDQ� ZDU� ORVHV� LWV� VLJQL¿FDQFH� DQG� LWV�
very purpose. The myth of the ten-year long 
siege of the city, if it should be historically 
explained, could very easily be allegorical for 
D� ORQJ�SHULRG�RI�FRQÀLFWV� LQ�D�SHULSKHUDO� DUHD�
of the Mycenaean world. In other words, the 
best candidate to be the historical event that 
was turned into the mythical siege may not be 
a single military event, but rather the whole 
PLOLWDU\�FULVLV�WKDW�ODVWHG��LQ�WKH�:LOXãHDQ�DUHD��
for decades, starting at least from Muwatalli’s 
reign. While the idea that the circumstance 
was important enough for the Anatolians to 
trigger the composition of myths similar to the 
Iliad is neither proven nor disproven, it must 
be admitted that the alleged formulaic match 
EHWZHHQ� �੅ȜȚȠȢ@ࢬ< ĮੁʌİȚȞȒ� LQ� +RPHU� DQG� DODWL�
:LOXãDWL�LQ�WKH�,ãWDQXZD�VRQJV�LV�E\�QR�PHDQV�D�
strong enough piece of evidence to state that a 
Luwian myth was exported into Greece during 
the Final Bronze Age.35 

34 I thank Stella Merlin for surveying the classical 
VRXUFHV� DERXW� ȀȪțȞȠȢ�� ,I� RQH� H[FOXGHV� WKRVH� UHIHUULQJ�
to his namesake who was instead killed by Heracles, all 
other sources are generally late.

35 See above fn. 29. One should also consider that 
this occurrence of :LOXãD- lacks the regular cuneiform 
determinative URU used for city-names, and the very 
translation of Luwian DOD�L� with “high, steep” is far 
from certain.
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5. THE IMPLICATIONS FOR LINGUISTIC 
CONTACTS BETWEEN ANATOLIA AND 
THE AEGEAN

Obviously, a weaker theory of the Aegean-
Anatolian contacts such as the one defended 
in these pages has implications for the 
interpretation of the data pointing at positive 
cultural and linguistic contacts between the 
two areas. Denying such contacts is no longer a 
defendable approach: the cuneiform Hittite data 
that refer to the Ahhiyawa are unquestionable 
DQG� VLJQL¿FDQW�� DQG� WKH� DUFKDHRORJLFDO� UHFRUGV�
leave no doubts about the Greek activities in 
the Eastern Mediterranean starting from the 
)LQDO� %URQ]H�$JH�� 2QH� PD\�� KRZHYHU�� EULHÀ\�
reconsider the way in which we decide to 
contextualize and categorize them. 

$� ¿UVW� LVVXH� WKDW� RIWHQ� HPHUJHV� LQ� ZRUNV�
dedicated to Aegean-Anatolian cultural contacts 
is the chronological one. While the evidence for 
contacts in the Bronze Age is overwhelming, 
EXW�WKH�UHÀH[HV�LQ�WKH�*UHHN�VRXUFHV�DUH��H[FHSW�
for very few personal names in the Linear B 
UHFRUGV�� VLJQL¿FDQWO\� ODWHU�� :H� GR� QRW� KDYH� D�
clear idea of how the materials that converged in 
WKH�¿QDO�9HUVFKULIWOLFKXQJ of the Homeric poems 
looked like before the full Iron Age, so there is 
QR� ZD\� WR� WHOO� ZKHWKHU� WKH� GL൵XVLRQ� RI� WRSRL 
such as the releasing of the prisoners (remindful 
of the Hurrian-Hittite 6RQJ�RI�5HOHDVH), or the 
cry of Achilles after Patroclus’ death (remindful 
�� EXW� LV� LW� UHDOO\"� �� RI� *LOJDPHã¶V� PRXUQLQJ�
Enkidu), entered the Aegean world by means 
of Mycenaean-Luwian/Hittite Bronze Age 
contacts, or if they entered in a later phase, 
possibly during the Dark Ages of the XII and 
XI centuries BCE, or, again, if they represented 
parallel developments of quasi-universal topics 
(in a fashion similar to the Eastern/Western 
parallel developments theorized by Haubold 
2013, 71-72). The likeliest option is probably 
that they were gradually absorbed over the 
centuries by means of peripheral interactions. 
This problem can be raised regarding virtually 

every shared feature that was discussed in 
literature, to the point that in some cases the 
evidence quoted by the scholars is VR� ODWH that 
it could be debated whether it makes sense to 
discuss it at all.36 

,I�WKH�GL൵XVLRQ�RI�VRPHWKLQJ�DV�LOO�GH¿QHG�DV�
D�³FXOWXUDO�IHDWXUH´�LV�REYLRXVO\�GL൶FXOW�WR�WUDFN��
the other kind of evidence that is frequently 
discussed when dealing with Greek-Anatolian 
contacts, language contact, is much more visible 
and recognizable. 

While a precise taxonomy could be much 
more complex,37 language interference 
phenomena can be roughly categorized into 
WZR� GL൵HUHQW� W\SHV�� OH[LFDO� LQWHUIHUHQFH�
(including loanwords, :DQGHUZ|UWHU, some 
kinds of calques), and grammatical interference 
�D൵HFWLQJ� WKH� VWUXFWXUH� RI� WKH� ODQJXDJH� RQ� WKH�
phonological or morphosyntactic layers). 

The recent attempt by Oreshko (2018) to deny 
the existence of lexical exchange between the 
Aegean area and the Anatolian one is too hasty. 
Firstly, it is limited to a small sample of analyzed 
words (compare the recent collection by Simon 
2018 for a larger case study). Secondly, it tends 
to exclude the possibility that words were 
ERUURZHG�XQOHVV�WKHUH�ZDV�D�VSHFL¿F�OH[LFDO�JDS�
in the target language, a statement that is certainly 
QRW�FRUUHFW� LQ� WKH�¿HOG�RI�FRQWDFW� OLQJXLVWLFV� �,�
quote from p. 109: «a crucial prerequisite for a 
borrowing from a foreign language in a situation 
of casual language contact, is that the respective 
word is absent in the receiving language»). 

Anatolian loans in Greek and shared 

36 This is the case, for instance, of the practice of 
VDFUL¿FLQJ� DQG� EXU\LQJ� SLJV�� DWWHVWHG� LQ� WKH�+LWWLWH� ULWXDO�
KUB 17.28 and compared, in a work by B.J. &ඈඅඅංඇඌ (2006), 
to the Greek practice of pig-burials in the WKHVPRSKRULDH. 
While archaeological evidence of burial of animals in 
Asian Minor Greek sanctuaries exist, as duly observed by 
the author, the information about the mysteric festival is 
only carried by a late scholion to Lucian (Scho.Lu.80.2.1). 
7KHUHIRUH��TXRWLQJ�LW�ZLWK�UHIHUHQFH�WR�WKH�GL൵XVLRQ�RI�DQ�
Anatolian ritual practice to Greece seems quite incautious.

37 See S. 7ඁඈආൺඌඈඇ (2001) for a very insightful and 
LQÀXHQWLDO�RYHUYLHZ�
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:DQGHUZ|UWHU existed, but in many cases the 
circulation involved Iron Age networks such 
as the Levantine West-Semitic one or the West 
Anatolian vernaculars of the 1st millennium 
%&(��ZKLFK� UHGH¿QHV� WKH� IUDPHVHW� LQ� WHUPV�RI�
ORQJXH�GXUpH.38  

When limiting the survey to the 2nd 

millennium, the amount of available material 
is quite modest. The forms that are attested 
in Linear B and can be safely compared with 
Anatolian words are currently three: GL�SD, a 
vessel (Simon 2016 and 2017), NX�ZD�QR, a 
mineral (Giusfredi 2017), PR�UL�ZR�GR “lead” 
(Melchert 2008). Of these, only the first and 
the third seem to qualify as something more 
specific than a :DQGHUZRUW, while NX�ZD�
QR is probably a word that circulated, with 
culture-specific semantic differences, in 
the Eastern Mediterranean, so it cannot be 
used to demonstrate direct borrowing. Other 
words have been mentioned in literature, 
such as GD�SX��UL�WR�MR “labyrinth” (see 
Valerio 2017), or NR�ZR “fleece” (cf. Simon 
2019, 297-299), but the exact Anatolian 
model language is difficult to identify. As 
for further hypotheses, which abound in 
literature, such as the H�UH�SD “elephant”, 
or the D��]D “goat”, they can generally 
be explained as either inherited words or 
as :DQGHUZ|UWHU of unknown origin (not 
necessarily involving the Anatolian area, as 
in the case of the unsupportable connection 
Myc. H�UH�SD�: Hitt. ODKSD- “ivory”, on which 
cf. Simon 2018, 390).

38 Cf. Zs. 6ංආඈඇ (2018), for a general overview on 
the types of borrowed lexical material in Greek. On the 
SRVVLEHO�$QDWROLDQ�RULJLQ�RI�WKH�ZRUG�IRU�³FRSSHU´��ț઄ĮȞȠȢ��
see also *ංඎඌൿඋൾൽං (2017). Non-Anatolian Near Eastern 
words also exist, even if not all of them were recognized, 
but they are also frequently mediated by Levantine Semitic 
ODQJXDJHV��6HYHUDO�H[DPSOHV�DUH�FRQWDLQHG�LQ�5RVyá���������
with a summary on the date of the loans at pp. 218-219). In 
JHQHUDO��LW�ZLOO�VX൶FH�KHUH�WR�UHPDUN�WKDW�WKH�PDMRULW\�RI�
the available Near Eastern lexical material in Greek is not 
easily dated to the II millennium BCE.

Furthermore, lexical interference is not 
a more compelling indication of intensive 
cultural exchange than the circulation of 
literary materials through mediated or gradual 
contacts via a permeable periphery. Lexical 
interference, indeed, can happen quite easily, 
even between cultures that were in indirect 
or loose contact with each other. For it to 
demonstrate the presence of intensive contacts, 
it needs to involve a massive circulation 
of lexical material, such as the one that will 
occur during the full Iron Age, when the Greek 
culture was strongly projected towards the 
Eastern Mediterranean and Asia Minor.

The problem of grammatical interference is 
GL൵HUHQW��)RU�ODQJXDJHV�WR�SURMHFW�JUDPPDWLFDO�
features on other languages, a long and intensive 
period of contact is necessary, such as the one 
that occurred in the late antique, medieval, and 
modern age in the Balkans.39 Comparable cases 
in the ancient world may have existed, but, in 
WKH�1HDU�(DVWHUQ�$UHD��WKH�LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ�RI�ODUJH�
interregional areas of grammatical interference 
has so far produced no clear results, with areas 
of local interference being often limited to small 
city-states or networks. Examples include (but 
are not limited to) the possible III millennium 
BCE Sumero-Akkadian interference area in 
6RXWKHUQ� 0HVRSRWDPLD�40 the Late Bronze 
$JH� PXOWLOLQJXDO� FLW\� RI� +DWWXãD�41 and, for 
the Iron Age, the Luwo-Aramaic local area of 
interference of Sam’al.42 

As for the Aegean-Anatolian interface, the 
K\SRWKHWLFDO�H[DPSOHV�RI�JUDPPDWLFDO�LQÀXHQFHV�
of Anatolian on Greek generally do not regard 
Mycenaean, but the language of the Homeric 
SRHPV�� ZKLFK� LV� IDPRXVO\� GL൶FXOW� WR� GDWH��
Assuming that some of its features go back to 
WKH�%URQ]H�$JH��ZH�ZLOO�EULHÀ\�QHHG�WR�PHQWLRQ�

39 On the Balkan area, cf. :ൾංඇඋൾංർඁ (1953) and more 
recently 0ൺඍඋൺඌ (2009, 266).

40 (ൽඓൺඋൽ� �������� 3ൾൽൾඋඌඣඇ� �������� 'ൾඎඍඌർඁൾඋ 
(2000, 20f.).

41 See <ൺ඄ඎൻඈඏංർඁ (2010).
42 See *ංඎඌൿඋൾൽං���3ංඌൺඇංൾඅඅඈ, LQ�SUHVV.

On the Aegean-Anatolian Historical and Linguistic Interface in the Final Bronze Age



X

them, proposing that they can be divided in three 
JURXSV��7KH�¿UVW�JURXS�LQFOXGHV�DOOHJHG�FRQWDFW�
induced phenomena that can be and have been 
explained as truly inherited Greek features, and 
should thereby be rejected. Examples include the 
alleged extension of the -VNH�VX൶[�WR�XQH[SHFWHG�
verbal forms in Homer or the use of modal 
particles.43 The second group includes formulaic 
FDOTXHV�� VXFK� DV� WKH� VHTXHQFH� ĲȓȢ� ĲĮȡ� FDOTXLQJ�
Luwian NXLV�WDU,44 or other isolated constructions 
that present parallels in Anatolian (cf. in general 
Dardano 2013). In these cases, contact may 
indeed be at work, but the phenomena are limited 
to literary language and depend on literary 
LQWHUIHUHQFH�UDWKHU�WKDQ�UHÀHFWLQJ�DFWXDO�FKDQJHV�
in the ODQJXH of Greek. Finally, a third group of 
changes seems to be legitimately explainable 
in terms of proper areal tendencies. One may 
quote, for instance, the phonotactic constraint 
against initial /r/, present in Greek, Anatolian, 
Hurrian and Hattian, or the rather idiosyncratic 
HQGLQJ� �ȝİȞ� RI� WKH� ¿UVW� SOXUDO� SHUVRQ� LQ� WKH�
Eastern Greek dialects, matching the Hittite and 
Luwian endings of both the past and the present 
paradigms.45 However, even if some of these 
phenomena depended on areal convergences, it 
is extremely unlikely, if possible at all, that they 
took place during the historical age of the contacts 
between the Hittites and Luwians and the Greeks 
of Asia Minor (how did some of these changes 
D൵HFW�*UHHN�DV�D�ZKROH"�:K\�KDV�:HVWHUQ�*UHHN�
no initial /r/ either?). This forces us to consider 
the much likelier possibility that the shared 
innovations of Greek and the JHRJUDSKLFDOO\ 
$QDWROLDQ�ODQJXDJHV�UDWKHU�UHÀHFW�SURWR�KLVWRULFDO�
convergences, which may have taken place in 
GL൵HUHQW�DUHDV�DQG�DW�GL൵HUHQW�VWDJHV�46  

43 E.g. F. 'ൾ�'ൾർ඄ൾඋ�(2021), with references to previous 
scholarship.

44 See %ංൺඇർඈඇං 2015, 147-148, for references to previ-
ous scholarship.

45 See %ංൺඇർඈඇං 2015, 139-140.
46 Compare here the very important observation by 

*ൺඋർටൺ�5ൺආඬඇ (2011, 43), who stresses that some areal 
convergences may have occurred in proto-historical times.

All in all, the available data, while not 
excluding some forms of linguistic interaction 
GXULQJ� WKH� /DWH� %URQ]H� $JH�� VHHP� WR� FRQ¿UP�
the critical approach that was already taken by 
Hajnal (2014, 2018).

The overall scenario, that can be described 
as characterized by the absence of conclusive 
data for the existence of extensive and intensive 
bilingual areas, has consequences for the matter 
of combining the linguistic picture with the 
historical one. Indeed, while the quasi-absence 
of proper grammatical interference at work LQ�
KLVWRULFDO�WLPHV would not necessarily imply that 
contacts were moderate, its presence would have 
required a stronger intensity. In other words, 
the pattern of linguistic interference between 
the Aegean area and the Anatolian one does not 
strictly exclude any possibility, but it is consistent 
with the cautious (and in my opinion more 
economical) model defended in these pages.

6. TENTATIVE CONCLUSION

With respect to political history, cultural 
interference, and language contact, the evidence 
currently available regarding the interactions 
between the Aegean Mycenaean world and 
Bronze Age Anatolia is perfectly compatible with 
a model involving what I would label as “contact 
between peripheries”. On one hand, the reference 
to the King of Ahhiyawa as a Great King is 
best explained as an occasional (although very 
VLJQL¿FDQW�� FRQVHTXHQFH� RI� D� VSHFL¿F� KLVWRULFDO�
FRQWLQJHQF\�� RQ� WKH� RWKHU�� GDWD� SHUWDLQLQJ� WR�
literary interference imply, in all likelihood, a 
mild attrition over the ORQJXH GXUpH. The same 
situation occurs when one considers the problem 
of language contact: synchronic grammatical 
interference appears limited, if not absent, while 
the exchange of lexical material occurred over 
several centuries, often involving the Iron Age 
Levant area, and does not necessarily need to be 
described as connected to a Bronze Age pattern 
of highly intensive contacts.

Federico Giusfredi
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