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Resilient Vines?  

Religious Motifs and Areal Contacts Between Central Anatolia  
and the Eastern Mediterranean in the Post-Hittite Period 

 
Alvise Matessi / Nathan Lovejoy 

(Università di Verona / Università Ca’ Foscari Venezia) 
 
 
Abstract 
Throughout the Bronze Age, material and historical frameworks attest to a broad 
cultural interchange between Central Anatolia and the Northeast Mediterranean, 
superimposed on patterns of regional differentiation. After the demise of the Hit-
tite Empire, around 1200 BCE, political unity and strong cultural interference left 
place to a more fragmented panorama, coupled with a conspicuous reduction in 
interregional contacts evidenced by archaeological, linguistic, and historical 
sources. This paper explores how cultural interactions were reshaped during this 
transition. We show that niches of cross-regional convergence existed in the 8th 
century BCE, as especially evidenced by the distribution of religious motifs in the 
Syro-Anatolian area, chiefly the Storm-god of the Vineyard. We propose that this 
convergence was made possible by the local diachronic resilience of cultic tradi-
tions facilitated by a limited, cross-regional, synchronic interference. 

 
Keywords 
Anatolia; Eastern Mediterranean; Iron Age; Storm-god; cultural interaction 
 
Setting the scene 
The Northeast Mediterranean is a very complex landscape, where coastal zones 
rapidly transit to the alpine or subalpine environments of high mountains ridging 
in turn between alluvial plains and steppic plateaus (Fig. 1). A main geographic 
feature in this area is constituted by the Taurus chain, that, rising to an elevation 
of over 3000 masl, forms a diagonal strip separating the arid or semi-arid Anato-
lian Plateau to the north from the fertile alluvial basins of Plain Cilicia, the Syrian 
steppe, and the Amuq basin to the south. To the west, the Taurus transits into the 
rugged landscape of Rough Cilicia, where the valley of the Göksu river (Classical 
Calycadnos) forms a major discontinuity. Due to this conformation, the Taurus 
chain emerges as a formidable natural boundary and barrier between very differ-
ent ecosystems. 

Only a few passages channel movement across the imposing Taurus chain 
(Fig. 1). To the east, a series of corridors lead through the Antitaurus: the wide 
Maraş corridor, giving access to North Syria through the Kara Su river valley, and 
the Sivas-Adana road via Kozan, leading to the eastern portion of Plain Cilicia. 
The central sector features an important system of narrow passages leading to 
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western Plain Cilicia, focused on a crucial pathway known as the Cilician Gates 
after Greek and Roman authors. Plain Cilicia lies at the convergence between 
most of these linkages and is in turn connected with North Syria through the Ama-
nian and Syrian Gates across the Amanus mountains. Finally, to the west, in 
Rough Cilicia, the Taurus is crossed by a wider beam of corridors, taking ad-
vantage from the Göksu river valley and the surrounding low rising ridges. 

 

 
Fig. 1: Map of the study area (by A. Matessi). 
 
However imposing as a natural divide, the Taurus did not always represent an 
equally imposing cultural barrier between human communities living on either of 
its sides. On the contrary, thanks to its passages, the Taurus can also be considered 
an exceptional cultural interface. Indeed, as we are about to explore in the next 
section, the Hittite period of the Late Bronze Age represented the apex in a con-
tinuum of deep interactions between northern and southern sides of the Taurus 
chain, rooted at least in the 3rd millennium. The situation, however, took a differ-
ent turn in the Early and, especially, the Middle Iron Ages, when the Taurus de-
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finitively became a starker frontier between the northern and southern sectors of 
the Eastern Mediterranean. 
 
The Taurus as a cultural interface: the Hittite period  
in the Bronze Age longue durée (ca. 3000–1200 BCE) 
During the first half of the 17th century BCE, the city of Hattusa, a former city-
state and commercial entrepot in the Kızılırmak river bend, became the capital of 
a powerful political formation claiming hegemony over much of Central Anatolia. 
Very soon, however, Hittite rulers were also able to transcend the limits of their 
homeland, projecting their power ambitions beyond the Taurus. In particular, the 
very first well-documented kings of the Hittite dynasty, Hattusili I and Mursili I, 
led raids in North Syria and Mesopotamia. Although not resulting in permanent 
forms of expansion, these endeavours may have had an enduring cultural impact 
in the (re-)introduction of Syro-Mesopotamian scribal traditions in Anatolia after 
the demise of the Old Assyrian kārum-network.1 

In this early period, Cilicia likely already formed a sociolinguistic continuum 
with inland Anatolia, marked by the diffusion of the Luwian language and other 
cultural traits. Additionally, by the 17th century, Cilicia became home to speakers 
of Hurrian, a language spread to North Syria and Upper Mesopotamia.2 After-
wards, between the late 15th and the mid-14th century BCE, Cilicia and North 
Syria were politically integrated within the Hittite empire, which thus became the 
first historically known polity able to unite both sides of the Taurus into a single 
system of domination. This process had broad cultural effects on multiple spheres 
of cultural interaction.3 At an institutional level, Hurrian and, more generally, 
Syro-Mesopotamian religious and literary traditions began to spread with growing 
intensity among Hittite ruling classes and erudite scribal circles.4 On the bottom 
line, deep cross-Tauric exchanges became more visible also in material interac-
tions. Hittite sovereignty, both in Anatolia and in the southern Taurus regions, 
was negotiated through the differential employment of a broadly coherent cultural 
package promoted in North-Central Anatolia, chiefly represented by sealing prac-
tices, monumental art, and ceramic traditions.5 Conversely, Central Anatolia was 
invested with the diffusion of ceramic imports of Southern derivation, chiefly the 
so-called Red Lustrous Wheel-made ware, that had a broad reception in Hattusa 
and other major Hittite centers of the Kızılırmak basin.6 

 
1 Van den Hout 2012; 2020, 38–56. For different perspectives, see Kloekhorst and Waal 
2019. The question is now addressed in an updated and detailed overview by Klinger 2022. 
2 Yakubovich 2008; Giusfredi 2017, 80. 
3 Matessi 2021. 
4 E.g., de Martino 2017. 
5 Glatz 2009; id. 2020; Pucci 2020. 
6 Kozal 2003; id. 2017. 



112 A. Matessi / N. Lovejoy 

 
Fig. 2: The Hittite domain, with the Taurus marked (by A. Matessi). 

As is well known, the social complexity and long-distance interactions shaping 
the Hittite power network did not emerge out of the blue, but represented indeed 
a turning point in developments well rooted in the preceding several centuries. In 
the 3rd millennium, corresponding to the Early Bronze Age, Anatolia was deeply 
involved in multiple interlocking and overlapping networks of exchange linking 
them to the Aegean and the Balkans and to the Near East and Egypt. Already in 
the EBA I–II (3000–2400 BCE), deep connections straddled the Taurus chiefly 
focusing on Cilicia and the Konya plain, as is best evidenced by the circulation 
and production of specialized ceramic wares such as the so-called “Anatolian Me-
tallic Ware”.7 The subsequent period (EBA III: 2400–1900 BCE) saw the emer-
gence of several trajectories of exchange, wherein Syria and Cilicia functioned as 
gateways of intense long-distance interactions linking regions as far apart as West 
Anatolia and Mesopotamia.8 As further argued in recent studies, this network was 
only part of a wider system of interlocked, long-distance circuits that involved the 
entire Anatolian peninsula, chiefly aimed at the circulation of metals and other 
raw materials.9 Traces of these interactions are identified in exported finished 
goods, namely in the northwestward circulation of Syrian(-style) perfume flasks 
and, conversely, the spread of western Anatolian wares towards Cilicia, Syria, and 

 
7 Hacar 2017; Gait et al. 2018. 
8 Efe 2007; Şahoğlu 2005. 
9 Massa 2016; Massa and Palmisano 2019. 
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Upper Mesopotamia. On the other hand, the coeval diffusion along the same broad 
trajectory of technological innovations, namely the potter’s wheel, gives a sense 
of the relative intensity of these contacts.10 Anatolian involvement in long-dis-
tance interactions continued and indeed intensified in the Middle Bronze Age 
(1900–1650 BCE). A number of commercial colonies and minor entrepots were 
established in Central Anatolia by the initiative of Assyrian merchants, whose 
activities and dealings with indigenous Anatolians are documented in much detail 
by an imposing corpus of Old Assyrian tablets chiefly uncovered in the kārum of 
Kültepe, ancient Kaneš.11 The centers directly involved in the Old Assyrian net-
work were distributed over a wide area, extending between the Upper Euphrates, 
the bend of the Halys River, and the Phrygian highlands down to the northern 
Konya plain.12 The Eastern Mediterranean, especially, for what matters here, the 
Taurus region, remained quite marginal in the Old Assyrian network, if not en-
tirely out of its focus.13 However, textual and archaeological evidence prove that 
the Assyrians did not have a monopoly of all trade in Anatolia, but partook in a 
much wider system including other competing networks.14 Cilicia and Syria, in 
particular, cooperated into one or more of these non-Assyrian networks, even me-
diating connections between Central Anatolia and Lower Mesopotamia.15 Old 
Syrian and Old Babylonian seals and seal impressions, as well as Anatolian arti-
facts such as the crescent shaped loomweights were mainly exchanged along this 
trajectory. 16  South-Tauric products like the Syro-Cilician painted wares also 
spread into Central Anatolia, reaching as far inland as the Assyrian kārum of 
Acemhöyük and Kültepe.17 

Broadly speaking, all the cross-Tauric corridors described above seem to have 
worked throughout the Bronze Age, notwithstanding possible short-term shifts. 
The central-east trajectories along the Antitaurus and Cilician Gates corridors 
were especially important in overland connections, either targeting Cilicia itself 
or en route to the Levant. However, the Rough Cilician corridors acquired grow-
ing importance for seaborne contacts during the Late Bronze Age, possibly owing 
to the emerging role of Cyprus in long-distance trade networks.18 
  

 
10 Türkteki 2013. 
11 Larsen 2015. 
12 Barjamovic 2011; Palmisano 2018. 
13 Giusfredi and Matessi 2021, 24 with literature. 
14 Barjamovic 2018; Massa and Palmisano 2018. 
15 Elsen-Novák and Novák 2020. 
16 Palmisano 2018, 69–83; Ahrens 2019. 
17 Bulu 2017. 
18 Matessi 2021. 
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The Taurus as a cultural barrier: the Early and Middle Iron Age  
(1200–700 BCE) 
At the turn of the 12th century BCE, the Hittite empire collapsed and the political 
convergence that had hitherto embraced both sides of the Taurus broke off. The 
ensuing three centuries are deemed a “dark age” due to the dearth of written 
sources and the controversial interpretation of the few remaining ones, which al-
low only a shaky reconstruction of related historical events.19 During this period, 
some cross-Tauric contacts were maintained through the Rough Cilician corri-
dors, as suggested by distribution patterns of the so-called “Cilician Red Painted” 
wares in Plain Cilicia, the Göksu valley, and the Konya plain.20 More eastward, 
Early Iron Age phases at Porsuk and Kamankale Höyük share some possible in-
fluences from Tarsus in pottery production and decorative styles.21 When a clearer 
historical picture starts to re-emerge from the 10th century BCE on, Syria and An-
atolia were home to a new political and socio-cultural scenario (Fig. 3). On one 
hand, in Northwest Anatolia, the rise of the Phrygian complex determined in many 
respects a radical break with imperial Hittite socio-cultural landscapes. On the 
other hand, in the Southeast, a constellation of small principalities, often called 
“Neo-Hittite” in scholarship, reappraised and reinterpreted in new regional styles 
some Hittite iconographic traditions, in addition to their use of the Anatolian Hi-
eroglyphic script and the Luwian language.22 Considered in such broad terms, the 
“Neo-Hittite” frameworks embraced both Central Anatolia and Syro-Cilicia. Ob-
served commonalities, however, should not convey the false impression that both 
regions belonged to the same cultural milieu. The definition of a “Syro-Anatolian 
Cultural Complex” has been introduced in a recent synthesis in order to remark 
how the Iron Age polities of the northeastern corner of the Mediterranean emerged 
out of different local strands of cultural hybridity, producing a number of shared 
traits in a continuum of diverging horizons.23 Considering three interrelated as-
pects of cultural interaction with a bottom-up approach, we argue here that, on the 
foreground of this continuum, the Taurus chain represented in the Iron Age a stark 
cultural frontier determining in many respects a divide between Syro-Cilicia and 
Central Anatolia. 
 

 
19 Giusfredi 2010, 37–44. 
20 Bahar 1999; Postgate 2007. 
21 Dupré 1983, 69–70; Matsumura 2008. 
22 Bryce 2012. 
23 Osborne 2021; see also Lovejoy 2023b for a diachronic, micro-historical analysis of the 
same region. 
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Fig. 3: Neo-Hittite polities, with key related sites, and their main neighbors 
(by A. Matessi). 
 
A first most remarkable frontier is linguistic in kind. Epichoric Iron Age inscrip-
tions from Cilicia include two Luwian-Phoenician bilinguals (Karatepe and Çine-
köy), and two monolingual Phoenician inscriptions (Hasanbeyli and Cebelireis), 
dedicated between the 8th and 7th centuries BCE by rulers of the local kingdom of 
Hiyawa, known as dnn in Phoenician and Que in Assyrian.24 Linked with the 
same political milieu is also the stele found at İncirli (Maraş province), inscribed 
with a trilingual Phoenician-Luwian-Assyrian inscription. 25  The onomastic 

 
24 Hawkins 2000, 39–40; id. 2009. 
25 Kaufman 2007; Na'aman 2019. 
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evidence contained in these sources would corroborate the view that a large part 
of the Hiyawan population was speaking Luwian or Luwic, in (partial) continuity 
with the linguistic landscape of 2nd millennium Cilicia. The reason for the 
adoption of the Phoenician alphabet and language are subject to different inter-
pretations but scholars agree that it was unlikely motivated by a substantial Phoe-
nician demographic component of the local population.26 It is also generally ac-
cepted that Phoenician was the primary language of Hiyawan inscriptions, while 
the Luwian versions, whenever present, were secondary translations made for the 
majority of Luwian speakers attending the court.27 

East of Hiyawa, beyond the Amanus, the kings of Sam’al (9th–8th BCE), mod-
ern Zinçirli, used Phoenician in one instance (Kulamuwa inscription), whereas for 
most other cases they inscribed their commemorative texts in other West Semitic 
vernaculars, i.e. Aramaic and a local variant thereof.28 Most of these texts present 
onomastic data and interesting features of linguistic interference clearly reflecting 
a local admixture of Luwian and Aramaic speakers at least among ruling elites. 
The recently published inscription of Pancarlı and a few other epigraphic materi-
als from Sam’al further illustrate this mixed linguistic landscape, as they feature 
hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions.29 A similar linguistic hybridity likely charac-
terized most Iron Age principalities in Syria, as reflected in several clusters of 
Aramaic inscriptions appearing alongside Luwian ones. 

North of the Taurus, a group of principalities at home in Iron Age Cappadocia, 
collectively known as Tabal in Assyrian sources, employed hieroglyphic Luwian 
for their inscriptions, thus aligning in this regard with their contemporaries in Ci-
licia and North Syria. However, contrary to the situation in North Syria and south-
east Anatolia, where a true continuity of hieroglyphic Luwian after the fall of 
Hattusa is certainly attested, chiefly at Karkemiš and Malatya, Tabalean hiero-
glyphic traditions re-emerged after a hiatus of some centuries through mecha-
nisms that still remain unclear.30 Evidence from Tabalean inscriptions suggests 
that speakers of a form of Luwian still occupied the region during the early 1st 
millennium, which again reflects a local linguistic continuity from the Hittite pe-
riod. 

Besides their shared Luwian heritage, linguistic landscapes north and south of 
the Taurus had very little in common. Alongside hieroglyphic Luwian inscrip-
tions, the Iron Age epigraphic corpus from Central Anatolia also includes inscrip-
tions in the Phrygian alphabet, clustering especially in the central-west highlands, 
but more sporadically found also in Cappadocia. Although the channels of trans-

 
26 Simon 2018; Yakubovich 2015. For a different perspective, cf. Osborne 2021, 73–83. 
27 Yakubovich 2015. 
28 Giusfredi and Pisaniello 2021. 
29 Herrmann, van den Hout and Beyazlar 2016; Osborne 2021, 44–45 with further refer-
ences. 
30 Hawkins 2000, 430; Summers 2017, 258–261. 
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mission of the alphabet to the Phrygians are still debated, as either through Greek 
mediation or direct influences from Western Semitic milieus,31 it is remarkable 
that no Phrygian epigraphic materials are found south of the Taurus, bar the inci-
sion of a single personal name on an orthostat at Karkemiš.32 Conversely, no 
Phoenician nor Aramaic inscriptions are attested north of the Taurus until the 
Achaemenid period, with the single notable exception of the late 8th century BCE 
Phoenician-Luwian bilingual of İVRİZ 2, dedicated by the king of Tuwana, 
Warpalawa, just on the northern Taurus piedmont (Figure 4). This circumstance 
connects well with other evidence to suggest that the Tuwana region may have 
participated in a micro-regional interface with Syro-Cilicia through the Middle 
Iron Age.33             

A second major cultural divide between regions north and south of the Taurus 
is reflected in artistic choices related to power display strategies. Besides the use 
of Luwian hieroglyphic, Neo-Hittite cultures of the Iron Age inherited from the 
Hittite period a number of artistic expressions. Gate sculptures of lions and 
sphynxes, carved orthostats with ritual or commemorative scenes, and figurative 
cultic stelae are all trademark works of Hittite imperial art that in the Iron Age 
evolved and hybridized into several local styles across the entire Syro-Anatolian 
world.34 In terms of spatial distribution, much more informative patterns are re-
vealed by another form of monumental expression inherited from the Hittites, 
namely rock-cut reliefs and inscriptions commemorating ruling elites and their 
divine patrons (Fig. 5). During the Hittite period, this tradition was mainly char-
acteristic of the Central plateau and Western Anatolia, but important examples 
could also be found south of the Taurus, namely in Cilicia at Sirkeli and Hemite.35 

However, notwithstanding these earlier models, well visible from sites such as 
Sirkeli itself, which was continuously inhabited from the Bronze through the Iron 
Ages,36 no Neo-Hittite rock-cut monument has been so far identified in Cilicia. 
Significantly, the only known examples of this kind known south of the Tauru are 
the reliefs of Malpınarı and Karasu,37 on the Upper Euphrates, an area that other 
evidence indicates as a persisting corridor of contacts between Central Anatolia 
and Syro-Cilicia also during the Iron Age. By contrast, Neo-Hittite kings and 
elites of Central Anatolia made an extensive use of rock-cut art, of which a widely 
famous example is the large relief of İvriz, representing Warpalawa, ruler of Tu-
wana, adoring his patron god Tarhunza. 

 
31 Sass 2005; Obrador-Cursach 2020, 27–30. 
32 HP-01. See Obrador-Cursach 2020, 16. 
33 Dinçol 1994; Hawkins 2000, 526. 
34 Orthmann 1971; Aro 1998; id. 2003; for the Early Iron Age, in particular, see Lovejoy 
2023a. 
35 Ehringhaus 2005, 95–101, 107–111. 
36 Novák, Kozal and Yaşin 2019. 
37 Hawkins 2000, 340–344; Hellenkemper and Wagner 1977. 
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Fig. 4: Distribution of Iron Age non-Luwian epichoric inscriptions until the 8th century 
BCE. Data sources: Osborne 2021, 82, Fig. 3.3; Steele 2013, 173–188; KAI; Obrador-
Cursach 2020: 9–17 (by A. Matessi). 
 
The third line of clear cultural demarcation between southern and northern sides 
of the Taurus during the Iron Age is determined by more mundane aspects of 
material culture, namely pottery traditions. 

Alongside local wares varying from site to site, several distinctive ceramic 
styles had a wide regional distribution in Syro-Cilicia during the Iron Age, evi-
dencing ranges of interaction focusing on the East Mediterranean.38 Transitional 

 

 
38 Lehmann 2008. 
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Fig. 5: Distribution of Imperial Hittite and Neo-Hittite rock-cut monuments 
in the target area (by A. Matessi). 
 
Bronze-Iron Age ceramic horizons in coastal areas (12th–11th BCE) were influ-
enced by the Aegeanizing styles of the so-called Late Helladic IIIC decorated 
ware tradition (LH IIIC), mostly diffused through Cypriot mediation.39 More 
straightforward Cypriot influences, either as proper imports or local imitations of 
decorated wares (e.g., Cypro-Geometric I–III; Black-on-Red; Bichrome etc.), 
continued later in the Iron Age (10th–8th BCE), especially in the frame of trading 

 
39 Wiijngaarden 2002; Lehmann 2017; Janeway 2017. 
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interactions with Phoenician horizons of the Southern Levant.40 Broadly cotermi-
nous with these developments, a coherent class of monochrome red-slipped and 
burnished ceramics, termed Red Slip ware, began to be produced in inner Syria 
and Palestine around the 11th–10th century, and soon spread to the 'Amuq and 
Cilicia.41 

As mentioned above, the north possibly experienced some tenuous Mediterra-
nean influx at the very beginning of the Iron Age, in any case limited to liminal 
areas along the Taurus belt. Even so, these contacts were likely independent from 
channels of LH IIIC circulation, whose sporadic finds in inland Anatolia display 
a marked western focus, likely reflecting Aegean trajectories.42 In the later Iron 
Age phases (9th–7th BCE), Central Anatolia was a very diverse but deeply inter-
connected cultural region, chiefly defined by the non-synchronic spread of a va-
riety of distinctive ceramic horizons, namely the Alişar IV, Black Ware, painted 
Buff Wares and Phrygian Ware. 43  These ceramics or their model circulated 
widely among Central Anatolian centers, in some cases as specialized productions 
associated with commensality and/or ritual performance.44 

Notwithstanding their respective large extent, Iron Age ceramic frameworks 
spreading north and south of the Taurus remained largely alternative to each other, 
showing only minimal interferences. Very few Central Anatolian imports are 
known or have been reported to date in Cilician and North Syrian assemblages 
and,45 conversely, Syro-Cilician imports are very rare in the main excavated sites 
of Central Anatolia.46 

This general negative picture of contacts should not convey the impression 
that Central Anatolia was completely isolated from cultural developments in the 
southern Taurus regions or viceversa. Several studies, for example, emphasize a 

 
40 Schreiber 2003; Lehmann 2008. 
41 E.g., Goldman 1963, 60–63, 123–124; Gates 2010, 72–73; Soldi 2013; Pucci and Soldi 
2019; Kulemann-Ossen and Moenninghof 2019, 115, 117–119. 
42 We are not aware of LH IIIC finds east of Konya (Bahar and Koçak 2004, 74–77). 
43 Kealhofer and Grave 2011. 
44 Kealhofer et al. 2008; d’Alfonso et al. 2022. 
45 Evidence seems so far limited to some cinerary urns with Alişar IV-style decorations 
and a couple of Central Anatolian painted goblets form the Yunus necropolis at Karkemish 
(Woolley 1939, 16–19, with Pl. XIIb–c; Woolley and Barnett 195, Pl. 68b). No secure 
Central Anatolian Iron Age ceramic import is identified at Tarsus in levels predating the 
6th century BCE (Goldman 1963, 141). 
46 To our knowledge, the repertoire is limited to a couple of Cypriot(-style) White-Painted 
jug fragments, in addition to some other possible imports with vague Syro-Cilician paral-
lels from Boğazköy (Bossert 2000, 146–147, with reference to nos. 1341–1342 and 1343–
44) and a Cypriot(-style) Black-on-Red I (III) juglet, as well as a faïence version of the 
same shape from Tumulus P at Gordion (Young 1981, 31, 36–37, with Pls. 14D, E and 
17H). 



 Resilient Vines? 121 

few possible (South-)Eastern stylistic influences on Gordion’s artistic traditions.47 
More substantial contacts between northern and southern cultural frameworks 
could still be mediated by a corridor along the Upper Euphrates. Here, an inter-
stitial center was certainly represented by Melid (Malatya), as suggested by local 
Iron Age pottery assemblages intermingling with Phrygian, Cypriot, and Red Slip 
imports.48 

Drawing upon this general picture of large-scale fragmentation vs. local mi-
croregional interactions, the following sections are devoted to elements of cross-
Tauric convergence emerging in religious traditions connected with the cult of the 
Storm-god of the Vineyard. 

 
The Storm-god of the Vineyard 
The development of the Storm-god of the Vineyard demonstrates both a resilience 
of Late Bronze Age cultic traditions well into the Iron Age and a clear instance of 
interregional contacts sometime between the 10th and 8th centuries BCE. 

The first definite attestation of the Storm-god of the Vineyard is known only 
from the 8th century BCE; however, the attributes characteristic of this particular 
deity are derived from antecedent hypostases of the Storm-god, namely those 
from Late Bronze Age Hatti and Ugarit.49 The epithet itself has never been found 
associated with the Storm-god in the Late Bronze Age, though a translation of one 
Hittite ritual text, in which Volkert Haas reads, “the Storm-god of the ‘greening’ 
Vineyard”, and alludes to a connection with the Iron Age epithet in the conclusion 
of his article, has led several scholars to cite the tablet as a 2nd millennium example 
of this particular god, often omitting the adjective to better accord with the Iron 
Age appellation.50 However, close attention to the syntax of these lines suggests 
that they must be read otherwise: 

 
KUB 43.23 – Hittite Ritual from Haas 1988, 132 
(Vs. 1–2) [DIŠKU]R-na-aš DINGIR.LÚ.MEŠ ú-wa-te-et-te-en DIŠKUR-an 
[ḫu-e]l-pí-na-aš GIŠKIRI6-aš GEŠTIN LUGAL-uš ku-in ⸢da⸣-x[ . ] [ ] 
⸢e⸣-ez-du e-ku-ud-du … 
“Bringt, (ihr) männlichen Götter des [Wettergott]es, den Wettergott des 
„[grün]enden“ (??) Weingartens herbei. [ ] Welchen der König [ ] [und] 
(?) er soll essen (und) trinken.” 

 
47 Sams 1993; Vassileva 2020. 
48 Manuelli 2013. 
49 Lovejoy 2024. 
50 KUB 43.23; Haas 1988; Hutter 2003, 224; Mazoyer 2005, 433. However, note the recent 
position of Schwemer (2022, 376 fn. 97), which lends support to the alternative translation 
provided here. 
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Alternative translation by N. Lovejoy: 
“You male deities should bring the [Stor]m-god (statue). The wine which 
the king tak[es](?) of/from the [fre]sh crop of the garden, the Storm-god 
should eat and drink it [     ].” 
 
As the alternative translation demonstrates, the garden, or vineyard, should not 

be read as an epithet to the Storm-god, but rather as an object of the ritual. What 
this text does confirm, with support from others, is the Storm-god’s role as agri-
cultural provider in the Late Bronze Age Hittite context, including for the found-
ing and success of vineyards.51 It also demonstrates that, in the Hittite tradition, 
several subordinate deities aided the Storm-god in providing and protecting agri-
cultural abundance and fertility; specifically, the deities who receive offerings 
during the ritual include Telipinu of the Garden, often described as the son of the 
Storm-god and connected to vegetation, and the goddess Maliya, described here 
as ‘the mother of wine and grain’.52 Similarly, in the Ugaritic pantheon, Ba‘al is 
commonly depicted with a role in support of agriculture and fertility, and in the 
Ugaritic Ba‘al Cycle, the Storm-god’s own divine messengers are named Gapn 
and Ugar, which can be translated as Vine(yard) and Field, thus seeming to par-
allel the contemporaneous Hittite organization of the Storm-god supported by 
subordinate deities with an emphasized agricultural role.53 And while monumen-
tal evidence is less informative in this regard, attention should be drawn to the 
weapon held by Ba‘al in the Late Bronze Age stele from Ugarit – the spear in his 
forward hand appears to be composed of vegetation, further tying the Storm-god 
to agriculture in addition to his traditional roles in support of kingship and military 
might.      

Still predating the advent of the epithet ‘of the Vineyard’, with evidence dating 
to as early as the 10th century BCE, separate supportive Grain- and Wine-gods, 
subordinate and connected to the Storm-god in much the same way as the mes-
sengers of Ugaritic Ba‘al, were invoked in the inscriptions of Karkemiš and Palas-
tina,54 and, later in the late 8th century BCE, in Hiyawa and possibly Tuwana.55 

 
51 E.g., KUB 35.1; Hutter 2003, 224, 231. 
52 See also, Mazoyer 2005, 435–438. 
53 Smith and Pitard have suggested, however, that these two minor deities may serve only 
as literary devices, since they are absent from any rituals discovered at Ugarit (2009, 222– 
223, esp. fn. 39). This would suggest that the Syro-Anatolian Wine- and Grain-gods, who 
are regularly active participants in the inscriptions of the Iron Age, were a subsequent 
innovation, perhaps derived from the local mythological tradition in combination with the 
more northern, Anatolian ritual practices. 
54 Hawkins 2000, 94–100 (KARKAMIŠ A11a), 108–112 (KARKAMIŠ A2+3), 367375 
(TELL TAYINAT 2); Dinçol et al. 2015 (ARSUZ 1 & 2); see also Weeden 2018 for an 
analysis of the Grain- and Wine-gods in the ARSUZ inscriptions and their possible devel-
opment from the Late Bronze Age Hittite myth of ‘Kingship in Heaven’. 
55 Hawkins 2000, 45–68 (KARATEPE 1), 526 (İVRİZ 2); Çambel 1999; Younger 1998; 
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These subordinate deities are represented semiotically on the monuments bearing 
these Iron Age inscriptions in the form of iconographic divine symbols; for in-
stance, the grain and grape held by the Palastinean king Suppiluliuma (I) on the 
Arsuz stelae (Fig. 6), and the grain stalk and grape vines that flank the Tuwanean 
hypostasis of the Storm-god of the Vineyard on all of his monuments, stand both 
as the products of the gods’ divine support and as the deities themselves. While 
there is a hiatus of several centuries, mostly according with the so-called ‘dark 
age’ that followed the collapse of the Late Bronze Age palatial system, it appears 
likely that the position of these subordinate agricultural deities or agriculturally 
focused Storm-gods within the cultic or mythical traditions of the Syro-Anatolian 
region survived the fragmentation of the Hittite empire and the fall of the kingdom 
of Ugarit, persisting in relative continuity in the lands of the most powerful Early 
Iron Age kingdoms in the region, and reflecting the resilience of the local cultic 
landscape despite the changing sociopolitical situation. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 6: The Arsuz 2 Stele, 
depicting the Storm-god 
leading a king, who holds a 
bunch of grapes and a stalk 
of grain in his hands. Both 
figures stand upon a bull and 
beneath a winged sun-disk.  
(Photo by N. Lovejoy.) 

 
KAI 26; Röllig 2013. 
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The emergence of the epithet, Storm-god of the Vineyard, occurred in the late 8th 
century BCE in Tuwana, Sam’al and Hiyawa, and the distinct representations of 
the deity there, at a time when political diversity in the region was at odds with 
the expansive efforts of the Assyrian empire, are particularly significant to under-
standing the cultic landscape of the region at that time.56 While the Early Iron Age 
Storm-god with subordinate Grain- and Wine-gods appears to have been born 
from the Late Bronze Age traditions of Hatti and Ugarit, this Middle Iron Age 
epithet and associated iconographic repertoire illustrates a subsequent evolution 
of this Storm-god and his role in agriculture, and the extant evidence suggests a 
northwest trajectory for the diffusion of this cult through the region. This devel-
opment, however, does not occur uniformly across the area where the deity is 
found, but rather takes several forms, perhaps tied to specific polities or regional 
identities. 

In Tuwana – where most scholarship on this deity has focused due to the dei-
ties’ clear and abundant attestations in text and image – the Storm-god of the 
Vineyard is represented invariably with grape vines and grain stalks in rock reliefs 
and on stelae.57 In most cases, the Storm-god stands with one hand raised before 
him holding a stalk of grain that grows from the ground, and one against his chest 
holding a grape vine that grows from the ground behind him.58 An alternative 
model comes with both arms raised in a smiting posture, wielding an axe and 
bunch of lightning; in one case the top of the bunch of lightning appears like the 
top of a lightning trident.59 With the change in posture, the grape vines and grain 
stalks are depicted on either side of the figure, no longer held in his hands. This 
alternative also comes with several changes to the god’s features, including dif-
ferent attire and longer hair, as well as a lack of curled toes. Altogether, it appears 
to be a variation of the seemingly earlier model, perhaps reflecting Assyrian in-
fluence resulting from the campaigns of Sargon II in the last quarter of the 8th 
century BCE, and thus demonstrating further resilience of cultic traditions in the 
face of external political and cultural influences. 

 

 
56 Hawkins 2000, 463–472 (SULTANHAN), 518–521 (BOR 1), 45–68 (KARATEPE 1); 
Pardee 2009 (Kutamuwa Stele). 
57 Hutter 2021, 294. 
58 Hawkins 2000, 516–518 (İVRİZ 1), 526 (İVRİZ 2), 531 (KEŞLİK YAYLA 1); Ünal 
2015 (BOR 2). 
59 Hawkins 2000, 526–527 (NİĞDE 2). 
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Fig. 7a and b: İvriz 1 Rock Relief (Photo courtesy of T. Bilgin, www.hittitemonuments. 
com, v. 1.74) and Niğde 1 Stele (Photo from Wikimedia Commons; https://commons. 
wikimedia.org/wiki/File:NigdeMuseumSteleNigde1.jpg), each depicting the  
Storm-god of the Vineyard. 

In Hiyawa, two statues in the round depict the Storm-god in a standing position 
with arms bent, apparently holding an object in each hand.60 While the objects in 
both statues’ hands are damaged, those of Çineköy are very likely grain and 
grapes, representing a variation of the motif commonly found in Tuwana during 
the same period; those in the hands of the Karatepe Statue may very well be the 
same (Fig. 8).61 This last is also supported by the recent linguistic analysis of Faris 
Demir, who proposes that the Phoenician epithet KRNTRYŠ should be inter-
preted as a composite word, perhaps created in the middle ground produced by 

 
60 For a complete analysis of these statues and their role in expressing Hiyawan kingship, 
see Lovejoy 2022. 
61 Tekoğlu et al. 2000; Wicke, 2015, 583 has already suggested that the divine implements 
are lightning and a plant, possibly grapes. 
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Luwian and Phoenician interaction, with a meaning related to grain and wine.62 
A final inscribed stele discovered in Hiyawa, but commissioned by a Karkemišean 
official, depicts the Storm-god with grapes and grain in the very same way as 
those of the primary model in Tuwana.63 This indicates that not only was the idea 
of the cult of the Storm-god of the Vineyard shared throughout the northeast 
Mediterranean, but so too were traditions of divine representation associated with 
the cult. 
 

 
Fig. 8a and b: Çineköy and Karatepe Statues of the Storm-god, 
perhaps bearing grapes and grain (photos by N. Lovejoy) 

And while much less secure, the mid-8th century BCE statue of Hadad from the 
royal necropolis at Gerçin, near Zinçirli, may fit a similar model as the Hiyawan 
statues.64 The Storm-god appears in much the same position and attire, and his 
arms are bent forward, perhaps holding two objects, although the hands are broken 
off, so this cannot be confirmed. Support, however, comes from the Kutamuwa 

 
62 Demir 2021, 91–95. 
63 Hawkins, Tosun and Akdoğan 2013 (ADANA 1); the stele was commissioned by Atika, 
son of Kamani of Karkamis, and dedicated to the MAS(A)HULNALI Storm-god. 
64 KAI 214; CoS 2.36; Tropper 1993, 54–97; von Luschan 1893, 44–52. This may also be 
true for the statue of Panamuwa II found at nearby Tahtalı Pınar (Bonatz 2000, A8; KAI 
215; CoS 2.37; Tropper 1993, 98–139), but without the discovery of the upper half, this 
remains speculative. The apparent lack of a staff running down the length of the lower 
body may suggest that it should be interpreted as a depiction of a deity, perhaps embodying 
a king or the kingship of Sam’al, rather than only a deified ruler in the model of other royal 
ancestor cult statues from the region. 



 Resilient Vines? 127 

Stele from Sam’al, in which Hadad of the Vineyard is explicitly invoked. These 
Sam’alian monuments, alongside the two statues of Hiyawa – each providing a 
direct link between the Storm-god and an individual king, ruler, or elite figure – 
suggest a micro-regional connection between the Storm-god of the Vineyard and 
elite mortuary or ancestor cults, and demonstrates clear evidence of cultural 
exchange across the Amanus Mountains.65 

This particular chthonic or eschatological role of the deity may also have im-
portance slightly further north in the region of Maraş, where some funerary stelae 
depict a male figure holding grain and grape, often in one hand and with a short 
staff held in the other and often considered an implement of rule.66 A number of 
statues from Maraş, and one from Zinçirli, that are generally interpreted as repre-
senting rulers, due in part to the remains of a staff running down the length of 
their lower body, may fit a similar model; in all cases, however, the hands are 
broken off, preventing definite interpretations.67 The situation in Maraş is tenuous 
in its connection to this cult, however, as funerary monuments depict male and 
female figures holding a wide variety of objects, often interpreted as icons asso-
ciated with professions or status or as symbolic offerings to the dead. In this very 
context, Bonatz interprets grain stalks and bunches of grapes in the hands of 
monumental figures as referring to “the generative power of bread, beer and wine, 
confirmed by their numerous citations in ritual texts.”68 He also suggests that wine 
“can be considered to be a prestigious regional symbol invested with different 
religious and eschatological meanings.”69 While all of this may be true, it does 
not exclude a connection with the cult of the Storm-god of the Vineyard, perhaps 
formally institutionalized in the representations of deceased rulers and informally 
in the traditions embedded in the elite funerary sculptures of the region. 

In sum, the Storm-god of the Vineyard, primarily attested during the 8th cen-
tury BCE in a small part of the Syro-Anatolian region, especially encompassing 
the kingdoms of Tuwana, Hiyawa, Sam’al, and perhaps Maraş, appears to be de-
rived from a combination of Hittite and Ugaritic mythological conceptions of the 
deity and his close relation with the agricultural deities of grape and grain. The 
connection between the Storm-god and the Grape- and Grain-gods manifested in 
Late Bronze Age Ugarit and Hatti, and again in Early Iron Age Karkemiš and 
Palastina, suggesting resilience in the cultic landscape despite significant up-
heaval in the political landscape of the region. This tradition finally culminated in 

 
65 See also an orthostat found at Zinçirli between the south gate and the south temple, 
presumably along a processional way, depicting “a ‘tree of life’ and a long-robed official 
holding a staff in his right hand and an ear of wheat and a bunch of grapes in his left” 
(Schloen and Fink 2009, 215–216). 
66 E.g., Bonatz 2000, C12, C21, C22, C42, and C56. 
67 Bonatz 2000, A2 (MARAŞ 4), A6, A8, and A11. 
68 Bonatz 2016, 181. 
69 Bonatz 2016, 181 n. 16. 
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the Storm-god of the Vineyard during the Middle Iron Age, the product of a 
lengthy process of modification and innovation. This process resulted not in a 
single intraregional Storm-god of the Vineyard, but one with several local varia-
tions, presumably reflective of different beliefs and conceptions of the deity, his 
role, and the ways in which he should be displayed. Remarkably, the entire corpus 
of images of the Storm-god bearing grape and grain appears only in the same 
regions where the Storm-god is connected to subordinate Grain- and Wine-gods 
or qualified by the epithet ‘of the Vineyard’, with Maraş standing as one possible 
exception. 
 
Conclusions 
The Iron Age cult of the Storm-god of the Vineyard seems to represent a genuine 
example of cultural convergence among different Neo-Hittite polities straddling 
the Taurus and Amanus ranges, namely including the kingdoms of Tuwana, 
Hiyawa, Sam’al, and possibly Maraş. Two possible mechanisms may explain this 
convergence. A first mechanism involves vertical transmission, through inher-
itance. As we have seen, the association of the Storm-god with grapes and grain 
appears to be derived from Late Bronze Age Hittite and Ugaritic conceptualiza-
tions of the deity. This would suggest a resilience of the tradition in the Syro-
Anatolian cultic landscape after the fragmentation of the Hittite empire. Starting 
from this common background, different regions would have independently 
developed a cult of the Storm-god of the Vineyard during the Middle Iron Age, 
resulting not in a single intraregional Storm-god of the Vineyard, but one with 
several local variations, presumably shaped by the particular cultural makeup of 
each distinct micro-region. 

A few shared aspects, however, could hardly have occurred without some de-
gree of mutual, synchronic interference between the different cults, and here we 
come to the second mechanism: that of horizontal areal contact. Notwithstanding 
the very limited material and cultural exchange on the macro-scale between Cen-
tral Anatolia and the Syro-Cilician region throughout the post-Hittite period, it is 
possible that micro-regional contacts continued to take place limited to the Taurus 
area. Besides in the Syro-Cilician region, the cult of the Storm-god of the Vine-
yard was very influential in Tuwana, but not in Tabal, for example. Not by chance, 
the same broad geographic area also partially overlaps with the Luwo-Semitic 
sociolinguistic koiné. The cosmopolitan nature of this multilinguistic environment 
appears to have facilitated specific cultural exchanges, at least within the cultic 
landscape of the region, across substantial natural boundaries that otherwise lim-
ited material exchange.70 

 
70 This cultic exchange was far from chronologically uniform and was apparently selective 
in the objects of exchange. One notable peculiarity is the distribution of the cult of Kubaba 
during the Iron Age. While its main cultic centers were in Karkemiš and Kizzuwadna dur-
ing the Late Bronze Age (Hutter 2017), the cult is mostly absent from Cilicia during the 
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