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The following work is a re-structuring of my doctoral thesis, which re-visits the Late Bronze 
Age stratigraphy, chronology and history of Tell Atchana as recorded by Sir Leonard Woolley in 
the 1930s and 1940s. I offer both a detailed analysis of the material culture of Late Bronze Age 
Alalakh and a political history of the region following the destruction of the Level IVW palace.  

My first step in this study was to understand the way in which the plans of Tell Atchana that 
Woolley published should be interpreted, and the implications thereof. The next was to establish 
the correct location, absolute and relative, of the Level IW temples. Then followed an analysis of 
the stratigraphy of the Levels IV–0W temples, which brought me to advance two major proposals: 

1) that the Level IVAF temple had an annexe and 
2) that the walls and finds attributed to the annexe to the Level IBW temple should be associated 

with the Paluwa Shrine, which postdates the Level IW temples. 

Based on the finds in each of the later temples, I corrected their dates and reassigned them to Tell 
Atchana levels, different from those to which they were originally assigned. This resulted, among 
other things, in a detailed study of the find-spot of the statue of Idrimi, now newly attributed to 
Level IVBF, the first half of the fourteenth century B.C.E., probably not more than a few decades 
after the death of Idrimi, king of Alalakh.

The same stratigraphic analysis scheme that permitted me to rearrange and redate the temples 
was then projected on all the features and structures of Levels V–0W, as summarized in Summary 
Tables 1 and 2 and in the plans of Levels VA–IBF. Levels VA–IBF include all the buildings and 
structures of Levels V–0W, but most of them are dated differently. According to my new layout, 
many of these buildings are contemporaneous with different structures than they were before. 

In short, my approach to Late Bronze Age Alalakh is significantly different than that of previous 
literature, and significantly revises Woolley’s 1955 Final Report and Yener’s 2005 summary. 
Detailed new phase plans for Levels VA-IBF accompany this study.  I conclude by presenting 
consequential material culture data that leads to a proposed absolute chronology of the relevant 
strata at Alalakh, accompanied by a discussion of the history of Alalakh in the Late Bronze Age.  

Although this study is by no means conclusive, I hope that it paves the way for future investigation, 
and that its implications will be considered not only for Alalakh and Muki, but for the Late Bronze 
Age Levant as a whole.  

Synopsis
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Summary Table 1
Summary of stratigraphy and chronology

Political status Locality status Level Buildings/fortifications Proposed Historical  
Attribution

Proposed 
Date

Kingdom City
(Tell: 21 ha.;  
lower city: ?? 

ha.)
(Amuq M?)

VAF Level VW temple begins?
Level VW shrines
Level VABW fortress (Gates 1981)
Level VABW site H

Mostly pre-Idrimi
Seized by Idrimi

–1490/1465

VBF Level VW temple
Level VW shrines
Level IVW “fortress” (Gates 1981)
Level VW building fragments under Level 
IVW palace

Level VW house 39/C & Level IVW houses 
39/A–C

Level IVW city wall & rampart
Level IVW site H

Idrimi 1490/1465–
1465/1440

IVAF Level IVW temple
Level IVW “fortress” continued
Level IVW palace (Niqmepa & Ilimilimma 
wings)

Level IVW houses 39/A–C continued
Level IVW house 37
Level IVW city wall & rampart continued
Level IVW site H continued

Niqmepa, Ilimilimma
[Level IVW archive]

1465/1440–
1420/1400

IVBF Level IIIW temple
Levels III–IIW “fort”
Level IIIW houses 37/A, C, 38/A, 39/C
Level IIW houses 37/A–D, 38/A, 39/C
Levels III–IIW city wall & rampart

Addu-Nīrārī? Itūr-Addu
Conquered by 
Šuppiluliuma I

[Idrimi statue, Atchana/
Nuzi ware]

1420/1400–
1353/1341

Hittite territory

IIIF Level IIW temple
Levels III–IIW “fort” continued
Level IW houses 37/A–C, 38/A
Levels III–IIW city wall with Level IW 
revetment

Šuppiluliuma I– 
Arnuwanda II

End of city: deportation by 
Muršili II? (year 9?)

[LH IIIA:2 pottery]

1353/1341–
1320/1313

Stronghold
(3 ha. at most)

(Hiatus between 
Amuq M and 

N?)

IIAF Level IAW temple
Levels III–IIW “fort” continued

Tudḫaliya DUMU.LUGAL 1320/1313–
1280

IIBF Level IBW temple
Levels III–IIW “fort” continued

Post Tudḫaliya DUMU.
LUGAL Šukur-Tešub. 
Paluwa? 

1280–1240

IAF Paluwa shrine
Level IW “house” 38/B

Paluwa? 1240–1210

IBF Level 0W temple
Level IW “house” 38/B continued

Ends no later than fall of 
Hatti & Ugarit

1210–
1190/1185
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Summary Table 2
Buildings, fortifications and their levels

Woolley’s level Level proposed herein Woolley’s date Dating proposed herein
Level VIW private houses VIABW 1750–1595
Level VW northern shrine VABF 1595–1447 ?–1465/1440
Level VW southern shrine VABF 1595–1447 ?–1465/1440
Level VW temple VABF 1595–1447 ?–1465/1440
Level VABW fortress (Gates 1981) VAF 1595–1447 ?–1490/1465
Level VW house 39/C VBF 1595–1447 1490/1465–1465/1440
Level VW building fragments under 
Level IVW palace

VBF 1595–1447 1490/1465–1465/1440

Level VW site H VAF 1595–1447 ?–1490/1465
Level IVW site H VB–IVAF 1595–1447 1490/1465–1420/1400
Level IVW temple IVAF 1447–1370 1465/1440–1420/1400
Level IVW fortress VB–IVAF 1447–1370 1490/1465–1420/1400
Level IVW palace (Niqmepa and 
Ilimilimma)

IVAF 1447–1370 1465/1440–1420/1400

Level IVW house 37 IVAF 1447–1370 1465/1440–1420/1400
Level IVW house 39/A VB–IVAF 1447–1370 1490/1465–1420/1400
Level IVW house 39/B Northeast VB–IVAF 1447–1370 1490/1465–1420/1400
Level IVW house 39/B Southwest IVAF 1447–1370 1465/1440–1420/1400
Level IVW house 39/C VB–IVAF 1447–1370 1490/1465–1420/1400
Level IVW city wall & rampart VB–IVAF 1447–1370 1490/1465–1420/1400
Level IIIW temple IVBF 1370–1350 1420/1400–1353/1341

Levels III–IIW fort IVB–IIBF 1370–1273 1420/1400–1240
Levels III–IIW house 37/A IVBF 1370–1350 1420/1400–1353/1341
Levels III–IIW house 37/C IVBF 1370–1350 1420/1400–1353/1341
Levels III–IIW house 38/A IVBF 1370–1350 1420/1400–1353/1341
Levels III–IIW house 39/C IVBF 1370–1350 1420/1400–1353/1341
Levels III–IIW city wall(s), rampart IVB–IIIF 1370–1273 1420/1400–1320/1313
Level IIW house 37/B IVBF 1350–1273 1410/1390–1353/1341
Level IIW house 37/D IVBF 1350–1273 1410/1390–1353/1341
Level IIW temple IIIF 1350–1273 1353/1341–1320/1313
Level IW house 37/A IIIF 1273–1194 1353/1341–1320/1313
Level IW house 37/B IIIF 1273–1194 1353/1341–1330/1320
Level IW house 37/C IIIF 1273–1194 1353/1341–1320/1313
Level IW house 38/A IIIF 1273–1194 1353/1341–1320/1313
Level IW city wall revetment IIIF 1273–1194 1353/1341–1320/1313
Level IAW temple IIAF 1273–1194 1320/1313–1280
Level IBW temple IIBF 1280–1240
Paluwa shrine IAF 1240–1210
Level IW house 38/B IABF 1273–1194 1240–1190/1185

Level 0W temple IBF 1194–1140 1210–1190/1185



4



All Level Plans are by Eudora J. Struble

5

Level VAF



6

Level VBF



7

Level IVAF



8

Level IVBF



9

Level IIIF



10

Level IIAF



11

Level IIBF



12

Level IAF



13

Level IBF



14

Tell Atchana, the site of ancient Alalakh, swells up above 
the eastern bank of the winding Orontes River (Asi 
Nahri). Atchana is the French transliteration of the Arabic 
Aanah—Turkish Aççana Höyüğü. Twenty kilometers to 
the west is the bustling modern city of Antakya, ancient 
Antioch; the Syrian border is a short distance to the south. 
Tell Atchana’s sister city, Tell Ta’yinat, is only a stone’s 
throw to the northwest, both tucked in the sleepy southern 
edge of the Amuq valley, Turkey.

Yet for the research of the Ancient Near East of the second 
millennium B.C.E., it is hard to overestimate the importance 
of Tell Atchana. Since its initial excavation by Sir Leonard 
Woolley in the 1930s and 1940s, Tell Atchana has been a 
key site for the study of the Middle and the Late Bronze 
Age in the northern Levant. The site and its cuneiform 
tablet archives play an important role in discussing the 
political and social history of the second millennium, the 
Mesopotamian chronology, and the material culture and 
architecture of the Middle and Late Bronze Age.

Woolley excavated at Tell Atchana from 1936-1939 and 
1946-1949. He worked mainly on the northwest summit of 
the site, helped by hundreds of workmen and only a few staff 
members. Woolley recorded eighteen strata (levels) in the 
city, which was the capitol of Muki. He unearthed temples 
and palaces, gates and fortifications, private houses and 
streets, as well as a plethora of small finds. His final report 
(Woolley 1955) was a milestone in the history of research of 
the ancient Eastern Mediterranean. Yet the crowning glory of 
Alalakh remains not its architecture but its treasure trove of 
texts: several hundred cuneiform tablets, written mostly in 
Akkadian, influenced by Hurrian and by the local Northwest 
Semitic dialect. There are additional tablets in Sumerian 
(lexical lists), and a few in Hittite. The lion's share of these 
was found in the archives of the Level VIIW and IVW palaces. 
This corpus is considered the main historical source for the 
study of the northern Levant during the MBA and the LBA 
I, and has been since its earliest publication (Smith 1939; 
Wiseman 1953).

The Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago 
resumed work at the site in 2000, and held two 
excavation seasons there (in 2003-4). Since 2006 the 
site has been excavated by an expedition of the Mustafa 
Kemal University in Antakya.

While the earlier periods at Tell Atchana were studied 
by Heinz (1992) and Levels VI-VW by Gates (1976), 
no comprehensive study of the material culture of 
LBA Alalakh, Levels IV-0W, has yet been attempted. 
Furthermore, though the political history of Level IVW 
has recently been thoroughly examined (by von Dassow, 
2008), no such study is dedicated to the political history 
of Alalakh after the destruction of the Level IVW palace. 
This work offers both: a detailed analysis of the material 
culture of LBA Alalakh and a political history of Alalakh 
following the destruction of the Level IVW palace.

To this end, I begin in Chapter 2 with an analysis of Woolley’s 
method and its associated difficulties. I examine the mapping, 
the grid system and its various orientations, the grid deviations 
and the problem of the magnetic declination.

Following this, Chapter 3 is dedicated to the Level IV–0W 
temples at Tell Atchana (Alalakh). It includes a refinement 
of the recently published level plans of Tell Atchana 
(Yener 2005); a stratigraphic study of the temples and their 
annexes; and the re-association of each of the temples with 
a new, higher level and the consequent adjustment of their 
dates, paying close attention also to the finds. As a result, 
I am able to argue that the find-spot of the statue of Idrimi 
was not in Level IBW, as reported by the excavator, but 
rather in the newly named Level IVBF, dated to the first 
half of the fourteenth century B.C.E.

In Chapter 4 I describe in great detail the new stratigraphic 
paradigm of LBA Tell Atchana up to the Hittite conquest. 
In addition to the archaeological data I posit a reconstructed 
political history of each stratum. I conclude in Chapter 5 
with a comprehensive summary of Hittite Alalakh.

Introduction

Chapter One
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Chapter 1: Introduction

with “W” refer to Woolley’s chronology; those marked 
with “F” represent the levels as I understand them. I took 
some additional liberty in naming Level IVW ‘Level IVAF’; 
but I did so only because Woolley himself divided Level 
IVW into two parts, without naming them A and B as is his 
practice elsewhere. Woolley’s use of A and B to describe 
sub-levels is in itself inconsistent: though the A sub-level 
is mostly earlier/higher than the B sub-level, he can use 
the two interchangeably (compare Woolley 1955: 144 and 
399). Gates (1981: 6–8) fixed the use of A for early and B 
for late, and I follow her herein. Like Woolley, I did not 
come across any occupational gaps from Levels VW to 0W, 
and therefore this aspect, important to many such studies 
of stratigraphy, bears no weight in my discussion.

With regards to terminology: In analyzing the stratigraphy 
of Tell Atchana, I could effectively have created a 
completely new numbering system for the site’s phases 
as derived from my own study, but I chose not to do so. 
Woolley’s level terminology has been common currency in 
hundreds, perhaps thousands of publications over the last 
sixty years. The Level VIIW and IVW archives now have 
scholarly lives of their own; changing their number titles 
would have been both confusing and ineffectual. Analyses 
of Woolley’s excavations in Alalakh should continue to 
use the level names of these archives as terminological 
anchors, while all other levels can be changed and 
reshaped as required by new study of the stratigraphy. 
Thus, for the purposes of this study, level numbers flagged 
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1950; 1951; Goetze 1950; Legrain 1951; Nougayrol 1951; 
Landsberger 1954; Aro 1954–1956; Oppenheim 1955), 
then, several decades later, a number of in-depth studies of 
the inscription (Na’aman and Kempinski 1973; Greenstein 
and Marcus 1976; Oller 1977; Dietrich and Loretz 1981; 
Sasson 1981).4 Along with texts found in Tell Atchana’s 
Level IVW, the Idrimi inscription is today the cornerstone 
of many reconstructions of the history of the fifteenth 
century B.C.E. in the northern Levant. 

Such excitement was clearly warranted; few such clear 
indications of Levantine chronology and kingship can 
otherwise be attested. Yet the statue and its context present 
as many questions as they do solutions. Several scholars 
have challenged the historical validity of the inscription. 
Klengel (1981: 272) and Liverani (2004: 85–96) emphasize 
the historical bias and literary formula typical to the genre, 
which may undermine the credibility of the inscription as 
an historical source. Sasson (1981), followed by Longman 
III (1991: 60–77), raises the possibility that this inscription 
is a “simulated” or “fictional” autobiography, composed 
by a certain Šarruwa, whom he believes was a scribe in 
thirteenth-century Alalakh. Oller (1989), Mayer (1995: 
334–335), von Dassow (1997: 21–22) and Márquez Rowe 
(1997: 179–181) all rebut Sasson and Longman III on 
philological and historical grounds. Nevertheless, they do 
not fully address certain serious concerns raised by Sasson: 
namely, the thirteenth-century B.C.E. archaeological 
context in which the statue was found, and the unusual 
circumstances under which the scribe is mentioned in this 
royal inscription.

I, however, intend to do so. Where was the statue actually 
found? Woolley reports that the statue of Idrimi was found 
buried in a pit dug in an annexe to the Level IBW temple 
(Woolley 1949: 2), which he dated to the end of the thirteenth 
century B.C.E. (1955: 398–399).5 Therefore, the statue 
4 Detailed bibliographies on Idrimi, the historical context of his reign, 
and the statue itself can be found as addenda to the unpublished 
dissertations of Oller (1977: 250–266) and von Dassow (1997: 596–612), 
and published in von Dassow’s recent book (2008).
5 Woolley’s dates for Level IW are 1273–1194 (1955: 399).

2.1 The Discovery of the Idrimi Statue

Just one month before the Republic of Hatay was annexed 
to Turkey, Sir Leonard Woolley made an exciting discovery. 
On 21 May 1939 he sent the following from his dig-house 
in Tell Atchana, Hatay province: “A rubbish-pit at the 
temple gave us great surprise. From it there came a white 
stone statue just over a metre high of a Hittite king, a seated 
figure; the head and feet were broken off but except for 
part of the foot the statue is complete and in wonderfully 
good condition and even the nose is only just chipped. The 
figure is covered literally from head to foot with cuneiform 
inscription which begins on one cheek, runs across the 
front and one side of the body and ends at the bottom of 
the skirt, rather more than fifty lines of text.1 Nothing like 
that has been found before” (Woolley 1939a).

Upon deciphering, the inscription revealed the statue to be 
that of Idrimi, ruler of Alalakh in the fifteenth century B.C.E. 
Idrimi was the probable offspring of the royal family of 
Aleppo (Márquez Rowe 1997: 183; van Soldt 2000: 109–
111) and, according to the text itself, the author of one of 
the most fascinating autobiographies in the ancient world. 
Modern scholars might still agree: Woolley’s assertion that 
“nothing like that has been found before” is a true one. The 
statue of Idrimi remains the single most important artifact 
found at Tell Atchana, and the royal autobiography of 
Idrimi testifies to a genre hitherto unknown in the region, an 
example of exciting innovation in the Levant (Greenstein 
1995).2 Woolley’s reports on the archaeological context of 
the statue can be found in several different publications 
(1939b; 1939c; 1947: 60; 1949: 2; 1950: 12; 1953: 160; 
1955: 89).3 An editio princeps of its inscription was 
published by Sidney Smith only about a decade after its 
discovery; in the meantime the statue was stored in a war 
shelter (Smith 1949). A flurry of scholarship followed, in 
two waves: first came the reviews (Albright 1950; Dussaud 

1 The inscription comprises, in fact, 104 lines.
2 Yet see Na’aman (1980: 110) for a discussion of the origin of this genre.
3 Woolley (1948) chose not to include the statue of Idrimi and its find-
spot in his preliminary report of the 1939 season.

Woolley’s Method and Mapping Reexamined

Chapter Two
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Chapter 2: Woolley’s Method and Mapping Reexamined

Reevaluations of the architectural plans of the site as 
reported by Woolley were recently published (Yener 2005). 
These include the study of the inconsistencies in Woolley’s 
plans, as well as Batiuk and Burke’s mosaic work (2005) 
composing Woolley’s many published plans into coherent 
level plans for VII–0W. This reevaluation of Woolley’s 
architectural plans has brought to the surface a large 
number of crucial discrepancies in his publications, never 
before described in a systematic manner. In considering 
them, let us first review the work of Batiuk and Burke 
(ibid.: 145–146). In their study they identify the following 
major issues:

1) the orientation of Woolley’s grid with respect to true 
north varies from plan to plan. This will be addressed 
in section 2.3;

2) his stylistic conventions are not uniform and errors 
were made even within the use of the different con-
ventions;

3) there are critical flaws in the representation and loca-
tion of fragments of architecture intended to serve as 
points of reference;

4) in some plans references to or indications of the grid 
are altogether missing;

5) the location of many of the sections is unspecified or 
unclear;

6) labels for features are frequently absent;
7) as noted in the Introduction to this work, inconsistent 

methodology is applied for describing sub-phasing 
within levels (sometimes phase A is later than B; at 
other times the opposite is true);

8) elevations are omitted on all but one plan;
9) on numerous occasions the squares in the excavation 

grid are mislabeled.

Of all these challenges, Batiuk and Burke rightly assert 
that the grid mislabeling is “perhaps the most significant 
observation next to false indications of north” (2005: 146). 
They optimistically suggest that “plans with incorrect grid 
references appear to be restricted to the period between 
April 1937 and 1938” (ibid.: 146 and repeated in 149); 
however, there are sufficient indications that this problem 
occurred well into the 1940s (see below in this chapter). I 
have determined that the grid mislabeling derives from a 
fundamental detail, which Batiuk and Burke do not suspect, 
nor does Woolley address: while in the field Woolley and 
his architects marked East–West grid lines with letters 
and North–South with numbers, Woolley later referred 
to the same letters and numbers as if they were assigned 
to the squares. Predictably, this produced (yet more) 
inconsistencies. In the first case, each square is described 
with two letters and two numbers, which correspond to the 
four grid lines surrounding it. In the second case, a square 
is represented by a combination of a letter and a number 
denoting its two sides. Furthermore, the post-excavation 
transformation from one system to the other was not 
consistent for both axes; relabeled plans were published 
side by side with mislabeled and preliminary field-labeled 
draft plans. In some cases plans were partly relabeled, 
which added much to the confusion.

and its inscription represent, perhaps, a 200–300-year-
old heirloom that survived the Hittite conquest of Alalakh 
and was still in use at the end of the thirteenth century 
(ibid.). Alternatively, the statue and the inscription—or 
possibly just the inscription—were fashioned late in the 
thirteenth century (Level IBW) (Sasson 1981: 323–324).6 
Even if we accept the philological and historical reasons 
for dating the statue and its inscription to the fifteenth/
fourteenth century, there still remains the question of how 
a statue bearing a lengthy inscription praising the victory 
over Hatti could survive in a temple located merely a few 
meters from the fort of the Hittite governor of Alalakh.7 
It is highly unlikely that so prominent and monumental 
an inscription could have survived one hundred and fifty 
years of essentially Hittite rule in Alalakh—beginning 
with Šuppiluliuma I’s first Syrian war—during which 
the city was essentially a Hittite fortress. Rather, I 
believe that the issue can be successfully reconciled with 
careful stratigraphic reorganization. Despite the limited 
archaeological data recorded by Woolley, I believe that 
it is possible to demonstrate that the statue of Idrimi was 
found in Woolley’s Level IIIW, not in Level IBW. For the 
purposes of this study, however, this is only the first step 
in a whole-scale stratigraphic reorganization of the site, 
and has profound implications for our understanding of the 
history and chronology of Tell Atchana and perhaps even 
the Late Bronze Age Northern Levant. 

The conclusion of this study dates the statue of Idrimi 
to Level IVBF, in my new chronology. Before I argue 
the validity of my reinterpretation, however, I must first 
expose the flaws in Woolley’s inital methodology, coupled 
with an explanation of my own. This chapter consists of 
a meticulous review of Woolley’s surviving plans, which, 
unfortunately for posterity, are largely fragmentary. The 
problems both of grid labeling and of grid orientation will 
be addressed in detail below.

2.2 Grid line labels and the mislabeling of 
squares

Perhaps the most significant issue with Woolley’s 
record keeping is the lack of published level plans. 
Of the eighteen levels that Woolley excavated at Tell 
Atchana, he published level plans only of two: Levels 
VIIW and IVW (Woolley 1955). All the rest of his many 
published plans are fragmentary—merely buildings 
or features within a stratum. Had Woolley published 
level plans more consistently, he would probably have 
avoided many of the inaccuracies of his final report.  

6 Sasson raises two additional archaeological arguments for the lower 
dating of the statue and inscription, well summarized by Oller (1989: 
414–415): 1) The style of the sculpture and the throne base are late 
Late Bronze Age; 2) Woolley’s perception was that the autochthones 
were actively and symbolically resisting the occupation and that this is 
archaeologically proven.
7 The same governor was a high-ranking Hittite official, and at least in 
one case, a relative of the Hittite king (Niedorf 2002).
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squares in Woolley’s square system: O13, N13, N14 and 
O14. Thus, it does not clearly mark any one square. The 
same applies for signs “O-15” and “N-15.” Accordingly, 
grid line intersections were marked in the field by one 
letter and one number.8

Further evidence for the confusion regarding the 
designation of squares can be found in Woolley’s reports 
and plans (see Tables 1 and 2). The first few preliminary 
reports from Atchana (Woolley 1936; 1937) make no 
reference to a grid or squares. In the first detailed plans 
of the Atchana excavations, published in the preliminary 
report of the 1937 season (Woolley 1938), Woolley 
makes no reference whatsoever to square designations. 
Four detailed plans of architecture were published there 

8 Other legible signs can be found in Woolley 1955: Pl. XXXIb. In this 
photo five of the square markers can be observed, and the notation on two 
of them is either partly of fully legible. One reads “W”, but only part of 
the sign is included in the photo. The other one, I believe, reads “W-9.” 
Based on the architecture that can be identified in the photo and on Fig. 
57 (ibid.: 152) these points are W–V-9–10 and W–V-8–9, respectively. 
Therefore, W-9 stands for the intersection point between grid lines W and 
9, and not for the name of a square. In Pl. XXVIa (ibid.) a sign clearly 
reads S-9. Point S–R-8–9 is located in room 9 of the Level IVW palace, 
and once again the grid lines are marked and not the squares. Here, the 
point (S-9) is located at the upper right-hand side of the square with 
the same name—S-9. The Level IVW palace and fort were excavated in 
1938 and the Level IIIW temple—in 1946. Therefore, the grid line-based 
labeling system seems to have been consistent throughout the years, but 
not its translation into the square-based system.

Woolley discloses no detail about this post-excavation 
transformation of the grid. Yet it was done annually 
from 1938 on, and records of partial, inconsistent or no 
transformation exist in each of the pertinent preliminary 
reports, as well as in the final report. This can be confirmed 
in published and unpublished photos taken at the site. 
Unlike the plans, the photos were neither reworked nor 
reinterpreted for publication, and they bear witness to the 
original grid system used by Woolley’s architects. 

The best example for this is an unpublished photo of the 
Level IIIW temple (Photo 1). No baulks were left between 
squares during the excavation; nonetheless, grid lines and 
squares needed to be delineated in the field, so Woolley 
used benchmarks (small metal or wooden stakes) placed 
atop narrow, conical patches of earth that were deliberately 
left unexcavated. These can be observed in some of the 
photos. As work progressed the patches were taken down 
and the stakes driven further into the ground. In Photo 
1 (see also Table 1) the markings on three of several 
observable signs are legible, reading “O-14,” “O-15” and 
“N-15.” Since the architecture in the photo is identifiable 
and Woolley published a detailed plan of this area (1955: 
74, Fig. 31; Plan 1 herein), it is possible to compare the 
notation appearing on the signs with their locations on 
Plan 1. The sign showing “O-14” is located at O–N-13–
14—the intersection point between North–South grid line 
O and East–West grid line 14 or the meeting point of four 

Photo 1. The Level III-IIW temples, Tell Atchana. The grid line markers are enlarged (unpublished photo at UCL Special Collections)
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Plan 1. Detailed plan of the Level V–IIW temples (after Woolley 1955: 74, Fig. 31). All images adapted and edited by Eudora J. Struble

based labeling system. In the field, the architects assigned 
numbers and letters to grid line intersection points. In 1937 
they were consistent in locating the letter-number label 
at the bottom right-hand corner of grid line intersection 
points. In the following years these labels were not located 
as consistently as they had been in 1937, but they always 
referred to the grid lines and not to the squares, as will be 
demonstrated shortly.

In 1938 Woolley (1939d) started assigning square 
designations in his report. In most of the plans the sides 
of the squares are marked, rather than the grid lines. 
Nevertheless, I believe that the methods of excavation and 
recording had not changed. My assumption is based on 
the photos from 1938, which were discussed above, and 
on Plan V, which was published in the same preliminary 
report (ibid.) and later reproduced in the final report 
(Woolley 1955: 146, Fig. 55). The architect Ralph Lavers 

(Plans III, IV, V and XIII), all reproduced with some minor 
updates by Woolley in the final publication (1955: 170, 
176, 187, 194) as Figs. 68, 65, 62 and 60, respectively. The 
grid line labels are located at the upper left side of the grid 
squares. Woolley did not convert the labeling system in 
the final publication as he did in other cases and, therefore, 
this is authentic evidence for his field recording system. 
When Batiuk and Burke (2005: 146, 148–149) examined 
these plans, they wrote the following regarding three of 
them: “Grid mislabeled: square designations are located 
on upper right corner”, and “this mislabeling has resulted 
in the placement of certain structures, particularly the 
houses, 10 m. to the west of Woolley’s plans.”9 However, 
the grid here is not mislabeled; it is simply not converted 
from the grid line-based labeling system to the square-

9 A comparison between Figs. 60 and 59 (Woolley 1955) should have 
brought Batiuk and Burke to the conclusion that Fig. 60 is mislabeled, as 
Figs. 68, 65 and 62 are.
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Seven years passed before Woolley could renew the 
excavation, but when it was resumed in 1946 no significant 
change of field practices was introduced. Finds were 
recorded using the grid line labeling system and published 
mostly with reference to the square-based system, with 
some confusing remnants of the field records. This is 
confirmed by the 1946 unpublished photo of the Level IIIW 
temple (Photo 1), which was discussed above, and by plans 
published by Woolley in the preliminary (1950) and final 
(1955) reports. Fig. 9 in Woolley 1950: 20 (reproduced in 
Woolley 1955: 32 as Fig. 17) follows the same recording 
method that was employed in 1937 and partly in 1938 and 
1939 in which grid line intersection points are labeled.12

The plan of the Level IW temple site, excavated in 1939, 
and published as Fig. 4 in the 1946 season preliminary 

12 The location of the letter-number label relative to the square associated 
with it is as follows: The letter appears just above the upper right-hand 
corner of the designated square, and the number—next to the letter, 
diagonally from the right upper-hand corner of the designated square. In 
this case, too, Batiuk and Burke (2005: 146) had the impression that the 
grid was mislabeled.

follows in Plan V the same surveying method employed in 
1937, marking grid line intersections.10

The excavation in 1939 is the core of this chapter. While 
the division of the grid into squares is not mentioned in 
the text of the preliminary report (Woolley 1948), all plans 
are reworked to include square designations. In the case 
of Fig. 2 (Woolley 1948: 7; Plan 2 herein) Woolley had 
not thoroughly completed the transformation from the grid 
line labeling system to the square-based one.11 The marker 
M14 is placed out of position in the square system, but in 
the right position in the grid line system. The letter M is 
located at the bottom right-hand corner of square M13, and 
the number 14 is located at the bottom left-hand corner of 
square L13. Nevertheless, they comply with their location 
in the grid line system: the letter M just left of grid line M 
and the number 14 right above grid line 14.

10 Here again, Batiuk and Burke (2005: 148) had the impression that the 
grid was mislabeled.
11 The same plan is reproduced as Fig. 66 in Woolley 1955: 190.

Table 1. The location of grid line labels in relation to squares bearing the same name

Medium Marked as Squares Location of the square label relative to  
the square of the same name

Direction  
(location of the square in relation to the 

grid line intersection point) 

Year of excavation Source

Photo O-14 O–N-13–14 Upper right-hand side of the square Southwest 1946 Unpublished photo (Photo 1)

Photo N-15 N–M-14–15 Upper right-hand side of the square Southwest 1946 Unpublished photo (Photo 1)

Photo O-15 O–N-14–15 Upper right-hand side of the square Southwest 1946 Unpublished photo (Photo 1)

Photo W-9 W–V-8–9 Upper right-hand side of the square Southwest 1938 Woolley 1955: Pl. XXXIb

Photo S-9 S–R-8–9 Upper right-hand side of the square Southwest 1938 Woolley 1955: Pl. XXVIa

Plans vary vary Just right of the upper right-hand corner of the square Southwest 1937 Woolley 1938: Plans III, IV, V and XIII; Woolley 1955: 
Figs. 68, 65, 62, 60

Plan vary vary Just right of the upper right-hand corner of the square Southwest 1938 Woolley 1939d: Plan V; Woolley 1955: Fig. 55

Plan M-14 M–L-13–14 The letter: just above the upper right-hand corner of the square; the 
number: next to the letter, diagonally from the upper right-hand corner 
of the square

Southwest 1939 Woolley 1948: Fig. 2; Woolley 1955: Fig. 66

Plan vary vary The letter: just above the upper right-hand corner of the square; the 
number: next to the letter, diagonally from the upper right-hand corner 
of the square

Southwest 1946 Woolley 1950: Fig. 9; Woolley 1955: Fig. 17

Plan L-14 L–K-13–14 The letter: just above the upper right-hand corner of the square; the 
number: next to the letter, diagonally from the upper right-hand corner 
of the square

Southwest 1946 Woolley 1950: Fig. 4; Woolley 1955: Fig. 34a

Plan 15, 16, 17 vary The letter: just above the upper right-hand corner of the square; the 
number: next to the letter, diagonally from the upper right-hand corner 
of the square

Southwest 1946 Woolley 1950: Fig. 4; Woolley 1955: Fig. 34a

Plans vary vary The letter: just above the upper right-hand corner of the square; the 
number: next to the letter, diagonally from the upper right-hand corner 
of the square

Southwest 1947 Woolley 1955: Figs. 10, 12, 14
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architect in the 1947 season (ibid.: 22, Fig. 10; 24, Fig. 
12; 27, Fig. 14; the last is Plan 4 herein). Here, the letter-
label indicating the North–South grid line is found left of 
the line, while the number-label indicating the East–West 
grid line is above it. Woolley’s interpretation of square 
designations appears on the same figures. These plans 
are the deciphering key for the rest of the Atchana plans 
made by Woolley’s architects. Here, for the first time, both 
methods are clearly manifested, enabling us to reexamine 
the earlier plans. The pattern is clear and, therefore, allows 
precise integration between the two recording methods. 
This leads me to the next issue: the orientation of these 
grid and squares.

2.3 Grid deviations and magnetic declination

Sir Leonard Woolley at Tell Atchana and the University 
of Chicago excavators of nearby Tell Ta’yinat both refer 
to French cadastral maps in their publications. While the 
Syrio-Hittite Expedition of the Oriental Institute bases its 

report (Woolley 1950: 9; reproduced as Fig. 34a in 
Woolley 1955: 83; Plan 3 herein) is a crux of this chapter 
and will be discussed in greater detail below. This plan 
suffers from partial transformation from the grid line 
labeling system to the square-based system.13 One of the 
grid line intersection points is still marked as L14—a 
relic of the original system. All letters were removed and 
placed halfway between the grid lines, properly marking 
the squares sides, but the numbers, also removed from 
the grid line intersection points, were misplaced—located 
immediately above their grid lines rather than beneath 
them. This observation is strengthened by the comparison 
between this figure and Woolley’s Figs. 1 and 2 (Woolley 
1950: 3–4), later reproduced as Figs. 31 and 32 (Woolley 
1955: 74, 76).

Perhaps the best example for the transition from a grid 
line labeling system to a square-based system made by 
Woolley (1955) is three figures, clearly drawn by the same 
13 This discrepancy was not identified by Yener, who misplaced this 
temple in her Atchana Level IW plan (Yener 2005: 144).

Medium Marked as Squares Location of the square label relative to  
the square of the same name

Direction  
(location of the square in relation to the 

grid line intersection point) 

Year of excavation Source

Photo O-14 O–N-13–14 Upper right-hand side of the square Southwest 1946 Unpublished photo (Photo 1)

Photo N-15 N–M-14–15 Upper right-hand side of the square Southwest 1946 Unpublished photo (Photo 1)

Photo O-15 O–N-14–15 Upper right-hand side of the square Southwest 1946 Unpublished photo (Photo 1)

Photo W-9 W–V-8–9 Upper right-hand side of the square Southwest 1938 Woolley 1955: Pl. XXXIb

Photo S-9 S–R-8–9 Upper right-hand side of the square Southwest 1938 Woolley 1955: Pl. XXVIa

Plans vary vary Just right of the upper right-hand corner of the square Southwest 1937 Woolley 1938: Plans III, IV, V and XIII; Woolley 1955: 
Figs. 68, 65, 62, 60

Plan vary vary Just right of the upper right-hand corner of the square Southwest 1938 Woolley 1939d: Plan V; Woolley 1955: Fig. 55

Plan M-14 M–L-13–14 The letter: just above the upper right-hand corner of the square; the 
number: next to the letter, diagonally from the upper right-hand corner 
of the square

Southwest 1939 Woolley 1948: Fig. 2; Woolley 1955: Fig. 66

Plan vary vary The letter: just above the upper right-hand corner of the square; the 
number: next to the letter, diagonally from the upper right-hand corner 
of the square

Southwest 1946 Woolley 1950: Fig. 9; Woolley 1955: Fig. 17

Plan L-14 L–K-13–14 The letter: just above the upper right-hand corner of the square; the 
number: next to the letter, diagonally from the upper right-hand corner 
of the square

Southwest 1946 Woolley 1950: Fig. 4; Woolley 1955: Fig. 34a

Plan 15, 16, 17 vary The letter: just above the upper right-hand corner of the square; the 
number: next to the letter, diagonally from the upper right-hand corner 
of the square

Southwest 1946 Woolley 1950: Fig. 4; Woolley 1955: Fig. 34a

Plans vary vary The letter: just above the upper right-hand corner of the square; the 
number: next to the letter, diagonally from the upper right-hand corner 
of the square

Southwest 1947 Woolley 1955: Figs. 10, 12, 14
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Plan 2. Level IIW house 39/C (after Woolley 1948: 6, Fig. 2)
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Above: Plan 3. Detailed plan of the Level IW temples (after Woolley 1955: 83, Fig. 34a) 

Below: Plan 4. Level XW of Woolley’s Level VIIW palace sounding (after Woolley 1955: 27, Fig. 14)
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Above:  Plan 5. Reconstructed plan of Level IAW temple (after Woolley 1955: 83, Fig. 34b)

Below:  Plan 6. Reconstructed plan of the Level IBW temple (after Woolley 1955: 83, Fig. 34c)



25

Chapter 2: Woolley’s Method and Mapping Reexamined

map on a 1925–1927 map (Haines 1971: 37),14 Woolley 
relies loosely on the 1930 cadastral survey, but gives no 
precise reference to it (Woolley 1938: Pl. II). Moreover, a 
5° deviation to the east of his grid from the French cadastral 
map clearly indicates that the two are not congruent.

On the plot plan of the Tell Ta’yinat excavations the 
magnetic declination, dated November 20, 1935, is marked 
as 2˚2’0” E. This is a similar though not an identical 
magnetic declination to the one I calculated for Ta’yinat15 
for the same day at the American National Geophysical 
Data Center (NGDC) website: 2˚10’ E.16

Woolley made no reference to the magnetic declination on 
his plan (Woolley 1938: Pl. II). Nevertheless, he marked 
three of his plans from April 1937 as oriented to the 
magnetic north (Woolley 1955: 176, Fig. 62; 187, Fig. 65; 
194, Fig. 68). The plans of the Level IW temple (Woolley 
1955: 83, Fig. 34a–c; Plans 3, 5 and 6 respectively herein) 
are also marked as oriented to the magnetic north. They 
could have been drawn either in 1939 or in 1946.17 

According to the NGDC website, the magnetic declination 
for Tell Atchana18 was 2˚14’ E in April 1937,19 2˚20’ E in 
summer 1939 and 2˚36’ E in summer 1946.20

Woolley’s plans ostensibly show one grid, but, in fact, 
his findings are presented on three differently oriented 
grids with no indication given that they are not one and 
the same. In some publications the grids are oriented to 
true north (1955: 15, Fig. 5; 22, Fig. 10; Fig. 35; 113, 
Fig. 44; 115, Fig. 45; 140, Fig. 54a; 141, Fig. 54a–b; 
146, Fig. 55; 152, Fig. 57; Fig. 59; 179, Fig. 63; 197, 
Fig. 69; Pl. XIV; Pl. XXII) and in others to magnetic 
north (see list above). Plans with no north arrow are 
probably oriented according to a third grid, published 
in 1938 (Woolley 1938: Pl. II).21 A grid should be set 
14 Haines’s reference to the map is: Travaux du Cadastre et d’Amélioration 
Agricole des États de Syrie, du Liban, et des Alaouites, Sandjak 
Autonome d’Alexandrette, Plaine de l’Amouk (1925–27), Sheet 10, 
Scale 1:10000. I examined two maps of this survey (Village de Arab-
Khan and circonscription foncière de batraken tcherkess no. 54), which 
are still in use in the tapu offices of the region. The first is on a scale of 1: 
5000 (dated October 1929), and the other is on a scale of 1: 2000. Both 
are oriented to true north.
15 assuming that Tell Ta’yinat is located at 36˚15’ N, 36˚22’ E.
16 www.ngdc.noaa.gov/seg/geomag/jsp/struts/calcDeclination. I would 
like to thank Steve Batiuk for this reference.
17 One of the plans was published before the others (Woolley 1949: 1). 
All three were published together a year later (Woolley 1950: 9–11), and 
they must have been drawn no earlier than 1939 and no later than 1946. 
The Level IW temples were excavated at the end of the 1939 season, and 
it is not clear that Woolley had the time to pencil them in that year. The 
next opportunity was in 1946. In that year the Levels IIW and IIIW temples 
were excavated underneath the Level IW temples. Hence, the 1946 season 
was the latest in which the Level IW temples could have been measured. 
Batiuk and Burke (2005: 147) assume that these plans were created in 
1946.
18 with Tell Atchana located at 36˚14’ N, 36˚24’ E.
19 Three plans drawn in April 1937 are oriented to magnetic north. See 
Woolley 1955: 176, Fig. 62; 187, Fig. 65; 194, Fig. 68.
20 1937 and 1939 or 1946 are the years in which Woolley published plans 
oriented to magnetic north (and not true north or grid north).
21 Batiuk and Burke (2005: 145) believe that all references in Woolley’s 
plans to true north are aimed to refer to grid north. Even if this were true, 
there still remained two different recorded orientations of the same grid.

with unchanging X- and Y-axes. If indeed the Y-axis 
of Woolley’s Atchana grid was oriented in two, three 
or four directions,22 then Woolley had been utilizing a 
similar number of grids.23 Nonetheless, I believe that 
the squares of these grids partly overlap: all grids must 
have shared a point on an intersection between an 
X-axis and a Y-axis; this point should be located within 
each of the four plans, which were oriented to magnetic 
north.24 Therefore, when Woolley reports that a feature 
was found in a certain square it should be partly within 
or not more than a few meters away from the designated 
square for all grids. 

The main problem remaining is the orientation of features 
and their precise location. This information is critical 
for an in-depth analysis of the different published and 
unpublished records. Moreover, neither square boundaries 
nor baulks are recorded in the entire corpus of published 
and unpublished field photos of Woolley’s excavations. 
Noticeably, no section drawing of any of the baulks was 
reported or published, and all published sections are 
independent of Woolley’s grid system, and are not even 
parallel to the X- or Y-axes (Yener 2005: 115, Fig. 4.2). The 
record keeping of the grid in the field was not lacking flaws, 
and one should not overrule the possibility that the grid 
was only poorly marked with a few unstable benchmarks, 
as described above.25 Under these circumstances, it seems 
likely that the original grid was lost and a new grid was 
reestablished several times throughout the dig.26

22 Magnetic north is not a stable orientation.
23 Batiuk and Burke (2005: 148) draw our attention to an unexplained 
“deviation of about 6°” between two plans of the Level VW temple, both 
not marked with a north arrow. This deviation is very similar to the 
deviation between the grid north and the true north.
24 What could have motivated Woolley’s architects to orient their plans to 
magnetic north? In the case that all grid markers but one in a section of the 
excavation are lost it would be rather easy to create a grid based on this 
benchmark by orienting it to magnetic north. Traditionally archaeologists 
keep at least one benchmark that is more durable than the others. This 
benchmark would become the congruent point of the two grids.
25 The legible benchmarks were described above. Other benchmarks 
(small metal or wooden signposts) can be observed in other published 
photos. Rarely would such a mark survive the winter. The one seen in 
Pl. IIb (Woolley 1955) is L–K-13–14. The one at the right-hand side of 
Pl. XVIIa marks the spot for N–M-8–9. In Pl. XXIVa two marks can 
be observed: R–Q-10–11 (right-hand side of the photo) and R–Q-9–10. 
R–Q-10–11 appears also in Pl. XXIVb. Marks appear also in Pls. XXIXa 
and XXIXb and in a few of the unpublished photos. In Pl. XXXIb five 
of the marks can be identified in addition to a long stick located on a 
similar narrow, conical, unexcavated patch of earth. This is probably 
Woolley’s reference to elevation. While in some cases the grid is well 
marked, in others not a single mark can be observed. Clearly, Woolley 
had not removed these marks for the sake of photography, and I assume 
that if they are not in the photos, it is because they had fallen out in-
between seasons.
26 There are several possible explanations for the occurrence of 
inaccuracies in Woolley’s work and reports:
1) The rapid pace at which the excavation was conducted, coupled 
with the fact that he had only a very small number of archaeologists 
supervising some 300 workmen (Woolley 1938: 1).
2) For most of his Atchana levels, Woolley did not prepare level plans, 
either during the field seasons or for the final report.
3) Seven years had elapsed (from 1939 to 1946) before Woolley could 
renew the excavation, unearthing the remains of the Level IBW temple 
and of its antecedents.
4) In some cases Woolley was required by law to backfill his trenches 
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interchangeably (compare grid in Plan 3, which is oriented 
to magnetic north, with Woolley 1955: 197, Fig. 69; Plan 7 
herein, which is oriented to true or grid north).

Woolley published comprehensive plans only for Levels 
VIIW (1955: Pl. XIV) and IVW (1955: Pl. XXII). Batiuk 
and Burke state that “these plans are drawn at so small a 
scale they are too schematic and therefore of limited use” 
(2005: 145). The orientation of the buildings in these plans 
is inconsistent with some of the building plans, including 
ones oriented to true north like the plans of Levels VIIW 
and IVW.29 Therefore, the two level plans are inadequate 
for the study of the deviation of the orientation of the 
building plans and unreliable even in the case in which 
the orientation of the building plan is different from the 
orientation of the level plan.30

How can this be resolved? While it is possible that Woolley 
inadvertently marked a north arrow on some of the plans, 
despite their orientation with his published grid (Woolley 
1938: Pl. II), it is less likely that he mistakenly marked 
magnetic north orientation. It seems highly unlikely that a 
plan be erroneously oriented to magnetic north, and more 
probable that this is a deliberate action. In order to harmonize 
the 1937 magnetic north plans with the grid we must first 
calculate the deviation of Woolley’s grid from the magnetic 
north. Woolley’s grid (ibid.) deviation of the French cadastral 
grid is 5˚ to the east; the magnetic declination for Tell Atchana 
in April 1937 was 2˚14’ E. Therefore, if accurate, the grid of 
the three plans (Woolley 1955: 176, Fig. 62; 187, Fig. 65; 
194, Fig. 68) deviates by 2˚46’ west from Woolley’s grid. 
The next step is to figure out the congruent point of the two 
grids. This is possible only if identical architectural features 
appear on both plans. A deviation of 2˚46’ between the grids 
can be considered minor only if the grids’ congruent point 
is proximate to, or on the features, and if the features are 
relatively small.31 The following discussion will be devoted 
to the magnetic deviation and the grid labeling of the plans of 
the Level IW temples.

29 Compare, for example, Woolley 1955: Fig. 35 and Pl. XIV.
30 Nevertheless, the Level IVW house 37, which was published by 
Woolley (1955: 176, Fig. 62) with an orientation to the magnetic north, is 
a different case. When Woolley published the complete Level IVW plan, 
he corrected the plan of Level IVW house 37, tilting it several degrees to 
the east (ibid.: Pl. XXII). Yener, Batiuk and Burke published Woolley’s 
Fig. 62 in their complete Level IVW plan (Yener 2005: 141, Fig. 4.30), 
ignoring his adjustment.
31 The plans published in the preliminary report of 1937 (Woolley 1938), 
of which many were reproduced in the final publication (Woolley 1955), 
create a very confusing and incoherent group. Plan II sets the standard for 
conversion between true north and Woolley’s grid (5˚ E). Surprisingly, 
Plans III, IV and V of the same report are neither oriented to grid north 
nor to true north, but rather to magnetic north. Was the grid in Plan II 
marked only when the season was over? Does this grid aim to represent 
magnetic north, and therefore agree with the plans of the same season, 
which are marked as oriented to magnetic north? The mystery is even 
more convoluted when we take into consideration the only additional 
plan of the 1937 season: Plan XIII. In this figure the north arrow deviates 
from the grid 2˚15’ to the east. This would have made some sense only if 
Woolley had referred to the grid as oriented to true north, and to the north 
arrow as oriented to magnetic north. In 1937 magnetic north at Atchana 
deviated from true north 2˚14’ to the east. Clearly, the 1937 plans require 
some further investigation.

In their study Batiuk and Burke claim that Woolley’s grid 
“appears to have remained firmly in place throughout the 
excavations” (2005: 145). That is, despite the fact that 
the different plans of the grid are marked as if they were 
oriented in several different directions, they refer to them as 
if they all represent one grid that deviates from the French 
cadastral map by 5° to the east, as published by Woolley. 
Nonetheless, Batiuk and Burke refrain from orienting any 
of the maps they had prepared for Yener (2005) to the 
north, and recommend “[locating] prominent, surviving 
architectural features within the UTM coordinate system 
using GPS data.”27 Their suggestion would be workable 
only if they were correct in assuming that Woolley’s grid 
remained unchanged between 1936 and 1949. By then 
Woolley had removed all architectural features recorded in 
the maps as oriented to magnetic north and it is, therefore, 
impossible to incorporate them into the UTM coordinate 
system.28

Batiuk and Burke observe the magnetic declination (2005: 
145), and later disregard it. Buildings and walls that 
Woolley oriented to magnetic north appear in plans side 
by side with buildings and walls oriented to true or grid 
north, with no adjustment of the magnetic declination. 
One must remember, however, that doing so they followed 
Woolley, who uses both magnetic and true north grids 

in order to allow the cultivation of the site by the villagers (Woolley 
1938: 2).
5) Woolley’s architects and assistants were very often replaced (Winstone 
1990: 203, 212, 248, 258), and not always given the chance to do their 
job. Sinclair Hood, who worked at Tell Atchana in 1948, told Winstone 
(1990: 256) that Woolley was determined “to work at the drawing board 
on his own plans and surveys, even when very capable architectural 
assistants were on hand. ‘He was proud of his accuracy as a surveyor and 
planner,’ Hood noted.”
First were E. A. Lane, an assistant keeper at the Victoria and Albert 
Museum, A. E. F. Gott, Woolley’s last architectural assistant in Ur, and 
Murray Thriepland. Ralph Lavers replaced Gott in 1938.
In 1939 “Colonel Burn of the India Army and the assistant Peter Olland 
took day-to-day charge while Woolley considered another task of topical 
importance” (Winstone 1990: 212). None of the pre-war assistants 
returned in 1946. After the war the assistants were William Brice, who 
later became an archaeology professor at Manchester University, Dr. 
Tahsin Özgüç of Ankara University and Dr. Bahadir Alkin of Istanbul 
University. A representative of the Turkish Office of Antiquities, Ahmet 
Donmez, was present at the dig, as required by the Turkish government. 
In 1948 Sinclair Hood replaced Brice as Woolley’s main assistant, while 
Brice helped Woolley in preparing the Tell Atchana final report. All 
through these years Hamoudi and his sons, Yahia and Alawi, all from 
Jerablus, were the foremen and responsible for photography.
27 Consequently, those plans published either by Yener or by Woolley 
that did not originally feature a north arrow, are reproduced in this 
monograph in similar fashion, that is, without a north arrow. I also 
omitted the north arrow in the new level plans, which were prepared 
for this book by Eudora Struble. Plans that are based on three different 
grids cannot be truly oriented to the north. The relative orientation of the 
different features in each of the new level plans is as accurate as possible, 
considering Wolley’s modes of excavation. 
28 The Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago conducted full-scale 
excavations at Tell Atchana during 2003 and 2004. During the 2003 and 
2004 seasons K. Aslihan Yener was the director of the Oriental Institute 
project, with the associate directorship of J. David Schloen and the senior 
field supervision of the author (Yener, Schloen and Fink 2004a, 2004b 
and 2005). The Oriental Institute has not conducted any fieldwork at Tell 
Atchana since the summer of 2004. The Oriental Institue activity at the 
site resulted with several published and unpublished studies, including 
works by Boutin (2008), Fink (2008a) and Lauinger (2008).
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between temple and phase were also well received.32

In his final note on the statue of Idrimi, Sir Leonard Woolley 
wrote the following about the statue’s find-spot: “It was found 
in the ruins of the Level I temple and must have been preserved, 
and venerated, for over 200 years; this is remarkable, but it is 
an indisputable fact” (Woolley 1955: 393).33

32 Naumann 1955: 400–404; Busink 1970: 509–510; Ussishkin 1970: 
124–125; Wright 1971; Yadin 1972: 87–91; Matthiae 1975; Ottosson 
1980: 34–36; Mayer-Opificius 1981: 285–287; Oesch 1996: 58–63; 
Bergoffen 2005: 14–16; Yener 2005: 114–118.
33 It should be noted that Woolley, upon discovering the statue of Idrimi, 
even before reading the inscription, understood that it was not created 
in the time of the Level IBW temple, although he originally thought that 
the statue was of a Hittite king (Woolley 1939a): “The discovery of this 
mass of Hittite sculpture was quite unexpected, if only for the reason that 
our latest level dates to about 1200 B.C., and few examples of Hittite 
stone carving have been assigned to so early date. But these are found 
reused in a temple of Level II, which must be of the thirteenth century, 

In short, then, Woolley’s recording system requires no 
small amount of unpacking in order to get at the substance 
of his reports. But what does this mean in practice for the 
modern scholar of Tell Atchana? Let us go back to Idrimi, 
whose discovery has for so long occasioned equal parts 
enthusiasm and consternation; he will serve as a concrete 
example of the issues at stake, before I attack my proposed 
solutions in Chapters 3, 4 and 5.

2.4 The find-spot of the statue of Idrimi

To the best of my knowledge, none of the previous 
evaluations of the later temples of Atchana (Levels 
IV–0W) suggest that the statue of Idrimi was found 
elsewhere than the find-spot published by Woolley in 
his 1949 introduction to Smith’s manuscript. Woolley’s 
description of these temples and the correlation he offered 

Plan 7. Level IW house 38/B (after Woolley 1955: 197, Fig. 69)
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Table 2. Woolley’s evolving records concerning the find-spot of the statue of Idrimi

Woolley 1939a Woolley 1939b Woolley 1939c Woolley 1947: 60 Woolley 1949: 2 Woolley 1950: 12 Woolley 1953: 160 Woolley 1955: 89

Where The temple

Surface of grey mass 
stretching just inside 
stone wall of Level IW 
temple

Inside the stone wall of the 
Level IW temple

In the courtyard and in the 
eastern annexe of it

At the northeast end of the 
north room of the annexe to 
Level IBW temple

Near the northeast wall of the 
annexe to Level IBW temple

In one of the rooms of the 
Level IBW temple

Inner (northern) room of the 
annexe to Level IBW temple

Drawn plan No No No No Included Included Included Included

The pit A rubbish pit A tilt in a hole A pit sunk in the floor Hole specially dug, as if for 
concealment A hole A hole A pit A hole starting from Level 

IBW

Dug into
Surface of grey mass 
stretching just inside 
stone wall of Level IW 
temple

Sunk in the floor The floor of the room The brick platform
The brick work of the plat-
form from the floor-level of 
temple IBW

In the pit

Crudely cut basalt column 
lying at a tilt. The column 
and a big building slab 
were removed only to 
expose another slab 
about 5 ft long … lifted in 
its turn…

Earth and large stones, all 
of them old building stones

It was filled earth and large 
stones (the largest weighed 
nearly a ton and a half).

The pit is sealed with great 
blocks of stone.

At the top disguised by 
bricks. Below the bricks 
were earth and stones, in-
cluding two large orthostats 
and a basalt-footed column 
(1 by 0.43 m).

The statue of 
Idrimi 

AT/39/331

The head and feet 
were broken off but 
except for part of 
the foot the statue 
is complete… even 
the nose is only 
just chipped.

In the bottom of the hole 
was a statue of white 
limestone prone on its 
face, the head broken off 
and lying besides it.

At the bottom of the pit, 
lying on its face with the 
head broken off and lying 
by the body.

The inscribed limestone sta-
tue of a king, its head broken 
off but laid carefully by the 
side of the body.

Underneath earth and large 
stones. The head was broken 
off and was set beside. 
The body, together with two 
smaller fragments, one of 
the beard, the other of a foot. 
Only part of one foot was 
missing.

Head and feet broken off but 
put into the hole with the 
body.

The fragments of the statue 
were found beneath the great 
blocks.

In the bottom of the pit. The 
fragments were carefully 
assembled.

When The end of the season The end of the season

Who The workmen

The throne 
AT/39/288

Found below the 
stairs of the temple Found in the temple Found in the long hall Found in the courtyard and in 

the eastern annexe of it
Found close by in the north 
room of the annexe Found in the eastern annexe Found in the next room Found in the small west 

room of the annexe



29

Chapter 2: Woolley’s Method and Mapping Reexamined

Woolley 1939a Woolley 1939b Woolley 1939c Woolley 1947: 60 Woolley 1949: 2 Woolley 1950: 12 Woolley 1953: 160 Woolley 1955: 89

Where The temple

Surface of grey mass 
stretching just inside 
stone wall of Level IW 
temple

Inside the stone wall of the 
Level IW temple

In the courtyard and in the 
eastern annexe of it

At the northeast end of the 
north room of the annexe to 
Level IBW temple

Near the northeast wall of the 
annexe to Level IBW temple

In one of the rooms of the 
Level IBW temple

Inner (northern) room of the 
annexe to Level IBW temple

Drawn plan No No No No Included Included Included Included

The pit A rubbish pit A tilt in a hole A pit sunk in the floor Hole specially dug, as if for 
concealment A hole A hole A pit A hole starting from Level 

IBW

Dug into
Surface of grey mass 
stretching just inside 
stone wall of Level IW 
temple

Sunk in the floor The floor of the room The brick platform
The brick work of the plat-
form from the floor-level of 
temple IBW

In the pit

Crudely cut basalt column 
lying at a tilt. The column 
and a big building slab 
were removed only to 
expose another slab 
about 5 ft long … lifted in 
its turn…

Earth and large stones, all 
of them old building stones

It was filled earth and large 
stones (the largest weighed 
nearly a ton and a half).

The pit is sealed with great 
blocks of stone.

At the top disguised by 
bricks. Below the bricks 
were earth and stones, in-
cluding two large orthostats 
and a basalt-footed column 
(1 by 0.43 m).

The statue of 
Idrimi 

AT/39/331

The head and feet 
were broken off but 
except for part of 
the foot the statue 
is complete… even 
the nose is only 
just chipped.

In the bottom of the hole 
was a statue of white 
limestone prone on its 
face, the head broken off 
and lying besides it.

At the bottom of the pit, 
lying on its face with the 
head broken off and lying 
by the body.

The inscribed limestone sta-
tue of a king, its head broken 
off but laid carefully by the 
side of the body.

Underneath earth and large 
stones. The head was broken 
off and was set beside. 
The body, together with two 
smaller fragments, one of 
the beard, the other of a foot. 
Only part of one foot was 
missing.

Head and feet broken off but 
put into the hole with the 
body.

The fragments of the statue 
were found beneath the great 
blocks.

In the bottom of the pit. The 
fragments were carefully 
assembled.

When The end of the season The end of the season

Who The workmen

The throne 
AT/39/288

Found below the 
stairs of the temple Found in the temple Found in the long hall Found in the courtyard and in 

the eastern annexe of it
Found close by in the north 
room of the annexe Found in the eastern annexe Found in the next room Found in the small west 

room of the annexe
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the work at the temple site. By the time the excavation of the 
temples had resumed, a first mistake was clearly evident. A 
trench dug by Woolley penetrated the temples between walls 
b and g (Plan 3), cutting all the way down to the Level VIIW 
palace, just a few meters away from the reported find-spot of 
the statue of Idrimi (1955: 77, n. 2).34

Woolley describes the statue of Idrimi and its find-spot 
many times in writing; in this paper alone I have quoted 
eight of these descriptions (see Table 2). The fact that some 
of them are not in agreement with the others is probably 
the outcome of limited, missing or contradictory records. 
Only a detailed examination of the location, stratigraphy, 
architecture and date of the later temples, together with 
a close reading of Woolley’s records, can lead to a well-
founded re-evaluation of the find-spot of the statue. This 
demonstration requires several steps: 

1) establishing the location of the Level IBW temple in 
relation to other buildings at Tell Atchana, earlier, 
contemporary and later; 

2) studying the architectural, stratigraphic and 
chronological data available on each of these 
buildings, and 

3) determining the exact find-spot of the statue of Idrimi 
in view of the results of the first and second steps.

I devote the next chapter to the above.

34 Woolley (1939a) writes the following: “Clearing from the surface for 
a probable extension of the palace we have lighted on a late temple…”

This is the place to dispute the indisputable. Woolley 
includes details on the provenance of the statue of Idrimi 
in seven of his publications (1939b; 1939c; 1947: 60; 
1949: 2; 1950: 12; 1953: 160; 1955: 89), as well as in 
his letter from the field (1939a). Table 2 is a summary of 
these written records—which also happens to illustrate the 
unreliable nature of Woolley’s documentation. 

Let us look more closely at Woolley’s mode of excavation 
and narration in this case. The photos included in his 
excavation reports already suggest the rapid pace at which 
the excavation work was conducted, ignoring many of the 
basics of stratigraphic excavation. This is congruent with 
the working habits of many of Woolley’s contemporary 
colleagues. The recording of objects and find-spots was 
partial, and the lion’s share of the original records is now 
lost (Yener 2005: 103).

The temples of Levels 0W and IW of Alalakh were discovered 
in the spring of 1939, shortly before the season came to an 
abrupt end (Table 3). The spring harvest that year began 
earlier than expected (and was better than expected), forcing 
Woolley to cut the season short (Woolley 1939b), as labor 
force for his dig became scarce. He was in a rush to excavate 
as much as he could before the harvest began (ibid.). 
Tellingly, some of the important finds of the last days of this 
season were left unrecorded in 1939, and only much later on 
(probably in 1946) were they assigned AT/40–45 numbers 
(1950: 11). Woolley could not have known at the time (1939) 
that seven years would pass before he would be able to renew 

and they have been taken from an earlier building of Level III or Level 
IV and might therefore go back even to the fifteenth century.” (Woolley 
1939b: 14).

Table 3. The sequence of excavations at Tell Atchana 1936–1949

Year Excavated features Source
1936 Trenches A, E Woolley 1938
1937 Trenches B, C, D and F 

Most of the residences of Levels I–IVW 
Parts of the Levels III–IIW fort 
Parts of the Level IVW palace

Woolley 1938

1938 Site H 
The rest of the Levels III–IIW fort 
The rest of the Level IVW palace 
The Level IVW fortress 
The Level VIIW gate

Woolley 1939d

1939 The Level VIIW palace 
Additional residences of Levels I–VW 
The Level 0W temple
Parts of the Level IW temples 

Woolley 1948

1946 Parts of the Level IW temples 
The Levels II–IIIW temples 
The Levels VW and VIW residences 
Levels VIII–IXW in the Level VIIW palace sounding

Woolley 1947; Woolley 
1950; Stein 1997

1947 Levels X–XVIW in the Level VIIW palace sounding 
Levels VIII–XVIIW in the temple sounding

Stein 1997

1948–9 Further explorations of the temple sounding and the  
fortifications of Levels I–VIIW

Stein 1997
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if we assume that the plan of the Level IW temples 
should, in fact, be shifted to the north by ten meters in 
reference to the grid. Superposing the shifted plan of 
the Level IW temples over the plan of the Levels V–
IIW temples (Plan 8), presents a picture that coincides 
with the photo. Plan 9 is a detail of Plan 8, presented 
right-side up in order to agree with the direction of 
the photo. The proximity of the thresholds, as one can 
clearly see in this photo, shows that the congruent 
point of the two grids of the Level IW temples plan 
(oriented to magnetic north) and the Levels V–IIW 
temples plan (oriented either to grid north or to true 
north) is near or in the temples. The influence of the 
deviation of the north to our discussion is thus abated.

2) The stumps Woolley states that “by the time of the 
building of the Level I temple the ground all round 
the temple had risen considerably and the old podium 
had ceased to exist as such. The new construction was 
planned to be of the same size as the old, utilizing 
the stumps of the latter’s walls as foundations” (ibid.: 
82).3 While the building does not follow the exact 
outlines of the previous podium (ibid.) it is obvious 
from Plan 3 that neither is it located ten meters to its 
south.

3) Grid-lines vs. squares In Plan 3 the same grid-line-
based system was employed as was initially in Plan 
4 (see Section 2.2). In the northeastern corner of the 
grids of Plan 3, Woolley did not relocate the grid-
mark L14 and rather left it as it had originally been 
drawn by the architect. This grid-mark is one indica-
tion that this plan follows the grid-line labeling sys-
tem and that Woolley misinterpreted it.

4) Recurrences of the same walls in different plans I 
Walls a and b4 in square L15 on Plan 3 are most prob-
ably walls a and b in square L14 in Woolley 1955: 74, 
Fig. 31 (Plan 1);5 walls a, b and c in squares L15–16, 
K16 in Plan 3 are most probably walls a, b and c in 

3 Similar descriptions were published by Woolley elsewhere (1947: 60; 
1950: 9; 1953: 158).
4 Woolley did not number the walls; therefore, all wall letters are mine.
5 For a summary of the recurrences of the same walls in different plans 
see Table 4.

3.1 The relative and absolute locations of the 
Level IW temples

According to Woolley’s published plan (Plan 3), the Level 
IW temples (with sub-phases a, b and possibly c) were 
excavated in squares O14–16, N14–17, M15–17, L15–16 
and J17. If this square designation is correct, then the 
temples of Level IW in Alalakh were built ten meters south 
of the temples of Levels IIW, IIIW and IVW—built each atop 
the ruins of its predecessor (ibid.: 71–82). As demonstrated 
below, there are many indications that Woolley mislabelled 
the grid-line designations on the detailed plan of the Level 
IW temples (Plan 3), and that the actual location of these 
temples should be shifted by a full square (ten meters) to 
the north.1 Furthermore, the plan of the Level IW temple is 
tilted to the west by several degrees—Plan 3 is one of the 
only plans in the report in which Woolley uses magnetic 
north instead of grid or true north. This inconsistent 
orientation of grids, discussed at length in Section 2.3, 
renders Woolley’s grid system inaccurate.

There are several reasons for relocating the Level IW 
temples a full square to the north of their location in Plan 
3:

1) Photo of temple thresholds (Photo 2) In an unpub-
lished photo from UCL Special Collections, looking 
southeast, two thresholds are seen: the threshold of 
the Level IBW temple (marked here as A1–A3) and 
the threshold of the Level IIW temple (marked as B1–
B4).2 Compared with the detailed plan of the Level IW 
temples (Plan 3) and that of the Levels V–IIW temples 
(Plan 1) it is evident that there is a discrepancy in the 
plans regarding the locations of these two thresholds, 
and that the stones of each of the thresholds in the 
photo are rotated 180˚. This predicament is solved 

1 In Section 2.2, as well, I expressed my doubts concerning the accuracy 
of the location of the numbers on this plan.
2 The original glass negative is at the archive of Sir Leonard Woolley, 
The Special Collections of University College London. I would like to 
thank the director of the UCL Institute of Archaeology for granting me 
the permission to publish this photo.

The LBA Temples of Alalakh (Levels IV–0W): 
Archaeology and History 

Chapter Three
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Level VIIW deep sounding section (1955: 11, Fig. 2; 
Plan 12 herein).

5) Recurrences of the same walls in different plans II 
Wall d in square N15 on Plan 3 is most probably wall 
d in square N13 on Plans 2 and 10, and wall a in Plan 
13 (herein; ibid.: 138, Fig. 53). Plans 2 and 10 are in 
harmony with other plans in respect to the location 
of wall slab e, which, Woolley assumed, was con-
nected with wall d. This wall e in square O12 in 
Plans 2 and 10 corresponds with wall a in Plan 7, 
wall c in Plan 1, and wall b in Plan 13.

6) Recurrences of the same walls in different plans III 
Wall e in squares M16–17 and N17 on Plan 3 is 
most probably wall d in squares M15–16 on Plan 
1 and wall a in ibid.: 79, Fig. 33 (Plan 14 here-
in). Plan 14 is the reconstruction of the Level IIW 

squares L14–15, K15 in Woolley 1955: 190, Fig. 66 
(Plan 10) and in Woolley 1948: 6, Fig. 2 (Plan 2).6 
Yener (2005: 144, Fig. 4.33; Plan 11 herein) shows 
walls a, b and c of Plan 3 side by side with walls a, 
b and c of Plan 10. Viewing this Plan, it is apparent 
that the walls, located ten meters away from one an-
other on paper, are one wall in reality. If this were not 
the case they could not have functioned together in 
the same level. Moreover, the overwhelming resem-
blance in their level of preservation and in their orien-
tation leaves little room for doubt that the walls on the 
two plans are, in fact, the same. Wall a in square L14 
(Plans 2, 10 and I argue also in Plan 3) must be the 
Level IW wall in square L15 represented in Woolley’s 

6 Wall q in Plan 2 is not connected to wall a, while in Plan 10 they are 
connected.

Plan Squares Wall

1 L14 a, b

3 L15 a, b

Plan Squares Wall

2 L14–15, K15 a, b, c

3 L15–16, K16 a, b, c

10 L14–15, K15 a, b, c

Plan Squares Wall

2 L14 a

10 L14 a

12 Level IW wall

Plan Squares Wall

2 N13 d

3 N14 d

10 N13 d

Plan Squares Wall

1 M15–16 d

3 N17, M16–17 e

14 N16, M15–16 a

Plan Squares Wall

3 M16–17 f

14 M15–16 b

Plan Squares Wall

1 M14–15, L14 gap e

3 M15–16, L15 b, g

Table 4. The square location of identical walls in different plans
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a) Plan 8 shows the location of the Level IW temples 
(Plan 3) with respect to the Levels V–IIW temples 
(Plan 1). It demonstrates how the walls of the Level 
IW temples follow the general outlines of the walls of 
those of Levels IV–IIW.

b) The relative locations of the temples are clearer when 
viewed in pairs. Plan 15 shows the location of the 
Level IW temples (Plan 3) with respect to Woolley’s 
reconstruction of the Level IIW temple (Plan 14).

c) Plan 16 shows the location of the Level IW temples 
(Plan 3) with respect to Woolley’s reconstruction of 
the Level IIIW temple (1955: 76, Fig. 32; Plan 17 
herein).

d) Plan 18 shows the location of the Level IW temples 
(Plan 3) with respect to Woolley’s reconstruction of 
the Level IVW temple (1955: 72, Fig. 30; Plan 19 
herein).

significant the difference is. Nevertheless, Photo 2, which was discussed 
earlier, proves that this congruent point was either in the temples or in 
proximity to them, and since the deviation is of less than 3˚ the squares 
should almost overlap. Additionally, I do not adjust the orientation of 
Level IW temples in Plans 8, 15, 16, 18, 20 and 22 to true north.

temple, and it is to this level that Woolley chose 
to ascribe this wall and not to the reconstruction 
of the Level IBW temple (Plan 6) or to the recon-
struction of the Level IAW temple (Plan 5). Wall f 
in squares M16–17 in Plan 3 is most probably wall 
b in squares M15–16 in Plan 14.

7) Recurrences of the same gaps in different plans The 
gap between walls g and b in squares M15–16 and 
L15 in Plan 3 is identical to e, the gap in squares 
M14–15 and L14 in Plan 1. Woolley himself con-
firmed that “the whole of the north corner of the 
building had been destroyed in part at least by us 
when following the wall of the Yarim-Lim palace 
before the discovery of the temple” (1955: 77, n. 
2).

My proposal to place the Level IW temples ten meters to 
the north can be demonstrated in the following plans,7 
presenting superposed pairs of Woolley’s plans:8

7 All plans were prepared by Eudora J. Struble.
8 I ignore the magnetic declination on purpose. The congruent point of 
the two grids is unknown and, therefore, it is impossible to tell how 

Plan 8. The Levels V–IW temples: superposition
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Above: Photo 2. The Levels IIW and IW temples doorways in one view (unpublished photo at UCL Special Collections)

Below: Plan 9. The doorways of Levels II–IW temples. Detail of Plan 8
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Above: Plan 10. Level IIW house 39/C (after Woolley 1955: 190, Fig. 66)

Below: Plan 11. Plan of Level IW (after Yener 2005: 152, Fig. 4.33)
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Above: Plan 12. Section A–A of the Level VIIW palace sounding (after Woolley 1955: 11, Fig. 2)

Below: Plan 13. Levels V–IW buildings north and east of the temples (after Woolley 1955: 138, Fig. 53)
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Above: Plan 14. Reconstructed plan of the Level IIW temple (after Woolley 1955: 79, Fig. 33)

Below: Plan 15. Superposition of the Level IBW temple on the Level IIW temple
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Above: Plan 16. Superposition of the Level IBW temple on the Level IIIW temple

Below: Plan 17. Reconstructed plan of the Level IIIW temple (after Woolley 1955: 76, Fig. 32)
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Above: Plan 18. Superposition of the Level IBW temple on the Level IVW temple

Below: Plan 19. Reconstructed plan of the Level IVW temple (after Woolley 1955: 72, Fig. 30)
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previously recorded elevations were available, the position 
of some of the temples on podia, and the construction of 
others as underground temples (Woolley 1955: 66) would 
have rendered absolute elevations useless for establishing 
correlation between temples and level numbers. Therefore, 
Woolley must have relied on the following parameters 
when assigning level numbers to the temples:

1) the position of the temple in the temple sequence;
2) the finds in each temple;
3) the different styles of architecture;
4) the reconstruction of historical events and the reflec-

tion of these events on the state of the temple.

Correlating between temples and levels becomes particularly 
complex when one wishes to study the southeastern annexes 
(sometimes referred to by Woolley as ‘Shrine B’) in Levels 
III–IW (ibid.: 73–89). These annexes were not built on the 
platform of the central shrines, and the elevations of their 
floors probably differed from that of the temple. Their state 
of preservation was different from that of the central shrines, 
and a physical connection to these shrines was fragmentary 
or nonexistent. Woolley’s correlation between an annexe and 
a central shrine is sometimes as unsound as his correlation 
between temples and levels.

The annexe to the Level IVW temple

Woolley convincingly correlates the best-preserved 
annexe with the Level IIIW central shrine (Woolley 1955: 
76–78). He considers this ‘Shrine B’ to be an innovation, 
which was introduced to Alalakh by the Hittites at the time 
of Šuppiluliuma I (Woolley 1953: 137). I propose that an 
annexe was already part of the Level IVW temple. The 
central shrine of the Level IVW temple was later used as 
the foundation of a podium, on which the Levels IIIW, IIW, 
IAW, IBW and possibly 0W temples were built, following 
nearly the same outline as the Level IVW temple.12 Woolley 
misinterpreted the annexe to the Level IVW temple, 
excavating and publishing it as part of the residences of 
Level VIW (1955: 173, Fig. 61; Plan 24 herein). Merging 
the poorly preserved wall foundations a, b, c and d (Plan 
24) with the Level IVW reconstruction (Plan 19), the 
outcome (Plan 25) would be a small, irregular annexe to 
the temple, probably not a part of its original blueprint.13 
Shifting walls from Level VIW to IVW is not a bold step in 
light of Plan 23, the section of the nearby temple podium. 
It shows that the foundations of Level IVW in the southwest 
are deeper than the remains of Level VW, and as deep as the 
foundations of Level VIW in the northeast. In the northeast, 
a Level IVW wall is located directly on top of the Level VIW 
wall. Following the plan of the Level VW temple, where 
Woolley found toilets or bathrooms (1955: 69), he suggests 

(1955) Fig. 29b (Plan 23 herein). In the text Woolley often refers to the 
relative elevation of buildings.
12 The preservation of the Level IVW temple was so poor that in one of 
the preliminary reports Woolley suggested that in the given location there 
was no temple in this level at all (1950: 2).
13 Was this annexe built after the destruction of the Level IVW palace and 
before the remainder of Level IVW was ruined? I believe that the new 
dating of the Level IIIW temple (see below) rules out this possibility.

e) Plan 20 shows the location of the Level IW temples 
(Plan 3) with respect to Woolley’s reconstruction of 
the Level VW temple (1955: 67, Fig. 29a; Plan 21 
herein).

f) In Plan 22 a correction is suggested of the temple 
area in Plan 11, presenting the absolute location of 
the Level IBW temple.

Following these observations, there can be little doubt 
as to the relative location of the Level IW temples: they 
were erected on top of the Level IIW temple, as Woolley 
stated in his text (ibid.: 88), but unlike his plan of the Level 
IW temples (Plan 3 herein). Consequently, their absolute 
location is also confirmed: they were located in squares 
P14, O13–16, N13–16, M14–16, L14–15 and K15.

3.2 The annexes to the Levels IV–0W temples 
and the Paluwa Shrine

The latest temples of Alalakh (Levels IV–0W) deserve an 
in-depth analysis. In what follows, I propose an alternative 
reading of some of Woolley’s architectural plans and 
narratives describing these temples:

Deciphering the complex stratigraphy of the temple 
sounding at Tell Atchana remains one of the greatest 
challenges the site sets for its investigators. In this area, 
vestiges of temples and their podia were discovered, 
ranging from Level XVIW to Level 0W. Throughout the 
years the location of the temple podia gradually shifted 
southwest; thus, the distance between the early podia and 
the later ones is 20–30 m.9 When the temple is located on 
a platform (as most of the LBA temples are), its seclusion 
from architectural surroundings increases the challenge of 
attributing it to the correct level, especially considering 
Woolley’s sequence of excavation (Table 3). In 1936 
Woolley opened Trenches A and E;10 Trenches B, C, D and 
F were excavated in the following year, as were most of 
the residences of Levels IV–IW and parts of the Levels III–
IIW fort and the Level IVW palace (Woolley 1938). During 
the 1938 season work commenced at Site H and continued 
in the Levels III–IIW fort, the Level IVW palace and fortress 
and the Level VIIW gate (Woolley 1939d). The Level VIIW 
palace, as well as additional residences of Levels V–IW and 
parts of the Level IBW temple, was excavated during the 1939 
season (Woolley 1948). Work on the latter resumed only 
in 1946 (Woolley 1950). When Woolley began unearthing 
the temples in 1939, the excavated area around them was 
at least as deep as Level IVW, and in some places even 
as deep as Level VIIW. Hence, no physical evidence was 
available, upon which Woolley could base a stratigraphic 
attribution of the temples to the existing level numbers. I 
am unsure to what extent Woolley’s record of elevation 
was critical in determining the precise correlation between 
temples and levels,11 but even if we were to assume that 
9 This shift was accompanied by a faster, more dramatic shift of the 
palaces to the west. See Oren (1992: 106).
10 See the summary plan published by Yener (2005: 115).
11 Only on one of the figures did Woolley publish some relative elevations 
(Plan 13). Relative elevations can also be extracted from Woolley’s 
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Above: Plan 20. Superposition of the Level IBW temple on the Level VW temple

Below: Plan 21. Reconstructed plan of the Level VW temple (after Woolley 1955: 67, Fig. 29a)
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Above: Plan 22. A proposed plan for Level IW (revisiting Yener 2005: 152, Fig. 4.33)

Below: Plan 23. Section A–A of the temple sounding (after Woolley 1955: 67, Fig. 29b)
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Above: Plan 24. Level VIW residences (after Woolley 1955: 173, Fig. 61)

Below: Plan 25. The annexe to the Level IV W temple
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statue of Idrimi was found in the annexe to the Level IBW 
temple.16 However, as Woolley clearly stated, the annexe 
to the Level IAW temple (the earliest sub-phase) and that of 
the Level IBW temple are one and the same (ibid.: 85), and 
all finds from this annexe are attributed to the last stage 
of usage, the end of Level IBW. Woolley characterizes his 
conclusions about the architecture of the Level IW temple 
southeast annexe as rife with uncertainty (ibid.: 77, 88). 
While the heavy stone foundations of the outer walls of 
the annexe (a, b and c in Plan 3) were easily observed, 
“inside them the whole area was an apparently uniform 
mass of mud brick” (ibid.: 88). Likewise, he describes the 
unearthing of walls h, i, j and k (Plan 3) as following: “By 
scraping the surface we were able to distinguish vague 
lines of slightly different colour, but only in one case and 
for distance of only about three m. was there anything so 
definite as a wall-face. In one of the lines, however, three 
flat stone slabs in situ gave us a threshold of a door and 
thereby proved that the discoloured line was indeed a wall, 
and assuming that this was always the case it was possible 
to restore the ground-plan” (ibid.: 88).

The idea that the Level IW annexe was an annex to the 
temple appears for the first time after the Levels III–IIW 
annexes were excavated (Woolley 1947: 60), and is not 
mentioned in earlier publications (Woolley 1939a; 1939b; 
1939c). Therefore, it is likely that Woolley’s interpretation 
was a consequence of the discovery of the Levels IIIW and 
IIW temples.17 Nonetheless, most of the finds that Woolley 
attributes to the Level IBW annexe are reported in the 
early publications (Woolley 1939b; 1939c) as finds from 
a temple underneath the last temple of Alalakh (the Level 
0W temple).

A close study of the plan and description of the annexe to 
the Level IW temple shows that this may not be an annexe 
after all, but a separate building that cancels the Level IBW 
temple stratigraphically and consequently postdates it. I 
name this separate building “The Paluwa Shrine”, after 
Paluwa, perhaps the Hittite governor of Alalakh, whose 
seal (AT/39/322; Photo 5 and see below) was found in this 
building. My considerations are as follows:

1) Wall f (Plan 3) is represented in the reconstructed plan 
of the Level IW temples (Plan 6) as if it were a contin-
uation of the temple’s wall d (Plan 3). This is clearly 
not the case. Either wall c in the reconstructed plan is 
shifted several meters to the southwest (Plan 6), or, 
more likely, wall f (Plan 3) is actually wall b (Plan 
14) of the Level IIW temple or wall a of the Level 
IIIW temple. In any event, wall f (Plan 3), if it indeed 
belongs to Level IW, precludes the existence of an en-
trance in wall c (Plan 6) as reconstructed by Woolley 

16 Woolley is inconsistent in his level numbering. When he occasionally 
refers to a Level ICW temple (1955: 398), for example, he is apparently 
referring either to the Level IBW or to the Level 0W temple.
17 Woolley mentioned that already in 1939 he dug a small sounding into 
what most probably were Levels IIW and IIIW temples (1939b; 1939c). At 
the time he thought that the four latest temples of Alalakh (Levels III–0W) 
dated to the time between the fifteenth and the twelfth centuries B.C.E. 
There is no record of the location of these small soundings.

that the Level IVW temple complex included rooms of the 
same function in square L16, even farther south of the 
proposed annexe. Therefore, it had already been Woolley’s 
perception that the Level IVW temple temenos comprised 
an entire complex of buildings extending far beyond the 
size of the central shrine. My proposal for Level IVW can 
be understood by comparing Plan 26 with the Level IVAF 
plan: Plan 26 is Yener’s reconstruction of Level IVW (2005: 
141), while the Level IVAF plan includes my proposal to 
add an annexe to the Level IVW temple.

The annexe to the Level IIIW temple

As mentioned above, the best-preserved annexe is the one 
correlated by Woolley to the Level IIIW central shrine (Plan 
17). In accordance with his description of the architecture 
he unearthed, Woolley’s reconstruction seems to be well 
founded. The walls of this building are relatively well 
preserved and a square hearth, made of burnt tiles, was 
discovered in the centre of the main chamber. Although 
the annexe was destroyed by fire, (rather than being 
abandoned), no significant finds were reported from it. No 
photo of this annexe was published, but I was able to locate 
at Woolley’s archive at UCL Special Collections two views 
of the annexe and the Levels III–IIW temples.14 These give 
some indication of the conditions of excavation: Photo 3 
was taken from the southern wall of the annexe looking 
northwest, and Photo 4 from the Levels III–IIW temples 
looking southeast.

The annexe to the Level IIW temple

Woolley’s description of the southeast annexe to the Level 
IIW temple raises some questions (1955: 80). Although he 
suggests that a new annexe was erected on top of the ruins 
of the Level IIIW annexe, which was levelled to a solid 
mud-brick platform, he found no real evidence of such a 
building ever having existed. The only remnants of this 
proposed building are walls b-c, d and e (Plan 14), which 
are heuristically and unconvincingly reconstructed—
walls d and e in particular.15 I would like to propose that 
considering the lack of evidence, there was no southeast 
annexe to the Level IIW temple. As Woolley describes 
(ibid.: 81), during the lifetime of the Level IIW temple a 
new annexe was built—the northwest annexe (Plans 1 and 
14). This new building probably functioned in the same 
way that the annexe to the Level IIIW temple did, and 
replaced it. Some of the best examples of temple treasury 
goods in Alalakh were discovered in the Level IIW annexe, 
including a unique lapis-lazuli figurine (AT/46/20) and 
other prestige objects.

The annexe to the Level IW temples and the Paluwa 
Shrine

It is widely accepted in the relevant literature that the 
14 I thank Prof. Stephen Shennan, director of the UCL Institute of 
Archaeology, for granting me the permission to publish these photos.
15 Compare to Plan 1, especially in view of Woolley’s explanation of the 
way he excavated this area (1955: 77, n. 2): “this… had been destroyed, 
in part at least by us when following the wall of the Yarim-Lim palace 
before the discovery of the temple.”
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Plan 26. The plan of Level IVW (after Yener 2005: 149, Fig. 4.30)
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Above: Photo 3. The annexe to the Level IIIW temple and the Levels III–IIW temples (unpublished photo at UCL Special Collections)

Below: Photo 4. The annexe to the Level IIIW temple (unpublished photo at UCL Special Collections)
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duck altar (AT/39/287), marked with a b in the photo, 
was also moved from the original find-spot (Plan 6). 
Studying the glass negatives in Woolley’s archive at 
UCL Special Collections I discovered that Woolley 
took a series of staged photos of these two objects, of 
which he published two. Photo 7 is one of the pho-
tos in this series, and it is published here for the first 
time.19

3) Wall m (Plan 3) is built on top of a large and deep 
circular brick-lined well (Woolley 1955: 85) (marked 
with an n in Plan 3 and with an e in Plan 5—Woolley’s 
reconstruction of the Level IAW temple). Woolley in-
forms us that the well “was disused and filled in Level 
IB, [and that] it is a feature peculiar to the Level IA 
temple” (ibid.). But what was the well filled-up with 
during Level IBW? Among the stones that blocked the 
well, Woolley found the paws of one of the lions that 
stood at the entrance to the Level IBW temple, a “sec-
ond pair of similar paws and a third lion, the head and 
forequarters complete” (1939b: 13; 1950: 11; 1955: 
242–243; Mazzoni 2000: 1047). Thus, the paws of a 
Level IBW temple lion orthostat were found covered 
by wall m (Plan 3), which Woolley deemed as con-
temporaneous with the Level IBW temple (Plan 3).20 

19 I thank Prof. Stephen Shennan, the director of the Institute of 
Archaeology at UCL, for his permission to publish this previously 
unpublished photo.
20 Woolley ignores wall m (Plan 3) altogether in the reconstructed plan of 
the Level IBW temple (Plan 6).

in his plan. In his narrative (1955: 87) he writes the 
following of the Level IBW temple: “The raised mud-
brick podium of the eastern annexe comes too far for-
ward for the courtyard wall to have continued the line 
of the northeast wall of the temple.” This description 
contradicts Plan 6, where wall c continues the line of 
the northeast wall of the temple as a courtyard wall. 
It also indicates that wall f (Plan 3) is the western 
edge of the Levels III–IIW podium. Therefore, some 
aspects of Woolley’s reconstruction of the Level IBW 
temple (Plan 6) are incorrect.

2) Wall m (Plan 3) is in line with walls g and b (Plan 3), 
and it is likely that they are part of the same wall.18 
Wall m is the only identifiable wall in any of the pub-
lished photos of the Level IW temple (Woolley 1955: 
Pl. XIa; 1939c: 867; Photo 6 herein). Photo 6 is a 
reconstruction proposal made by Woolley, and not 
a record of where and how artefacts were found. In 
his early publication in the Illustrated London News 
Woolley discloses, at least in part, that Photo 6 was 
staged. The throne of Idrimi, marked with an a in the 
photo, was removed from its original find-spot (Plan 
6) in the annexe to the Level IBW temple, and placed 
on the threshold of the Level IBW temple between 
the two lion orthostats visible at the back. The swan/

18 Admitting his methodological mistake Woolley assumes responsibility 
for the gap between walls b and g (1955: 77, n. 2; Plan 3 herein). He also 
believed that the two orthostats, which I mark as part of wall m (Plan 3), 
are the remains of a Level IBW temple installation (ibid.: 87)

Photo 5. The seal of Paluwa. AT/39/322 (on display at the British Museum)
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Above: Photo 6. The Level IBW temple (after Woolley 1939c: 867)

Below: Photo 7. The Level IBW temple (unpublished photo at UCL Special Collections)
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the Level 0W temple “was planned to follow the lines of 
the Level IW temple”, and that “at the southeast end the 
foundations return southwest over the top of the Level I 
ruins, suggesting that the annexe of Level 0 enclosed a 
slightly smaller area” (ibid.: 89). The bottommost level 
of this foundation is one meter higher than the highest-
preserved spot of the Level IW temple annexe. Although 
it is not as well preserved as the earlier temple, it was a 
significant building, possibly in use for several decades 
before its destruction or abandonment.

The new sequence of the LBA temples and their annexes

From Level IVW to Level 0W the only known temples at 
Alalakh were built consecutively in the same location, 
each reusing the stumps of the previous temple (see Table 
5). The Level IIIW temple was built on the stumps of the 
Level IVW temple; the Level IIW temple on the Level IIIW 
temple; Level IAW on Level IIW; Level IBW on Level IAW; 
and Level 0W on Level IBW. I propose in this paper that 
the Level IVW temple had an annexe, which was probably 
added at a later sub-phase, and not included in the temple’s 
original blueprint (see above). The Level IIIW temple 
and annexe were possibly built in unison. The Level IIW 
temple was built on top of the Level IIIW temple, but its 
annexe was constructed northwest of the north corner of 
the temple. The Level IAW temple was built on top of the 
Level IIW temple with no annexe. The Level IBW Temple is 
a rebuilding of the Level IAW temple. On top of the Level 
IW temples and partly on top of the ruins of the annexe 
to the Level IIIW temple a building was built with a new 
orientation: The Paluwa Shrine. It was later destroyed 
and covered by the last temple and annexe in Alalakh: the 
Level 0W temple.

3.3 On the relative and absolute dating of the 
LBA temples at Alalakh (Levels IV-0W)

Once we have established the sequence of the later temples 
(Levels IV–0W) at Tell Atchana, it is necessary to examine 
briefly the time frame in which each of these buildings 
was in use. Woolley based his dating of the temples on 
his correlation between temple and level. Although he 
dated the levels in accordance with archaeological and 
historical principles, the time elapsed since the publication 
of his final report has witnessed some of his chronological 
conclusions disputed and challenged. The new chronology 
(Table 5; see also Summary Table 1) is based on the 
temple sequence, which I proposed above, and on the 
main chronological factors used by Woolley and his 
successors in dating the later temples of Alalakh. Applying 
other orthodox dating methods would probably prove 
ineffective here. Woolley’s report on pottery found in the 
temples is limited to several vessels that cannot be reliably 
dated (Bergoffen 2005: 16), with very few exceptions.26 

26 The exceptions are a whole LH IIIA:2 chariot-krater (Woolley 1955: 
396, Pl. CXXVIIIa), which was found in the Level IIW temple, and 
fragments of the same type, which were found in the Level IIIW temple 
(ibid.). The date of LH IIIA:2 (1390/1370 – 1320/1300 B.C.E.) is in-
line with my new date of the temples. See the discussion on Mycenaean 

The conclusion must be different: the filling of well n 
(Plan 3), and consequently wall m (Plan 3), postdate 
the Level IBW temple, in which the lion orthostats 
were still in use and most probably intact.21 If indeed 
wall m is the continuation of walls b and g (plan 3), 
then the so-called annexe to the Level IBW temple is 
part of the Paluwa Shrine, a rectangular building that 
postdates the Level IBW temple.22

4) Entrance p (Plan 3) could be the entrance to the Palu-
wa Shrine. Entrance p (Plan 3) and walls m, g, b, a 
and c (Plan 3) are arguably in harmony and could 
function together in the Paluwa Shrine. Walls h, i, j 
and k (Plan 3) could be part of the Paluwa Shrine, or, 
less likely, the walls of the annexe to the Level IIW 
temple, if one existed. They are part of the same mud-
brick podium of which Woolley identified no walls 
that could be attributed to Level IIW (1955: 88).23

5) The orientation of the annexe to the Level IBW temple 
is not in harmony with the orientation of the temple 
itself. This fact does not prevent it from being an an-
nexe, but it should be considered with the other ob-
servations.

6) No architectural connection between the annexe and 
the Level IW temples was found. In one instance, 
Woolley (1955: 85) names it “the disconnected re-
mains at the southeast.” While this fact does not pre-
vent it from being an annexe, it should be considered 
with the other observations.

As Woolley put it: “The surroundings of the courtyard were 
terribly ruined and any reconstruction of the scanty remains 
is hazardous” (ibid.: 86). Under these circumstances the 
reconstruction of this area, which was accepted as an 
article of faith since the 1950s, must be reinvestigated, as 
will be done in the following sections.

The annexe to the Level 0W temple

Following the discussion of the annexe to the Level IW 
temples, it should be mentioned that Woolley reported 
the existence of a Level 0W temple and an annexe as 
well (ibid.: 89–90).24 Although a plan of this temple was 
never published, a photo of it shows an impressive stone 
foundation (ibid.: Pl. XIIIb).25 Woolley observed that 
21 As Woolley suggests, the lion orthostats were reused in the Level 
IBW temple (1955: 86). This is gleaned from the crude fashion in which 
they were positioned, partly covered by the steps. At the same time, the 
place where the broken paws were found—in the well, less than a meter 
away from the lion they originally belonged to—coincides only with my 
proposed reconstruction.
22 According to Woolley (ibid.: 82, 85), the front courtyard of the Level 
IAW temple was raised only by 25 cm in the transition from Level IAW 
to the Level IBW temple. I believe that the courtyard was raised only in 
the transition from the Level IBW temple to the Paluwa Shrine. This is 
evident from the blocking of well n (Plan 3). See in particular ibid.: 86, 
n. 3.
23 Woolley (ibid.) writes that “It was noted that the reddish colour of the 
bricks of the platform would agree with Level II; the wall bricks, also 
reddish but darker, might have belonged to Level I or to Level Ia; they 
are definitely not characteristic of Ib.”
24 More information about this temple, most of which is not found in 
the final report, was published by Woolley in the London Times (1939b).
25 The photographer took the picture looking northwest. I believe it was 
taken from square L15 or K15.
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thronement of Itūr-Addu by Šuppiluliuma I (Beck-
man 1999: 34–36; Altman 2002; 2004: 237–263; De-
vecchi 2007).

I believe that not only was the Level IVW palace destroyed 
in that event, but that so too were the fortress (see below) 
and all the buildings attributed by Woolley to Level IVW. 
Woolley knew that there was a time gap between the 
destruction of the Level IVW palace and the conquest of 
Alalakh by Šuppiluliuma I, since the latter conquered 
Mukiš from a king named Itūr-Addu, while the last king 
who ruled from the Level IVW palace was Ilimilimma. 
Woolley also had to bridge what he thought were solid 
historical identifications: that the Level IVW palace was 
destroyed at the time of Ilimilimma, and that the Levels 
III–IIW fort was built by the Hittites. His archaeological 
solution for the above problem was to assume that only 
the Level IVW palace was destroyed, and the rest of the 
Level IVW buildings continued to exist during what I call 
to the mainstream dates published earlier (Bergoffen 2005: 64–67). The 
date of the destruction is also tied to the Mittanian chronology since the 
reigns of both Idrimi and Niqmepa are respectively contemporaneous 
with the reigns of the Mittanian kings Parattarna and Sautatar. There 
is no clear information about the duration of the reigns of Niqmepa 
and Ilimilimma, but even if they were rather long, dating the reigns of 
Parattarna and Sautatar to a very early date requires a relatively higher 
date for the destruction of the Level IVAF palace. Recently, Freu (2008: 
8) proposed that Parattarna of the time of Idrimi is Parattarna I, whose 
reign he dates to 1500–1480, and Sautatar of the time of Niqmepa is 
Sautatar I, whose reign he dates to 1480–1460. This stands in contrast 
to another recent work, in which von Dassow (2008: 39–42, 46) assumes 
there was only one king named Sautatar, who was the son of Parsatatar, 
the successor of Parattarna. Freu (2008: 8) agrees that Sautatar II is the 
son of Parsatatar, but he believes Parsatatar is the successor of Sautatar 
I, and not of Parattarna I. Freu dates Sautatar II to 1440–1410. If he 
is correct, this date would align neatly with von Dassow’s date of the 
destruction of the Level IVAF palace circa 1400 (2008: 42), assuming that 
Sautatar II was the contemporary of Niqmepa, king of Alalakh. 

Furthermore, ceramic assemblages—a highly efficient 
dating tool—were not attested. Other artefacts found in 
the temples, presumed to be heirlooms, have already been 
pointed out (Woolley 1950: 11; 1955: 82; Collon 1982: 67, 
73–74). Dating according to architectural style is clearly 
unreliable, especially given Tell Atchana’s geographical 
position as a meeting point of the Levantine, Hurrian and 
Hittite worlds.

The Level IVW temple

Woolley’s “Level IV temple” (Plans 18 and 19) yielded 
nearly no dateable finds, the exception being a cylinder 
seal found in the temple’s foundation that “agrees with the 
15th century date generally accepted for the other excavated 
examples” (Collon 1982: 83).

According to Woolley, the conflagration at Alalakh IVW 
was confined to the palace and marked the end of its 
archives; other Alalakh IVW edifices remained standing 
for some decades. The end of Level IVW and the burning 
of the fortress are associated with the conquest of Alalakh 
by Šuppiluliuma I (Woolley 1955: 166, 395; see also von 
Dassow 1997: 42). Accordingly, Level IVW should be 
divided into two sub-phases:

1) IVAF: from Idrimi or Niqmepa to the destruction of 
the palace and the removal of Ilimilimma from the 
throne.27

2) IVBF: from the destruction of the palace to the de-

pottery in Alalakh in Section 5.1.
27 Based on Cypriote and Mycenaean pottery excavated in the Level IVW 
palace, Bergoffen (2005: 65) dates its destruction to 1380/75 B.C.E. This 
date is within the range of dates proposed by Stein (1989: 60). These 
views lower the date of the destruction by 25–50 years in comparison 
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(Woolley)

Dating  
(herein) Chronological attribution (herein)

VW VBF – – 1527–1447 1490/1465–
1465/1440

Idrimi

IVW IVAF – + 1447–1370 1465/1440–
1420/1400

Niqmepa and Ilimilimma

IIIW (and Levels 
III–IIW fortress)

IVBF + + 1370–1350 1420/1400–
1353/1341

Itūr-Addu and predecessor(s)

IIW IIIF + – 1350–1273 1353/1341–
1320/1313

First temple under Hittite rule
Šuppiluliuma I–Arnuwanda II

IAW IIAF + – 1273–1194 1320/1313–1280 Tudḫaliya DUMU.LUGAL
IBW IIBF + – 1273–1194 1280–1240 Post Tudḫaliya DUMU.LUGAL

Paluwa? Šukur-Tešub?
IAF (Paluwa 
Shrine)

– 1240–1210 Paluwa?

0W IBF + ? 1194–1140 1210–1190/1185 Ends no later than the fall of Hatti/
Ugarit

Table 5. Level and date assignments of the later temples
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to Levels IIIW and IIW, was built after Šuppiluliuma I 
conquered Alalakh. Nonetheless, it is my conclusion that 
von Dassow’s textual analysis substantiates the argument 
that the destructions of both the Level IVW fortress and 
palace were one event (1997: 99–101; 2005: 20–22, 
49). None of the tablets found in the fortress have to be 
dated to later than early in the reign of Ilimilimma. The 
Level IVW fortress archive ceased to exist at the same 
time that the palace archives did. Woolley admits that the 
stratigraphy of this area was very complicated, episodic 
and inconsistent (1955: 130–131). This fact together with 
his difficulty with the historical reconstruction (see above) 
drew him to the erroneous conclusion regarding the date 
of the destruction of the Level IVW fortress, which should 
be named the Level IVAF fortress, or even better, the 
Level VB–IVAF palace. Thus, there are no archaeological, 
historical or philological reasons that stand in the way of 
dating the fort, which was attributed by Woolley to Levels 
IIIW and IIW, to the beginning of Level IVBF, shortly after 
the destruction of the Level IVAF palace and fortress or the 
Level VB–IVAF palace.29 The building, named by Woolley 
“the Level III–II fort”, could, in fact, be the stronger, 
larger and higher palace of Itūr-Addu, king of the land 
of Mukiš, or even of Ilimilimma, if he indeed survived 
the destruction of his palace. Moreover, this could have 
been the symbolic building that Šuppiluliuma I chose as 
the location for making the ceremony commemorating 
his treaty with Niqmaddu II of Ugarit, as the treaty itself 
states (CTH 46; Devecchi 2007: 215).30 This building 
could have lasted for many years and served as the palace 
of the Hittite governor of Alalakh. The main motivation 
for Woolley (1955: 168) in dating the Levels III–IIW fort 
to the time of Hittite occupation at Tell Atchana is finding 
a “Boğazköy type” tablet (ATT/47/25 = AT447) under one 
of the few preserved floors in the fort. Yet the text is not 
Hittite, but rather a Sumerian lexical list (Lauinger 2005: 
54). This subject is discussed in detail in the section on the 
Level IVBF palace in Chapter 4.

Only scant remains of the Levels III–IIW fort superstructure 
were preserved, making it hard to track its building sub-
phases. Nevertheless, at one point, at the northwestern 
edge of the site, Woolley notes two building phases of the 
foundations of this structure (1955: 155, Fig. 58d, 169–
170). I attribute the earlier of these (Level IIIW) to Level 
IVBF, in the first half of the fourteenth century, and the 
later one (Level IIW) to the time when the fortress/palace 
functioned as the residence of the Hittite governor (see 
also Chapters 4 and 5).31 
29 The beginning date of Level IVBF is sometime between 1425 and 
1375 B.C.E., the range in which most scholars place their dates for the 
destruction of the Level IVAF palace (van Soldt 2000; Bergoffen 2005: 
65). In Table 5 I use the date 1420/1400 B.C.E., for grounds which are 
explained in Chapter 4.
30 This is also the point when what is left of Mukiš is annexed to the 
Hittite empire. Still pending is the precise date in which the royal family 
of Mukiš was finally removed (Devecchi 2007: 216).
31 The 2006 report on “Alalakh (Hatay)” in the under the ‘Current 
Archaeology’ tab in Turkey website http://cat.une.edu.au/page/alalakh 
claims that “in 2006 excavations in Area 1 uncovered casemate walling 
similar to that from Woolley’s Hittite Fortress in Level III, although 
radiocarbon dates for the new wall suggest a date in the fifteenth or 

the Level IVBF period. The division that Woolley makes 
between the Level IVW palace (two integrated buildings by 
itself) and fortress is probably valid for the different dates 
of construction of these two integrated buildings. The 
Level IVW palace was built in a different orientation (due 
to the given topography of the northwest end of the site) 
as two subsidiary sections into a probably earlier palace, 
the so-called fortress. From that point on the two buildings 
functioned as one palace, and therefore, the destruction of 
one was the destruction of both.

Once we assume that the Levels III–IIW fort and temple 
could date to Level IVBF (see below), one can assume 
that Woolley’s Level IVW temple probably lasted for 
the same number of years as the Level IVAF palace and 
fortress, and therefore should be called “the Level IVAF 
temple.”

The Level IIIW temple and fort

As demonstrated above, Level IVBF stretches from the 
destruction of the Level IVAF palace to the conquest of 
Alalakh by the Hittites. There are no textual records that 
can be securely attributed to Level IVBF with the exception 
of those found in Ugarit (Beckman 1999: 34–36; Altman 
2002; 2004: 237–263; Devecchi 2007: 215–216).28 
Von Dassow (2005: 51–52) points out that Itūr-Addu is 
referred to as šar matmukiš, king of the land of Mukiš, 
in the treaty between Šuppiluliuma I and Niqmaddu II 
of Ugarit (Nougayrol 1956: 48), and not as the king of 
Alalakh. She suggests that “the [Level IVW] archives were 
moved elsewhere during Ilimilimma’s reign. That would 
account for the incomplete state in which identifiable 
archival groups were found, the apparent disorder, the 
absence of physically coherent royal or state archives and, 
above all, the total lack of documents or letters involving 
Ilimilimma himself as a party or addressee.” Moreover, 
she proposes (2005: 51) that the location to which 
Ilimilimma and his archives could have been moved is the 
city of Mukiš (Niedorf 1998: 534–535; von Dassow 2002: 
906), a site, which, to the best of my knowledge, has yet 
to be identified. It is certainly a possibility that some of 
the latest archives of Level IVAF were removed from the 
palace before its destruction; of course, of the palace as I 
reconstruct it, a significant portion has yet to be excavated, 
so we should not rule out the possibility of illuminating 
future discoveries. Whatever the case, there is no reason to 
assume that Mukiš ceased to be ruled from Alalakh, either 
by Ilimilimma or by his successor; I believe in fact that it 
is archaeologically conceivable to trace this period (Level 
IVBF) in the history of Alalakh.

Woolley (1955: 130–131, 166–167; Bergoffen 2005: 23) 
had no doubt that the fort, which was attributed by him 

28 But see my suggestion in reference to a group of tablets from Alalakh 
below. Devecchi (2007) considers the possibility that a treaty between a 
Hittite king and Muki, of which only a fragment, CTH 136, is preserved, 
is from the time of Tudaliya II or very early in Šuppiluliuma I’s reign, 
even before the first Syrian war. Her tendency is to reject these two 
options, but if they were true this document would date to the days of 
Level IVBF (see Section 4.5 on the Hittite treaty with Muki).
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IVBF, this group of tablets should date to Levels III–IIF, at 
which time the Level IVBF palace functioned as the Hittite 
stronghold. The attestations in the texts of the Hittite name 
Taruziti as well as of one “man of Hatti” may well support 
this idea (von Dassow 2008: 63).

The Level IIW temple

The dateable materials possibly associated with this 
temple are three fragments of a Hittite divination text 
(ATT/46/2a–c = AT 454). Woolley found the text in the 
foundations of the Level IAW temple in square N14, and 
arbitrarily attributed the tablet to the Level IIIW temple 
(Woolley 1955: 78, 84; Gurney 1953: 116–118).33 It is 
unlikely that this Hittite text reached Alalakh, least of all 
its royal temple, before the Hittites took over the kingdom. 
Therefore, and given the attribution of the Level IAW temple 
to the time of Tudaliya—possibly a governor or even a 
higher-ranking official, and a plausible contemporary of 
Muršili II (see below)—the Level IIW temple could have 
been founded when Šuppiluliuma I conquered Alalakh (in 
1353/1341 B.C.E.). It could have gone out of use during 
the reign of Muršili II (Woolley 1955: 397).34

Three rare examples of ceramic vessels in Hittite style 
were found in the northwest annexe to the Level IIW 
temple (Genz 2006: 502; Woolley 1955: 80, Pl. CXI, 39). 
These are single-handled elongated jars, which Woolley 
maintains were locally made.35 Genz (2006: 502) finds 
parallels to this vessel type in Emar. The first appearance 
in Alalakh of pottery made by a Hittite potter or in Hittite 
style is additional significant evidence supporting my 
assumption that the Level IIW temple was the first to be 
built under Hittite control.36

The Level IW temples and the Paluwa Shrine

In the final excavation report Woolley concludes that 

survived the destruction of the Level IVAF palace—moved the active part 
of his archive to the new palace of the Idrimi dynasty, the Level IVBF 
palace (the Levels III–IIW fort). This may explain why so few Ilimilimma 
documents were found at the Level IVAF palace (Prof. Nadav Na’aman: 
personal communication).
33 Woolley (ibid.: 78) explains the attribution of ATT/46/2 a–c to the 
Level IIIW temple as follows: “It was in a pocket of burnt rubble used 
for leveling a depression in the Level I site.” He believes that this burnt 
rubble could only have come from the burnt Level IIIW temple, but no 
convincing reason is given for why it could not have originated from a 
later level.
34 possibly in his ninth year (1320/1313). There is no direct evidence that 
the people of Mukiš took part in the northern Levantine uprising against 
the Hittites during the early years of Muršili II (Klengel 1992: 115–116). 
The residents of those Mukiš villages, annexed to Ugarit by Šuppiluliuma 
I, probably tried to take advantage of Ugarit’s collaboration with the 
rebels in order to convince Muršili II to punish Ugarit by liberating 
them. However, Muršili II decided not to allow Mukiš any form of 
new independence and rejected any change in the border between Hatti 
and Ugarit (CTH 64, Beckman 1999: 173–175). See Section 5.1 on the 
deportation of the people of Mukiš.
35 For the LH IIIA:2 pottery, which was found in this temple, see the 
section on Mycenaean pottery in Section 5.1.
36 Mara Horowitz reported in her presentation at the ASOR annual 
meeting in New Orleans (November 19th 2009) that Hittite ritual 
assemblage was found in one of the later phases of the site by the Mustafa 
Kemal University expadation. No additional details are published.

The Level IIIW temple, a significant building project 
in itself, was most likely built at the same time as the 
Levels III–IIW fortress; nonetheless, both building projects 
occurred during the Level IVBF period, several decades 
before Šuppiluliuma I conquered Alalakh. Mellink (1957: 
398) concludes that in all Levels IV–IW temples “one seems 
to notice a persistence of a basically Syrian ground-plan, 
although the entrance-system may vary.” Genz (2006: 
503) sees no logic behind Woolley’s assumption (1955: 
78) that the Level IIIW temple was built in a Hittite style. 
He argues that the Level IIIW temple does not resemble 
any Hittite temple and in fact persuasively contends that 
no Hittite architecture is identifiable anywhere in the 
northern Levant.

It may be that the Level IVBF palace was built in 
anticipation of a possible Hittite attack. We know that 
beginning in the reign of Tudaliya I (ca. 1400; absolute 
date unknown), the Hittites renewed their political and 
military interest in the northern Levant; it is also possible 
that Tudaliya I is responsible for the destruction of the 
Level IVAF palace (Klengel 1992: 89). It is likely that 
Ilimilimma, king of Alalakh, or one of his successors (in 
the case that Ilimilimma did not survive the destruction 
of the Level IVAF palace) had fortified the city, perhaps 
building a formidable new palace as a result. This would 
then have been the opportune moment to rebuild the Level 
IVAF temple, since, as I had argued, it was most likely 
destroyed together with the Level IVAF palace.

A tablet, ATT/46/3 (= AT 317), which was found in the 
Level IIW temple in square N14, 0.5 m. below the paving 
stones of the altar (von Dassow 2005: 19), may also 
contribute to this discussion. Woolley suggests that the 
tablet originated in Level IIIW. Together with AT 309–318 
these tablets form a unique group among the Akkadian 
texts of Alalakh (Goetze 1959: 64; Wiseman 1959: 58–
59; von Dassow 1997: 460; 2005: 19, 30). Five tablets 
of this group were found together in square T8. In von 
Dassow’s analysis of the archives of Alalakh IVW (2005: 
30) she suggests that “the stratigraphic level of the five 
tablets found in square T8 was misidentified at the time of 
excavation. Square T8 lay within the Level IIIW fortress… 
and it seems likely that all 10 tablets’ original place of 
deposition was in that building.” My reassignment of the 
dates of the fort makes it possible that this group of ten 
tablets is actually the only known archive of Level IVBF, 
dated to early/mid-fourteenth century, possibly to the time 
of Itūr-Addu, king of the land of Mukiš.32 If not to Level 
fourteenth century.” There is no doubt that from the mid-fourteenth 
century Alalakh was under Hittite suzerainty, and, therefore, these 
unpublished radiocarbon results do not seem to help here at all. Yener’s 
2007 web report (http://www.alalakh.org) describes the Level IVBF 
palace as follows: “This administrative building had been constructed in 
the style of Hittite palace architecture. Especially striking were the use 
of casemate units in the construction of the walls.” Yener’s consistent 
desire to relate the architecture and finds from Alalakh to Hittite or earlier 
Anatolian Plateau material culture has already tainted her description of 
the architecture of Tell Atchana (Yener 2005).
32 This is not a royal archive. However, many of the texts that were found 
in the Levels IVAF and VIIW palaces are parts of private archives that 
were nonetheless kept in the palace. It is possible that Ilimilimma—if he 
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Hawkins (2005: 304, no. 22) offers a different reading: 
MONS + tu MAGNUS(?) HATTI(?)REX.FILIUS, which 
stands for “Tudaliya, Great Prince of Hatti.” Hawkins 
admits that “the sign(s) are too worn for any certainty.” 
He assumes that “Great Prince of Hatti” is not a title as 
such, but a general honorary title. There are very few 
examples of monumental stone inscriptions bearing Hittite 
hieroglyphics from the Late Bronze Age Levant. The fact 
that Tudaliya was honoured by being inscribed on one of 
these few attests his importance and influence.
The second Tudaliya object found at Tell Atchana is the 
fragment of a letter, which Niedorf labels H4 or ATT 35 
(2002: 517).44 In it, the Hittite king, typically introduced as 
“the sun”, addresses Tudaliya by name. Niedorf believes 
that Tudaliya was a high-ranking official in Alalakh 
during the time of Muršili II (1321–1295), and estimates 
that he served in his post for 20–25 years (2005: 522–523, 
n. 23). He bases this synchronism between Tudaliya 
and Muršili II on the third Tudaliya reference, Muršili 
II’s dictate to Tuppi-Teşşub’s antagonists: the king of 
Karkamiş, Tudaliya and alpai (CTH 63.A). A new 
edition of this dictate was recently published by Miller, 
who rejects the correlation (of more than fifty years, since 
Güterbock 1954: 105, n. 15) between the two Tudaliyas, 
claiming that Tudaliya of the dictate is not the one from 
Alalakh (Miller 2007a: 131–132, 137). Based on the 
cuneiform syllabogram, Miller raises the possibility that 
Tudaliya of the dictate is a high-ranking Hittite official 
from Atata or, less likely, Qatna.

Niedorf (2002: 522) identifies Tudaliya of Alalakh in a 
fourth record, KBo 9.83, a letter from one Tudaliya to 
the Hittite king. In it, the city of Gaduman is mentioned 
twice; it also appears on a fragmented list of cities on 
the border between Karkami and Muki, which is part 
of the earliest treaty between Karkami and Hatti—
KUB 19.27 (CTH 50), between Šuppiluliuma I and 
his son Šarre-Kuu (Singer 2001: 635). In KBo 9.83, 
Tudaliya repudiates a claim that he had not fulfilled a 
mission of either conquering or punishing Gaduman.45 
Hagenbuchner (1989: 48–49, no. 34) dates the letter, 
based on the form of one of the signs, to no earlier 
than the time of Muwatalli II, Muršili II’s successor. 
However, this letter was sent to the king from the 
northern Levant, where new forms of signs were usually 
introduced earlier than in the Anatolian heartland 
(Niedorf 2002: 523, n. 24). It is therefore plausible that 
it dates somewhat earlier, to the time of Muršili II.

Levant) the date of the inscription is no earlier than Šuppiluliuma I’s 
conquest of the region, but it could be dated to any time between the mid-
fourteen century and the end of the thirteen century.
44 Niedorf reports that this tablet was excavated in Levels I/IIW (2002: 
517), but does not cite any dig-record in support of this information. I 
would like to thank Jacob Lauinger, who has been studying the Alalakh 
tablets at the Hatay museum, for the following information about the 
fragment of a letter, which is numbered by Niedorf H4 or ATT 35 (private 
communication): “This fragment is number 35 in drawer no. 4 in the 
museum’s storeroom no. 1, and its museum registration number is AM 
6277.”
45 I thank Shay Gordin for discussing this letter with me.

the relief found in the Level IBW temple was an inscribed 
royal orthostat of Tudaliya “IV” (1955: 241),37 and that, 
therefore, the public humiliation of the Hittite king in the 
temple had to do with the Hittites’ expulsion from Alalakh 
(ibid.: 86, 398).38 When, however, did this occur? Woolley 
had to consider the fact that the Tudaliya mentioned on the 
orthostat was referred to as DUMU.LUGAL, “the son of 
the king”, not yet as the king himself; he therefore assumes 
that Alalakh became independent at the time of the father of 
Tudaliya “IV”, Hattušili III (1267–1237). In the background 
of the Hittite withdrawal from Alalakh, then, was that king’s 
treaty with Ramses II. Woolley dates this event to 1273, and 
correspondingly, the beginning of Level IW.39

Woolley’s assumptions seem to be invalidated by the study 
of Niedorf (2002: 524; von Dassow 2008: 63–64), who 
suggests the names of three high-ranking Hittite officials 
in Alalakh as possible governors: Tudaliya, Šukur-Tešub 
and Paluwa. All three bear, among other designations, the 
title DUMU.LUGAL, “the king’s son.”40 It is unlikely, 
however, that these were the only high-ranking Hittite 
officials serving in Mukiš during the 150–160 years 
spanning the conquest of Alalakh by Šuppiluliuma I 
(probably during his first Syrian war—1353/1341) and the 
city’s final destruction (1190/1185) (Niedorf 2002: 523).41 
The best documented of the three is Tudaliya, who is 
known from four different records—or three, if we accept 
Miller’s new analysis (2007a: 137 n. 40)—two of which 
were found at Tell Atchana: the Tudaliya orthostat and 
a large fragment of a letter. The first of the two from Tell 
Atchana is AT/40–45/2, the orthostat of Tudaliya from the 
Level IBW temple. In it, Tudaliya is titled DUMU.LUGAL 
(REX.FILIUS) and possibly also GAL KARTAPPU 
(MAGNUS.AURIGA), “chief charioteer/groom”42 (Photo 
8 herein; see Woolley 1955: 86, 241–242; Laroche 1960: 
33, no. 46/1, 113, no. 207/3, 150, no. 289; Meriggi 1975: 
330, no. 305, drawing in Pl. XVII; Niedorf 2002: 521).43 
37 ca. 1237–1228 B.C.E., according to Bryce (1998: xiii), but the exact 
years are unknown.
38 Two smaller figures accompany the larger representation of Tudaliya 
on this orthostat, one visible on the same plane to his left, the second at 
a right angle to the first two, on the left side of the orthostat. Woolley 
assumed the figure immediately to the left of Tudaliya to be that of his 
wife (1955: 241–242); I believe now that both of those depicted are male, 
possibly officials. There is also a second hieroglyphic Luwian inscription, 
yet to be deciphered, between Tudaliya and the figure to his left. I thank 
Shay Gordin for pointing this out to me in personal correspondence. 
39 The Tudaliya orthostat was found in the Level IBW temple, but it 
is more likely that it originated from the Level IAW temple, as stated 
by Woolley (1955: 85–89, 398), and not from the Level IIW temple. 
Therefore, Woolley, in accordance with his own argument, should have 
dated the beginning of Level IBW, and not that of Level IAW, to 1274.
40 On the significance of this title, see Beckman 1995: 28; Singer 1997: 
418–420; Hawkins 2005: 307.
41 One of the dates that I cite for the first Syrian war of Šuppiluliuma I is in 
line with 1343/1344 B.C.E. as the king’s year of accession (Wilhelm and 
Boese 1987: 105–109; Bryce 1998: 168; Wilhelm 2004: 72–74). Na’aman 
(1996) and Parker (2002) insist on an earlier date for his enthronement. 
Recently, Miller (2007b: 282–284), supported by Taracha (2008), dated 
the reign of Šuppiluliuma I to 1356–1330. Therefore, another possible 
date for the first Syrian war is 1353 B.C.E.; but see Simon 2009.
42 For more attestations of DUMU.LUGAL together with KARTAPPU 
see Hawkins 2005: 302, n. 4 and 307, n. 37. On KARTAPPU and GAL 
KARTAPPU see Singer 1983: 9–11.
43 Mora (1998: 196) notes that based on style and location (northern 
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B.C.E., that is, to approximately the time of Muršili II. 
This argument has ramifications not only for the Level IAW 
temple: the main explanation Woolley offered for dating 
the beginning of Level IW as a whole is no longer valid, 
since it was based on a misidentification of the Tudaliya 
of Alalakh as Tudaliya “IV” – rather than a Hittite official. 
The Level IAW temple could not have been founded earlier 
than the reign of Muršili II, since Woolley found in its 
foundations the fragments of the Hittite divination text 
that almost certainly originated in the Level IIW temple, the 
first Hittite temple at Alalakh (see earlier in this section).

The Level IBW temple must postdate Tudaliya’s career 
and, therefore, any date around 1280 B.C.E. or later is 
a reliable beginning date for this temple. As a working 
hypothesis, I assign it to the DUMU.LUGAL Šukur-
Tešub, in all probability a governor of Alalakh known 
from his introduction letter (Lackenbacher 2002: 95–96) 
to Ammitamru III, king of Ugarit (1260–1235; Arnaud 
1999; Singer 1999).47 Thus, a destruction date of circa 
1240 B.C.E. is feasible.48

47 It is clear from the letter that when Šukur-Tešub was posted in Alalakh, 
Ammitamru III was already the king of Ugarit. Therefore, if indeed 
Ammitamru III ruled over Ugarit from 1260 on, Šukur-Tešub was not 
posted in Alalakh before 1260.
48 Woolley (1955: 88, n. 1) points out the similarity between the bricks of 
the Levels III–IIW fort and those of the Level IBW temple. Although brick 
quarrying sources may not be considered a reliable tool for dating, the 
resemblance between the two is worth mentioning.

Tudaliya was a popular name among the Hittite crowned 
heads, and it is possible that two or more different 
Tudaliyas served in the northern Levant, during the more 
than 150 years of Hittite hegemony in the region. On the 
other hand, Beckman has established that “in the pursuit 
of their duties, officials designated by the Sumerographic 
term DUMU.LUGAL, literally ‘Son of the King,’ traveled 
throughout Hittite Syria” (Beckman 2007: 165), and that 
“they do not seem to have been permanently posted to any 
single locality” (Beckman 1992: 47). The same official can 
be attested in more than one place, for example, in Ugarit 
and Emar (Beckman 2007: 116). I believe that we still 
need to consider the possibility that the two Tudaliyas 
(the one from the two documents from Alalakh and the 
one mentioned in CTH 63.A, who is possibly the one from 
KBo 9.83) are one person, recorded in different stages of 
his career.46 The proximity of the dates given to all four 
documents and the fact that in all four Tudaliya is viewed 
as a major player in the northern Levantine arena, enjoying 
unmediated correspondence with the Hittite king, support 
this view.

Assuming that the orthostat of Tudaliya appeared in the 
original plan of the Level IAW temple or was installed in 
it later, it is reasonable to date this temple to the end of 
the fourteenth or the beginning of the thirteenth centuries 
46 Long and meaningful careers of officials are well recorded in the 
region in this period, such as those of Takulinu and aya (Singer 1983).

Photo 8. The orthostat of Tudaliya DUMU.LUGAL (after Woolley 1939c: 867)
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"IV" (1237–1209; Skaist 2005: 610). We do not know 
securely which Hittite king composed Msk. 73.1097 and 
which king of Karkami supplemented it with BLMJ–C 37. 
Scholars suggest several identifications: based on Emar VI 
201, Salvini and Trémouille (2003: 227–230) and Skaist 
(2005: 610–614) make the case for their being Muršili 
and Šaurunuwa respectively, but the question remains 
which of the Muršilis the Hittite king was.54 Salvini and 
Trémouille propose that it was Muršili II, and date Msk. 
73.1097 to 1312–1311, while Muršili II campaigned in 
the area (2003: 230).55 Skaist (2005: 614) believes that if 
it was Muršili II, the letter was written late in his career, 
towards his death, circa 1290. Identifying the Hittite 
king as Muršili II requires that the reign of Ini-Teub of 
Karkami lasted some 55 years. Skaist shows that it would 
make more sense to attribute the document to the reign of 
Muršili III/Uri-Teub, dating Msk. 73.1097 to circa 1270. 
This lower date is supported by the stratigraphy of Tell 
Atchana, where at least one of the two seals of Paluwa, if 
indeed the same Palluwa as in Msk. 73.1097, was found in 
mid–late-thirteenth-century context. Another support for 
the lower date, although not as strong as the previous one, 
is that stylistically the seals of Paluwa seem to date to the 
thirteenth century (Buchanan 1969: 21, n. 16; Mora 1987: 
288, 311, 346–351, XIIa, 2.21, XIIb, 1.40).56 The Paluwa 
Shrine, either postdating Paluwa or built in his time, could 
be reasonably dated to 1240–1210 B.C.E.

While Tudaliya and Paluwa seem to have been very senior 
Hittite officials who visited Alalakh very often, used the site 
as their frontier base and possibly resided there part of the 
time, Šukur-Tešub was the actual commander or governor 
of the land of Mukiš. Following the archaeological data 
from Alalakh, Tudaliya is clearly the earliest of the 
three. Paluwa and Šukur-Tešub could have been coevals, 
especially if one follows Singer’s assumption (2000) 
that Palluwa of Msk. 73.1097 is Paluwa of Alalakh, and 
Skaist’s (2005: 614) later dating of this letter to circa 1270. 
At any rate, naming Paluwa’s Shrine after this official is 
54 Apparently, Skaist (2005: 612–614), unaware of Salvini and 
Trémouille’s work (2003: 227–230), reached the same conclusion as 
they did, that Emar VI 201 is essential for dating and understanding Msk. 
73.1097 and BLMJ-C 37.
55 If one follows Miller (2007b) and Taracha (2008) the date is 1320–1319.
56 Significantly, another seal of the same style, AT/46/12, was found in 
square N16, either in the courtyard of the Level IbW temple or in the 
Paluwa Shrine, as described in the object card (UCL Special Collections): 
“SW corner of courtyard behind basalt threshold. Square N16” (see also 
Barnett 1955: 267; Buchanan 1969: 21, n.16; Mora 1987: 330). Beran 
(1957: 46 = Bog III, 13), followed by Laroche (1966: 135, no. 922), 
suggests that Paluwa is most probably a Hittite nobleman whose name 
appears on a stamped bulla found in Boğazköy. Bog III, 13 reads: Pa-lu-
wa-a2 REX.FILIUS (DUMU.LUGAL) REGIO.DOMINUS (EN KUR). I 
thank Shay Gordin for this reading. As for the uniqueness of these three 
seals, Mora (2004: 482) adds: “If Singer’s hypothesis were confirmed, 
Paluwa could be the only ‘Overseer of the land’ having the hieroglyphic 
title indicated on the seal. Perhaps it is no coincidence that the Paluwa’s 
seals are circular, which is a typically Anatolian feature.” Singer (2000: 
70) points out that an exquisite silver seal of Paluwa, without titles, now 
in the Cabinet des Médailles of the Bibliothèque Nationale in Paris (BN 
1972.1317.147), could have belonged to the same person. This double-
faced seal is attached to a crescent-shape half ring by two pins. For a 
description, photos and a drawing of the object, acquired in 1972, see 
Masson 1975: 215–216, 231, Fig. 1, 234, Fig. 1.

The Paluwa Shrine is next in line, succeeding the Level 
IBW temple, here attributed to Šukur-Tešub. Paluwa,49 
who left two stamp seals at Tell Atchana, inscribed in 
Hieroglyphic Luwian (AT/39/322; Photo 5 herein, found 
in the Paluwa Shrine, and AT/39/38(?), found in topsoil. 
Barnett 1955: 266–267), was a senior Hittite official and a 
member of the Hittite royal family (Klengel 1975: 63–64).50 
Paluwa’s title is REX.FILIUS (DUMU.LUGAL) REGIO.
DOMINUS (EN KUR): “The king’s son, the overseer/
lord of the land.” The second part of the title is equivalent 
to the Akkadian azannu (Beal 1992: 437–442; Hawkins 
1995: 75; Hawkins 2005: 306, no. 34), and it “may very 
well correspond to the cuneiform UGULA.KALAM.MA, 
‘Overseer of the Land,’ one of the highest authorities in 
the Hittite administration of Syria”,51 whose “duties are 
strikingly similar to those of the BĒL MADGALTI, the 
‘district governor’ in Anatolia” (Singer 2000: 70). Mora 
(2004) accepts Singer’s hypothesis and brings to the fore 
more examples for this possible overlap of titles. Paluwa 
of Alalakh is most probably Palluwa52 of a letter in Hittite 
from the Hittite king, found in Emar (Msk. 73.1097), in 
which he is named as a powerful, most influential official, 
who “dare[s] to benefit from the paternal property of the 
leading religious authority in Emar”, Zu-Bala (Singer 
2000: 70). The Hittite king orders that Palluwa and all other 
authorities give Zu-Bala back everything that was taken 
from him. The letter from the Hittite king is supplemented 
with a letter from the king of Karkami (BLMJ–C 37), 
delivering an abbreviated version of the same message 
(ibid.: 67). Singer (ibid.: 70) adds that if Palluwa “was 
indeed an Overseer of the land, this may explain why the 
king of Karkami tactfully avoided mentioning him in his 
accompanying letter. Very often the persons appointed 
to the highest offices in the imperial administration of 
Syria were close relatives or associates of the viceroy 
of Karkami. It would be quite embarrassing for him to 
admit that this blunt case of corruption was committed by 
one of his protégés." If indeed Paluwa of Alalakh is the 
Palluwa mentioned in the letter from Emar, then Paluwa is 
a contemporary of Zu-Bala, who is of the same generation 
as Muršili II (Yamada 1998: 324–325) or Muršili III/Uri-
Teub (Skaist 2005: 614; Cohen and d'Alfonso 2008: 12–
14, 20, 25) and of both Šaurunuwa and Ini-Teub, kings 
of Karkami (Yamada 1998: 332).53 

Of the two, Ini-Teub is a contemporary of Ammitamru III, 
king of Ugarit (1260–1235; Singer 1999) and of Tudaliya 

49 Other suggested spellings are Palluwa (Laroche 1966: 135, no. 922) 
and Pluwe (Niedorf 2002).
50 According to the object card, (now at the Special Collections of the 
University College London library), AT/39/322 was found in square M15 
in “Level 1–2” at the temple site. The object cards of AT/39/38A and 
AT39/38B describe bone objects, and not a seal or a seal impression. 
It is possible that the number AT/39/38, published by Barnet (1955: 
267), is wrong or that the correct number is AT/39/38C or AT/39/338. 
Currently, the last numbered object cards of 1939 kept at the UCL Special 
Collections is AT/39/337.
51 For discussions of this title see Beckman’s studies (1992: 47–48; 1995: 
28–29; 2007: 165).
52 spelled pal-lu-ú-wa.
53 Zu-Bala’s son, dIM-qarrād, was also a contemporary of Ini-Teub 
(Yamada 1998: 332).
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any coherent urban settlement.58

3.4 The find-spot of the statue of Idrimi, 
uncovered

With this new understanding of the temple sequence at 
Tell Atchana, it is certainly possible, even necessary, to 
reevaluate the find-spot of so important a discovery as the 
Idrimi statue. Section 2.4 and Table 2 sum up the relevant 
information as Woolley recorded it. Let us first consider the 
rest of the available evidence, in light of my stratigraphic 
reanalysis, and then reevaluate the likely circumstances of 
its excavation. 

The throne

The throne of the statue of Idrimi (AT/39/288) was found 
almost concurrently with the statue itself, but in a different 
place. Woolley says he unearthed it in the “west room” of 
the annexe (1955: 89), in the “north room of the annexe” 
(1949: 2) or in the “long hall” (1939c), on the floor that 
he attributed to the annexe to the Level IBW temple (see 
also Plan 6). I believe that this floor belongs either to the 
Paluwa Shrine (see above) or, more likely, to the annexe 
to the Level IIIW temple. The excavation reports are not 
explicit enough to be certain, but Woolley’s object card 
(Photo 9) refers to the find-spot as “Temple Level 2.” 
At any rate it was found in the area of the southeastern 
annexes; based on my reevaluation of the annexes, the 
Level IIW annexe should actually be considered the annexe 
to the Level IIIW/ IVBF temple, which was destroyed by 
Šuppiluliuma I in 1353/1341 B.C.E. Although the throne 
was not buried together with the smashed statue, there is no 
doubt that the Idrimi statue was once positioned on it, and, 
therefore, Woolley reached a very reasonable conclusion: 
namely, that the statue was smashed, removed from the 
throne and buried by a devotee, and that the throne was 
left on the floor.59 However, Woolley did not consider the 
possibility that after the mutilation of the statue and its 
burial, the throne was reused in the temple in subsequent 
years as well, like many other heirlooms found in the later 
temples of Alalakh.

If the throne was not reused, one should follow Woolley’s 
logic (1955: 89) “that the breaking of the statue was 
58 These remains can be dated to any of the periods mentioned by Woolley 
in his long list of post-second-millennium-B.C.E finds at Tell Atchana 
(Woolley 1955: 399, n. 4). See also Casana and Gansell (2005: 157), as 
well as Mattingly (1939), although, most likely, this Byzantine hoard of 
coins was not found on the site. Since Woolley rewarded his workmen for 
finding exciting artefacts (1953: 24), some of the objects on this list could 
possibly have been “planted” after being collected in other Amuq sites.
59 Judging by the manner in which the feet of the Idrimi statue are 
broken, Woolley’s observation, that it was on its throne when smashed, is 
correct (1949: 2). More information regarding this throne was published 
by Mayer-Opificius (1983). Stein (1997: 58) writes that “it is unclear 
whether the statue was ever mounted on the basalt lion throne found 
nearby.” I do not understand Stein’s reason to disengage Idrimi’s statue 
from the throne. Nonetheless, it should be noted that if Stein were right, 
attributing Idrimi’s statue to levels earlier than IBW could be argued more 
easily, since currently the date of the destruction of the surface, on which 
the throne was found, makes the most plausible dating for the last usage 
of the statue.

due to the archaeological habit of naming a building after 
a name inscribed on an object, which was found in it, and 
not a historical observation.

The Level 0W temple

I share Woolley’s assumption that a temple in the location 
under consideration was in existence in Alalakh up until 
the city’s last days. Bienkowski (1982) and Kitchen 
(1982) establish that the main argument upon which 
Woolley depends for his late dating of the final destruction 
of Alalakh—1140—is invalid. Bienkowski (1982) 
emphasizes that cremation burials are known in Alalakh 
from Level VW; there is therefore no evidence to connect 
them specifically to the ‘Sea Peoples’, to whom Woolley 
attributes the destruction of Level IW, and, consequently, 
some or all of the buildings of Level 0W. Kitchen (1982), 
on the other hand, analyzes a scarab found in one of the 
cremation burials (ATG/37/2), ascribed by Woolley to the 
time of Ramses VI, and concludes that it is from the time of 
Amenhotep III. This was, in fact, Woolley’s only reason for 
dating Level 0W specifically to 1194–1140 (Woolley 1955: 
202–203, 398–399). By re-dating this find from Alalakh, 
Bienkowski and Kitchen leave no reason to believe that 
Alalakh remained in existence after the fall of the Hittite 
empire and of Ugarit. I thus propose ca. 1190/1185 B.C.E. 
as the approximate date for the destruction of the Level 0W 
temple.

Explaining his secondary reason for dating the temple to 
1194–1140 B.C.E., Woolley writes that “the finding of 
temple foundations overlying the Level I temple and laid 
some considerable time after its destruction forced me to 
go back to my first opinion [that it belongs to Level 0W and 
dated to post-1190/1185 B.C.E.—the author], since this 
could not be fitted into the time limits of Level I” (ibid.: 
399). This assumption is based on Woolley’s absolute date 
for Level IW and on his observation of a significant time 
gap between the destruction of the Level IBW temple and 
the construction of the Level 0W temple. Woolley’s dating 
of the Level IBW temple has been rebutted (see above), 
and once Level IW is antedated, there is no need to date 
the Level 0W temple to post-1190/1185 B.C.E. Woolley’s 
observation of the existence of a time gap between the 
Level IBW and the Level 0W temples originates in his 
belief that the statue of Idrimi was deliberately interred 
by someone who intended to unearth it, eventually, and 
failed to do so; but since it was not part of the Level 0W 
assemblage Woolley (1955: 90) suggests that the memory 
of the burial spot was lost. This assumption is hypothetical, 
to say the least, and is certainly not valid in view of the 
find-spot of the statue of Idrimi, which is discussed below.

Unlike Woolley, I ascribe the Level 0W temple to the 
last phase of Level IW/Level IBF.57 With the exception of 
the temple, Level 0W is a collection of scattered walls, 
possibly from several periods, which does not represent 

57 While Woolley believes inconsistently that there are three sub-phases 
of the Level IW residences, he refers most of the time to two phases of the 
Level IW temple (1955: 85–89, 398).
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between squares L14 and L15, ten meters away to the 
north. This correction now situates the find-spot of the 
statue at the heart of the annexes to the Level IIIW temples, 
now re-dated to the time of Level IVBF.

The fact that four different parts of the statue—the body, 
the head, the beard and one foot—were all found in the 
same spot (Woolley 1949: 2) indicates that the statue was 
indeed buried, or found in the spot where it was smashed.61 
The challenge is now to determine the surface from which 
the statue originated. The two buildings that are clearly 
represented in the stratigraphy at the find-spot are the 
Paluwa Shrine and the annexe to Level IIIW. It would seem 
logical, therefore, to seek the statue’s origin on the floor of 
either the shrine or the annexe.

Unfortunately, Woolley’s reports carry additional 
surprising details. The pit, described as being clearly 
observable in some publications, is said to have been “at 
61 In the photo published by Woolley (1939c: 869; Photo 10 herein), only 
the head and the body are shown. As they have both been turned over 
and removed from their exact find-spot they can no longer be considered 
in situ.

contemporary with the destruction of the Level IBW temple 
was manifest not only from the observation that the pit 
in which it was hidden was dug from the floor level of 
that temple but even more clearly from the fact that the 
statue belonged to the lion throne found broken on the 
floor.” If this floor was actually the floor of the annexe to 
the Level IIIW temple, then, based on Woolley’s argument, 
the statue of Idrimi was smashed and buried when the 
Level IIIW temple ceased to exist. This happened when the 
Hittites conquered Alalakh during the first Syrian war of 
Šuppiluliuma I.

The building, the pit and the burial of the statue

The statue was uncovered in a pit, which appears on Plan 
3 marked with the letter l and on Plan 6 with no letter 
designation. In Plan 3, the precise location of the find-
spot is the centre of the grid-line between squares L15 and 
L16.60 As previously established, the location that Woolley 
intended to specify is, in fact, the centre of the grid-line 

60 On the object card, (now at Woolley’s archive at the Special Collections 
of the UCL library), this pit is designated “Pit No. (1).” There is no 
additional reference to this name in Woolley’s publications.

Photo 9. The card of object AT/39/288, the throne of the statue of Idrimi (from UCL Special Collections)
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on a crudely cut basalt column lying at a tilt in a hole in 
the mud brick. The column and a big building slab were 
removed only to expose another slab about 5ft. long. This 
was lifted in its turn and below it in the bottom of the 
hole was a statue.” Later publications present an equally 
complicated description of the find-spot that is different in 
content: “[The pit] was filled [with] earth and large stones 
(the largest weighed nearly a ton and a half)” (1949: 2), 
and “below the bricks were earth and stones, including 
two large orthostats and a basalt-footed column…a meter 
high and 0.43 m. in diameter…” (1955: 89). A five-foot-
(1.5-m.-)long slab would be longer than the diameter of 
the mouth of the pit as marked by Woolley in his plans 
(Plans 3 and 6). The number of remarkably large and 
heavy building stones that Woolley removed on his way 
to the statue of Idrimi increases the likelihood that the 
buried statue originated from a lower surface, presumably 
the annexe to the Level IIIW temple, now dated to Level 
IVBF. This is the annexe in which this statue was originally 
placed, and it could have been smashed by Šuppiluliuma I 
when he conquered Alalakh in 1353/1341 B.C.E.

To sum up, the most likely scenario is that the smashed 
statue was buried in a pit dug from the floor of the annexe 
to the Level IVBF temple (Level IIIW), while the throne 
was found on that floor. Other scenarios, less likely in my 
opinion, may include the following variants:

1) The throne was found on the floor of the Paluwa 
Shrine and the smashed statue of Idrimi was buried in 

the top…disguised by bricks” in another (1955: 89). This 
increases the probability that the pit was not excavated 
from the top of the brick mass, but from a lower point in the 
buildings’ sequence.62 Unpublished photos in Woolley’s 
archive at UCL Special Collections may shed some light 
on the nature of these pits and on the fashion in which 
they were excavated (Photos 11 and 12).63 The observable 
pits in these photos are extremely deep. In the bottommost 
pit seen in Photo 11 one can see a man standing, his 
head not even reaching the mouth of the pit. These pits 
were excavated in one instance, without first leveling the 
surface into which they were originally dug. While deep 
pits are not uncommon in Near Eastern archaeology, it is a 
rare phenomenon to find so many of them in one location. 
Moreover, most of these pits were not reported by Woolley. 

This is supported and strengthened by the variety of 
descriptions concerning the content of the pit. The article 
published in the Times on August 3, 1939, shortly after the 
end of the season in which the statue was unearthed, is 
most astounding in its description of what it took to find 
the statue: “…but in the meanwhile workmen…had come 
62 This suggestion is plausible only if Woolley’s workmen were already 
on a lower surface when they excavated the pit, if the statue was found in 
one of the soundings dug deep into the annexe to the Level IIIW temple, 
or if the pit was excavated from the side and not from top down. Clearly, 
these scenarios are not supported by Woolley’s narratives. I would like to 
thank Prof. Glenn Schwartz for his comments on this subject (personal 
communication).
63 I thank Prof. Stephen Shennan, the director of the Institute of 
Archaeology at UCL, for his permission to publish these previously 
unpublished photos.

Photo 10. The find-spot of the statue of Idrimi (after Woolley 1939c: 869)
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Above: Photo 11. Some of the pits dug by Woolley at the Levels IV–0W temple site (unpublished photo at UCL Special Collections)

Below: Photo 12. More of the pits dug by Woolley at the Levels IV–0W temple site (unpublished photo at UCL Special Collections)
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The defiling, defacement or beheading of statues and their 
subsequent burial was a meaningful practice in the ancient 
Near East. It is uncertain whether the burial of the statue 
of Idrimi was part of a ritual or a salvage burial carried 
out by a devotee (Woolley 1949: 2; Ussishkin 1970: 
124–125, 128; Mayer-Opificius 1981: 206; Oesch 1996: 
62), or, contrarily, an act of humiliation carried out by 
the aggressor; the similarity between the position of the 
Tudaliya orthostat, facing down, and that of the Idrimi 
statue is clear. This issue is far from being resolved and 
deserves further examination.

a pit dug into that floor.
2) The throne was reused. It was found on the floor of 

the annexe to the Level IVBF temple or on the floor of 
the Paluwa Shrine. The statue of Idrimi was found in 
an unrelated earlier context, on which we know very 
little, due to the mode of excavation. One of the pos-
sibilities is that it was found underneath the bottom 
of a pit, which was dug into the floor on which the 
throne was found.

3) The statue and the throne were both found in the tem-
ple sounding, but due to the mode of excavation and 
the evolving records concerning the find-spot it is im-
possible to determine where exactly they were found.
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Levels II–0W temples were also given higher dates. This 
was the first stage in proving Landsberger’s hypothesis. The 
second stage will be studying other remains from Levels 
VI–0W, mostly palaces and residences, to see whether they 
were misattributed by Woolley to the wrong level. In this 
chapter I will treat the Mittani-period levels at Alalakh, up 
until the destruction of the city at the end of my level IVBF. 
In doing so, I will try to decipher the encoding of Atchana’s 
stratigraphy, as Woolley himself (1955: 133) stated that 
“our scheme of stratification at Atchana is based on the 
succession of houses in the residential area…” I believe that 
in fact, and contrary to his claim, Woolley shaped Levels 
VII–0W at Tell Atchana around either a palace or a temple, 
or both.2 In most cases, the level is dated to the lifetime 
of the palace or the temple, and its sub-phases/-levels 
correspond to the re-buildings of these features. There 
is no evidence in Alalakh for immense city destruction, 
although there are records of several conquests of the site, 
and clear archaeological evidence for violent demolitions 
of the Levels VIIW and IVW palaces and of some of the 
private houses of Level IIW. Woolley never claimed that a 
level is equal to a city, which is built and destroyed as one 
event. He realized that buildings, and even units within 
buildings, could be built, destroyed and rebuilt during the 
lifespan of a level (1955: 172–173). He also thought that 
some of the residences lasted for longer than the duration 
of one level. Therefore, he did his best to match a feature 
(palace, temple, residence or fortification) to a level. This 
chapter aims to examine Woolley’s considerations when 
making such a match, as well as its validity half a century 
later. I will especially take into account the textual and 
material culture data, often insufficiently explained by 
the excavators, that may help us in positing absolute dates 
for the myriad features present at the site. The results of 
this research are summarized and reduced to two tables 
and nine new level plans—Summary Tables 1 and 2 and 
the plans of Levels VAF, VBF, IVAF, IVBF, IIIF, IIAF, IIBF, 
IAF and IBF, which should accompany the reader of this 
chapter and the next at all times.

2 with the exception of Level VIW. This is defined as the level that was 
built on top of the Level VIIW palace and therefore postdates it.

4.1 Introduction 

Even before Leonard Woolley released the final report 
(1955) on the excavations at Tell Atchana, ancient Alalakh, 
Benno Landsberger published his own observations 
on the history of Mitanni, Aleppo and Alalakh (1954). 
Landsberger detected the disharmony between the 
historical reconstruction of Level IVW, which was mostly 
based on documents from Alalakh itself, and Woolley’s 
archaeological analysis of the same level (1954: 60–61)—
a disharmony I have already begun to correct in Chapters 2 
and 3. While the documents seem to indicate that the Level 
IVW palace and fort were destroyed early in the reign of 
Ilimilimma, Woolley’s Level IVW ends when Šuppiluliuma 
I took over Alalakh from Itūr-Addu, several decades later. 
Landsberger briefly calls attention to this fact, writing that 
the time that elapsed from the defeat of Ilimilimma to the 
conquest of Alalakh by Šuppiluliuma I was a period of 
impressive, rather undocumented, economic prosperity 
(1954: 61).1 Based on this historical analysis, and his 
intuition, he suggests that we consider Level IIIW and the 
early stage of Level IIW to be remains from the second 
half (later sub-phase) of Level IVW, the period between 
the overthrow of Ilimilimma to the downfall of Itūr-
Addu. Landsberger’s remark was overshadowed by the 
publication of Woolley’s impressive volume (1955). It was 
left in disregard with the exception of a short and skeptical 
quote made by Machteld Mellink in the most important 
review of Woolley’s magnum opus (1957: 398).

In Chapter 3 I divided Level IVW into two sub-phases: 
Level IVAF (early) and IVBF (late). I also studied the 
Levels IV–0W temples at Tell Atchana and concluded that 
the Level IIIW temple and fort are in fact contemporary with 
Level IVBF, a period that begins with the destruction of the 
Level IVW, now IVAF, palace and temple, and ends with the 
capture of Alalakh by Šuppiluliuma I. Consequently, the 

1 “Die leider schlecht dokumentierte Periode vom Ende des Ilim-limma 
bis zur Eroberung durch Šuppiluliuma, in die wir die Schichten III/II 
(zumindest des erste hälfte von II) verlegen, war eine Zeit beträchtlicher 
wirtschaftlicher Blüte” (Landsberger 1954: 61).

Alalakh Under the Mittani Empire  
(Levels VIW–IVBF): Stratigraphy, Material 

Culture and History 

Chapter Four
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3) since Woolley was not able to find many of the 
thresholds in these residences (see below for 
individual descriptions of each of the buildings), it is 
possible that some of them stand for more than one 
residential unit.

4.2 Level VIW

Table 6 summarizes the views on the date of Level VIW.

Level VIW Residences

The earliest residences recorded by Woolley in Alalakh 
are those he attributes to Levels XVI–XIIW (1955: 10–
25; Heinz 1992: 23–36). Woolley found no residences 
in Levels XI–VIIW (1955: 172). The earliest in effect 
widely exposed residences are those he attributed to Level 
VIW (ibid.: 173–174). These poorly preserved houses of 
incomplete building plans were found in squares J–M-
12–15 (Plan 24, and in section in Plan 12), on top of the 
south-east rooms of the Level VIIW palace; hence their 
stratigraphic terminus post quem is secure. Woolley’s 
digging strategy was to excavate residences as deep as 
Level IVW; the Levels VI–VW houses were dug only in 
order to clear the way to the Level VIIW palace (ibid.: 172).

Woolley attributes fragments of two buildings, one found 
on top of the other, to this level (ibid.: 173, Fig. 61; herein 
Plan 24). The older one reuses some of the walls of the 
Level VIIW palace, but only following a period in which 
the palace area was deserted. This house “was replaced by 
what was clearly a large building well constructed on very 
different lines, and that building did not outlast Level VI” 
(ibid.: 174).5 The excavator cannot determine in which of 
the buildings the finds originated (ibid.). These two sub-
levels of Level VIW are canceled by walls that Woolley 
attributes to Level VW, and which are also canceled—this 
time by a Level IVW structure, the Level IVW house 39/C 
(ibid.).

Level VIW Fortress

Few additional wall fragments, which could possibly be 
part of Level VIW, were found in the Level IVAF palace 
soundings (ibid.: 107–108). Here (Plan 28), again, one 
of the walls cancels an earlier large structure that is 
convincingly attributed by Woolley to Level VIIW, but 
Level VIW is represented by one building phase only. All 
the Level VIW wall fragments were gathered into one 

southwest of the Tell, and that both the upper and the lower mound were 
almost encircled by one of the meanders of the Orontes River. If so, the 
entire northeast slope of the Tell was right on the river bank, and the 
Levels VIIW and IVW city gates were in fact water gates, leading to the 
Orontes River. I believe that only systematic deep soundings in the fields 
around the site will determine if a lower town existed at Tell Atchana. 
Drilling in the lower town of Tell Ta’yinat, 800 m. north of Tell Atchana, 
in the same flood zone of the Orontes, shows accumulation of a meter 
of “sterile” sediments on top of the Iron Age city, and up to eight meters 
above Early Bronze Age pottery (Prof. Timothy Harrison in a tour at the 
site, July 2008 and personal communication, January 2009).
5 In Chapter 3 I suggest that part of the later building of Level VIW is in 
fact the annexe to the Level IVAF temple.

This study of the stratigraphy may become essential 
in any discussion of the important Late Bronze Age 
ceramic sequence from Tell Atchana. In her Summary 
article on Late Bronze Age pottery production in the 
Northern Levant, Stefania Mazzoni (2002: 130) writes 
that “the lasting occupation of Tell ‘Atchana VI–I does not 
have parallels in other sites of the region, but it is fully 
reflected in the main coastal sites, such as Ras Shamra.”3 
This lasting occupation brings Mazzoni to use Tell 
Atchana as the reference-stratigraphy and typology and 
to date archaeological phases in the following sites: Tell 
Afis, Hama, Tell Hadidi, Tell Mardikh, Tell Rifa’at and 
others. Obviously, any change in the understanding of the 
stratigraphy of Tell Atchana will affect our understanding 
of the Late Bronze Age Northern Levant as a whole. Similar 
dependency on Levels VI–IW at Tell Atchana to describe 
the LBA I Northern Levant is presented by Akkermans 
and Schwartz (2003: 330–335) in their textbook on the 
archaeology of the Syrian Arab Republic.

I should not end this introduction without adding few words 
on the extraordinary size of the Tell Atchana residences. 
As shown by McClellan (1997; see also Bergoffen 2005: 
30), the residences of Alalakh (called “private houses” 
in Woolley’s reports) are on average almost twice as big 
as the average excavated domestic structure in any other 
Northern Levantine site. In size, structure, and nature 
of finds, many of Alalakh’s residences resemble small 
palaces or patrician houses. This unique state of affairs can 
be explained, in part, by the following circumstances: 

1) all the residences excavated by Woolley were located 
just southeast of the palace and temple compound—
the second-best location in the city, at least from a 
geopolitical perspective; 

2) the floor area of some of the residences is clearly 
oversized for a Late Bronze Age site of 21 ha., unless 
Alalakh was originally considerably bigger than 
we currently have reason to believe. In view of Tell 
Atchana’s location in the midst of the alluvial plain of 
the Orontes River, which is subject to annual flooding, 
it is possible that a large lower town is buried under 
meters of sediments;4 

3 and in another place (Mazzoni 2002: 131): “Tell ‘Atchana provides so 
far the only complete pottery seriation for the entire period.”
4 This matter was first raised by Woolley (1955: 132), and was examined 
in recent years by Tony Wilkinson (2000: 170–173), who found a Late 
Chalcolithic site buried under several meters of sediment close to the 
eastern-most slope of the mound. Casana and Gansell (2005: 157–158; 
see also Casana 2003: 252) tried to attack this question applying intensive 
ground collection (Plan 27), but to no avail. They reached the conclusion 
that it is more likely that there was no lower town at Tell Atchana. 
Nevertheless, they estimate that the alluvium accumulation around Tell 
Atchana is 3 m. (ibid.: 159). Therefore, no surface collection survey will 
be able to determine if a lower city is buried at Atchana. To the best of 
my knowledge, no clear positive results have emerged since this study. 
Placing the lower town north of the mound will explain the location 
of the Levels VIIW and IVW city-gates, directly—or almost directly—
into the palace (Woolley 1955: 145–151, 161–163), which then would 
have functioned as the upper city/palace gates, similar to LBA Megiddo 
(Ussishkin 1998) and Ugarit. Mara Horowitz reported in her presentation 
at the ASOR annual meeting in New Orleans (November 19th 2009) 
that the MKU expedition thinks that the lower town was located to the 
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harmonized with the two main residences, which were 
attributed by Woolley to Level VIW.

4.3 Levels V–IVW (–1420/1400)

Tables 7 and 8 summarize the views on the dates of Levels 
VW and IVW respectively. The plans of Levels VAF, VBF 
and IVAF accompany this discussion.

Levels VB–IVAF palaces

As in Level VIW, the subdivision of Level VW into VAW 

noticeably, there is no physical connection between the remains of the 
Levels VIABW fortress and the Level VIIW city gate, the only clear Level 
VIIW remains in the area, Woolley is convinced that his stratigraphic 
sequence is correct (ibid.: 133–134).

plan, published by Yener (2005: 139, Fig. 4.28; herein 
Plan 29).

The subdivision of Level VIW into VIAW (early) and VIBW 
(late) reflects the distinct sub-levels that Woolley found 
at the Level VIW fortress (Plan 30), namely re-floorings 
and rearrangements of the earlier building (ibid.: 153–
155; Gates 1987: 62).6 This subdivision can be easily 

6 Unlike the Levels IVW and III–IIW fortresses, which were extensively 
excavated by Woolley (1955: 156–170), the excavation of the Levels 
VIABW and VABW fortresses is limited and fragmentary (ibid.: 133–
134, 153–155). With the exception of the remains in squares Y–Z-8–9, 
Woolley did not remove the Level IVW fortress, and therefore, only little 
can have been exposed of the earlier fortresses. The sub-levels of the 
Levels VIABW and VABW fortresses, described by Woolley, could even 
have been locally rebuilt or part of the still earlier level VIIW. Although 

Plan 27. Sherd density map of fields surrounding Tell Atchana (after Casana & Gansell 2005: 165, Fig. 6.4)
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VIAW Beginning VIAW End VIBW End Duration in years 
of VI–VW

Archaeological  
Period of Level VIW

Reasons Closest  
Mesopotamian  

Chronology

Smith 1940 Not before 1750 1595: capture of Aleppo by 
Muršili I

Not more than 267 Middle

Landsberger 1954 1700: capture of Aleppo by 
Muršili I

1650 1500 200 Ultra High

Woolley 1955:  
390, 399

1750/1730 1595: capture of Aleppo by 
Muršili I

183/203 years Smith 1940 Middle

Albright 1956; 1957 1550 100 LBA I 1) Level VIIW ends 1640/1630 (90/80 year gap between Levels VIIW and VIW)
2) Bichrome ware at Levels VIW and VW is compared with Megiddo IX and Ajjul

Low

Kantor 1956: 158–160 1600: capture of Aleppo by 
Muršili I

LBA I 1) Level VIW and VW’s ceramics and glyptics are similar to Megiddo IX and Hama G
2) Egyptian Chronology as understood in 1950s

Middle

Goetze 1957a; 1957b 1650 Middle
Tadmor 1966 Last quarter of 17th century Middle
Rowton 1970: 213 1645 95/100 Rowton believes that Level IVW dates 1550–1473, after Swift 1958 Middle
Tadmor 1970 1640 Middle
Astour 1973 1570 110/120 Low
Collon 1975: 143 1650 150 Length of Level VIIW Middle
Williams 1975: 1160–
1165; Williams and 
Hassert 1977–1978: 
48, 53

1550/1540 Levels VIW & VW are 
confused, containing 
a variety of materials 
of various dates

Hittite and Egyptian synchronism require low chronology for Alalakh Low

Na'aman 1976; 1979 1620/1615 100 MBA IIB–C 1) Archaeologically, Level VIIW is MBA IIB, VIW is MBA IIB–C, VW is LBA I
2) Levels VIW and VW are significant timewise
3) Significant difference in prosopography between Levels VIIW & IVW

Middle

Gates 1976; 1981; 1987 1575: VIAW's fortification 
should have lasted up to 25 
years (count back from VIBW)

1560/1550: due to 
Bichrome ware on 
the VIBW floor of the 
citadel

1525: capture of Aleppo by 
Muršili I

115/120 MBA IIB/C – LBA I 
transition

1) Cypriote, especially Bichrome ware, and Southern Levantine ceramic  
synchronisms

2) Egyptian Chronology as understood in the 1970s

Low (but rejects fixed 
dates based on 
Ammiṣaduqa’s Venus 
tablets)

Collon 1982: 3, 8 1650/1615: destruction by 
Ḫattušili I

115/150 Middle

Kempinski 1983 1620/1615: destruction by 
Ḫattušili I

100 MBA IIB 1) Bichrome and Black Impressed wares in Levels VIW and VW

2) One can synchronize Alalakh, Megiddo and Tell el-Ajjul
3) Middle chronology must be used, as with low chronology the time span for Levels 
VI W and VW is about 50 years.

Middle

Astour 1989 1575 1531 115 LBA I Hittite history, synchronism with Egypt and archaeological analyses by others. Low
Niemeier 1991 1650: destruction by Ḫattušili I 1) Date and style of Minoan frescoes

2) Late 17th century date for the eruption in Thera
Heinz 1992 1531: capture of Aleppo by 

Muršili I
Low

Dever 1992: 14 1550 LBA IA Presence of Cypriote Monochrome, Bichrome and Base Ring I Low
Stein 1997 1575 115/125 MBA IIC Ceramic parallels in Tell Hadidi and Mumbaqat Low
van Soldt 2000 1535/1515 1500: capture of Aleppo by 

Muršili I
55/75 Aleppo was destroyed in 1500 only if Tuthmosis I attacked Syria afterwards Ultra Low

Eder 2003; 2004 1660: 20 years after  
destruction of Level VIIW

1600 1540 200 VIAW: MBA IIB
VIBW: MBA IIB–LBA I

1) Bichrome ware (1600-1460) dates Levels VIB–VW in which it was found
2) Analysis of the scarabs agrees with this date

Ultra High (Muršili I’s 
devastation of  
Babylon at 1665)

Bergoffen 2003; 2005 1560 1540 1500 145 Cypriote imports in Levels VI–VW Low
Novak 2007 1540 ----- 1499 90 ----- End: mašiktu in Aleppo (Muršili I?) Ultra Low

This study 1570/1510 1550/1480 70/130 Tell Atchana’s stratigraphy Low/Ultra Low

Table 6. Opinions on the date of Level VIW
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VIAW Beginning VIAW End VIBW End Duration in years 
of VI–VW

Archaeological  
Period of Level VIW

Reasons Closest  
Mesopotamian  

Chronology

Smith 1940 Not before 1750 1595: capture of Aleppo by 
Muršili I

Not more than 267 Middle

Landsberger 1954 1700: capture of Aleppo by 
Muršili I

1650 1500 200 Ultra High

Woolley 1955:  
390, 399

1750/1730 1595: capture of Aleppo by 
Muršili I

183/203 years Smith 1940 Middle

Albright 1956; 1957 1550 100 LBA I 1) Level VIIW ends 1640/1630 (90/80 year gap between Levels VIIW and VIW)
2) Bichrome ware at Levels VIW and VW is compared with Megiddo IX and Ajjul

Low

Kantor 1956: 158–160 1600: capture of Aleppo by 
Muršili I

LBA I 1) Level VIW and VW’s ceramics and glyptics are similar to Megiddo IX and Hama G
2) Egyptian Chronology as understood in 1950s

Middle

Goetze 1957a; 1957b 1650 Middle
Tadmor 1966 Last quarter of 17th century Middle
Rowton 1970: 213 1645 95/100 Rowton believes that Level IVW dates 1550–1473, after Swift 1958 Middle
Tadmor 1970 1640 Middle
Astour 1973 1570 110/120 Low
Collon 1975: 143 1650 150 Length of Level VIIW Middle
Williams 1975: 1160–
1165; Williams and 
Hassert 1977–1978: 
48, 53

1550/1540 Levels VIW & VW are 
confused, containing 
a variety of materials 
of various dates

Hittite and Egyptian synchronism require low chronology for Alalakh Low

Na'aman 1976; 1979 1620/1615 100 MBA IIB–C 1) Archaeologically, Level VIIW is MBA IIB, VIW is MBA IIB–C, VW is LBA I
2) Levels VIW and VW are significant timewise
3) Significant difference in prosopography between Levels VIIW & IVW

Middle

Gates 1976; 1981; 1987 1575: VIAW's fortification 
should have lasted up to 25 
years (count back from VIBW)

1560/1550: due to 
Bichrome ware on 
the VIBW floor of the 
citadel

1525: capture of Aleppo by 
Muršili I

115/120 MBA IIB/C – LBA I 
transition

1) Cypriote, especially Bichrome ware, and Southern Levantine ceramic  
synchronisms

2) Egyptian Chronology as understood in the 1970s

Low (but rejects fixed 
dates based on 
Ammiṣaduqa’s Venus 
tablets)

Collon 1982: 3, 8 1650/1615: destruction by 
Ḫattušili I

115/150 Middle

Kempinski 1983 1620/1615: destruction by 
Ḫattušili I

100 MBA IIB 1) Bichrome and Black Impressed wares in Levels VIW and VW

2) One can synchronize Alalakh, Megiddo and Tell el-Ajjul
3) Middle chronology must be used, as with low chronology the time span for Levels 
VI W and VW is about 50 years.

Middle

Astour 1989 1575 1531 115 LBA I Hittite history, synchronism with Egypt and archaeological analyses by others. Low
Niemeier 1991 1650: destruction by Ḫattušili I 1) Date and style of Minoan frescoes

2) Late 17th century date for the eruption in Thera
Heinz 1992 1531: capture of Aleppo by 

Muršili I
Low

Dever 1992: 14 1550 LBA IA Presence of Cypriote Monochrome, Bichrome and Base Ring I Low
Stein 1997 1575 115/125 MBA IIC Ceramic parallels in Tell Hadidi and Mumbaqat Low
van Soldt 2000 1535/1515 1500: capture of Aleppo by 

Muršili I
55/75 Aleppo was destroyed in 1500 only if Tuthmosis I attacked Syria afterwards Ultra Low

Eder 2003; 2004 1660: 20 years after  
destruction of Level VIIW

1600 1540 200 VIAW: MBA IIB
VIBW: MBA IIB–LBA I

1) Bichrome ware (1600-1460) dates Levels VIB–VW in which it was found
2) Analysis of the scarabs agrees with this date

Ultra High (Muršili I’s 
devastation of  
Babylon at 1665)

Bergoffen 2003; 2005 1560 1540 1500 145 Cypriote imports in Levels VI–VW Low
Novak 2007 1540 ----- 1499 90 ----- End: mašiktu in Aleppo (Muršili I?) Ultra Low

This study 1570/1510 1550/1480 70/130 Tell Atchana’s stratigraphy Low/Ultra Low
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VBW, while what she actually does is to give a totally 
different definition to Level VBW, making it, in fact, an 
early stage of Level IVAF. Supporting this idea with some 
restrictions, I believe that Level VBW, being reshaped by 
Gates and by me (see below), together with Level IVAF are 
in fact one phase, divided to two or even three sub-phases. 
These sub-phases correspond to the building projects of 
the three kings of the VB–IVAF phase: Idrimi, Niqmepa 
and Ilimilimma. I offer the following scenario: Idrimi is 
responsible for the siege that ended Level VAW, rightly re-
dated by Gates to the end of the first sub-phase of VAF. 
After several years (the short duration of Level VBW or 
of the second sub-phase of Gates’ VA), Idrimi builds his 
palace, the Level IVW fortress, or what I call the Level VBF 
palace (Plan 31).8

8 Gates dates her Level VB to start in 1525 and end in 1460 (1981: 36–
37). Her end date is based on the presence of Cypriote Bichrome ware in 
Level VW. The reliability of this date is harshly attacked by Muhly (1985: 
25–26) and Manning (1999: 361), but nonetheless is maintained by Gates 
(2000: 88). Even if one accepts Gates’ dating of the Bichrome ware, it 
should be pointed out that Gates pushed the reason for Woolley’s division 
of Level VW to two sub-levels (A and B) exclusively into her Level VA. 
These sub-levels were the two building stages of the Level VW fortress—
the original was A, later replaced/built on by B. At the same time, Gates 
(1981: 7–8) imported another feature into Level VBW, which became the 
main structure of this sub-level: the Level IVW fortress, which is not part 

(early) and VBW (late) reflects the distinct sub-levels that 
Woolley found at the Level VW fortress (Plan 30), namely 
re-floorings and rearrangements of the earlier building 
(Gates 1981: 6). Gates (ibid.: 7) identifies that starting with 
Level VAW “…there are major modifications in the fortress 
plan. The outer wall was cut back; the rampart was raised 
and repaved… More of the interior rooms are preserved, 
and it is in them that one can see signs of the siege which 
marked the end of VA.” Gates believes that the re-flooring 
of the Level VAW fortress, resulting in the Level VBW 
fortress, should be interpreted actually as a sub-phase 
within Level VAW (ibid.).7 If correct, this observation also 
implies that sub-levels VABW in site H both belong to 
Level VAW (Woolley 1955: 139–144). Gates convincingly 
assigns the foundation of the Level IVW fortress (Plan 31) 
to the beginning of Level VBF. She suggests that Idrimi 
was installed in the Level IVW fortress during the Level 
VBF period in one place (1981: 36) and that he actually 
built it in others (ibid.: 7, n. 26, 8). By doing so, Gates may 
have mistakenly implied that she dates Idrimi to Level 

7 Gates (1981: 36) quotes Woolley’s idea that Tuthmosis I was behind the 
siege, adding to it the possibility that instead it was Parattarna of Mittani. 
She believes that Idrimi was installed during the Level VBF period, which 
she defines in a different way than Woolley.

VAW Beginning VA–VBW Transition VBW End Archaeological Period Reasons

Smith 1940 1594 1483
Landsberger 1954
Woolley 1955: 390, 399 1595: capture of Aleppo by 

Muršili I
1527: capture by Tuthmosis I 1447: Niqmepa is a Mittanian 

subject
Smith (1940)

Albright 1956; 1957 1450 LBA I Levels VI–VW Bichrome ware is compared with Megiddo IX & Ajjul
Kantor 1956: 158–160 1500 LBA I 1) Level VIW and VW ceramics & glyptic similar to Megiddo IX and Hama G

2) Egyptian Chronology as understood in the 1950s
Goetze 1957a; 1957b 1500
Swift 1958 1550 LBA I Amuq sequence
Rowton 1970: 231 1550 1) Alalakh IVW must end before Tuthmosis III took over the area in 1473

2) Level IVW should be long enough for three reigns
3) Swift 1958

Collon 1975; 1982 1500
Williams 1975
Na'aman 1976; 1979 End of 16th century LBA I Parattarna & Sauštatar: end of 16th cenutry
Gates 1976; 1981; 1987 1525 1490 1460 MBA–LBA transition Level VW ends during the Syrian wars of Tuthmosis III. The Bichrome ware is dated with the 

assumption that Tuthmosis III destroyed Megiddo IX in 1468/1467
Kempinski 1983 1520/1515 LBA I
Astour 1989 1531 1510? 1460
Stein 1997 1470? 1460/1450 LBA I
Van Soldt 2000 1500. capture of Aleppo by 

Muršili I
1490 1460 1) Ilimilimma I was the king of Aleppo when Muršili I captured it.

2) Idrimi ruled in Alalakh 1490–1460
Eder 2003; 2004 1540 1500 1460 LBA I 1) Bichrome ware (1600–1460) dates Levels VIB–VW in which it was found

2) Analysis of the scarabs agrees with this date.
Bergoffen 2003; 2005 1500 1450 1415 LBA I Cypriote pottery in Alalakh
Novak 2007 1499 ----- 1450 ----- Cypriote Bichrome Ware and Local (Syrian) ware in Level VIIW tradition
This study Not before 1550 and no later 

than 1480
1490/1465 1465/1440 LBA I New definitions of VBF and VAF 

Table 7. Opinions on the date of Level VW
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between Level VBF and Level IVAF are in the area of the 
temples and palaces. The Level VW temple (possibly VBF, 
since I date the Level VW shrines to VAF) was replaced by 
the Level IVAF temple (see Chapter 3), and on the eastern 
part of the Level VBF palace, two new wings were built, 
each on an area of less than one-fifth of the palace: the 
Niqmepa and the Ilimilimma palaces (Woolley 1955: 110–
131; and see below). The Level VBF palace continued to 
function together with the new wing (Plans 33 and 34); 
that is, the Niqmepa and Ilimilimma palaces are no more 
than two wings of new orientation (due to topographical 
restrictions), located within an existing palace.
Von Dassow in her important socio-historical analyses 
of Level IVW (1997, 2002, 2005, and 2008) disputes the 
idea that the square monumental building (southwest wing 
in Plan 32), which Wooley called “the Niqmepa palace,” 
was built by Niqmepa rather than by Idrimi. Von Dassow’s 
(2008: 34–42) arguments are:

1) Idrimi-related tablets were found in both the Level 
IVW fortress (Plan 31; since Gates 1981, argued to be 
Idrimi’s Level VBF palace) and the Level IVW Niqmepa 
palace. If indeed the latter was built by Niqmepa son 
of Idrimi, why did Woolley find a tablet of the time 

Was Idrimi the king of Level VBW or IVAF? I propose that 
he was neither. Idrimi was the king of the rearranged Level 
VBF (modification of the proposal of Gates 1981), which is 
earlier than the Level IVAF Niqmepa and Ilimilimma palace 
(Plan 32), but includes mostly Level IVW buildings, such as 
the Level IVW fortress (now the Level VBF palace), and all 
of the Level IVW residences.9 In fact, the only differences 

of the ceramic discussion since it was in use until the end of Level IVAF. 
The outcome is that of Wooley’s original Level VBW, only the later (final) 
sub-phase of several Level VW buildings is included by Gates in her Level 
VB, which by no stratigraphic archaeological reason should be divided 
into A and B. Gates (1987: 62), nevertheless, divides it into early and late, 
and since Bichrome ware is found in some of them, she dates Level VBW 
to end circa 1460. I propose that being single-phased, each of the few 
Level VW buildings should be treated as either Level VBF or Level VAF—
where many of them are assigned by me. None of the Cypriote Bichrome 
sherds, catalogued by Gates (1976: 82–84), were found in locations that 
project their date on the buildings that I assign to Level VBF. Therefore, 
the date of Level VBF is detached from Gates’ ceramic analysis of the 
date of Level VW.
9 Gates (1989: 68) writes that “Woolley was not particularly interested in 
excavating according to natural stratigraphy, but that he had a tendency 
to pursue sequences that were based on these monumental constructions; 
this is most definitely a problem in Level V and Level IV since there is no 
clear break between the two. In fact there are some buildings that were 
built in Level V and continue into Level IV without interruption, that 
is: the occupation is continuous; all the material from there is a mixed 
bag…” 

VAW Beginning VA–VBW Transition VBW End Archaeological Period Reasons

Smith 1940 1594 1483
Landsberger 1954
Woolley 1955: 390, 399 1595: capture of Aleppo by 

Muršili I
1527: capture by Tuthmosis I 1447: Niqmepa is a Mittanian 

subject
Smith (1940)

Albright 1956; 1957 1450 LBA I Levels VI–VW Bichrome ware is compared with Megiddo IX & Ajjul
Kantor 1956: 158–160 1500 LBA I 1) Level VIW and VW ceramics & glyptic similar to Megiddo IX and Hama G

2) Egyptian Chronology as understood in the 1950s
Goetze 1957a; 1957b 1500
Swift 1958 1550 LBA I Amuq sequence
Rowton 1970: 231 1550 1) Alalakh IVW must end before Tuthmosis III took over the area in 1473

2) Level IVW should be long enough for three reigns
3) Swift 1958

Collon 1975; 1982 1500
Williams 1975
Na'aman 1976; 1979 End of 16th century LBA I Parattarna & Sauštatar: end of 16th cenutry
Gates 1976; 1981; 1987 1525 1490 1460 MBA–LBA transition Level VW ends during the Syrian wars of Tuthmosis III. The Bichrome ware is dated with the 

assumption that Tuthmosis III destroyed Megiddo IX in 1468/1467
Kempinski 1983 1520/1515 LBA I
Astour 1989 1531 1510? 1460
Stein 1997 1470? 1460/1450 LBA I
Van Soldt 2000 1500. capture of Aleppo by 

Muršili I
1490 1460 1) Ilimilimma I was the king of Aleppo when Muršili I captured it.

2) Idrimi ruled in Alalakh 1490–1460
Eder 2003; 2004 1540 1500 1460 LBA I 1) Bichrome ware (1600–1460) dates Levels VIB–VW in which it was found

2) Analysis of the scarabs agrees with this date.
Bergoffen 2003; 2005 1500 1450 1415 LBA I Cypriote pottery in Alalakh
Novak 2007 1499 ----- 1450 ----- Cypriote Bichrome Ware and Local (Syrian) ware in Level VIIW tradition
This study Not before 1550 and no later 

than 1480
1490/1465 1465/1440 LBA I New definitions of VBF and VAF 
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Table 8. Opinions on the date of Level IVW

IVAF Beginning IVAF End IVBF End Idrimi’s Level Reasons
Smith 1940; 1949 1483 1370 IVW (1414–1385/1375 assuming Niqmepa is his 

father)
Schaeffer 1948 1450
Landsberger 1954 1510 1440 Idrimi: 1510–1480; 

Niqmepa: 1480–1455, 
Ilimilimma: 1455–1440

Synchronism between Idrimi, Parattarna of Mittani, Nuzi’s 1st generation, Pilliya of 
Kizzuwatna and Zidanta II of Hatti. 

Synchronism between Niqmepa, Sauštatar of Mittani, Itḫiya of Arrapḫa?, Nuzi’s 
second generation, Ir-dIM of Tunip, Ibirānu of Ugarit

Woolley 1955: 399 1447 1370 IVW (assuming Niqmepa is his father)
Albright 1950; 1956; 
1957

1450 1400 VW (Idrimi: 1480–1450/1440) 1) Idrimi could attack Hatti only when latter was weak 
2) The death of Idrimi is not long after Tuthmosis III’s campaign to the northern 
Levant (1457 at the latest)

Goetze 1957b 1500
Hrouda 1957 1500
Swift 1958 Before 1400 Level IIIW ends at 1400
Rowton 1970: 231 1550 1473 (probably refers to the end 

of IVAW)
IVW 1) Alalakh IVW must have ended before Tuthmosis III took over the region in 1473 

2) Level IIW pottery dates to the 14th century B.C.E. (Swift 1958)
Astour 1972 1460/1450 1410/1400 VW

Collon 1975: 167; 
1982: 3

1500 1400 1365 IVW 1) Base ring II ware in Level IVW palace not before 1425. 
2) Mycenaean pottery at the Level IVW palace dates to 1400 or later. 
3) Niqmepa’s reign: mid-late 15th century.

Na'aman 1976; 1979 End of the 16th century IVW Parattarna and Sauštatar are dated to the end of the 16th cenutry
Gates 1976; 1981; 1987 1460 VB (Gates’) Collon 1975
Oller 1977 VW

Kempinski 1983 1520/1515 IVW

Stein 1989
Astour 1989 1460 1430/1425 VW (Idrimi and Addu-Nīrārī) Addu-Nīrārī succeeded Idrimi’s rule over Alalakh 

Idrimi: 1510–1480
Addu-Nīrārī: 1480–1460 
Niqmepa: 1460–1440 
Ilimilimma: 1440–1425

Márquez Rowe 1997 VW

Stein 1997 1460/1450 Post 1425 1340 VBW Absence of Bichrome ware and presence of Base Ring II and LH IIIA wares
Van Soldt 2000 1460 Overlaps with VAW and VBW 
Eder 2003; 2004 1460 VBW Idrimi reign begins on 1490
Zeeb 2004 The accession year of Tuthmosis III is 1479
Bergoffen 2003; 2005 1415 1380/1375 1340 VBW

Novak 2007 1450 1340 Overlaps with VAW and VBW Cypriote White Slip ware, Nuzi ware
Von Dassow 2008 1475 1400 IVW

This study 1465/1440 1420/1400 1353/1341 Mid-VAF and VBF
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IVAF Beginning IVAF End IVBF End Idrimi’s Level Reasons
Smith 1940; 1949 1483 1370 IVW (1414–1385/1375 assuming Niqmepa is his 

father)
Schaeffer 1948 1450
Landsberger 1954 1510 1440 Idrimi: 1510–1480; 

Niqmepa: 1480–1455, 
Ilimilimma: 1455–1440

Synchronism between Idrimi, Parattarna of Mittani, Nuzi’s 1st generation, Pilliya of 
Kizzuwatna and Zidanta II of Hatti. 

Synchronism between Niqmepa, Sauštatar of Mittani, Itḫiya of Arrapḫa?, Nuzi’s 
second generation, Ir-dIM of Tunip, Ibirānu of Ugarit

Woolley 1955: 399 1447 1370 IVW (assuming Niqmepa is his father)
Albright 1950; 1956; 
1957

1450 1400 VW (Idrimi: 1480–1450/1440) 1) Idrimi could attack Hatti only when latter was weak 
2) The death of Idrimi is not long after Tuthmosis III’s campaign to the northern 
Levant (1457 at the latest)

Goetze 1957b 1500
Hrouda 1957 1500
Swift 1958 Before 1400 Level IIIW ends at 1400
Rowton 1970: 231 1550 1473 (probably refers to the end 

of IVAW)
IVW 1) Alalakh IVW must have ended before Tuthmosis III took over the region in 1473 

2) Level IIW pottery dates to the 14th century B.C.E. (Swift 1958)
Astour 1972 1460/1450 1410/1400 VW

Collon 1975: 167; 
1982: 3

1500 1400 1365 IVW 1) Base ring II ware in Level IVW palace not before 1425. 
2) Mycenaean pottery at the Level IVW palace dates to 1400 or later. 
3) Niqmepa’s reign: mid-late 15th century.

Na'aman 1976; 1979 End of the 16th century IVW Parattarna and Sauštatar are dated to the end of the 16th cenutry
Gates 1976; 1981; 1987 1460 VB (Gates’) Collon 1975
Oller 1977 VW

Kempinski 1983 1520/1515 IVW

Stein 1989
Astour 1989 1460 1430/1425 VW (Idrimi and Addu-Nīrārī) Addu-Nīrārī succeeded Idrimi’s rule over Alalakh 

Idrimi: 1510–1480
Addu-Nīrārī: 1480–1460 
Niqmepa: 1460–1440 
Ilimilimma: 1440–1425

Márquez Rowe 1997 VW

Stein 1997 1460/1450 Post 1425 1340 VBW Absence of Bichrome ware and presence of Base Ring II and LH IIIA wares
Van Soldt 2000 1460 Overlaps with VAW and VBW 
Eder 2003; 2004 1460 VBW Idrimi reign begins on 1490
Zeeb 2004 The accession year of Tuthmosis III is 1479
Bergoffen 2003; 2005 1415 1380/1375 1340 VBW

Novak 2007 1450 1340 Overlaps with VAW and VBW Cypriote White Slip ware, Nuzi ware
Von Dassow 2008 1475 1400 IVW

This study 1465/1440 1420/1400 1353/1341 Mid-VAF and VBF
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heirlooms and their location could inform us as to their 
significance or insignificance to Ilimilimma, and to the 
way he organized his palace, rather than as to the identity 
of the builder of the palace. von Dassow’s view that at one 
point, before or right after the destruction of the Level IVAF 
palace, Ilimilimma moved his archive to another location 
(2008: 58–62), makes her argument even weaker. If all that 
was found of the Alalakh IVW archives are the part that 
was considered “dead”, while Ilimilimma left the site with 
the rest, it implies that these archives went through a large 
scale sorting, which could end up with many documents 
moving from one place to another.

I agree with von Dassow that the Idrimi inscription is 
trustworthy when it comes to the description of building 
a new palace. However, it is very likely that this new 
house was the Level IVW fortress, now the Level VBF 
palace (Plan 31). In the same way that von Dassow claims 
that Woolley’s terminology is misleading when he uses 
the name “Niqmepa’s palace,” it is misleading when he 
consistently names palaces as fortresses. He actually does 
so twice: with the Levels III–IIW fort (Plan 35; now the 
Level IVBF palace) and with the Level IVW fortress (Plan 
31; now the Level VBF palace). Moreover, Woolley made 
two incorrect assumptions that in a way cancel each other; 
first, he places Niqmepa as the first king in the dynasty-line 
and second, he assumes that the construction of the Level 
IVW fortress is contemporary with the construction of the 
Level IVW Niqmepa palace. Once these two are resolved 
Idrimi could be the king of Level VBF, a phase which is 

of Idrimi (AlT 71) in a building which was built after 
his death? Why would a record of slave sale from 
Idrimi’s time have been removed into a new palace? It 
is better to assume that this tablet was abandoned in its 
original archive and later neglected by Niqmepa and 
Ilimilimma.

2) The Idrimi statue’s inscription states that he built a 
house and that his throne is like kingly thrones. The 
Level IVW Niqmepa palace could neatly correspond 
to this description.

3) The reason Woolley attributes the Level IVW palace to 
Niqmepa is his assumption at the time that Niqmepa 
was the founder of the dynasty, Ilimilimma was his 
son and Idrimi was Niqmepa’s grandson. Woolley 
thought that the Niqmepa palace was the palace of 
the dynasty founder; had he known that Niqmepa was 
not he, he would have attributed the palace to Idrimi. 
Therefore, we should not be misled by the building’s 
name.

Von Dassow’s arguments are substantial, and should be 
considered seriously when analyzing the archaeology of 
Idrimi. Yet, I think that basing her argument on the find 
spot of AlT 71 is relatively weak. As von Dassow herself 
demonstrates (2008: 36, n. 87), the Level IVW palace and 
fortress function at the time of Niqmepa and Ilimilimma 
as one palace, in which tablets of all three kings of the 
dynasty are found. The pattern in which these tablets are 
archived at the time of Ilimilimma is indeed noteworthy. 
However, tablets, as all objects, are meaningful moveable 

Plan 28. Levels VI–VW buildings found in the sounding in the Level IVW palace (after Woolley 1955: 107, Fig. 43a–b)
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Plan 29. Plan of Level VIW (after Yener 2005: 139, Fig. 4.28)
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Plan 30. Levels VII–IW fortresses and fortifications in the northeast (after Woolley 1955: 154, Fig. 58) 
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Plan 31. Level IVW fortress/Level VBF palace (after Woolley 1955: 152, Fig. 57) 
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Plan 32. Level IVW Niqmepa and Ilimilimma palace (image by Eudora Struble)
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Plan 33. Level IVW/IVAF palace (after Woolley 1955: 113, Fig. 44)
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Plan 34. Level IVW/IVAF palace. Reconstruction (after Woolley 1955: 115, Fig. 45)
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IIW fort). Moreover, the Level VBF palace (Plan 31) is 
five or six times bigger than each of the new wings of 
the Level IVAF palace, Niqmepa’s and Ilimilimma’s, 
both of similar size (Plan 32). In fact, the Niqmepa 
and Ilimilimma palaces are not palaces at all, but two 
impressive new wings in a drastically larger existing 
palace, in which they are both integrated. If Idrimi 
was the first king of the Level IVW dynasty, the larger 
Level VBF palace belongs to him. It is not likely that 
he decided to build into his palace an additional wing 
of completely different orientation, as the Niqmepa 
palace.

3) It is well harmonized in the macro-stratigraphy of 
Alalakh, which I have examined by analyzing sub-
phases and phases, rather than by relying solely on the 
function of the palace.

4) It shows that in fact very little is at stake, since most 
scholars agree that Idrimi belongs to Level IVW. Some 
scholars simply name Level IVW buildings as Level 
VBF, but the essence of these buildings (finds, date, 
historical figures, etc.) does not change. Unless we 
find a clear reliable dedication of a building to an 
historical figure, discovering who, Idrimi or Niqmepa, 
built the first wing of the Level IVW palace, is beyond 
the scope of archaeology. If one accepts that historical 
facts are embedded in the Idrimi inscription, then one 

now rearranged to consist almost entirely of Level IVW 
buildings.

Undeniably, von Dassow’s proposal that Idrimi actually 
built the “Niqmepa palace,” and Niqmepa constructed the 
“Ilimilimma palace,” is at this stage an irrefutable option, 
especially if one assumes that Ilimilimma’s reign was too 
short for him to be able to build the northeastern wing 
of the Level IVAF palace (Plan 32), as possibly derived 
from the chronological distribution of the tablets within 
the Level IVW archives (von Dassow 2005: 45–46, 49–51; 
2008: 45). Nonetheless, I believe that my reconstruction is 
more likely for the following reasons:

1) It allows each of the three kings (Idrimi, Niqmepa, 
Ilimilimma) to build his own wing of the palace, while 
continuing to use the palace of his predecessor. This 
is a typical dynastic behavior that places the symbolic 
dimension of the palace and its power in the right 
context: consisting of both continuity and innovation.

2) The Level IVW fortress (Plan 31) is the earliest palace 
of this level. Misnamed by Woolley, some of its glory 
was temporarily taken from it. Nevertheless, more 
than half of it (the southeastern wing) was never 
excavated, and it is still covered by the unexcavated 
parts of the Level IVBF palace (Plan 35, Levels III–

Plan 35. Levels III–IIW fort/Level IVBF palace (after Woolley 1955: Fig. 59)
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explanations and conclusion that the Level IVAW palace 
was destroyed around 1400 (2008: 39–42). Placing Idrimi 
in the first quarter of the fifteenth century (Freu 2008) 
requires ending Level IVAF circa 1420 B.C.E., which is 
archaeologically possible. It also annulls the reasoning of 
Stein (1989: 60), which allows the Level IVAF palace to 
end as late as 1375 B.C.E. It leaves Bergoffen (2005: 65) 
alone in her fourteenth century date (1380/1375 B.C.E.) 
for the destruction of the Level IVAF palace, although 
even she has accepted 1400 B.C.E. as a valid date for this 
destruction, based on her evaluation of Cypriote imports 
(ibid.: 72). I am not confident that the study of various 
Cypriote wares has developed to such an extent that 
their presence or absence should dictate so precise a date 
(within a range of five years). Therefore, I can not see how 
Bergoffen’s study stands in the way of dating the end of 
Level IVAF within the range of 1420 to 1400 B.C.E.

Level VAF Shrines

Woolley (1955: 174–175; Gates 1981: 11; Yener 2005: 
107) reports the discovery of a Level VW shrine underneath 
the southeast wall of the Level IVW house 39/B and 
southeast of it (Plan 36). Gates (1981: 11) summarizes 
Woolley’s description as follows: “the shrine was built 
as a single, narrow room oriented northeast southwest in 
the usual Alalakh fashion. A paved doorway was set near 
the corner of the northwest wall… The entire shrine was 
built on a raised platform made of rubble, revetted with 
mudbrick and lined with matting and a layer of red clay.” 
An additional parallel wall a few meters northwest of the 
northwestern wall of the platform causes Yener (2005: 
107) to state, following Woolley’s reconstruction (1955: 
175), that “another shrine to the west is indicated… the 
overall impression of a parallel suite of sanctuaries devoted 
to indigenous deities is given material expression by 
relief-decorated, triangular stela depicting a deity wearing 
horned, conical headgear found there in the second shrine” 
(Plan 37). Other than the stela (AT/39/119), Woolley (ibid.) 
connects to the shrines only one additional object, a small 
gold crescent pendant (AT/39/103). Woolley (ibid.: 174) 
thought that the preserved shrine (in the southeast) lasted 
into Level IVW, because he believes that rooms 1 and 2 in 
the Level IVW house 39/B (Plan 36) were built later than 
the other rooms, and thus allow the rest of this Level IVW 
house to coexist with the shrine.

According to his reports and plans, Woolley did not remove 
the shrines. However, during the 1950s a farmhouse was 
built on this part of the excavation, and damaged these 
buildings immensely (Plans 38 and 39).10 We know 
10 The farmhouse is represented by the large shape in the bottom right 
side of Plan 38. A superposition of the northwest walls of the Level 
IVW house 39/B and the Levels III–IIW house 38/A can be observed 
in this plan on the northwest edge of the farmhouse. Since the shrines 
are southwest of the observed walls of the Level IVW house 39/B, it is 
clear that it was demolished when the farmhouse was built. Plan 39 is 
the current land registry of Tell Atchana. Only the parcel marked with 
the letter “C” in the northwest side of the mound was declared a site of 
cultural heritage (under the authority of the Hatay Museum). This is an 
area of about 10,000 m2 (10 dunam or 1 ha.), less than five percent of a 
site of 210 dunam (21 ha.).

probably agrees that Idrimi ruled for about 30 years, 
and that during this period he built a new palace. This 
observation reduces the dispute over the identity of 
the builder of southwestern wing of the Level IVAF 
palace to a dispute over 15–20 years, sometime in the 
mid-fifteenth century.

5) It allows Idrimi to be the one who besieged and 
conquered Level VAW Alalakh, now the first sub-
phase of Level VAF (Summary Tables 1 and 2; see 
also above and Gates 1981: 7, n. 26), and who a few 
years later built the next feature in the stratigraphy: 
the Level IVW fortress, also known as the Level VBF 
palace. Von Dassow also attributes to Idrimi the 
siege of Level VAW Alalakh (2008: 43, n. 99), but at 
the same time believes that he built the Level IVW 
palace. If this was true, then Idrimi, in addition to 
these two significant activities, also rebuilt the Level 
VAW fortress, creating the Level VBW fortress (second 
stage of VA, according to Gates), and built the Level 
IVW fortress. These are too many rebuilding activities 
for the reign of a single king, since they include three 
demolitions and three building projects in the same 
spot!

An approach closer to mine (although ignoring the 
complexity of the Level IVW palace complex) is presented 
by some supporters of the ultra-low Mesopotamian 
chronology like van Soldt (2000: 112), who would like to 
see Idrimi as “overlap[ping] with VA”, and Novak (2007: 
396), who follows him. According to my stratigraphy 
of Tell Atchana, this approach works well as long as the 
end of Level VIW is not attributed to Idrimi, but to some 
other reason—Murili I is certainly the favorite candidate 
for this destruction among the supporters of the ultra 
low chronology, but it is only one possible explanation 
for this devastation. Clearly, placing Idrimi very early in 
the fifteenth century will be also in favor of Freu's new 
chronology of Mittani (2008), where on the basis of the 
recently published tablets from Umm el-Marra and Tall 
Bazi he adds Sautatar II to the Mittanian king list and 
accepts Wilhelm's suggestion (1976) to include in it 
another king: Parattarna II. These additions require him 
(due to later synchronism of Mittanian and Egyptian 
kings) to push Parattarna I (contemporary with Idrimi) to 
1500–1480 and Sautatar I (contemporary with Niqmepa) 
to 1480–1460. On the strength of synchronism between 
Parattarna I and Sautatar I with Hittite and Kizzuwatnean 
kings, and owing to the Hittite king list, Freu (2008) 
and others believe that only a middle-like chronology 
or higher is plausible. There were eight (!) Hittite kings 
that represent five or six generations (Beckman 2000: 
26) between Murili I and Zidanta II, the contemporary 
of Idrimi and Parattarna I. It is hard to believe that this 
number of generations can represent less than one hundred 
years. Therefore, if indeed Freu (2008) is correct he is 
supplying serious ammunition to the supporters of a 
middle-like Mesopotamian chronology (but see Beckman 
2000; Wilhelm 2004; Novak 2007: 396, n. 41).

As for the end of Level IVAW, I accept von Dassow’s 
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the overthrow of Ilimilimma (circa 1420–1400) and the 
defeat of Itūr-Addu by Šuppiluliuma I (1353/1341).12 
Woolley believes that the Level IVW houses 37, 39/A, 39/B 
and 39/C functioned all through Level IVW until they were 
destroyed by Šuppiluliuma I. His different date is based 
on his interpretation of the Levels III–IIW remains as built 
under Hittite rule. My reasons for an earlier date of the 
remains of Levels III–IIW that includes them in Level IVBF 
are discussed separately below.

Level IVW houses 37 and 39/A (Plans 36, 40)

Nothing in Woolley’s description of the Level IVW house 
37 (1955: 175–178) suggests any stratigraphic complexity 
about this building. The underlying area was not excavated 
by Woolley, and thus, we do not know its stratigraphic 
relationships with features of earlier periods. It is described 
as a well preserved fourteen-room residence in which many 
artifacts were found; most or all of these probably date to 
the end of Level IVAF, by simple comparison between the 
finds in the house and the finds in the Level IVW palace and 
fortress (Yazıcıoğlu 2004: tables 2, 3, 10, 14–17).13

When Batiuk and Burke (2005) reassembled all the 
separately published plans of Level IVW they found out that 
the Level IVW house 37 overlaps with the Level IVW house 
39/A in square F18 (Plan 26 includes their compilation 
of Plans 36 and 40). Yener (2005: 109) explains that “if 

12 See discussion on the dating of this event in Section 3.3, note 41.
13 I would like to thank Bike Yazıcıoğlu for providing me a copy of her 
unpublished MA thesis.

nothing about the pottery that was found in the shrines. 
Stratigraphically, they could have been built as early as 
Level VIW,11 but I find it very attractive to locate them in 
Level VAW. The short coexistence between the shrines and 
the Level IVW houses 39/A and 39/B prevents me from 
lowering the shrines to Level VAF, without lowering also 
the Level IVW houses 39/A and 39/B to VBF, as I do below.
Level VAF, or more probably, VBF building fragments 
(Plan 28), which could be part of the Level VBF palace, 
were also excavated in the Level IVW Niqmepa palace 
sounding (Woolley 1955: 106–108). No other Level VAF 
residences were excavated.

Levels VB–IVAF Residences

Discussing the Levels V–IVW house 39/C Woolley declares 
that “in this area, as elsewhere over the whole site, Level 
IV follows closely on Level V with what is clearly a 
gradual and peaceful transition” (1955: 174). In what 
follows I will claim that most of the Level IVAF residences 
have their origins in Level VBF and that they went through 
a steady but slow process of change, as one would expect 
to happen in residences during a relatively calm period of 
two to three generations (from Idrimi to Niqmepa). I will 
also claim that these residences were destroyed or went out 
of function together with the Level IVAF palace during the 
time of Ilimilimma. New houses were built on them in the 
beginning of Level IVBF/Levels III–IIW, the time between 

11 Woolley reports that he found some remnants of a Level VIW temple on 
top of the Level VIIW palace and underneath the Level IVW temple (1955: 
65–66, 67, Fig. 29b; herein Plan 23).

Plan 36. Level IVW houses 39/A–B and Level VW shrines (after Woolley 1955: 179, Fig. 63)
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Plan 37. Plan of Level VW (after Yener 2005: 140, Fig. 4.29)
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Plan 38. Superposition of Levels VIIW and IVW palaces, the Level IVW fortress, the buildings around them and a modern farmhouse (image 
by Eudora Struble)
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Plan 39. The Turkish government land registry of Tell Atchana, 1991.
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There are two more options, which I believe are more 
likely to be correct:

1) In the previous chapters I described in length the 
weaknesses of Woolley’s recording system. One of 
the main flaws is Woolley’s grid, which was oriented 
to more than one “north.” This surveying error caused 
Woolley to use, in fact, more than one grid, while 
naming these grids with one system of labels, as if 
they were one grid. One of these grids is oriented to 
the magnetic north. Three of the plans that were drawn 
in April 1937 were oriented to the magnetic north of 
that month and not to the grid-north as they should 
have been. These were the plans of the Level IVW 
house 37 (Plan 40), the Levels III–IIW houses 37/A–D 
and 38/A (Woolley 1955: 187, Fig. 65; herein Plan 42) 
and the Level IW houses 37/A–B (Woolley 1955: 194, 
Fig. 68; herein Plan 43). Unlike the Level IVW house 
37 (Plan 40), the Level IVW house 39/A (Plan 36) is 
oriented to grid-north. When Woolley published the 
complete Level IVW plan (Plan 41), he corrected the 
plan of Level IVW house 37, tilting it several degrees 
to the east.

2) In his description of the Level IVW house 39/A Woolley 
(1955: 178) writes: “It had been founded early in the 

IVW house 39/A. 

the plan of House 37 is correctly placed in the grid square 
and does date to Level IV, then the two buildings overlap 
in Square F18, suggesting a phase displacement here.” 
Unlike the rest of the levels under discussion in this paper, 
Woolley did publish a level plan for Level IVW (Plan 41). 
In Woolley’s plan the Level IVW house 37 does not overlap 
with the Level IVW house 39/A, but shares its northwest 
wall. If Woolley indeed made a mistake here, then the 
Level IVW house 37 was built later than the Level IVW 
house 39/C for the simple reason that it was excavated in 
1937, two years before, and obviously above, the Level 
IVW house 39/C. In this case, at least part of the Level IVW 
house 39/C, if not the whole feature, is earlier in date than 
the Level IVW house 37.14

14 Bergoffen (2005: 31, n. 176) solves this problem by moving the Level 
IVW house 37 ten meters (one square) to the east: “the grid on the plan Fig. 
62 (here Plan 40—A.S.F.) was erroneously shown one square west of the 
position recorded on Pl. XXII (here Plan 41—A.S.F.). If the reconstructed 
northeast wall of the building were in square F18, it would run over the 
middle room 1 of house 39/A.” Bergoffen feels that something is wrong, 
but does not put her finger on the heart of the problem. Woolley on both 
Plans (40 and 41) actually placed the northeast wall of the Level IVW 
house 37 in square E18, as becomes evident upon careful consideration 
of his recording system. In Plan 40, as (inconsistently) elsewhere, squares 
are designated by letter-number combinations in the top left corner of the 
square to the right, as I explained in Chapter 2. Moreover, on Plan 41 
he shows that the northwest wall of the Level IVW house 37 is one and 
same as the southeast wall of the Level IVW house 39/A, but as Batiuk 
and Burke (2005) deduced, this is not in harmony with Plan 36 of Level 

Plan 40. Level IVW house 37 (after Woolley 1955: 176, Fig. 62)
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Above: Plan 41. Plan of Level IVW (after Woolley 1955: Pl. XXII)

Below: Plan 42. Levels III–IIW houses 37/A–D and 38/A (after Woolley 1955: 187, Fig. 65)
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reshaped in order to allow the space for the Level IVW 
house 37 to be built next to it. The Level IVW house 
39/A in Plan 36 represents its first building phase 
(early, could be its blueprint during Level VBF), while 
the Level IVW house 39/A in Plan 42 represents its 
final building phase (late, could be its blueprint during 
Level IVAF).

The area underneath the Level IVW house 39/A was not 
excavated by Woolley, and thus, we do not know its 
stratigraphic relationships with earlier period features. It 
is described as a soundly built, well-preserved structure 
with mud brick walls over rubble foundations, standing to 
an average height of one meter (Woolley 1955: 178–179). 
It is possible that the northeast rooms of the building (4, 
5 and 6) are actually part of a separate building, the other 
remains of which were removed when the Levels III–

Level IV period, so much so that the destruction of 
its southeast quarter had been effected to make room 
for its neighbor, house 38; but the rest of it had been 
rebuilt and was in contemporary use with that neighbor 
through the reminder of the period.” This description 
is problematic mostly because Woolley never named a 
structure “house 38”—there are houses 38/A and 38/B 
of several periods, but no house 38. Even if he were 
referring to one of these, the Level IIW house 38/A is 
located southeast of the Level IVW house 39/A, but 
is definitely not contemporaneous with it. The only 
contemporary structure, located southeast of the Level 
IVW house 39/A, is Level IVW house 37. This brings 
me to the conclusion that Woolley made a typing 
mistake in his description, writing “house 38” instead 
of “house 37.” Reading his description once the typo 
is corrected, we learn that Level IVW house 39/A was 

Plan 43. Level IW houses 37/A–B (after Woolley 1955: 194, Fig. 68)
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each unit, but very dissimilar from the other unit as if 
they were built in accordance to a different blueprint. 

4) Woolley believes that at least part of the southwest 
house (rooms 1–2) was built later than the rest of the 
building because the preserved Level VW shrine (the 
southeastern) was contemporary with the northeast 
part of Level IVW house 39/B. If there were two 
shrines, which were simultaneously active, this would 
require not only rooms 1 and 2, but also room 8, to be 
later than the rest. These three rooms are more likely 
the northeastern segment of an independent building, 
than the southwest component of Level IVW house 
39/B.

My next consideration is to date the two buildings, the 
Level IVW house 39/B northeast and southwest. Woolley 
(1955: 179) writes that “the building was remodeled at 
least once and probably twice… In the northwest half of it 
some of the walls may go back to Level V or are founded 
on Level V walls; the south part, however, is later and runs 
over the top of the Level V shrine…” He also reports (ibid.: 
180) that “the ground-level in and round the house rose 
0.50 m. to 0.60 m. during its occupation and at some time 
when this rise was in progress the shrine was abandoned 
and buried…” and that in room 1 of the later southwest 
segment “two floor-levels were noted, one 0.15–0.20 m. 
above the other, both of beaten clay mixed with rubbish. 
At a later period the shape of the room was altered, a new 
exterior wall being built askew, and new stone foundations 
were laid over the surviving brickwork of the northeast 
wall of the room.” Woolley attributes this final remodeling 
to the Level IIIW period. Based on Woolley’s observations 
I propose the following relative chronological scheme:

1) The shrines were built first during Level VAF, or 
possibly even during Level VIW. They function 
as late as Level VBF, when the Level VW temple 
becomes the worship center of the royal precinct.

2) The northeast segment was built alongside the 
shrines early in Level VBF, and went out of use by 
the end of Level IVAF, or early in Level IVBF. They 
clearly had gone out of use by the time the Levels 
III–IIW city wall was constructed. Two floor levels 
were observed in rooms 3 and 6 (ibid.).

3) The southwest segment was built either late in 
Level VBF or early during Level IVAF after the 
shrines went out of function. It was replaced by 
a Level IIIW/IVBF building early in Level IVBF, 
the walls of which are observable in Plan 36, 
mainly in square H17. Woolley suggests that 
room 8 “was certainly part of a Level V house 
incorporated in that of Level IV, for its walls 
went down, and connected with them there was a 
clay floor nearly 0.80 m. below the normal level 
of the Level IV floors.” Nevertheless, he found in 
room 8 the same number of floors that he found 
in room 1 (two), and these floors correspond to 
a shred wall. If room 1 did not begin in Level 
VW (since it cancels the southeast shrine), there 
is no reason to believe that room 8 did. I interpret 

IIW (IVBF) city wall was built (ibid.). I date most of the 
structures of Levels III–IIW to Level IVBF (see below). 
Consequently, both Level IVW houses 37 and 39/A were 
destroyed either in the same event as the destruction 
of the Level IVAF palace, or as a result of a large scale 
construction project during the early days of Level IVBF. 
This project included the building of the most massive 
fortifications in the archaeological records of the city: the 
Levels III–IIW/IVBF city wall.

In summary, it is more likely that the Level IVW house 37 
was built in Level IVAF than in VBF, but the two options 
are viable. The Level IVW house 39/A was built in Level 
VBF and ceased to exist, together with the Level IVW house 
37, at the end of Level IVAF.

My stratigraphic observation is that the two residences 
went out of function together with the Level IVAF palace. 
One way of examining this conclusion is to compare to 
what extent the artifacts unearthed in the residences and 
the palace are contemporaneous. This comparison can be 
easily made due to Bike Yazıcıoğlu’s meticulous work, 
which summarizes the finds in the Level IVW residences 
and in the palace (2004: tables 2, 3, 10, 14–17). All the 
major imported or elaborate wares present in the final 
stage of the Level IVW house 37 are also present in the 
final stage of Level IVW palace and fortress. These include 
the following wares: Nuzi, White Slip, Base Ring and Red 
Lustrous Wheel-made.15 None of these wares are reported 
found in Level IVW house 39/A.

Level IVW house 39/B (Plan 36)

Of this house (Woolley 1955: 179–180) only the central 
group of rooms was preserved (eight rooms in total). To the 
northeast, all rooms are cut by the Levels III–IIW/IVBF city 
wall. To the southwest the area is disturbed by later level 
rubbish pits, a fact that caused Woolley not to excavate 
this house any further in that direction. There are several 
indications that the Level IVW house 39/B in fact consisted 
of two adjacent buildings: the (probably earlier) northeast 
Level IVW house 39/B (rooms 3–7), and the (probably 
later) southwest Level IVW house 39/B (rooms 1, 2 and 8). 
The full extent of both of these buildings is unknown. The 
indications that brought me to this conclusion are: 

1) The double wall between the southwest rooms 2 and 8 
and the northeast rooms 3, 5 and 7 was clearly built in 
two stages (ibid.). This is a typical phenomenon when 
one building is free standing, and the other one is built 
against an outer wall of the first built. 

2) Woolley (ibid.: 180) admits that “in no case was it 
possible to trace features such as doorways”, and 
therefore his reconstruction of the structure as one 
building is an hypothesis that opens the door for 
alternative reconstructions. 

3) The width of the walls of each of the two houses, 
northeast and southwest, is almost identical within 

15 See Bergoffen 2005 for details on the sub-groups of each ware, and 
more on specific vessels. 
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drawing, herein Plan 12). Remains of additional Level IVW 
buildings were found northwest of the Level IVW house 
39/C (ibid.: 137–139). Woolley barely describes them and 
in general terms only (ibid.), but he included them in his 
Fig. 53 (Plan 13), correctly inserted into Yener’s Level IVW 
outline (Plan 26). The growth and expansion of the Level 
IVW house 39/C through time is similar to that of most of 
the other Level IVW buildings. It was built during Level 
VBF, when the city enjoyed a construction-boom under 
king Idrimi. It was in use uninterruptedly throughout the 
course of Level IVAF until its replacement by a Levels 
III–IIW/IVBF structure. Woolley attributes no dateable 
material to this building: the only way to place it on the 
chronological scheme is by applying stratigraphy. Two 
important stratigraphic phenomena are attested here: the 
ongoing rebuilding process from Levels VBF to IVAF and 
the termination of the building by the Levels III–IIW city 
wall (IVBF). These two observable facts are common to 
three buildings (Level IVW houses 39/A, 39/B-northwest 
and 39/C), and therefore, the date of the Levels III–IIW city 
wall (IVBF) is crucial to any attempt in dating the time they 
went out of function. While Woolley dated this city wall 
to the Hittite occupation of Alalakh and hence assumed 
these buildings to have been destroyed when Šuppiluliuma 
I took over Alalakh (1353/1341), I believe that this city 
wall was built early in the Level IVBF period, sometime 
between 1400 and 1380 (see below). The renovations that 
these buildings underwent suit a gradual development of 

room 8 in its early Level IVBF stage as the cellar 
of a two-story building.

The finds under the floor of room 1 include White Slip 
ware I and II, which is no surprise considering the mid-
fifteenth century B.C.E. date of construction posited here.

Level IVW house 39/C (Plan 44)

One of the largest residences at Tell Atchana, and 
certainly the largest in Level IVW, is house 39/C, in which 
a clear indication for the existence of a second floor—a 
staircase in room 14—was found (Woolley 1955: 180–
182, Fig. 64; herein Plan 44). Woolley reports that it is 
dated in its earliest phase to Level VW (ibid.: 174–175), 
“but it was terribly ruined, the walls being so destroyed 
that the emplacement of the doorways could seldom be 
determined, and the stratification was so complicated that 
it was seldom possible to assign objects to a definite level” 
(ibid.: 181). Nevertheless, Woolley identifies several walls 
that are either reused Level VW walls or Level VW walls 
found under the Level IVW floors (Plan 44). These are the 
walls between rooms 4, 5 and 7 and the original walls 
of rooms 1 and 2. Some of the walls of Level IVW house 
39/C were also reused as Levels III–IIW walls, “though for 
a building of entirely different character” (ibid.) All the 
northeast rooms of this building (4, 5, 7, 11, 15, 17 and 21) 
are more or less disturbed by the Levels III–IIW/IVBF town 
wall (nicely represented in the Level VIIW palace section 

Plan 44. Level IVW house 39/C (after Woolley 1955: 181, Fig. 64)
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level in which it was constructed. Therefore, the latest 
type represented in the soil comes from one level before 
the level in which it was constructed. Woolley dates the 
lower one to Level VIIW, based on the presence in the soil 
of his pottery types 21, 23 and 100.18 He dates the upper 
one to Level VBW or IVW based on the presence of White 
Slip ware, and the lack of the local painted banded ware. 
Woolley is aware of the limitation of this dating method of 
the features in Trench F (ibid.: 134)—it is little better than 
an educated guess. In chorus with Woolley’s methodology, 
which is the best one can offer unless another section of 
the fortifications is excavated, I suggest that Level VBF is 
the one period in which a construction project of this scale 
could have taken place. It is probable that when Idrimi 
built his large palace, he also fortified the city as a whole. 
This date is also a compromise between Woolley’s two 
optional dates.

The ramparts were clearly attested only in the northeast 
and northwest slopes of the site, and not in the excavations 
on the southwest slopes of the mound (Site H). Woolley 
makes a very reasonable assumption that the fortifications 
in the southwest were meek since the Orontes River 

18 The suggested outlines of this rampart are marked in Woolley’s plan of 
Level VIIW (1955: Pl. XIV; herein Plan 46).

residences as one would expect over a relatively calm 
period of 60 years or so, the time of Idrimi, Niqmepa and 
Ilimilimma, Levels VB–IVAF.

Level IVW city wall and rampart

Woolley’s interpretation of Trench F (Plan 45/a) presents 
remains of one city wall phase16 (Level IIW—“the 
embankments can be dated by their pottery content”) and 
two layers of ramparts (1955: 135–137).17 He dates the 
ramparts by comparing the pottery found in them to the 
pottery he knows from his excavated levels. His reasonable 
assumption is that the soil of which each rampart is 
constructed contains pottery of all previous levels to the 

16 named in this paper the Levels III–IIW/IVBF city wall.
17 Woolley added to his reconstructed section of Trench F (Plan 45/b) 
several stubs of city walls of Levels IV–IW (left part of the reconstructed 
section), though ruins of only two of the parallel walls of the Levels III–
IIW/IVBF city wall were in fact found intact. Woolley also reconstructs 
in Plan 47/b a stub of a city wall that according to the plan could belong 
either to Level IVW or IIIW. Since no independent Level IIIW was found, 
this must be a Level IVW city wall. The location of this wall in Trench F 
underneath the Levels III–IIW/IVBF city wall, as well as below the Level 
IW/IIIF city wall revetment, places the wall in the middle of square E17. 
In Woolley’s plan of Level IVW (Plan 41) the city wall is located only in 
the northeast corner of this square. In Yener’s plan of Level IVW (Plan 
26) the line of the city wall is properly corrected and it traverses square 
E17 in the middle.

Plan 45. Trench F (after Woolley 1955: 136, Fig. 52)
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Dating city walls can be sometimes as devastating 
as dating their related ramparts. If the city was not 
significantly enlarged or contracted, the planners of 
its outer walls would normally have tended to follow 
and locate them on the same favored strategic outline, 
where remnants of their predecessors’ walls were still 
observable. Therefore, many city walls are built on top 
of older city walls, and dividing one phase of walls from 
another can sometimes be hard to achieve. Woolley 
explains the deficiency of the Levels VI–VW city walls 
by suggesting that the defenders of these levels reused 

related to this bridge: an iron gate, placed on the stone bridge, allowed 
the opening and closing of the pass in accordance with the reception of 
fees and taxes from those crossing over. It is no great leap to assume 
that long before the Ottoman bridge was constructed, the rulers of both 
Alalakh and Patina benefited from tax collection at this strategic point. 
A small site between Atchana and Ta’yinat (Photo 13), known as Küçuk 
Ta’yinat (Ta’yinat al-Saghir—Small Ta’yinat, Amuq Survey site number 
127), which was partially excavated by the Syrio-Hittite Expedition of 
the Oriental Institute in summer 1937 (Haines 1971: 64; Casana and 
Wilkinson 2005b: 227) may confirm this suspicion: No ceramic report is 
available for this excavation, and the site is now covered by a farmhouse, 
but its location and shape make it a possible candidate for a bridge-
related structure. This will seem even more likely if it can be confirmed 
that the Orontes river course during the Late Bronze and Iron Age was, 
unlike nowadays, east and north of Tell Atchana, between Atchana and 
Ta’yinat (Casana and Gansell 2005: 159, 168). 

created a natural fortification along the southwest slope 
(ibid.: 139–142). The course of the river at the present time 
passes a few hundred meters west of the site as can be seen 
in the 1970 Corona satellite image (Photo 13). East of the 
river’s meander passing closest to the site, we can observe 
the shadow of one ancient course of the river. The remains 
of this ancient river meander are located between the 
current meander and the site. It is likely that the ancients 
built the site as close as possible to the river, and that this 
proximity caused the accelerated erosion in the central-
southwest part of the site, the area that is directly south of 
Woolley’s grid (Plan 46).19 This could also be the location 
of the important Orontes River gate of the site.

19 While the Orontes south of Atchana must have been used as a 
major means of north–south transportation, the 85 km. of east–west 
transportation between Aleppo and Alalakh must have been traveled by 
land. The journey between Tell Atchana and the Mediterranean (40 km.) 
could be taken by land or by water, but land was also the only means of 
accessing the Belen pass (Syrian gates/pillars), 35 km. to the north. The 
size of the lake of Antioch at the time is doubtful (Casana 2003), but 
it is nonetheless likely that the road did not cross the plain through its 
lowest parts. Very close to Tell Atchana and Tell Ta’yinat the Orontes 
River’s direction of flow shifts from north–south to east–west. For the 
past several hundred years one of the main bridges over the Orontes 
has been located two kilometers west of Tell Ta’yinat in the village of 
Demir Köprü (Arabic name, Jiser al Hadid), which translates to “The 
Iron Bridge.” The word “iron” refers to a significant source of income 

Photo 13. Tell Atchana, Tell Ta’yinat and Küçuk Ta’yinat in between in a CORONA 1970 satellite image. (after Casana 2003)
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of the Level IVW house 39/C would have been located in 
this square, had it survived. The Levels III–IIW city wall 
does indeed follow the Level VIIW palace outer wall in 
this square as can be seen in Plans 10, 13 and 44.

Woolley maintains elsewhere (ibid.: 139) that the Level 
IVW city wall follows the contours of the Level VIIW 
fortification, but none of his published plans confirms this 
assertion; on the contrary, a comparison between his level 
plans of Level VIIW (Plan 46, where the city wall is the 
outer wall of the palace and of the gate) and IVW (Plan 41, 
where it is labeled “Town Wall”) shows that the city walls 
followed different routes.

4.4 The Dating of Levels VI–IVW

Level VIIW in Alalakh is connected to the historical 
analysis of Mesopotamian (Babylonian) Chronology in 
two different ways: 

1) the recorded synchronism between the Yamad dynasty 
and the dynasties of Mari and Babylon (Oliva 1999–2000), 
and 

2) the very high probability that Ḫattuili I destroyed the
 

the Level VIIW walls (ibid.: 137). This statement is 
followed by another assertion that is clearly incorrect: 
“in square K12 it was found that the town wall of 
Level IV rested immediately on the brickwork of Level 
VII, the inner faces of the two coinciding…” Woolley 
refers to Plan 12 to demonstrate his point. But as can 
be observed, subsequent to my addition of the square 
numbers and the identifications of walls of Levels VII–
IW to Section A–A of the Level VIIW palace sounding, 
square K12 is not represented in this section at all. The 
outer wall of the Level VIIW palace (Plan 46), which is 
also the Level VIIW city wall, is located in square J14. 
On top of this wall there are insignificant remains of 
what could be the Levels VI–VW city wall.20 Next in line 
is the outer wall of the Level IVW house 39/C, which is 
also observable, although barely, in Plan 44, but this is 
by no means the Level IVW city wall. The Levels III–IIW 
city wall (see also Plan 44) is located on top of the Level 
IVW house 39/C wall. Is the picture in square K12 any 
different? The Level VIIW palace outer wall is located 
in square K12 (Plan 46). Records of Level IV–IIW walls 
in square K12 are found in Plans 10, 13, 41 and 44. In 
three of the Plans (13, 41, 44) the outer wall of room 21 
20 Could it be that Woolley intended to write in the above quote VI instead 
of IV?

Plan 46. Plan of Level VIIW (after Woolley 1955: Pl. XIV)
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Alalakh levels and international events. Therefore, even 
when scholars are in agreement about the Mesopotamian 
chronology (highest, ultra-ultra-high, ultra-high, high, 
middle, low, low-ultra-low or ultra-low—following 
Pruzsinszky 2005: 183—or even ultra-ultra-low and 
lowest, see Wilhelm 2004: 77) they do not necessarily 
agree on the dating of certain levels at Alalakh. Nor do 
many scholars agree any more on the validity of the Venus 
tablet chronological system and its outcome: accurate 
middle (1595), low (1531) or lowest (1467) dates for the 
devastation of Babylon by Murili I (Manning 1999:363–
364; Ben-Tor 2004: 45; Pruzsinszky 2005). This 
disagreement results with views that fall between ultra-
low and low, low and middle and so on. I have attempted 
to pigeonhole them below to their nearest chronology. 
All views merge between the historical sources (from 
Alalakh and elsewhere) and the archaeological evidence 
(stratigraphy and pottery analyses), and plausibly align 
with either the ultra-high chronology (Eder 2003), the 
middle (Smith 1940; Landsberger 1954; Kantor 1956: 
159–160; Goetze 1957a; Rowton 1958 and 1970: 211–215; 
Muhly 1975; Collon 1975: 143–144, 166–169; Na'aman 
1976 ; Collon 1977; Na'aman 1979; Collon 1982: 3, 6–16; 
Kempinski 1983: 80–90, 216–221; Manning 1999: 341–
366 with the revision of Manning et al. 2001 and 2003; 
Nigro 2003: 99; Freu 2008), the low (Albright 1956 and 
1957; Williams 1975 :1161–1165; Gates 1976, 1981 and 
1987; Dever 1992: 14; Heinz 1992; Bergoffen 2005), or 
the ultra-low (van Soldt 2000; Zeeb 2004; Novak 2007).

It is evident, then, that the available historical records make 
more than one chronology possible; many have therefore 
made efforts to determine the absolute dates of Levels 
VIIW, VIW, VW and IVW on the basis of internal evidence 
from Alalakh.22 This inside information is of course simply 
a dependence on another chronology—mostly analyses 
of the dates of the manufacture and export of Aegean 
and Cypriote wares found at the site. This method then 
introduces to the debate over Mesopotamian chronology 
the view of other chronologies, first and foremost, Aegean 
(Cypriote included), and indirectly, mostly through 
southern Levantine middlemen, Egyptian. This method 
may end in a tautology (McClellan 1989: 186).

The internal considerations from Alalakh are dependent 
first and foremost on the reliability of Woolley’s 
excavations and analyses. They are based on the dates of 
imported pottery (Gates 1976, 1981 and 1987; Bergoffen 
2005); on ceramic seriation (McClellan 1989 vs. Heinz 
1993); on the assumed minimum duration for two specific 
archaeological levels (VIW and VW), each divided into 
two sub-levels (Na’aman 1976: 141–142 vs. McClellan 
1989: 190); on the dating of Level IVW, which is founded 
on both internal and external considerations (McClellan 
1989: 188–189); on the profound differences in the 
prosopography between the Levels VIIW and IVW archives 
(Na’aman 1976: 142–143)23 and on whether one associates 
22 Good summaries of these efforts are by McClellan (1989) and Manning 
(1999).
23 Na’aman (1974; 1976: 142–143) does not consider the difference in 

 Level VIIW palace some years before his grandson Murili I 
destroyed Babylon and Aleppo (van Soldt 2000: 108). 

The dating of these historical figures, who are mentioned 
in the Level VIIW archives, and attested in the texts as 
contemporary with familiar figures from Aleppo, Mari 
and Babylon, is dictated by the different views on the 
absolute date of the relative Mesopotamian chronology 
(Pruzsinszky 2005). The latter is constructed from king 
lists, eponyms, chronicles, royal inscriptions, dated 
administrative or religious documents and calendars 
(Pruzsinszky 2005). Scholars with different views 
on the absolute chronology base their approaches on 
astronomical observations (Gurzadyan 2000 vs. Huber 
2000; with detailed bibliography in Pruzsinszky 2005: 
188), stratigraphic and ceramic sequences in relation to 
radiocarbon/AMS dates of other ceramic assemblages and 
their stratigraphic contexts (Gasche et al 1998a: 10–42; 
with detailed bibliography in Pruzsinszky 2005: 188), 
synchronism between Mesopotamian relative chronology 
and foreign chronologies (Ben-Tor 2004; bibliography in 
Pruzsinszky 2005: 184–189), dendrochronological studies 
(Manning et al. 2001; Kuniholm et al. 2005; with detailed 
bibliography in Pruzsinszky 2005: 188), generation 
counting of king-lists’ sequences, both Mesopotamian 
and foreign (Beckman 2000; Wilhelm 2004), the 
absolute dates of foreign artifacts/documents found in 
Mesopotamia and the absolute dates of the contexts in 
which Mesopotamian artifacts/documents were found out 
of the region (Pruzsinszky 2005: 184–189; for example, 
the ami-Adad I bullae, found in the Sarkaya palace at 
Acemhöyük: Manning 1999: 351; Manning et al. 2001).

A synchronism between Hatti and Alalakh Level VIIW 
was established by Landsberger (1954) who pointed out 
that Zukrai, a high officer mentioned in several Level 
VIIW texts, appears also in a Hittite text as holding the 
same position in Aleppo (Na’aman 1974: 273–274; but 
see Bunnens 1994). This synchronism was fine-tuned in 
1957 when, in the course of excavation at Boğazköy, the 
German expedition found the bilingual annals of attuili 
I. This document claims that during his second campaign, 
attuili I sacked and destroyed Alalakh (Muhly 1975: 78–
80; Manning 1999: 356–358). This synchronism did not, 
however, give an absolute date to the event. To do so, we 
must establish the date of the destruction of the Level VIIW 
palace by attuili I, and even more so, the date of the fall 
of Babylon (and Aleppo, possibly Alalakh) at the hands of 
his grandson Murili I. Not only will this determine which 
of the Mesopotamian chronologies is correct, it could also 
have an enormous impact on our understanding of the 
ancient Near East in the second millennium.21

Numerous scholars have expressed their views on the 
dates of Levels VIIW, VIW, VW and IVW in Alalakh, yet not 
all of them are in agreement on the correlation between 
21 The question of whether “historically recorded” destructions indeed 
reflect archaeological destruction, such as the campaigns of attuili I 
and Murili I, concerns all who believe archaeology is a tool in historical 
reconstruction (Manning 1999: 356).
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are just fragmentary walls, which could easily be 
considered two sub-phases of one phase lasting 
anywhere from several decades to a century.24 Clearly, 
none of these remains represents as elaborate a city 
as those of Levels VIIW, IVAF and IVBF. Naturally, 
there is no connection between importance and length 
of existence. Nonetheless, what we securely know of 
Levels VI–VW left behind very little accumulation. 
There is almost no distinction between Levels VIIW 
and VBF, as is clearly illustrated in Plans 12 and 23.25

The remains of the Levels VW and VIW fortresses and 
Levels VW and VIW site H do not bridge between Level 
VIIW and Level IVW, since according to Woolley he did not 
reach Level VIIW in these locations at all. Their attribution 
to these levels is based either on Woolley’s ceramic 
interpretation or on counting levels from topsoil down. 
I would like to suggest that some of the structures that 
Woolley attributes there to Levels VI–VW could actually 
be part of Level VIIW or even Level VIIIW.

One of the main problems in the history of research of 
Alalakh is the emphasis placed on ceramic analyses of 
archaeological levels. Serious consideration was lacking 
as to whether Woolley’s stratigraphy is correct and whether 
the buildings and sub-phases were properly attributed to a 
level. This caused an even higher mistrust of the ceramic 
results from Alalakh. More than a few scholars agreed 
that “… the Alalakh pottery report is in many respects 
unsatisfactory and misleading” (Gates 1987: 66). Gates 
is even more blunt elsewhere: “with the imports from 
Alalakh, I would say that you should never date any 
imports from elsewhere or any pottery from elsewhere on 
the basis of Alalakh context. That is, the imports can serve 
to give a general sense of the ceramic horizon at Alalakh, 
but not the other way. In other words you cannot say: 
this type of Cypriote ware is found in Alalakh Level VI 
and therefore it must date as early as this. There were too 
many slips, misattributions, labels which are penciled in: 
on the sherd as from one find spot and in the inventory as 
from another find spot and in the final report as from yet 
another find spot” (1989: 68). Manning (1999: 349) shares 
Gates’ doubts: “some would say that rather than consider 
the problem of Alalakh, one must simply accept that the 
excavations and publication of Woolley on Alalakh are a 
problem, and so nothing can be satisfactorily resolved.” 
He does not share Gates’ confidence in the reported context 
and dating of the Cypriote Bichrome ware from Alalakh.

The fact that the ceramics from Levels VI–VW are so 
untrustworthy has brought some scholars to attack 
Alalakh’s stratigraphy as a whole and declare it unusable: 
“It seems one cannot place too much reliance on the 
24 with the exception of the Level VW temple. Nevertheless the Level VIW 
temple is hardly a temple, if an independent building at all.
25 Mazzoni (2002: 131) compares Alalakh with other northern Levantine 
sites and concludes: “Only at Tell ‘Atchana do Levels VI and V give 
a picture of flourishing centre, with both fortifications and the temple 
rebuilt, which naturally continued into the rich Phase IV.” One needs to 
consider the possibility that Tell Atchana is not an exception and that 
Levels VI–VW are far less significant than previously thought.

the reign of Idrimi with Level VW, VF or IVAF. Although 
this chronological discussion is not the center of my work, 
I have prepared chronological tables, already discussed 
earlier in this chapter, which summarize the different 
opinions on the date of Levels VIW (Table 6), VW (Table 7) 
and IVW (Table 8).

My own observation concerning the dates of Levels VIW 
and VW is not based on a step by step ceramic analysis of 
Levels VIIW–VW or IVW as offered by Gates (1976, 1981, 
1987), Heinz (1992, 1993) and Bergoffen (2003, 2005). 
It is, however, based on the analysis of the stratigraphy 
of Tell Atchana, which should precede any ceramic study. 
The stratigraphy must always come first and dictate its 
order over the ceramic typology and seriation of a site. It 
is true that on the odd occasion pottery reading can help 
us in pointing out mistakes that we make in the process of 
analyzing the stratigraphy, but even then, it is necessary to 
find out what went wrong with the stratigraphic inquiry.

In comparison to the rich architecture and finds of the 
Level VIIW palace and temple and of Levels IV–IW, very 
little was unearthed in Levels VIW and VW. There could be 
several explanations for this fact: 

1) Underneath Level IVW, Woolley was looking for 
monumental buildings only. The only significant 
buildings that he found were the Level VIIW palace 
and gate. 

2) Luckily, Woolley was not allowed to remove the Level 
IVW palace and fortress. Wherever he could probe 
under the Level IVW palace and fortress he found 
remains of Levels VW and VIW, but these were far 
less noteworthy than the Level VIIW and IVW palaces. 
The Level VIIW palace that was excavated east of the 
Level IVW palace is most probably the eastern wing of 
a larger structure, mostly still buried under the Level 
VB–IVAF palaces, as implied by the level IVW palace 
probe. 

3) The possibility of a habitation gap (hiatus) between 
Levels VIIW and VIW or substantial reuse of the Level 
VIIW palace during Level VIW was unanimously 
rejected.

Following my analysis of Level VW, and the attribution 
of the second part of Level VAF and all of VBF to 
the reign of Idrimi, even fewer structures are left not 
linked with known historical figures from Alalakh, 
either of the milieux of the Level VIIW archives or 
of that of the Level IVW archives. The Levels VIW 
and VW structures clearly bridge between Levels 
VIIW and IVW in three places only (hence, complete 
stratigraphic sequence is attested): the private houses 
(see above and in section in Plan 12), the Level IVW 
palace probe (see above and in Plan 28) and the temple 
sounding (Woolley 1955: 67, Fig. 29b; herein Plan 
23). The Levels VI–VW remains in these locations 
scribal tradition as proof of the time elapsed between Levels VIIW and 
IVW, but rather a result of Mittani “imposing upon Alalakh her own 
patterns and rule.”
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I, being the grandson of attuili I, conquered Babylon 
sometime between 1575 and 1500.
My Alalakhian view in support of the low-like or ultra-low 
Mesopotamian chronology is far from being conclusive. 
A large-scale field reexamination of the stratigraphy of 
Levels VII–IVW is called for, as well as radiocarbon and 
ceramic analyses of each level, both individually and 
comparatively. Woolley excavated in Alalakh two “cities” 
(Levels IVAF and IVBF) and three palaces (Levels VIIW, 
IVAF and IVBF). It is obvious that the Level VIIW palace 
ruled over a well-built city. It is very tempting to follow the 
archaeological paradigm, attributing a “city” to a century, 
and therefore to place Level VIIW in the sixteenth century, 
the Level IVAF “city” in the fifteenth century and the Level 
IVBF “city” in the fourteenth century.

4.5 Level IVBF (1420/1400–1353/1341)

The plan of Level IVBF accompanies this discussion.

In the previous chapter I proposed that the Levels III–IIW 
fort was built as early as during Level IVBF (first half of 
the fourteenth century B.C.E.), and that the Level IIIW 
temple was in fact the Level IVBF temple. Here below 
I am extending my proposal to include the missing 
buildings and structures of Level IVBF: the Levels IIIW 
and IIW private houses and the Levels III–IIW city wall.26 
The latter unavoidably succeeded the Level IVAF private 
houses, which ceased to exist when the Level IVAF palace 
was destroyed circa 1420–1400 B.C.E. Woolley (1955: 
183–191) attributed to Level IIIW the earlier building phase 
of a similar-or-identical-to-Level IIW blueprint of houses 
37/A–D (Plan 42), the one-phase building east of house 
26 For different opinions on the dates of Levels III–0W see Table 9.

stratigraphy of Alalakh for determining the finer points of 
chronology” (Eriksson 1992: 193), and “Woolley indeed 
seems to have mixed, confused, or been unable to resolve 
the stratigraphy in places, and scholarship has to accept the 
limitations of the data” (Manning 1999: 359).

I agree that when it comes to Levels VI–VW the 
archaeological data is limited to such a degree that only 
further careful excavations may make it a truly key site 
in the quest for an archaeological solution to the problem 
of Mesopotamian chronology of the second millennium 
B.C.E. Gates’ (1976; 1981; 1987) attempt to solve this 
problem archaeologically is a marvelous exercise that 
suffers from a starting point of insufficient data, a fact that 
invited amply of legitimate criticism. Alalakh as a whole 
is not a reproduction of Levels VI–VW, and all later levels 
are sufficiently recorded to allow for a new interpretive 
approach to Woolley’s stratigraphy. But as I suggested 
above, even Levels VI–VW can give us some indication 
of their length of existence (from the end of Level VIIW to 
the take-over of Alalakh by Idrimi), which is most likely 
between several decades and a century. With Idrimi’s 
conquest of the city in the first quarter of the fifteenth 
century (van Soldt 2000: 110–112; Novak 2007: 395–
397) or during the second quarter of the fifteenth century 
(Wilhelm 1976: 160; von Dassow 2008: 42), both low-like 
and ultra-low Mesopotamian chronology would work for 
Alalakh. If Level VIW and the first part of Level VAF lasted 
a maximum of 100 years (possibly even fifty years or less), 
and the first part of Level VAF ended in 1495/1470 (Idrimi’s 
conquest of Alalakh), then attuili I did not destroy Level 
VIIW before 1595, but possibly long after this date, as late 
as 1520. The outcome of these dates, which should not 
be based primarily on data from Alalakh, is that Muršili 

Table 9. Opinions on the dates of Levels III–0W

IIIW 
Beginning

IIIW End IIW End IW End 0W End Reasons

Smith 1940: 
46–47

1358 1285 1220 1190 Level IIW begins in 1275

Landsberger 
1954

1440 1370: first 
half of  
Level IIW

Woolley 1955: 
399

1370 1350 1273 1194 1140

Swift 1958 1400 Before 1300 1200 Amuq sequence
Rowton 1970: 
230–231

1473 1400 Fourteenth 
century

Mycenaean pottery

Collon 1975: 169; 
1982: 3, 15

1365 1300/1275 1200/1190 Based on Mycenaean pottery, 
Level IVW palace must have 
been destroyed in 1400 or 
later

Stein 1997 1340
Pruss 2002 1400 1180 1000/950 Amuq sequence
Bergoffen 2005 1340 1320 1253 1194 LH IIIB pottery
Novak 2007 1340 Nuzi Ware
This study 1420/1400 1353/1341 4 sub-phases 

(1210)
1190/1185
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it was noted that some of the room floors were littered 
with ashes. Over the whole area… there were quantities 
of bronze arrowheads and some clay sling-bolts… …The 
evidence therefore is strongly in favour of the quarter’s 
having been destroyed as the result of a struggle after 
which the houses were sacked and burned.”

Historical aspects of Level IVBF

The enthronement inscription of Addu-Nīrārī, king of 
Alalakh 

None of the historical documents found in Alalakh 
originate from Level IVBF, or are related to this period, 
with one possible exception: the inscription on the statue 
of king Idrimi. In the previous chapter I proposed that the 
true find spot of the statue of Idrimi was a pit dug from the 
floor of the annexe to the Level IIIW temple, now dated to 
Level IVBF. It is of course possible that the statue and its 
inscription survived from Level IVAF or even VBF in the 
temple compound of Alalakh, and as such was a precious 
heirloom. It is also possible that the inscription, or both the 
statue and the inscription, were created at the time of Level 
IVBF, as I newly offered, and as was strongly accepted by 
Eva von Dassow in her recent book (2008: 32–38).
The story of Idrimi son of Ilimilimma begins in Aleppo, 
his ancestral home. At a young age, however, a disastrous 

37/B and northeast of house 37/C, and the one-phase 
building remains under and southeast of house 39/C (Plan 
10). Not only do the Level IIIW private houses have no 
clear association with the Levels III–IIW city wall and fort 
(Plan 47), but the Levels III–IIW city wall in fact cancels 
the one phase building east of house 37/B and northeast 
of house 37/C. Woolley attributed to Level IIW houses 
37/A, 37/B, 37/C, 37/D, 38/A and 39/C, which, in contrast, 
have clear connections to the Levels III–IIW city wall and 
fort (Plan 48). Therefore, the Level IIW private houses 
are contemporary with the Levels IIIW–IIW city wall and 
fort, which I believe belong to Level IVBF. The Level IIIW 
private houses must belong to a short-living stage or sub-
phase of rebuilding, right after the destruction of the Level 
IVAF city. Hence, many of the Level IIIW private houses 
are the earlier phase of the Level IIW private houses.27 
Level IIW stands for the reshaping of the Level IVBF city 
into a more defensible structure with a fortified palace 
and city wall. The IVBF city flourished for fifty-eighty 
years, a similar or longer duration than the Level IVAF 
city, until its destruction by Šuppiluliuma I in 1353/1341. 
This destruction is well attested in the private houses. As 
Woolley describes it (ibid.: 185): “Many of the walls of 
this group of Level II houses showed signs of fire, and 
27 “On the archaeological evidence I have always felt that Level III was a 
rather ephemeral period” (Woolley 1955: 396).

Plan 47. Plan of Level IIIW (after Yener 2005: 142, Fig. 4.31)
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Plan 48. Plan of Level IIW (after Yener 2005: 143, Fig. 4.32)



96

Late Bronze Age Tell Atchana (Alalakh): Stratigraphy, Chronology, History

They claim that the statue first stood un-inscribed, then 
the cheek-lines were inscribed, probably post Idrimi’s 
death.29 In the second line on the cheek (line 103) they 
read the eighth sign as DUB(uppī),30 and assume that this 
is a reference to a tablet of the “Deeds of Idrimi” that only 
years later, during the reign of Niqmepa or Ilimilimma, 
would be summarized and inscribed on the statue by 
Šarruwa the scribe. Only then did Šarruwa supplement 
the inscription with the formulae of curses and blessings, 
inserting his name, trusting his fellow-scribes to keep this 
fact undisclosed. This DUBious explanation was rejected 
for the same reasons that Na’aman and Kempinski’s 
explanation was (Oller 1989: 414; Márquez Rowe 1997: 
200, n. 16). Oller points out that DUB is not a definitive 
reading for the problematic sign, that the cheek inscription 
by itself does not identify the king, and “that we are still 
left with the question of why Šarruwa did what he did” 
(Oller 1989: 414). Critics aside, Dietrich and Loretz 
bring to the fore an interesting concept, which deserves 
further discussion: the statue and the inscription were not 
necessarily created at the same time; the deeds of Idrimi 
as described in the statue’s inscription could be a quote or 
a summary of another composition, most probably in the 
form of a tablet.31

Sasson (1981), followed by Longman III (1991: 60–77), 
raises the possibility that this inscription is a “simulated” 
or “fictional” autobiography, and that several hundred 
years stand between Idrimi, the historical figure, and 
the manufacture of his statue and inscription. Sasson’s 
arguments, neatly summarized by Oller (1989: 414–415), 
are:

1) The name of one of the correspondents in a Hittite 
letter found in Level IW begins with the sign ŠAR, 
possibly followed by RU, and therefore, this must be 
the Šarruwa, who inscribed the Idrimi inscription.

2) The most similar first person narrative inscriptions 
in Anatolia, Cilicia and the Levant are dated to the 
late LBA II and early Iron Age II, and not to the 
fifteenth century B.C.E.

3) The style of the sculpture and the throne base are 
late LBA and not MBA–LBA transition or LBA I.

4) The archaeological level in which the statue was 
found is dated to the end of the thirteenth century 

29 Na’aman (1980: 108) shows that all the attestations of Šarruwa the 
scribe are from the time of Niqmepa (5) and Ilimilimma (1) and none 
from the time of Idrimi. “It is obvious, therefore,” he writes, “that 
Šarruwa belonged to a later generation than Idrimi and could not have 
been an eye-witness to most of the adventures described so vividly by 
him.”
30 Rather than ALAM (almī) (Greenstein and Marcus 1976: 66). See also 
Na’aman (1980: 116).
31 Na’aman (1980: 109–110) emphasizes some of the striking differences 
in language and style between the Idrimi inscription and other texts 
composed by Šarruwa. He explains these differences by suggesting that 
in the Idrimi inscription Šarruwa follows strict genre formula. Márquez 
Rowe (1997: 179, 202, n. 32) is pointing out that Šarruwa claims twice, 
in lines 98–99, that the text is his own composition, and that there are 
similarities in spelling between the Idrimi inscription and some of the 
tablets composed by him. See also the arguments of Sasson (1981: 311).

event forced him to flee with his brothers to Emar. Unlike 
his older brothers, Idrimi later decided to reclaim his 
hereditary power. He headed for Canaan, where he lived 
among the Hapiru for seven years, gathering warriors 
and building ships; eventually he succeeded in taking 
over Mukiš from the sea. He then established himself in 
Alalakh, becoming a vassal of Parrattarna, king of Mittani. 
Later, he fought against Hatti, destroyed several cities, 
and returned to Alalakh with booty and captives. The 
inscription claims that Idrimi reigned in Alalakh for thirty 
years, during which he built a palace and rebuilt the rest of 
the kingdom.

As I noted in Chapter 2 of this work, at the time of the 
statue’s discovery, this biographical inscription represented 
an innovation in the region, causing some scholars to doubt 
its historicity and/or authenticity.28 The genre seemingly 
went on to become very popular in the Levant during the 
Iron Age; indeed, many scholars have found parallels 
between the narrative of Idrimi and biblical accounts such 
as those of Joseph (Albright 1950: 20), David (Buccellati 
1962) and Joash (Liverani 2004: 147–159), as well as with 
several other autobiographical inscriptions associated with 
Iron Age monuments (Sasson 1981: 310).

Philologically, however, other issues soon presented 
themselves.  Na’aman and Kempinski (1973: 217–218) 
were the first to point out the problem with the unusual 
colophon of Šarruwa the scribe in lines 98–101 of the 
inscription. The difficulty is in the fact that “…there is no 
parallel case in the Akkadian and West Semitic corpus of 
royal inscriptions for the kind of long blessing dedicated 
to the scribe who composed the text. This becomes even 
more curious since the blessing for the ruler in whose name 
the inscription was written is oddly missing.” (Na’aman 
1980: 107).

Na’aman and Kempinski (1973: 218; Na’aman 1980: 107) 
suggest that Šarruwa inserted his name to replace that of 
the king, trusting his fellow-scribes not to release this fact. 
This suggestion was not well received, and it was pointed 
out that Šarruwa would have taken an unreasonable risk 
by doing so (Sasson 1981: 311; Oller 1989: 413; Márquez 
Rowe 1997: 200, n. 16). One should be careful not to 
trust the ancients to be reasonable all the time. Yet, since I 
believe that there is a more viable explanation to Šarruwa’s 
action, I join the critics.

Dietrich and Loretz (1981: 244–250; Oller 1989: 413–
414) deconstruct the statue and inscription to several 
hypothetical sources: 

1) the statue; 
2) the cheek lines (102–104); 
3) a tablet, which is summarized in the main narrative of 

the inscription (lines 1–91); and 
4) the curses and the blessings for Šarruwa (lines 92–

101). 

28 See the discussion on the subject in 2.1. 
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history of Alalakh, following the traumatic destruction of 
Level IVAF, probably by the Hittites. At this moment of 
havoc and mayhem (Level IIIW = early IVBF) there was 
an immediate need to reestablish the Idrimi dynasty. Thus, 
the Idrimi inscription constitutes, in fact, the enthronement 
inscription of Addu-Nīrārī, king of Alalakh, and the 
re-establishment of the Idrimi (Aleppan) dynasty that 
conceivably ruled over Alalakh, almost uninterruptedly, 
from the days of Yamhad onward (van Soldt 2000: 113). I 
trust that this explanation is at least as good as other past-
proposed solutions to this problem.

What are the circumstances in which Šarruwa could earn 
his eternity blessing himself on this inscription? Who is 
Addu-Nīrārī, and why we don’t find his name in any of 
the tablets of the archives of Level IVW palace? And who 
smashed the statue of Idrimi? Who buried it and why? 
Here are my arguments:

In the first wave of reactions to the publication of the 
statue and inscription of Idrimi (Smith 1949) many of the 
scholars who analyzed the inscription offered an historical 
reconstruction in which Addu-Nīrārī son of Idrimi was 
the king of Alalakh (Albright 1950: 19; Goetze 1950: 
231; Legrain 1951: 105; to name just a few).32 The Idrimi 
dynasty, as reflected in the Idrimi inscription, was:

Ilimilimma (from Aleppo)
Idrimi son of Ilimilimma
Addu-Nīrārī son of Idrimi

This is in contrast to the dynasty as reflected in the Level 
IVW archives (Wiseman 1953: 5–8):

Idrimi
Niqmepa son of Idrimi
Ilimilimma son of Niqmepa

The two presumably contradicting lists were followed by 
attempts at dynasties that merged the two (Smith 1949: 59; 
Woolley 1955: 392–395). The interpretation that the Level 
IVW tablets endow us with a more reliable account of the 
dynasty, and that Addu-Nīrārī, whether the chosen heir 
or not, never reached the throne, is now widely accepted. 
This interpretation is supported mostly since Addu-Nīrārī’s 
name is not attested in any of the Level IVW tablets, neither 
as royalty nor as an ordinary man (Wiseman 1953: 5–9).

Addu-Nīrārī is not the only Level IVW king not attested 
in any of the Alalakh texts. Indisputably, Itūr-Addu was 
the last king of Level IVW/IVBF. His name is known 
only due to the texts found at Ugarit (CTH 46; Beckman 
1999: 34–36). Without this external source we would 
not have known Itūr-Addu existed at all. No Level IVBF 
archive was found, and given the state of preservation 
of the Level IVBF palace, the chances of finding one are 
32 See also Kühne (1982: 220), who assumes that Addu-Nīrārī ascended 
to the throne after Idrimi died, and supported the Egyptians. Kühne 
believes that Addu-Nīrārī was replaced by his brother Niqmepa, who was 
loyal to Mittani.

B.C.E.
5) Woolley’s perception that the Mukiians were 

actively and symbolically resisting the Hittite 
occupation is archaeologically proven.

 
The last three arguments are archaeological in nature. 
I discuss and reject Woolley's notion of "archaeology 
of resistance" in Alalakh in the section that deals with 
Atchana/Nuzi ware below. I already studied at length the 
question of where the statue of Idrimi was actually found 
(Chapter 3; Fink 2008b), and reached the conclusion that 
it was found in a significantly earlier phase than Woolley 
believed. The idea that the sculpture’s style is late LBA 
is not accepted by most art historians and archaeologists 
(Mayer-Opificius 1981; 1983; Merhav 1985; Oller 1989: 
416; Bonatz 2000: 196–198; Matthiae 2000: 393–394; 
Akermans and Schwartz 2003: 334, 336, 347). Sasson’s 
critics discussed the first two arguments thoroughly and 
convincingly rebutted them on philological and historical 
grounds (Márquez Rowe 1989: 179–181; Oller 1989: 416–
417; Mayer 1995: 334–335; von Dassow 1997: 21–22).

Post Sasson's sensation there were other suggestions. Oller 
(1989: 413) wrote that “if Šarruwa was responsible for the 
actual composition of the text, Idrimi may have been so 
pleased with the work that he afforded him the honor of 
‘signing’ the inscription and receiving a bit of immortality 
along with his sovereign." Oller earnestly and justly coins 
his own explanation as “not very convincing."
Other scholars entertained the idea that the statue, or just 
the inscription, was posthumous. The idea was raised 
already by Orthmann (1964: 225–226). Márquez Rowe 
(1997: 179–181) took it one step further; examining the 
inscription carefully he asserted that:

1) The inscription is dated to the reign of one of Idrimi’s 
heirs, thus, it is posthumous.

2) Addu-Nīrārī is the chosen successor of Idrimi 
according to the inscription formula. Therefore, the 
text was composed during Addu-Nīrārī's reign over 
Alalakh.

3) The reign of Addu-Nīrārī followed Idrimi's reign, and 
it was succeeded by the reign of Niqmepa.

4) The statue and the inscription are an ex voto dedicated 
by Šarruwa (the blessing for Šarruwa “corresponds 
properly to the classical Mesopotamian phrase in 
votive texts”) to the deceased and worshipped king 
Idrimi.

While I find it hard to believe that this monumental 
inscribed statue is just an ex voto dedicated by Šarruwa in 
one of the temples of Alalakh (Márquez Rowe 1997: 180), 
I support the idea that the inscription was fashioned during 
the reign of one of Idrimi’s heirs. Unlike Márquez Rowe, 
I would like to raise the possibility that Addu-Nīrārī did 
not succeed his father, but rather his nephew Ilimilimma. 
Consequently, Šarruwa, the experienced scribe, who served 
under Niqmepa and Ilimilimma (Na’aman 1980: 108), was 
the kingmaker who enthroned Addu-Nīrārī. I believe that 
the statue was inscribed during a period of turmoil in the 
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the evil should break forth upon all the inhabitants 
of the land of Muki, that is, from the stronghold 
of the Hittites. Addu-Nīrārī must present himself 
as the king who will protect his people from that 
danger. This propagandistic message was probably 
embedded into the inscription when fifteenth century 
Kizzuwatna was replaced with fourteenth century 
Hatti. In von Dassow's words (2008: 38), "an invasion 
of Kizzuwatna could reasonably be represented as a 
campaign 'against Hatti,' especially from the standpoint 
of the fourteenth century, which incidentally accords 
with the hypothesis that the statue inscription was 
composed then rather than in the fifteenth century" 
(compare to lines 59–63 of the Idrimi inscription).

6) Addu-Nīrārī was facing one of the greatest challenges 
in the history of Alalakh: rebuilding the palace, the 
temple(s), and the residences, and fortifying the city 
against the northern threat in an unprecedented and 
unparalleled formidable way, as described below 
(beginning in Section 4.5). He probably had to do 
the same in other towns and villages all over Muki 
(compare to lines 64–91 of the Idrimi inscription).

There are supplementary aspects that are in support of 
my suggestion: the crudeness of the inscription can be 
explained by the post-destruction hardship and temporary 
lack of professional stone dressers, or by Šarruwa's attempt 
"to make his inscription look even older than he was" 
(von Dassow 2008: 32–33).35 The blessing for Šarruwa 
can be attributed to his special status as a king maker, 
which allows him some liberties in the inscription—as 
an old man he is praying to the gods to give him good 
health, protect him and be his guardians. What is more, the 
inscription does not mention the names of Niqmepa and 
his son Ilimilimma. The reason must be the author’s wish 
to emphasize his direct lineage to Idrimi while detaching 
himself from Ilimilimma who lost and brought disaster 
over Alalakh.

Who removed the statue of Idrimi from its throne, chipped 
its nose and broke its feet? Who buried it face down, and 
why? The likely occurrence is the conquest of Alalakh by 
Šuppiluliuma I as I previously demonstrated (Chapter 3; 
Fink 2008b). I tend now to believe that the damage to the 
statue and its burial practice are more likely to be an act of 
humiliation than an expression of honor.

Bringing Addu-Nīrārī back into the royal dynasty of Alalakh 
takes us one meaningful step closer towards a complete 
historical reconstruction of the Alalakh dynasty of Levels 
VB–IVBF. Currently, we do not know if additional king(s) 
ruled over Alalakh between Addu-Nīrārī and Itūr-Addu. 
Similarly, there is no way to know if Itūr-Addu is a kin of 
Addu-Nīrārī. I propose that the following is the dynasty 
that governed Muki over the 150-year span from the early 

35 “The scribe who carved the inscription had neither the requisite 
knowledge of the diplomatic medium of that age – Akkadian – nor of 
the pertinent cuneiform script. His style is barbarous and his signs show 
little consistency; some signs have as many as twenty variants or more” 
(Speiser 1951: 151).

slim at best. I believe that this is also the reason that 
Addu-Nīrārī’s name has not been found so far— other 
than in the Idrimi inscription, it was only attested in the 
Level IVBF archive.

Addu-Nīrārī could have been the biological son of Idrimi, a 
blood relative of the admired king or even just an ordinary 
person, who claimed that Idrimi designated him as his heir, 
as suggested by von Dassow (2008: 32). Assuming he was 
the son of Idrimi, he could have been born shortly before 
his father’s death, and thus he was in his late thirties-early 
forties by the time the Level IVAF palace was destroyed—
ready to take over the kingdom. The scheme in which uncles 
succeeded their nephews is known in the ancient Near 
East—take the famous example of attuili III taking over 
the reign of his nephew Uri-Teub in Hatti (Bryce 1998: 
284–291). The king maker of somewhat unusual capture 
of the throne must be an honorable person, preferably old, 
who represents the Idrimi dynasty, and could be the voice 
of its legacy. No one could be better as a king-maker than 
the old scribe Šarruwa, who served under Niqmepa and 
Ilimilimma, and whose written documents for many years 
stood as the word of the king. Šarruwa must have signified 
the continuity of the Idrimi dynasty and the livelihood of 
the city and kingdom, desired by those people of Alalakh 
who survived the destruction.

Many of the passages of the Idrimi inscription would have 
served the political agenda of king Addu-Nīrārī:

1) Idrimi's story begins with the maiktu, the “evil”, a 
political crime that occurred in Aleppo, during which 
Idrimi’s father Ilimilimma was probably murdered 
(lines 3–4; Márquez Rowe 1997: 183–184; van Soldt 
2000: 110). Van Soldt proposed (ibid.: 110–112) 
that the one who carried out the maiktu was none 
other than the Hittite king Murili I, who wrought 
destruction in Aleppo and Babylon in the same year.33 
Therefore, Idrimi is the survivor of a Hittite raid, 
whose mission is to restore his father’s kingship. So 
too is Addu-Nīrārī himself.34

2) If he is indeed a younger son of Idrimi, he was also 
the young brother, who took on his older brothers’ 
birthright and reigned over Alalakh (as Idrimi is in 
lines 7–12 of the inscription).

3) It is likely that in order to survive the Level IVAF 
destruction Addu-Nīrārī had to leave his hometown 
and only upon the aggressor’s retreat could return 
to Alalakh (compare to lines 13–42 of the Idrimi 
inscription).

4) Alalakh of Level IVBF must have been a Mittanian 
vassal, and Addu-Nīrārī had to renew the vassal 
agreement with Mittani once crowned (compare to 
lines 42–58 of the Idrimi inscription).

5) To the people of Alalakh of the first half of the 
fourteenth century it was clear that out of the north 

33 For the unfeasibility of the maiktu’s being caused by Tudaliya I see 
Wilhelm 2004: 71, n. 2.
34 For the likelihood that Level IVAF palace was destroyed by the Hittites, 
see von Dassow 2008: 61.



99

Chapter 4: Alalakh Under the Mittani Empire (Levels VIW–IVBF)

5) Obviously, it is incorrect to construe the rites of 
Allaiturai of Muki and Giziya of Alalakh as more 
than they are: a remote testimony to the cultural and 
ritual importance of Mittanian Muki.

Alalakh in Kayalıpınar

In Section 3.3, I suggest that several administrative 
tablets, which make a unique group among the archives of 
Alalakh, may have originated in Level IVBF (previously 
published in Fink 2008b: 187–188). Von Dassow (2008: 
63) convincingly insists that they originated in one of 
the Hittite levels of Alalakh. Unlike this group, a tablet 
in Hurrian (Wilhelm 2006), which was found in 2005 in 
Kayalıpınar, a site in the district of modern Sivas, centrally 
located in the Hittite heartland, may still belong to Level 
IVBF, and possibly even originated in Alalakh. The genre 
of the text, which we understand only in part, is unclear: 
it is either a detailed letter, or an historical text similar in 
genre to the Hittite annals (ibid.: 233). It is also unknown 
who the author of the text is and whether it was composed 
in Hatti, Mittani or the northern Levant. It describes a 
military campaign in which Muki and Kizzuwatna are 
involved—clearly some cities in Kizzuwatna and north 
of Alalakh (Tilmen Höyük?) are under attack (ibid.: 235). 
Wilhelm dates the text to the first half of the fourteenth 
century B.C.E. In his published paper he dates it to the 
time of Tudaliya I, but in a recent public lecture he 
mentioned the time of Tudaliya II as his preference.36 
This tablet could be the missing description of the events 
that brought an end to the Level IVAF city at the time of 
Ilimilimma and his possible contemporary (and aggressor) 
Tudaliya I (von Dassow 2008: 61–62). Even if it is not, it 
may yet add some flavor to the very dull historical reality 
of the archaeologically rich Level IVBF: for example, this 
mysterious document could have originated in Alalakh, 
describing the campaigns of Muki on behalf of Mittani 
against the cities to the north.

The Hittite treaty with Muki

KBo 13.55 (CTH 136) is a fragment of a Hittite treaty, 
probably with Muki (Klengel 1995: 412; Devecchi 2007: 
207). Devecchi in her recent edition of this fragment (ibid.: 
211) claims convincingly that this must be a treaty with 
Muki based on the presence of "all the male deitie[s and 
the female deities] of Muki" as witnesses to the treaty. 
She also believes (ibid.) that the Hittite king behind this 
treaty is Šuppiluliuma I. Devecchi bases her point of view 
on the following grounds: 

1) the male and female deities of Kizzuwatna, who 
are witnesses to this treaty, are mentioned only in 
Šuppiluliuma I's treaties; 

2) The paleography of KBo 13.55 (CTH 136) corresponds 
to texts of the time of Šuppiluliuma I; 

3) plausible historical reconstruction places it in the 
reign of Šuppiluliuma I.

36 A lecture in Tel Aviv University on December 29th, 2008 on the 
occasion of the retirement of Prof. Itamar Singer.

fifteenth to the mid-fourteenth centuries B.C.E.:

Idrimi son of Ilimilimma (from Aleppo)
Niqmepa son of Idrimi
Ilimilimma son of Niqmepa
Addu-Nīrārī son of Idrimi
King X?
Itūr-Addu

Allaiturai of Muki and Giziya of Alalakh

There are also some indirect testimonies to the importance 
of Levels IVAF and IVBF in Alalakh far beyond the 
borders of Muki. It is now well established that Hurrian 
and Akkadian texts of many genres reached Kizzuwatna 
and Hatti from the northern Levant (Görke 2007). There 
are several specific attestations that mark Alalakh as the 
source of these works. Among them are the ritual texts of 
Allaiturai of Muki and Giziya of Alalakh (Haas and 
Wegner 1988: 48–207; Miller 2004: 506–511; Görke 2007: 
245; Haas 2007). Miller (2004: 506) believes that these 
texts "presumably came to attusa with the incorporation 
of Kizzuwatna under Tutaliya I (I/II) and Arnuwanda 
I," but having originated in Muki they must have been 
"exported" from Mittanian Muki to Kizzuwatna. The 
remaining questions are: when and how? Miller (ibid.: 
507–511) offers several scenarios:

1) Tudaliya I employed scribes during his northern 
Levantine raids to record the rites of the practitioners 
of oral ritual arts, and this was the occasion in which 
these rituals were written. Since it is likely that Level 
IVAF in Alalakh was destroyed in one of these raids, 
I believe that it is possible that the collection of rites 
was not necessarily peaceful, and that Allaiturai of 
Muki and Giziya of Alalakh could have been captured 
in Alalakh and brought to attusa or Kizzuwatna by 
Tudaliya I. If this is the case, Allaiturai of Muki 
and Giziya of Alalakh represent the civilization of 
Level IVAF, not of Level IVBF.

2) Allaiturai of Muki and Giziya of Alalakh were 
already residents of Kizzuwatna when Tudaliya I 
annexed it to Hatti. The Hittite scribes interviewed them 
there. If that is the case, what are the circumstances 
that brought them there? The destruction of Level 
IVAF? The popularity of Allaiturai and Giziya in 
Kizzuwatna or Hatti?

3) These are Hittite copies of texts found in Kizzuwatnean 
archives at the time of Tudaliya I. The texts arrived 
there during Alalakh Level VBF or IVAF when 
Kizzuwatna, or parts of it, were ruled by Alalakh, a 
Mittanian vassal.

4) These rituals are in fact pseudo-Allaiturai of 
Muki and pseudo-Giziya of Alalakh. Hittite scribes, 
who composed them, attributed them to the famous 
figures of Alalakh. Alternatively, these rituals could 
be partly based on original core-texts of Allaiturai 
and Giziya. In this context, Miller (ibid.: 511) raises 
the possibility that Allaiturai and Giziya are not 
historical figures at all.



100

Late Bronze Age Tell Atchana (Alalakh): Stratigraphy, Chronology, History

3) The treaty was signed between Šuppiluliuma I and the 
defeated Muki during the first Syrian war (Devecchi 
2007). Thus far I assume that Muki was annexed 
to Hatti during the first Syrian war. However, it is 
possible that the process was more gradual, and that 
only after breaking the treaty with the Hittites, later 
in the reign of Šuppiluliuma I or even during the 
reign of Murili II, was Muki annexed to the empire. 
Subsequently, the city was punished, and the majority 
of its residents were exiled. The first affirmative sign 
of the existence of a Hittite governor in Alalakh is the 
orthostat of Tudaliya DUMU.LUGAL dated to no 
later than Level IIAF, which is the first phase of the 
Hittite stronghold (see Summary Table 1). Evidently, 
already at one point during the reign of Murili II, 
there was no local king in Alalakh: the people of the 
land of Muki39 are the ones who write a direct petition 
to Murili II (CTH 64; Beckman 1999: 173–175).

Tudaliya II’s campaign to Mt. Nanni

Another possible attestation of Alalakh during Level 
IVBF is the Tudaliya II and Šuppiluliuma I campaign to 
Mt. Nanni. Fragment 8 of the Deeds of Šuppiluliuma I 
(Güterbock 1956: 61–62; Hoffner 1997) describes a Hittite 
military campaign, led by the father of Šuppiluliuma I, 
Tudaliya II, to Mt. Nanni.40 By geographical proximity 
any campaign from the north to Mt. Nanni could have 
concluded with the occupation of Alalakh or parts of 
Muki. The “Deeds of Šuppiluliuma” were composed at 
the time of Muršili II, the son of Šuppiluliuma I, and are 
written as if narrated by Muršili himself: whenever Muršili 
refers to “my father” and “my grandfather” he describes 
events in which Šuppiluliuma I and Tudaliya II are 
respectively involved (Güterbock 1983: 32–33).

To this day, most scholars embrace Güterbock’s collation 
(1956), reconstruction, translation and the numbering 
system of the many fragments of the “Deeds.” Güterbock 
(ibid.) places the description of the campaign to Mt. Nanni 
into the first reconstructed tablet of the “Deeds.” In his MA 
thesis Stavi (2006: VI–IX) suggests that fragment 8 is part 
of a later tablet, and therefore, that this campaign dates 
to the final years of the reign of Tudaliya II, and not as 
reconstructed before. This fragment (from line 3 on) was 
translated by Güterbock as follows:

(3) [And ] my grandfather from [………….…….
tu]rned, and he [went] into […………………….]. 
And when he [came] to Mount [Nanni], on Mount 
Na[nni…………]. But my father […………...….] 
forth, and the troops of the tribes {EREN.MEŠ ZU-
TE-E} to […And] who [went (?) to] atta[ck…….., 
he att]acked [him], and the population [……..] on 
Mount Nanni agai[nst …….]. (12) But when my 
grandfather undertook to reestablish [the country 
of …., PN], the son of Zittara, [told him in] (the 

39 DUMUme KUR Mu-ki (RS 17.237)
40 Kempinski (1993: 83) suggests that both fragments 7 and 8 describe 
this campaign; 7 is mostly illegible however.

I discussed this text and Devecchi’s work with Boaz Stavi, 
who is currently writing his Ph.D. thesis on Šuppiluliuma 
I, and the following observations were raised in our 
communication:37

1) The attestation of the male and female deities of 
Kizzuwatna as witnesses in this treaty could be dated 
as early as the annexation of Kizzuwatna to Hatti 
(CTH 41—the Šunaura treaty; Beckman 1999: 
17–26) during the reign of Tudaliya I (Singer 1994: 
94, and see additional literature there). Therefore, if 
Level IVAF was indeed destroyed by Tudaliya I (von 
Dassow 2008: 61–62), then a vassal treaty could have 
been forced on Alalakh at that occasion. If it existed, 
the treaty was clearly not kept by Alalakh for very 
long, as both CTH 46 and the archaeological data 
clearly point out that Alalakh was a Mittanian vassal 
during Level IVBF, as I will show in this chapter. One 
possibility is that the short-term, irresolute Level IIIW 
stands for the time that Alalakh followed the word 
of this treaty before Mittani regained power in the 
region. Stavi (personal communication) suggests that 
treaty could have been kept even as late as the time of 
Arnuwanda I, the successor of Tudaliya I, if indeed 
Arnuwanda I's treaty with the Men of Imerika (CTH 
133; Beckman 1999: 13–17) reflects Hittite territorial 
control beyond Kizzuwatna. I believe that even if 
some of the cities mentioned in the Imerika treaty 
are east of the Euphrates and Karkami, as claimed by 
Goetze (1940: 47–48), or west of the Euphrates and 
north of Karkami, as claimed by Freu (2001: 26), yet 
Alalakh was not necessarily under Hittite influence, 
whether direct or indirect. Devecchi (2007: 214) 
eliminates this option altogether, with no sufficient 
justification.

2) The most probable occasion for the signing of the 
treaty between Hatti and Muki is Tudaliya II’s 
campaign to Mt. Nanni (Güterbock 1956: 61–62; 
Singer 1999: 623), which either reached the borders of 
Muki or, more likely, required crossing Muki from 
north to south (see below). Šuppiluliuma I attended 
this campaign as a high ranking officer in his father's 
army. In his MA thesis Stavi (2006: VI–IX) suggested 
that this campaign dates to the final years of the reign 
of Tudaliya II, and not as reconstructed previously. 
If so, one would expect Muki to become a Hittite 
vassal during the campaign, and to be punished by 
Šuppiluliuma I, when ten years or so later it breached 
the treaty and headed a regional coalition against 
the Hittites (Klengel 1992: 109).38 Devecchi (2007) 
ignores this option.

37 Email correspondence 12/08–02/09. I thank Boaz Stavi for sharing 
with me some of his ideas. I am looking forward to the completion of 
his dissertation, where some of these topics are revisited and developed 
further and beyond. Stavi’s Tel Aviv University dissertation is supervised 
by Profs. Nadav Na’aman and Jared Miller.
38 If we follow Güterbock’s (1956) arrangement of the tablets, the time 
that passed between the campaign to Nanni and Šuppiluliuma’s first 
Syrian war is more likely to be 20–25 years. This time frame does not 
weaken my argument.
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town of) a[-…]: “alpamuwa, who was […….] 
in the country, […..].

Astour (1981: 18) believes that this fragment, “relating to 
Šuppiluliuma’s earlier life, tells how he, while still only 
a prince, participated in a campaign under the leadership 
of his father, and was sent by him to dislodge Sutu-troops 
(ERIN.MEŠ Sú-te-e) from Mt. Nanni.” Astour suggests 
that “the presence of Sutians—i.e., soldiers recruited 
from among Syrian tribesmen—as adversaries of the 
Hittites, points to Syria as the theater of the campaign.” 
Kempinski (1993: 84) proposes that Šuppiluliuma I’s “first 
assignment was in the south, on the Syrian border, where 
hopeless attempts were made to hold the areas regained 
by Tudaliya II and attuili II during the latter part of 
the 15th century B.C. These attempts also led to the first 
clashes with Mitanni…”

Although fragmentary, there is a consensus that the 
passage represents a campaign of Tudaliya II to the 
northern Levant, led by Šuppiluliuma I, then a prince. 
The campaign reaches Mt. Nanni where some Sutians are 
approached. The exact year of this campaign is an enigma, 
since we do not know when Tudaliya II’s reign began or 
how long he ruled over Hatti.

Where is Mt. Nanni? Hittite sources refer to the twin 
peaks azzi and Nanni, which are identified by most 
scholars with Strabon's Mt. Casius/Kasion and Mt. Anti 
Casius/Kasion respectively (Singer 1999: 623; Healey 
2007 and see detailed bibliography there). In line with 
this identification, Bordreuil (1989a: 274; 1989b) suggests 
that Nanni is one of the southern summits of the mountain 
range known as Kel Da in Turkish and as Jabel al Aqra 
in Arabic.41 Other suggestions are by Kempinski (1993: 
83–84) and Popko (1998: 124), who identify Nanni with 
the Amanus range, and by Dijkstra (1991), who locates it 
east of Kel Da along the Ugarit-Mukiš border, among the 
northern summits of Jabel Nusairiye. The most accepted 
identification of Nanni with one of the summits of Kel 
Da, or even Dijkstra's identification, requires that the 
Hittite troops cross through Muki on their way to Nanni.

Šuppiluliuma I’s first Syrian war

The first Syrian campaign of Šuppiluliuma I brought with 
it great changes to the northern Levant and symbolizes to 
many a turning point in the history of the ancient Near 
East. This campaign marks the decline of Mittani as the 
northern superpower and indicates the Hittites as the old-
new superpower, which moves from being on the fringe to 
sharing control of the eastern Mediterranean with Egypt. 
Muki, the cultural stronghold of Mittani in the west, is 
the obvious victim of such a transformation of power. 
Furthermore, being the leader of the coalition against the 
marching Hittite troops made Muki even more vulnerable 
in this war. Many have tried to reconstruct Šuppiluliuma 
41 Bordreuil (1989a: 274) believes it is the summit on the sea shore, 
located between Kassab and Ras al Bassit “dont le nom turc est Kara 
Douran.” The elevation of the summit, referred by Bordreuil as Mt. 
Nanni (ibid.: 270) is 1129 m., exactly 600 m. short of the summit of Kel 
Da, the unambiguous Mt. azzi.

I's Syrian wars, and currently, the subject is under research 
and significant revisions are in the making (i.e. Stavi's 
dissertation). For that reason, I limit my discussion to 
a short survey of the literature. The first Syrian war is 
attested in CTH 46, 49, 51 and 53. The reaction to the 
Hittite expansion southward is echoed in many of the el 
Amarna texts. Among the major works on Šuppiluliuma 
I's Syrian wars in the last twenty years one can include 
Bryce (1989 and 1998: 174–193), Klengel (1992: 106–
111), Giles (1995), Beckman (1999: 17–58), Singer (1999: 
629–636), Lackenbacher (2002: 71–76) Altman (2002 and 
2004), Freu (2006: 43–49) and Miller 2007.

The case of Atchana/Nuzi ware

Atchana/Nuzi ware is one of the Nuzi Ware subtypes and 
is clearly Mittanian in origin and nature. One of the most 
encouraging details of my new stratigraphic arrangement 
is that this ware can now be dated in Tell Atchana to the 
first half of the fourteenth century, when Alalakh is still 
a vassal of Mittani.42 Woolley (1955: 347–350) argues 
that Atchana/Nuzi ware lasts in Alalakh until 1273, but I 
am able to show that, perhaps more logically, it does not 
continue to appear at the site as a significant ware type 
once the Hittites take over the region.

Atchana/Nuzi ware can be found at Tell Atchana in 
Levels V–IIW (ibid.). Because it was mostly attested in 
Level IIW (now more often than not reassigned to Level 
IVBF) together with Nuzi ware, Woolley considered it to 
have been manufactured during the second half of the 
fourteenth and first half of the thirteenth centuries, during 
the Hittite suzerainty of Mukiš. Woolley’s interpretation 
(1953: 139) of the incongruous presence of Mittanian ware 
in what he otherwise saw as an historically proven Hittite 
context was creative, to say the least, and yet has gone 
largely unchallenged. This may simply be because of the 
relative scarcity of Nuzi ware sherds at sites other than 
Tell Atchana, one of the places where this type of pottery 
was first identified; in Alalakh it is found in large numbers 
and in situ. “This pottery,” Woolley writes (ibid.) on the 
subject, “as we have seen, was by origin Mitanni and was 
introduced to Alalakh in the time of the Mitanni suzerainty; 
it was indeed a symbol of suzerain power. It was now 
being manufactured locally by the Alalakh potters, but one 
cannot believe that its origin was forgotten; its astonishing 
popularity during the Hittite period looks very much like 
an act of bravado, flaunting in the face of the conqueror the 
emblem of the real sentiments of the people.” Rearranging 
the stratigraphy of Tell Atchana disentangles the 
convoluted tale that Woolley created, of local Mukišians 
who resisted Hittite occupation by producing fine 
resistance ware, painted with profuse shapes of flowers, 
birds and geometric forms that according to Evans (1936) 
and Woolley (1955: 397) they somehow adopted from 
none other than the Minoans (!)43—if only the Hittites had 
42 I thank Virginia Rimmer Herrmann for allowing me to quote her 
University of Chicago seminar paper “A New Look at Nuzi Ware and its 
Implications for Alalakh,” dated March 17th, 2005.
43 Woolley (1955: 397) states that “the Cretan inspiration of the ‘Atchana’ 
ware is unmistakable…” Surprisingly, the idea that Nuzi ware is a very 
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Nuzi ware from Level IV and 40 from Level 
II (1955: 348). Of those attributed to Level V, 
the one secure find spot given is a rubbish-pit 
in the temple area (Woolley 1955: 347, n. 5). 
Level IV examples were found in various rooms 
of the palace (pieces of at least 13 vessels) 
(1955: 118–130), in the foundation trench for 
Ilimilimma’s addition to the palace (1955: 348, 
n. 5), in house 37 (several sherds) (1955: 177), 
and in grave ATG/39/86 (1955: 210, Pl. CIV, 
center left). Though Woolley states that the 
ware is “common” in Level III, exact find spots 
are rarely forthcoming. Examples seem to have 
been found, however, in the Level III houses 
(1955: 184), in the temple area in the filling for 
the Level II temple (1955: 81, n. 1), and in the 
fort courtyard under the Level II floor (1955: 
168). In Level II, Nuzi ware was abundant in 
the houses and in the street between houses 37/
A–B and 37/C–D (1955: 184ff.). Pieces were 
also found above the Level II floor of the fort 
cellar (1955: 168), in the foundation trench for 
the Level I fortification wall (1955: 169), and in 
two graves, ATG/38/7 in the fortress courtyard 
(1955: 169), and ATG/38/38, dug into the ruins 
of the Level III wall (1955: 207). Woolley 
found that all of the fragments of Nuzi ware 
which might on first glance appear to belong to 
Level I could actually be attributed to Level II 
instead (1955: 192–198). Once again, therefore, 
in keeping with its designation as a luxury ware, 
Nuzi ware was associated with the palace and 
with elite housing at Alalakh, but interestingly 
hardly any examples were found in the temple 
area.

In his study, Sebastiano Soldi writes (2006: 93) that the 
only way to fully understand Nuzi ware in the northern 
Levant would be to reconsider the stratigraphy of Alalakh 
and the dig records. My stratigraphic analysis places the 
Level IIW private houses in Level IVBF, or, in absolute 
chronological terms, in the first half of the fourteenth 
century. Beyond the stratigraphy, there are several strong 
arguments for placing Atchana/Nuzi ware in the first half 
of the fourteenth century rather than in 1350-1273 B.C.E., 

understood how profound the ceramic resistance against 
them was! This rearrangement places Atchana/Nuzi ware, 
possibly an import,44 in its true context as the popular fine 
banquet ware used by the elite Mukišians in the kingdom 
of Itūr-Addu and his level IVBF predecessors.45 

Nuzi ware has been a popular subject of study since its 
first attestations at Nuzi (Hrouda 1957; Cecchini 1965; 
Stein 1984; Pfälzner 1995 and 2007, to name a few. Recent 
studies are by Novak (2007) and Soldi (2006; 2008), as 
well as many excavation reports). None, however, has 
treated the subject of Tell Atchana’s Atchana/Nuzi ware 
as attentively as does Virginia Rimmer Herrmann, in her 
2005 unpublished seminar paper. Herrmann surveys the 
different attestations of Atchana/Nuzi ware in Woolley’s 
excavations at Tell Atchana, finally showing that all reliable 
attestations are in Levels V–IIW, with a clear concentration 
in Level IIW (Table 10):

Woolley found that there were two or three pieces 
of Nuzi ware in Level V, and that “otherwise 
it only occurs towards the end of Level IV, is 
common in Level III, most abundant in Level II, 
and is completely absent from Level I” (1955: 
347). Specifically he counted 25 fragments of 

late imitation of Kamares ware is still quite popular (Pfälzner 2008: 
199). For criticism of this idea and alternative suggestions see Mallowan 
(1939: 892), Kantor (1945: 571–596), Frankfurt (1956: 142–143), and 
Crowley (1989: 214–215), who relates the Atchana/Nuzi ware to LH II 
and LH III pottery.
44 To the best of my knowledge, no scientific examination of the origin 
of the ware has yet been published, neither petrography, nor NAA. 
I was told by Nathaniel Erb-Satullo, a graduate student from Harvard 
University, that he is currently working on chemical and mineralogical 
analysis of ceramics from Nuzi.
45 Woolley’s explanation may be read as a narrative of his own time in 
the Amuq in the late 1930s, when Arabs (Sunni and Alawite of Syrian 
identity) and Turks fought over the suzerainty of modern-day Mukiš. 
Woolley, who spent two years of his life in the Kastamonu camp of war 
prisoners in northern Anatolia (Woolley 1921) treated the Amuq, from 
the very beginning of his work there, as Syrian by its past and present. 
He expressed his deep concern over the annexation of the Sanjak of 
Alexandretta to Turkey, as recorded in several of his letters from the 
time, now in the archive of the British Museum: for example, one he 
wrote to Charles Baxter of the British foreign office dated June 30th, 
1938. Did Woolley draw a parallel from Syria to Mittani and from Turks 
to Hittites, as the Turks themselves strongly did at the time? It is very 
tempting to identify these events with Woolley’s analysis of the cause for 
the manufacture of the Atchana ware.

Level Quantity Locations Notes
VIW 4 sherds Intrusive?
VW 1–3 sherds (?) Level VW temple; private houses?
IVW Parts of at least 13 

vessels
1 Level IVW grave; Level IVW house 37; Level IVW 
Palace

Nuzi ware is more red

IIIW Few sherds Level IIIW houses; Level IIW temple filling; Level III–
IIW fort courtyard fill

IIW Lots 2 Level IIW graves; Level IIW houses and street; 
Level III–IIW fort cellar floor

Atchana/Nuzi Ware is more 
black

IW (houses) All seeming Level IW are 
attributed to Level IIW

Table 10. Atchana/Nuzi and Nuzi wares at Tell Atchana (after Herrmann 2005)
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been manufactured there) for the first time in the last 
quarter of the sixteenth century. Nuzi ware had reached 
its peak at the time of Šuppiluliuma I’s destruction of 
the site in 1353/1341. It may have remained in use 
though not as broadly as before, during Alalakh’s 
final phase as a city, in some of the private houses of 
Level IW–now classified as Level IIIF and dated to the 
second half of the fourteenth century. Woolley also 
found Atchana ware in Level IW, which he consistently 
reassigns to Level IIW (1955: 192–198). During the 
2003 season of the University of Chicago dig at Tell 
Atchana one vessel of Khabur ware was found in situ 
on the floor of the last occupation phase of the city 
(that is: local phase 1 in Areas 2–3 = Level IW private 
houses = Level IIIF).48 This shouldered beaker (Photo 
19) is very similar to Khabur ware of both of Pfälzner’s 
Middle Jazirah IA and IB pottery.49 Another Atchana 
ware beaker (Photos 20 and 21) was found in situ on a 
floor of the last Mittanian phase of the site (local phase 
2 in Areas 2–3 = Level IIW private houses = Level 
IVBF). Both local phases 1 and 2 in Areas 2–3 had 
carried significant number of ex situ Nuzi post sherds 
(Photos 22 and 23). Therefore, the maximum range of 
the ware, which Woolley defined as Nuzi and Atchana/
Nuzi wares at Tell Atchana, is 1520–1340 B.C.E., but 
1470–1350 B.C.E. is a range of higher probability. It 
is possible that some Nuzi ware vessels were inherited 
or manufactured by the local population and were in 
use through the final destruction of the city, sometime 
in the last quarter of the fourteenth century B.C.E. 
The date of Nuzi ware in its native soil, the Jazirah, is 
quite problematic. As Pfälzner (2007: 244) describes 
it, “Nuzi ware is abundant both in Middle Jazirah I A 
and I B context”, which are the periods in which Early 
and Late Mittani pottery traditions are respectively 
represented. Pfälzner’s dates (ibid.: 232–234) of 
Middle Jazirah I A and I B50 are 1550–1400/1350 and 
1400/1350–1270 respectively.51 Clearly, the dates of 
Middle Jazirah I A and I B are far from being final 
and firm. Moreover, “there is no formal or decorative 
development of Nuzi ware during its existence” (ibid.: 
244), and consequently, it is almost impossible to date 
it within Middle Jazirah I A or I B context. Pfälzner 
(ibid.) believes that “there are some hints at a possible 
development of motives,” from Middle Jazirah I A to 
I B, as well as motifs that are more common in one 
of the periods, although no real quantative multi-site 

48 It was examined in the area and identified as Mittanian in nature by 
Prof. Peter Pfälzner.
49 Such as vessels number 81, 83 , 85 and 89 of the Middle Jazirah I A 
(Pfalzner 2007: 266–267) or 215, 216, 219 of the Middle Jazirah I B 
(ibid.: 278).
50 Equal to Late Bronze Age IA and IB in a scale of LBA I–III.
51 Pfälzner’s date (ibid.: 232) of Middle Jazirah IA appears by mistake as 
1550/1400–1350 in his two summary tables. 1550 represents an average 
date for Murili I’s ride on Babylon and the beginning of the Late Bronze 
Age in the region. One should move this date in accordance with one's 
approach to the Mesopotamian chronology. Therefore, if indeed Murili 
I caused the end of Level VIW in Alalakh, a date within Level VAF could 
represent the introduction of Nuzi ware to the site when, or closely after, 
Idrimi took over Alalakh, and a decade or two after it appears for the fist 
time in the Mittanian heartland.

Woolley’s date range: 

1)  Atchana ware motifs are not unique. For many years, 
Atchana/Nuzi ware of Level IIW was considered to 
be a later type of Nuzi Ware (i.e., Cecchini 1965: 
37; Pfälzner 2007: 248–249). There are two main 
justifications for this opinion: 
a) Woolley’s stratigraphy that dates it to 1350–1273, 

and 
b) Atchana/Nuzi ware’s unique set of motifs (Photos 

14–16) as compared to the familiar Nuzi ware 
types up to the 1990s. 

I have already disputed the first reason at length. As for 
the second, Herrman uses finds from more than thirty 
sites with attestations of Nuzi ware46 to show that this 
organic style of decoration, heretofore considered a 
unique, local development at Tell Atchana, can in fact 
be found and is published at the following sites: Tell 
Beydar (Bretschneider 1997: Tf. II.2; herein Photo 
17) in its Mittanian stratum, Tell al-Rimah (Postgate 
et al. 1997: 55 and Pl. 71; herein Photo 18) and Tell 
Hamida (Zimansky 1995: 81, figure 6a). 
Several facets of the connection between Tell Atchana 
and Nuzi ware caused the Atchana/Nuzi ware to look 
like a unique phenomenon: 
a) The wide variety of types and decoration types 

found at the site; 
b) The establishment of Tell Atchana as a central 

site for Nuzi ware early in the history of Nuzi 
ware scholarship; and 

c) The fact that one of the decoration types of Nuzi 
ware, found at Atchana, resembles the Kamares 
ware more than any other Nuzi ware decoration 
style. 

Atchana, of all Nuzi ware sites, was closest to the 
Mediterranean and Aegean worlds, in terms of 
geography as well as of material culture. Unlike most 
of the sites where Nuzi ware is present, Tell Atchana 
received a large number of Aegean imports during 
the Late Bronze Age. Therefore, it was assumed that 
Atchana was the cultural meeting point, the very locus 
where east met west.47

2) Similar quantative patterns, overlapping dates. Nuzi 
ware is securely attested at Tell Atchana from Level 
VW/VF to the private houses of Level IIW/IVBF. In 
accordance with my analysis of Level VF, the first 
appearance of Nuzi ware at Tell Atchana is securely 
dated to the first half of the fifteenth century, but the 
ware could feasibly have reached Tell Atchana (or 

46 Herrmann surveys the finds from the following sites: 1) Cilicia: 
Kinet Höyük. 2) Northern Levant: Tell Atchana/Alalakh, Çatal Höyük, 
Tell Ta’yinat, Umm el-Marra, Qatna, Hama. 3) Upper Euphrates/Balih 
Rivers: Tell Aushariye, Tell Munbaqa/Ekalte, Meskene/Emar, Tell Jidle, 
Hammam Ibn esh-Shehab, Hammam et-Turkman. 4) Upper Habur River: 
Tell Fakhariyah, Tell Chagar Bazar, Tell Qabr el-Kebir, Tell Tuneinir, Tell 
Abu Hafur (Ost), Tell Hamida, Tell Beydar, Tell Barri, Tell al-Hamidiya, 
Tell Bderi, Tell Brak, Tell al-Rimah. 5) Tigris River and beyond: Tell 
al-Hawa, Tell Gigan, Kar Tukulti Ninurta, Tell Dhahab, Ninveh, Assur, 
Nuzi, Aqar Quf/Dur Kurigalzu.
47 This idea is in line with the reason that brought Woolley to dig Tell 
Atchana at the outset (1953: 13–16).
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Above: Photo 14. Atchana/Nuzi ware ATP/37/2 (after Woolley 1955: Pl. CIIa)

Below: Photo 15. Atchana/Nuzi ware ATP/37/240 (after Woolley 1955: Pl. CIIIa)
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Photo 16. Atchana/Nuzi ware from Amuq phase O in Tell Ta’yinat (on display at the museum of the Oriental Institute, University of Chicago)
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Above: Photo 17. Nuzi ware from Tell Beydar (after Bretschneider 1997: Tf. II.2)

Below: Photo 18. Nuzi ware from Tell al-Rimah (Postgate et al. 1997: Pl. 71)
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the Mittanian Empire. It is most likely that Atchana/
Nuzi ware is simply a Western Mittani decoration 
style of Nuzi ware. In the studies of Nuzi ware to date 
too much emphasis is given to decoration and too 
little to form and technology. Typology should treat 
all three equally.

3) Other than in Assyria, only in Mittanian layers. As 
clearly demonstrated by Pfälzner (ibid.: 232, 238) 
Nuzi ware was found only in Mittani related strata and 
ceased with the end of Mittanian suzerainty (end of 
Middle Jazirah I B). There is one notable exception: 
in the heartland of Middle Assyria, the new master of 
the Mittanian centers (Pfälzner 1995: 106–160). The 
date of the termination of Nuzi ware in the Jazirah is 
simply the date of the destruction of the final Middle 
Jazirah I B phase in each site. This date is not one and 
the same for all sites and it follows the complicated 
political history of Mittani in the fourteenth and 
thirteenth centuries.53 In Alalakh, the end of level IIW/
IVBF stands for the end of the period in which Muki 
was a vassal of Mittani—the time Šuppiluliuma I 
conquered the kingdom (1353/1341). As Herrmann 
puts it in her paper:

At almost all of the newly excavated sites, 
Nuzi ware went out of use during the period 
of Middle Assyrian domination, and a Middle 

53 The term “Mittani” for a layer does not imply an ethnic assignment of 
the pottery concerned. It has purely political-geographical significance 
(Pfalzner 2007: 231).

study of this subject is available so far. Pfälzner’s 
(ibid.: 248) observation is that Nuzi ware is “definitely 
better known from Middle Jazirah I B contexts, but it 
remains to be seen if this reflects an actual quantitative 
development or if this picture depends on the current 
state of research.” In his comparison to Tell Atchana, 
he makes Alalakh Levels V–IIIW contemporary 

with Middle Jazirah I A, and Level IIW with Middle 
Jazirah I B. Most of the Nuzi ware vessels found in 
Alalakh were in Level IIW, and the pattern of increase 
in number of Nuzi ware vessels in the fourteenth 
century that Pfälzner observes during Middle Jazirah 
I B is clearly parallelled at Tell Atchana. Nevertheless, 
the comparison to Alalakh will be accurate for our 
purposes only if the beginning of Middle Jazirah I B is 
circa 1400 B.C.E., which is Pfälzner’s highest date for 
this transition. Level IIW/IVBF in Alalakh starts circa 
1400 and ends no later than 1353/1341.
Pfälzner further points out that Atchana/Nuzi ware is 
in fact “a special sub-type of Nuzi ware, which occurs 
in association with normal Nuzi ware…” (ibid.), and 
that its shapes correspond to the Nuzi ware typology. 
Therefore, it should be considered contemporary with 
Nuzi ware; it certainly does not post-date it.52 We must 
also remember that due to lack of excavations, we 
know very little of Nuzi ware in the western part of 

52 Pfälzner (2007: 249) is mentioning the Tell Baydar vessel (Photo 17) as 
a proof for the synchronization between Middle Jazirah IB and Atchana/
Nuzi ware.

Photo 19. Khabur ware excavated by the University of Chicago expedition at Tell Atchana, Area 2, Square 44.68, Locus 03-2042, object  
number A03-R1854c (Photo: Nita-Lee Roberts. Drawing: Dominique Collon)
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Above: Photo 20. Nuzi beaker, excavated by the University of Chicago expedition at Tell Atchana. Area 2, Square 44.45, Locus 03-2077

Below: Photo 21. Nuzi beaker, excavated by the University of Chicago expedition at Tell Atchana. Area 2, Square 44.45, Locus 03-2077
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Above: Photo 22. Nuzi ware excavated by the University of Chicago expedition at Tell Atchana, Area 2.

Below: Photo 23. Nuzi ware excavated by the University of Chicago expedition at Tell Atchana, Area 2.
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reasonable end date for the presence en masse of 
Atchana and Nuzi wares at Alalakh.

6) Atchana/Nuzi ware does not exist in other Amuq sites. 
In his unpublished dissertation on the University of 
Chicago Amuq ceramic sequence (K to O), Gustavus 
Swift (1958: 26–36, 58) dated Phase M to 1550–1400, 
equating it with Levels V–IIIW in Alalakh (see the 
adopted Tables Swift 1958 Table 5 vs. Pruss 2002 
Table 1). Phase M was excavated in both Çatal Höyük 
(Amuq) and Tell Judaidah (see Swift Table 1), but little 
Nuzi ware was attested in it. Swift (ibid.: 23) reports 
on several Nuzi ware vessels that were unearthed in 
phase M of Çatal Höyük (Amuq) in the 1930s and still 
have not yet been published.56 In particular one should 
note a beaker (Photo 24), which is best parallelled 
with a beaker from Tell Brak, Pfälzner’s type number 
222 (2007: 278). He dates the style to Middle Jazirah 
I B. This period begins no earlier than 1400 B.C.E. 
(ibid.: 232), thus possibly contradicting Swift’s (1958: 
58) and Pruss’ (2002: 162) tendency to end Amuq M 
at 1400. Although Atchana/Nuzi ware is not attested 
at Çatal Höyük (Amuq), its contemporary ware, the 
later Nuzi ware, is.
Swift’s second argument for ending Amuq M at 
1400 is the absence of Mycenaean pottery from the 
Phase M assemblage (1958: 28–29). Remarkably (see 
Section 5.1), Mycenaean pottery becomes a main 
component of the assemblage only in Level IW, so it 
is not surprising that it did not vastly reach secondary 
Amuq sites. It now seems likely then that Phase M 
at the Amuq ended somewhat later than 1400, during 
the fourteenth century, and that the same event which 
caused the disappearance of Nuzi ware from Tell 
Atchana also caused the destruction of Amuq phase 
M: namely, Šuppiluliuma’s take over of Muki in 
1353/1341. Alternatively, Phase M could have ended 
in 1320/1313, when the city of Alalakh ceased to exist 
(see Section 5.1 below).

7) Imports and heirlooms. Nuzi ware in its different 
types (including Atchana ware) is a charming fine 
ware, and as such may have been a popular choice 
for imports and heirlooms. The vessels found in the 
Royal Tomb in Qatna and in Hama must be imports 
(Pfälzner 2008: 199). The attestation of Nuzi ware 
at Emar is another clear case of an heirloom vessel, 
found in a burial (Margueron 1975: 66, 68, Fig. 6). 
The Atchana/Nuzi ware beaker (Photo 16), found at 
Tell Ta’yinat is certainly an heirloom (Swift 1958: 
29–30). According to Herrmann, the vessel, now on 
display at the Museum of the Oriental Institute in 
Chicago, was found in Amuq phase O, dated to Iron 
Age II. The distance between Ta’yinat and Atchana 
is less than one kilometer. A very reasonable state of 
affairs could be that one of the Iron Age II inhabitants 
of Ta’yinat dug this special pot out at then deserted 
Tell Atchana.

56 Marina Pucci, Lynn Swartz Dodd and Heather Snow are respectively 
in the process of publishing the University of Chicago excavations at the 
Amuq sites of Çatal Höyük, Tell al Judaidah and Tell Ta‘yinat.

Assyrian official ceramic assemblage replaced 
the old Mittanian one… Perhaps its use was 
then restricted to the extreme upper echelons 
of Assyrian society at the capitals of Assur and 
Kar Tukulti-Ninurta, accounting for the late 
attestations there. If the use of Nuzi ware was 
indeed so characteristic and even symbolic of 
the political elite of Mittani and its vassals, 
then, it is still strange that the peak of its use in 
Alalakh occurred, according to Woolley, after 
the Hittite conquest of the site. I find Woolley’s 
explanation of this unconvincing. Perhaps 
a reevaluation of the site’s stratigraphy and 
chronology in the upcoming excavations will 
help to clarify this issue.

Herrmann is right: the term “Mittani pottery” is 
employed for the homogenous groups of ceramics 
from the core region of Mittani during the time of 
the Mittani-state (Pfälzner 2007: 232). This is also 
the case of Atchana/Nuzi ware, the most popular 
decorated ware during the time Muki was a vassal 
of Mittani.

4) If local, why disappeared? Woolley (1955: 397) 
describes the end of Atchana/Nuzi ware as a sudden 
event—Nuzi ware ends with Level IIW and the 
dominant fine ware is from then on (Level IW) 
Mycenaean pottery.54 As I stated above, I find it 
unlikely that Atchana/Nuzi ware as well as other 
Mittanian related wares disappeared so suddenly in 
Alalakh. Rather, it must have become scarcer and 
scarcer as supply routes were blocked and heirlooms 
were broken. 
There is no proof that Nuzi ware at Atchana was 
imported (no petrography and NAA studies to date). 
Nonetheless, the circumstances in Level IW in which 
a) there is no known change of population in Alalakh 

between Levels IIW and IW, 
b) the Hittites annexed the region, 
c) the Mittanian influence ended and 
d) (another?) imported fine ware at Tell Atchana, 

LH IIIA:2, became suddenly dominant, 
bring me to believe that most of the Nuzi and Atchana 
ware vessels were imported to Alalakh. Ostensibly, 
this is the extraordinary event in which the end of one 
imported ware (Nuzi) marks the beginning of another; 
the relative prevalence of each ought to reflect the 
dominant geo-political framework and governing 
superpower in Muki in their time.

5) Replaced by mid-late fourteenth century ware. 
Stratigraphically, Atchana/Nuzi ware of Level IIW is 
sealed by Level IW, in which a large amount of LH 
IIIA:2 pottery (see detailed discussion in Section 
5.1) was found. LH IIIA:2 dates from 1390/1370 
– 1320/1300 B.C.E.,55 and therefore post-dates 
the Atchana/Nuzi ware; 1353/1341 then is a very 

54 See, for example, his (Woolley 1955: 195, n. 1) note that even when 
published in preliminary reports that Nuzi ware types were found in 
Level IW, it was in fact found under the Level IW floor.
55 http://projectsx.dartmouth.edu/classics/history/bronze_age/lessons/
les/24.html
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Above: Swift Table 5. Amuq phases K–O and Alalakh: a comparative chart (After Swift 1958: 58)

Below: Pruss Table 1. Amuq phases and Alalakh: a comparative chart (After Pruss 2002: 162)
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episodic and inconsistent (1955: 130–131). This drew 
him to his erroneous conclusion regarding the date of the 
destruction of the Level IVW fortress, now established 
as the Level VBF palace, and which functioned as such 
to the end of Level IVAF. As I show in Chapters 3 and 
4, there are no archaeological, historical or philological 
reasons that stand in the way of dating the fortress, which 
was attributed by Woolley to Levels IIIW and IIW, to the 
beginning of Level IVBF, shortly after the destruction of 
the Level IVAF palace and fortress. The building, named 
by Woolley “the Level III–IIW fort”, could, in fact, be 
the stronger, larger and higher palace of Itūr-Addu, king 
of the land of Mukiš, or even of Ilimilimma, if he indeed 
survived the destruction of his palace. This building could 
have lasted for many years and served as the palace of the 
Hittite governor of Alalakh.

The Level IIIW temple, a significant building project in 
itself, was most likely built at the same time as the Levels 
III–IIW fort; nonetheless, both building projects occurred 
during the Level IVBF period, several decades before 
Šuppiluliuma I conquered Alalakh.

This important building is the largest structure excavated 
in Alalakh. It is oriented NE–SW, very similarly to the 
Level IVW fortress (probably Idrimi’s Level VBF palace). 

In Woolley’s description of the violent destruction of 
Level IIW (now IVBF) he also discusses the vanishing 
Atchana/Nuzi and Nuzi wares (1955: 186): “…the ware 
disappears abruptly and completely with that destruction; 
it is never found in the Level I houses which immediately 
succeeded those of Level II. This requires an historical 
explanation.” Based on all that I have demonstrated above, 
the historical explanation must be the Hittite conquest 
during Šuppiluliuma I’s first Syrian war.

Level IVBF palace (Plans 30, 35)57

As suggested in my discussion of the temples, I believe 
that the Levels III–IIW fort was built during the Level IVBF 
period. This was part of a vast rebuilding of the city, which 
was partly destroyed (and severely harmed) in the attack 
that caused the destruction of the Level IVW /IVAF palace.58

The Level IVW fortress archive ceased to exist at the same 
time that the Level IVW palace archives did. Woolley admits 
that the stratigraphy of this area was very complicated, 

57 Photos: 1) general: Woolley 1955: Pl. XXXIVa–b. 2) tablets: A photo 
of tablet 447 (ATT/47/25) is found in Woolley/Box 15 at the UCL special 
collection. See also Wiseman (1953) 113, Pl. XLVII–L. 3) Pottery: 
Woolley 1955: Pl. CIIa.
58 Woolley (1953: 134) is far from being certain of his dating of the 
Levels III–IIW fort: “although the evidence was rather intangible I felt 
justified in asserting that it had been erected in the Level III period and 
continued in use throughout the period of Level II.”

Swift Table 1. Excavated areas of Amuq phases K–O by site (After Swift 1958: 10)
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Photo 24. Nuzi ware beaker from phase M of Çatal Höyük (Amuq)
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foundations of the palace’s outer walls are 4–5 m. thick, and 
they were 3–3.5 m. deep (ibid.: 167). The boxes between 
the foundations were filled in solidly with bricks to a depth 
of at least 1.6 m. as reported in one place (Woolley 1953: 
133) or at least 3 m. as reported in another (Woolley 1955: 
167). The top of this fill could be the floor surface of the 
lowest story of this structure, but Woolley reports that 
most of the floors in the northern wing have disappeared 
(ibid.). No thresholds were found, and therefore the top 
of this fill is not the floor, unless the boxes between the 
foundations (they look like rooms on Plan 35) were used 
as cellars and approached from the floor above. Woolley 
(ibid.: 168) claims that he identified a staircase (located in 
squares V10 and V11), where “the brick filling rose higher 
than elsewhere, above what appeared to be floor-level, and 
so may well have been the packing for a flight of steps.”62

The southern wing is on a lower terrace, and two of the 
three rooms excavated there (in squares U12, U13 and T13) 
were clearly used as storage (ibid.: 168 and Pl. XXXIIIb; 
Woolley 1953: Pl. 15b). They were entirely taken up by 
jars sunk 0.3 m. in the ground. The northernmost of the 
three (in square U12) is “completely ruined, and the one 
point of interest about it was that it has been served by an 
exterior drain of which the open channel beyond the intake 
survived against the SW wall” (Woolley 1955: 168).

The central room was better preserved than the others; its 
northwest wall stands up to 1.8 m., and its southeast to 
0.3 m. Its floor was of clay, and “scattered about in the 
soil beneath the clay floor” the so-called “Boğazköy type” 
tablet (ATT/47/25 = AT447) was found (ibid.). Woolley 
writes that the tablet certainly belongs to Level IIIW 
(IVBF), which he believes is Hittite. In fact, this tablet, 
which he considered to be Hitite, was Woolley’s main 
justification for dating the Levels III–IIW fort to the time 
of Šuppiluliuma I. Yet the text is not Hittite, but rather a 
Sumerian lexical list (Lauinger 2005: 54; Wiseman 1953: 
113, Pl. XLVII–L); this could date to significantly earlier 
than the Hittite takeover of Alalakh, and therefore so too 
could the Level IVBF palace. In the same room, above the 
floor, an almost whole ‘Atchana’ ware beaker (ATP/37/2) 
was also found (Woolley 1955: 168, Pl. CIIa).

Of the southern room only about half remained, due to 
its location near the terrace edge. Woolley explains that 
the three rooms are storage cellars. He believes that their 
layout, as well as the storage jars, originated in Level IIIW, 
and was used until the end of Level IIW (1953: 135).
The southeast wall of the northern wing of the Levels III–
IIW (IVBF) fort, which faces toward the city, is fortified 
with square buttresses set at regular intervals. Woolley 
(1955: 168) suggests that the main entrance to this 
complex was originally located in square S11, between the 
second and the third buttresses; still, he has no evidence 

material, as recorded by Woolley, could have possibly originated in the 
Level IVBF palace or vice versa.
62 This room or installation is marked on Plan 35 as if it is a thick wall. 
Notably, the double narrow room dug in squares U8, U9, T8 and T9 looks 
like a better candidate for a staircase.

It is possible that whoever built it tried to follow in the 
footsteps of Idrimi, and distance himself from Niqmepa and 
Ilimilimma, at least in terms of orientation.59 Throughout 
the occupational history of Alalakh most buildings are 
oriented based on their individual positions in relation to 
the city walls. Clearly, the city plan in Alalakh, at least from 
Level VIIW on, was formed from the city wall inwards, and 
most of the walls run either perpendicular or parallel to the 
city wall. The course of the city wall has barely changed 
throughout its recorded manifestations. Following this 
observation I would like to suggest that the three rooms 
excavated in squares U12, U13 and T13 in the southern 
end of the fort (Plan 35) are the only rooms excavated so 
far of considerable additional wing of this palace. The 
largest section of the Level IVBF palace excavated until 
now consists mostly of the palace’s northern wing, between 
walls A, B and C of Plan 35, as well as the southwestern 
projections of walls A and C. The built area between wall 
A and the city wall is also part of the northern wing, whose 
shape in the northwest is dictated by the course of the 
city wall. Unlike the northern wing, the three rooms in 
squares U12, U13 and T13 are oriented to the southwest 
city wall. We do not know the course of the city wall 
on the southwest slope of the tell. Nevertheless, if these 
three rooms do represent another unexcavated wing,60 it is 
plausible that the Level IVBF palace occupied the whole 
northwest summit of the mound (Woolley 1953: 134) and 
therefore was absolutely exceptional in its enormous size 
of up to 8,000–9,000 m2 (compare with 6,000 m2, which 
is the maximum possible area of the of the Level IVAF 
palace in its last days, assuming it included all of the Level 
VBF palace). Woolley reports in one place (ibid.) that he 
excavated no less than 260 by 260 feet of this structure, 
elsewhere that he worked an 80 by 80 m. (6,400 m2) square 
(1955: 167). Based on Woolley’s plan and scale I calculate 
that he cannot have excavated more than 4,500 m2 of this 
building, but more likely he excavated roughly 3,800 m2, 
courtyards excluded. Even so, this is the largest building 
discovered at Atchana.

The northern wing of the Level IVBF palace was built on 
the most elevated part of the site; the southern wing, of 
which only three rooms were excavated, was built on a 
lower terrace, and was better preserved (ibid.: 167–169). 
Of the north wing only the podium/foundation walls are 
preserved. They are 2.6–5.8 m. thick, and form a V shape: 
the width of the brickwork decreases with the depth of the 
foundations–each course of bricks of the wall foundation 
is placed on the course below it and on the soil to the two 
sides of this course (ibid.). The lowest course of bricks in 
this V shape foundation is built of stone (boulders, heavy 
limestone rubble and basalt slabs, and even orthostats in 
secondary use). All together the V shape foundation is 
preserved to a maximum height of 4 m., and in some spots 
it goes below the floors of the Level IVAW palace.61 The 

59 I do not understand how Woolley (1955: 168) connects the building’s 
orientation with the Niqmepa palace/wing.
60 Woolley’s dig house is located on top of the projecting extension of 
the northern wing.
61 There is good reason to believe that some of the Level IVAW palace 
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58d, 169–170). I attribute the earlier of these (Level IIIW) 
to Level IVBF (the first half of the fourteenth century), and 
the later one (Level IIW) to Levels III-IIBF, when the fort/
palace functioned as the residence of the Hittite governor.

Similar, certainly not less significant, evidence for the 
existence of two sub-phases is poorly reported by Woolley 
(ibid.: 170).67 Woolley writes that in Level IIW “the interior 
of the castle was remodeled…” and especially that “the 
floor level is raised 0.5 m. and the rooms are differently 
planned, old walls being buried and new walls not resting 
on but cutting through them.” Woolley adds (ibid.) that 
“the new walls are of the same white-spotted material as 
the walls of Level III, but unlike Level III, the Level II 
walls have no stone foundations.” This indicates yet again 
the long duration of this building.

Levels III–IIW/IVBF City Wall

As was previously emphasized, the differences between 
Levels IIIW and IIW are minor. In many ways, one should 
treat these levels as one phenomenon or possibly as two 
sub-phases of one larger phase. These sub-phases can 
be traced only in some parts of the site (certain private 
houses); in the rest of the excavated site they are not 
observable. Woolley probably only divided the material 
into two levels because he observed the long duration 
in which some of these features functioned—a duration 
that I tend to extend even further, by implying some 
modification to these layers. As I wrote above, my main 
claim is that Levels III–IIW are in fact Level IVBF and date 
to the first half of the fourteenth century B.C.E., not to 
the second half of the same century and the first quarter 
of the thirteenth century, as claimed by Woolley and the 
scholarship to follow. Nonetheless, some of the features 
that Woolley identifies with these levels continue to be in 
use after Šuppiluliuma I takes over the site in 1353/1341. 
These include the Levels III–IIW/IVBF fort, the Levels IIW/
IIIF temple (which was probably built only after the Hittite 
conquest) and the Levels III–IIW city wall, which was 
reinforced with a revetment during Level IW/Level IIIF.

Woolley’s descriptions of the city wall/s of Level IIIW 
and Level IIW are inconsistently tagged and therefore, 
contradictory. Analyzing all his references to these walls, 
I conclude that they all actually concern only one city 
wall, that of Levels III–IIW, which is drawn in its complete 
form in Yener’s (2005) plan of Level IIW (Plan 48). No 
convincing references to a city wall built earlier than Level 
IIW or later than Level IVW exist in Woolley’s records.68

67 Woolley did not publish a separate Level IIW plan of the fort, and this 
written description is the only record of this sub-phase of the fort/palace.
68 Yener’s reconstruction of a Level IIIW city wall (Plan 47) is groundless. 
What is really depicted in white outline in Yener’s plan for Level IIIW 
(Plan 47) is a wall that Woolley reconstructs as part of the Levels III–
IIW city fortifications in one of his figures (1955: 138, Fig. 53; herein 
Plan 13). This wall is described by Woolley in one place as the outer 
wall of a Level IIW Zincirli-like double-city wall (1955:144) and in his 
presentation of Trench F (ibid.: 144–145, 136, Fig. 52a–b; herein Plan 45) 
as the middle wall of the Level IIW triple-city wall system. Yener (ibid.: 
110) writes the following: “the circuit wall of Level III is conjectured 
from Woolley 1955: figures 63–64, and the Trench F section in Figure 52 

to prove this. South of the buttresses, Woolley (ibid.: 
167) attributes to Level IIIW a large open space (piazza), 
which is leveled and discontinuously brick-paved, but not 
raised to the height of the inside of the fort. This piazza is 
bounded by the northern Level III–IIW city wall and the 
buttressed wall. The piazza is re-floored with clay, which 
remains only in patches, accumulating 0.8 m. above the 
original pavement (ibid.: 168). The layer between the two 
floors (brick and clay) is described by Woolley (ibid.: 
168, n. 1) as stratigraphically unreliable; however, several 
finds originate from this piazza. First, quite a few Atchana 
ware sherds were found all through the deposit between 
the two floors (ibid.); more remarkable, though, were the 
cremation burial of an infant (ATG/38/7), found “in a fine 
amphora of painted Nuzi ware” (ATP/38/17), buried from 
the Level IIW floor, through the Level III brick floor and 
“almost down to the Level IV palace rubbish” in squares 
R14 and S13 (ibid.: 169, 206, Pl. CIIc);63 and the ivory 
statuette (AT/38/38) found high up in the court, and dated 
by Woolley to Level IIW (ibid.: 168, Pl. LXXVIc).64

The only Hittite finds in the courtyard come from unsealed, 
and therefore, uncertain, contexts. One is a seal inscribed 
with Luwian hieroglyphs, AT/38/135 (no. 156 in Barnet’s 
catalogue in Woolley 1955: 266–267): it was found in 
square S12, below the level of the brick-floor (Level IIIW 
floor), but not underneath it, that is—not explicitly sealed 
by it. Woolley pigeonholes it to Level IIIW (ibid.: Pl. 
LXVII156).

65 Another Luwian seal, AT/38/153 (no. 159 in 
Barnet’s catalogue; ibid.: 267), was discovered “quite high 
up in the filling and therefore out of its true horizon” (ibid.: 
169, Pl. LXVII159).

66

Only scant remains of the Levels III–IIW fort superstructure 
were preserved, making it hard to track its building sub-
phases. Nevertheless, at one point, at the northwestern 
edge of the site, Woolley records two building phases in 
the foundations of this structure (Plan 30; 1955: 155, Fig. 

63 Woolley mistakenly refers to it as Pl. CIId. In the pottery card of the 
amphora Woolley claims that it was found in square R13. The card is 
currently in Woolley’s archive at the UCL Special Collection.
64 despite the fact that in the object card, now at the UCL Special 
Collection, it is described as a top soil find (ibid.: 168, Pl. LXXVIc).
65 In personal communication, Shay Gordin writes: “AT/8/135 is a 
biconvex seal which has the same name on both sides (made out of green 
steatite). The photo is bad but I could perhaps find a parallel in a seal 
impression from Nisantepe of a certain Lamu (see number 201–202 at 
Herbordt 2005 and Hawkins 2005). The top sign is likely la (LINGUA), 
as it could not be anything else, and the bottom sign seems to be a bad mu. 
But I will have to check this with the original to be sure. As for the title 
on the right of the name it could be REX.FILIUS “prince” or AURIGA 
(again I need the original to be sure).”
66 Shay Gordin in personal communication as above: “AT/8/153 is 
a biconvex seal. The original photos are as usual upside down, likely 
because they could not identify the signs very well. Side A for me is 
the photo on the left: it contains the signs (from top to bottom): BOS-
FRATER2 or the good name Muwanani. The titles which appear to the 
left of the name and on the bottom register are: BONUS2 VIR2 and 
AURIGA. Since in cuneiform the name Muwanani is a woman’s name, I 
still hesitate whether VIR2 is actually FEMINA, but for this we do need 
a better photo or the original at hand. Side B has the name nu-nu (both 
nu2) and the title AURIGA. Nunu is a very common name in cuneiform 
(Laroche 1966: no. 897). In conclusion, it is a double name biconvex 
seal, either belonging to two male AURIGA, or less likely to a man and 
his wife AURIGA (?). For such seals see Mora 1988.”
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According to Woolley’s description (1955: 144) “the town 
wall was rebuilt in the Level III period, presumably by the 
Hittites after their capture of the city and destruction of 
its monuments.” The builders of this wall did not follow 
the old line of the Level IVW city wall, instead locating 
it parallel to the Level IVW city wall to the southwest. In 
doing so they removed or severely damaged the northeast 
parts of the Level IVW private houses, as well as the corridor 
between these houses and the Level IVW city wall (ibid.). 
Therefore, at least in the excavated area, the Level IIIW city 
wall circumscribed a somewhat smaller site than the Level 
IVW city wall. Woolley (ibid.) assumes that the builders 
of the city wall chose to reduce the city size because they 
planned to build a double wall (like the outer lower town 
city wall in Zincirli of the Iron Age II), though this feature 
was not actually found by the excavators.70

square numbers are possible. See also Chapter 4, note 14. 
70 Nonetheless there are several supporting pieces of evidence: 
Woolley excavated paved and cemented floors along the inner and outer 
face of the city wall, as observable in Plan 13 (1955: Fig. 53). The inner 
face paved area is in squares O8, O9, N8 and N9. The outer face pavement 
is attested in squares O8 and N8 (ibid.: 144). I agree with Woolley that the 
only logic for having pavement out of the city wall is if another outer wall 
circumscribed the city wall that we know.
Woolley’s interpretation of the section (looking northwest) of the 
fortification Step Trench F (Plan 45) includes a triple city wall for Level 
IIW, of which the inner wall, the middle wall and the paved corridor 
between them are observable in both the section drawing (upper part of 

Woolley refers to the Levels IIIW and IIW city wall(s) in 
the following descriptions and plans, which I trace from 
northwest to southeast:

a) The main description of the Levels IIW and IIIW city 
walls in his town defenses chapter (Woolley 1955: 
144–145).

b) The city wall in Plan 35 (ibid.: Fig. 59). 
c) The Level IIIW city wall in Plan 36 (ibid.: Fig. 63).
d) The city wall in Plan 40 (ibid.: Fig. 62).
e) The Level IIW city wall in Plan 42 (ibid.: Fig. 65).
f) The Level IIW city wall in Plan 43 (ibid.: Fig. 68).
g) The Level IIW city wall in Plan 13 (ibid.: Fig. 53).
h) The Levels IIW and IIIW city walls in Plan 45 (ibid.: 

Fig. 52a–b).
i) The Level IIIW city wall in Plan 44 (ibid.: Fig. 64).
j) The Level IIW city wall in Plan 12 (ibid.: Fig. 2).
k) The Level IIW city wall in Plan 10 (ibid.: Fig. 66).
l) The Level IIW city wall in Plan 49 (ibid.: Fig. 67).69

(and thus depicted in white outline in fig 4.31).” However, the city wall 
marked in the three plans, cited by her, is in fact part of the city wall that 
she included in her plan of Level IIW. She repeats this erroneous claim 
elsewhere (ibid.: 109).
69 Three of the squares on this plan are mislabeled by Woolley: E19 
is in fact F18, E20 is F19, and F20 should be G19. The logic behind 
the corrections of the square numbers is as following: 1) only the three 
corrected numbers are in harmony with the rest of the square numbers in 
this plan, and 2) The Levels III–IIW/IVBF city wall crosses these squares, 
and by comparison to other plans of the same city wall only the corrected 

Plan 49. Level IW houses 38/A (after Woolley 1955: 192, Fig. 67)
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Woolley 1955: 144); K12 (Plans 10, 13, 44); J12 (Plan 13); 
K13, J13 (Plans 10, 44); J14 (Plans 10, 12, 44); H14 (Plans 
10, 45); H15, G15, G16, F16 (Plans 36, 42, 49); F17 (Plans 
36, 40, 42, 49); E16 (Plans 40, 42, 49); E17 (Plans 40, 42, 
43, 45, 49); D17, D18, C18 (Plans 40, 42, 43); C19, B18, 
B19, A19, A20 (Plans 42, 43).

Woolley (1955: 145) describes the Levels III–IIW (here 
IVBF) city wall as “the most elaborate and the most imposing 
that Alalakh ever had.” He is right. This wall marks one of 
the under-evaluated high points in the history of Alalakh: 
the gigantic building project of Level IVBF, sometime in 
the beginning of the fourteenth century B.C.E. This project 
began 10–15 years after the destruction of Level IVAF, 
which allowed some temporary residences (Level IIIW) 
time to grow. Once the Idrimi dynasty rallied, however, it 
gathered its forces to initiate a large-scale building project, 
of which we have glamorous archaeological records and 
virtually no written documentation.

Level IVBF residences

Levels III–IIW house 37/A (Plans 42, 47, 48; Photo 14)73

Woolley excavated four houses on what he calls (1955: 
183) “the 1937 site.” These were named the Levels IIIW 
and/or IIW houses 37/A–D (Plan 42). Woolley reports (ibid.) 
that “the Level III houses had been largely obliterated by 
the builders of the succeeding period. For the most part 
those builders reproduced exactly or nearly exactly the old 
houses; they leveled the walls and on the trimmed stumps 
of them laid their new brickwork, only occasionally 
departing from the original plan to the extent of enlarging 
one room at the expense of another or turning two rooms 
into one by the omission of a cross-wall.” Levels III–IIW 
house 37/A follows these two observations. Its Level IIW 
northeast half follows the Level IIIW blueprint, unlike the 
southwest part, where there are considerable changes from 
Level IIIW to Level IIW.74

The area where Level IIW houses were not built on top of 
the Level IIIW houses is in squares B19, B20, C18 and C19 
(Woolley 1955: 183). There, several Level IIIW buildings 
were either covered/replaced by the new Levels III–IIW/
IVBW city wall or removed in order to allow access to 
the wall or to a gangway along it (ibid.). We do not know 
much about the Level IIIW buildings since Woolley (ibid.) 
decided that “nothing is to be gained by publishing the 
disconnected fragments of walls and floors which alone 
represent the Level III houses.” Regardless of the lack of 
published plans, Woolley reports that all Level IIIW walls 
represent one short phase only, and whenever rebuilding is 
attested, it is undoubtedly attributed to Level IIW. Nowhere 
in Level IIIW was more than one floor-level detected, and 
if the walls were not reused in Level IIW, they were shaved 
down to the Level IIW floor-level (ibid.). Furthermore, 
Level IIIW was not violently destroyed, but peacefully and 
73 The house numbers in two of Yener’s 2005 plans (herein Plans 47 and 
48) are consistently incorrect. For the correct house numbers see Plan 42.
74 The Level IIW walls are marked in solid black on Plan 42, while the 
Level IIIW walls are drawn in their outline only.

Woolley claims that the inner face of what he calls the 
Level IIIW city wall is attested in squares L10, L11, L12, 
and M12,71 while the wall in its full width (3.90 m.) was 
found in N8 and O8. Nothing is left of the glacis.

Following the description of what he calls the Level IIIW 
city wall, Woolley (ibid.: 145) writes the following: “the 
Level II wall system has been described above, in so far 
as it is preserved, but the remains are not complete.” From 
here on he adds more information on what he calls the 
Level IIW city wall, recording data for the same city wall 
under two names used interchangeably—the Level IIIW 
city wall and the Level IIW city wall. This is a consistent 
problem throughout Woolley’s records. Clearly, all twelve 
records of the Level IIIW or IIW city walls above are the 
descriptions of one and only one city wall, which existed 
over an impressively long period of time.

The first record is seemingly based on Woolley’s 
excavations in squares L10, L11, L12, N8 and O8, where 
he attributes the city wall to Level IIIW. The second record 
of the same city wall (now called Level IIW) seems to be 
based on the excavation of Trench F (squares E16, E17 and 
D16). There, Woolley interpreted the northward-looking 
section as showing inner and middle city walls, in addition 
to which he reconstructs an outer city wall, which was not 
preserved. The width of the middle city wall is 3.25 m.72

What about the rest of the attestations (listed above as b–l) 
of the Level IIIW or Level IIW wall? Together they form 
a long, formidable, coherent, firmly constructed, well-
planned fortification, meticulously described in Yener’s 
(2005) plan of Level IIW (Plan 48). This city wall is 
connected to and was built together with the Levels III–
IIW fort, which I interpret as the Level IVBF palace, and 
which was later (post 1353/1341) used to house the Hittite 
governor of Mukiš.

Let’s follow the wall from northwest to southeast as it is 
attested in the different plans (listed above as b–l): The 
city wall is attached to the Levels III–IIW/IVBF fort (Plan 
35) and passes through the following 10 by 10 m. squares: 
R8, Q8, P8 (Plan 35); O8, N8 (Plan 13; Woolley 1955: 
144); M8, M9, L9, M10 (Plan 13); L10, L11 (Plans 10, 
13; Woolley 1955: 144); K11 (Plan 13); L12 (Plan 13; 
Plan 45 or ibid.: Fig. 52a), and its interpretation (lower part of Plan 45 or 
ibid.: Fig. 52b). This corridor resembles the pavement outside of the city 
wall, which appears in Plan 13. All other walls in Woolley’s interpretation 
(Plan 45b) are not observable at all in the section drawing (Plan 45a), 
including what he calls there “the old wall”, which he appears to attribute 
in this interpretive drawing to both Levels IVW and IIIW.
In the on-line report (alalakh.org/report_2008.asp) of the current 
excavator of the site, Mustafa Kemal University of Antakya, it is claimed 
on behalf of Christian Hübner, who conducted magnetometry and 
resistivity survey on the site in 2008, that “the city fortification system 
appears to be a double, possible casemate wall visible in the SW.” The 
available image in the website is far too small to judge.
71 Woolley (1955: 144) lists square M12 as one of the squares the Level 
IIIW city wall goes through. This is impossible: no city wall of any level 
went that deep into the city. In accordance with the order of appearance 
in Woolley’s list he must have meant square K12.
72 On Plan 45, however, the middle city wall is reconstructed as circa 4.4 
m. wide, and the inner city wall as 7 m. wide.
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of the rest” from Room 1 of Level III–IIW house 37/C 
(ibid.: 185).

Shallow remains of the Level IIIW sub-phase are attested 
between Levels III–IIW house 37/C and the Levels III–IIW 
city wall.

Level IIW house 37/D (Plans 42, 47, 48)

This house is also ill-preserved, its doorways largely 
untraceable (ibid.: 189). Woolley believes that room 5 was 
a central courtyard. He found fragments of Atchana/Nuzi 
ware in room 1 and half of a White Slip II milk-bowl in 
room 5. Woolley notes (ibid.) that Level IIW is rather late 
for White Slip II; in my analysis, this is no longer the case, 
since its context is now Level IVBF.

Levels III–IIW house 38/A (Plans 42, 47, 48)

House 38/A represents the remains of one very large 
building or perhaps several smaller buildings (ibid.). 
Again, no floors were preserved and only one threshold 
was found (in square G17). Most of the walls were either 
built during the Level IIIW sub-phase or are an accurate re-
built of the Level IIIW walls.

Levels III–IIW house 39/C (Plans 10, 12, 47, 48)

Level IIW house 39/C is an exception, since it does not follow 
the wall lines of its Level IIIW predecessors. Woolley reports 
that Level IIIW private houses were unearthed beneath Level 
IIW house 39/C in Squares J–M-14–16 (ibid.: 184), “but 
little sense could be made of the plan.” Either in the Level 
IIIW remains, or at the Level IIW foundations, in square L13, 
Woolley unearthed fragments of White Slip II milk bowls 
and Base Ring II zoomorphic vessels (ATP/38/14; ibid.: Pl. 
CXXVf). In square M14 he found parts of wheel-made Red 
Lustrous ware, Nuzi ware, Mycenaean vessels described by 
Woolley as “L.M. IIIb” with no additional specifications, 
and in square K14 an alabaster stand (AT/39/264; ibid.: Pl. 
LXXXII29). Local ware vessels were found in all squares. 
These finds are high quality and of unusual quantity; the 
poor context in which they were dug calls into question the 
location of the finds. Parts of the later temples of Alalakh were 
located in squares M14 and L14 (Plan 8), among them the 
annexe to the Level IIIW/IVBF temple and the Paluwa shrine. 
Is it possible that at least some of these finds originated in 
one or more of these temples? Moreover, the proximity of 
house 39/C of his different Mittanian phases (from Levels 
VBF to IVBF) to the contemporaneous temples may imply a 
connection between its inhabitants and the temple activity.76

The Level IIW house 39/C is relatively well preserved 
and its complete blueprint has been recovered (ibid.: 
189). Its walls were thicker than the norm but had 
no stone foundations. Woolley (ibid.) deduces in 
accordance with the blueprint that two of the rooms were 
unroofed: room 11 functioned as a light well, and room 
1 was a walled courtyard. He also assumes that room 

76 This suggestion was first raised by Bike Yazıcıoğlu during the 
University of Chicago seminar on Alalakh, winter 2005, which I attended.

gradually replaced by Level IIW (ibid.: 183–184)—that is, 
Level IIIW is an early short sub-phase of Level IIW.

Likewise, the preservation of the Level IIW houses is 
rather unimpressive, although they do provide coherent 
blueprints (ibid.: 185). The buildings are mostly known 
from the preserved one-course stone foundations with 
some or no mud brick superstructure; only a few of 
the thresholds are clearly identifiable. The floors were 
of beaten earth and occasionally of “white cement,” 
especially in the toilets and bathrooms (see Fink 2008a).

The entrance to house 37/A is impressive: half columns 
are attached to it on both sides of the outer wall (Woolley 
1955: 186). The only reason Woolley (ibid.) chose to 
include and exclude rooms in this house is the coherent 
solid rectangle that rooms 1–11 create together (there 
are hardly any thresholds preserved). He admits that one 
could easily exclude rooms 10 and 11 and add them to the 
barely known structure to the southwest, or merge Level 
IIW house 37/B (where again no thresholds are found) with 
the Levels III–IIW house 37/A to form one unit.

In room 1 one of the most famous examples of Atchana/
Nuzi ware was found (Photo 14; ibid.: 186, Pl. CIIa). 
Woolley (ibid.) suggests that room 3 may have held 
a staircase to the second floor, of which no trace was 
found, and that room 2 was a light well. In Room 7 he 
proposes that a rectangular brick base was a hearth. This 
room, together with room 6, was also remodeled during its 
lifespan. In room 10 plain ware vessels of two types were 
unearthed; in room 11, a bronze arrowhead.

Level IIW house 37/B (Plans 42, 47, 48)

This house was poorly preserved. A Mycenaean pot 
and some Cypriote Milk Bowls were found in the street 
southeast of the building.75 An Atchana/Nuzi krater was 
found in room 5 (ibid.: Pl. CIIIf), as well as store jars and 
a fragment of Mycenaean stirrup jar.

Levels III–IIW house 37/C (Plans 42, 47, 48)

This house, like the other Level IIW houses, was 
violently destroyed. A breach was made from the street 
into room 1 at the northwest external wall of the house 
by the aggressors (ibid.: 188). Room 1 was a toilet (Fink 
2008a: 170–173, 190). Room 2 yielded several Nuzi 
ware vessels. Room 5 was a staircase (Woolley 1955: 
185) or a storeroom (ibid.: 188). It was full of baked 
clay sling-bolts and ballista-balls (ibid.: 185, 188). In 
room 8 Woolley found evidence that the house was 
remodeled, a possible indication of the transition from 
Level IIIW to Level IIW.

The bulk of Atchana/Nuzi and Nuzi ware found in 
this level at the site came from the street between the 
Levels III–IIW houses 37/A–B and 37/C–D, and “most 
75 The “L.M. III vase with the design of a snake spotted in white” cannot 
be found in the nonexistent Pl. CXXXIV (Woolley 1955: 186). Could this 
possibly be vessel l in Pl. CXXVIII?
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168),77 a Mycenaean piriform vase (ATP/39/168), beads 
and some plain ware (ibid.). In room 16 Woolley found 
more Atchana/Nuzi ware goblet sherds, one of which 
was found to fit a sherd excavated in the rubbish pit just 
northeast of this room. This rubbish pit is rich in finds 
and is very close to the annexe to the Level IIIW temple, 
thus it could actually be a favissa of the Level IIIW temple. 
Among the objects excavated at the pit were Atchana/Nuzi 
ware sherds, several vessels of local ware and a red marble 
lamp (AT/39/280; ibid.: Pl. LXXIX). Woolley believes 
that the lamp is Cretan in origin and style (ibid.: 294–295). 
This is confirmed by Warren (1969: 55–56), who writes 
that it is impossible “to date the lamp firmly to LMI or 
LMII–IIIAI” (ibid.); at any rate, it should not be dated to 
later than the second half of the fifteenth century B.C.E., 
making it a recent heirloom. Bevan (2007: 125) agrees that 
the lamp could be dated into the broad LMI–IIIA range, 
and suggests likewise that it may be a post-Neopalatial 
product.
77 Woolley (1955: 191) mentions three cylinder seals, but refers 
specifically only to two: AT/39/166–167. According to the object cards 
(now at the UCL Special Collections) AT/39/166–168 were found in 
room 15. Of the three cylinder seals, AT/39/166 and AT/39/168 were 
discarded. This is confirmed by Collon 1982: 24, who dates the remaining 
seal (ibid.: 61–62) to the fifteenth–fourteenth century.

12 was the main or the only entrance to the house, and 
that the house carried two floors—though no staircase 
was found. The house is equipped with two almost 
identical bathroom-suites: rooms 6–7 and 9–10 (Fink 
2008a: 170–173, 191–193). During the lifetime of one 
of the bathrooms, room 7, a new cement floor was laid 
down 0.25 m. above the original. In the filling between 
the floors, sealed by Level IIW from above and below, 
Woolley (1955: 191) turned up a fragment of White 
Slip II Milk Bowl and numerous sherds of Atchana/
Nuzi ware. We can now quite safely treat the luxurious 
Tell Atchana style of furnishing a toilet or two in almost 
every known residence as a Mittanian phenomenon. Re-
dating Levels III–IIW to IVBF attributes almost all of the 
toilets at Tell Atchana to the period when Mukiš was 
a Mittanian vassal. The great similarity to Nuzi (Fink 
2008b: 169) does not start and end with Nuzi ware: 
Atchana and Nuzi also share the same style of toilets, 
which is now contemporaneous in both sites.

Many of the rooms contained local pottery. Room 14 
contained fragments of wheel-made Red Lustrous ware, a 
bronze arrow head and the horns of a large bull (Woolley 
1955: 191). Room 15 had three cylinder seals (AT/39/166–
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Discussing the fort, Woolley writes (1955: 133): “actually 
we found that there were more re-buildings of the fortress 
than there were building-levels in the domestic quarter, but 
in spite of this the changes fitted in with the scheme quite 
unexceptionally.” This is the right observation, but the 
wrong explanation! There are more re-buildings of the fort 
because the fort lasted for longer than Woolley thought. 
The Level IVBF palace/Levels III–IIW fort was probably 
refurnished and used as a governor’s palace by central 
figures in the Hittite administration. Later on it would be 
used by at least three Hittite princes: Tudaliya DUMU.
LUGAL, Šukur-Tešub DUMU.LUGAL and Paluwa 
DUMU.LUGAL.

The deportation of the people of Muki

In this work I assume that Alalakh and Mukiš were 
conquered during Šuppiluliuma I’s first Syrian war and 
that this war occurred early in his reign (Singer 1999: 629–
634). The two dates that I quote for the first Syrian war 
(1353 and 1341) are derived from the current competing 
synchronizations of Hittite and Egyptian chronologies of 
the reign of Šuppiluliuma I. One of the dates that I cite 
for the first Syrian war of Šuppiluliuma I is in line with 
1344/1343 B.C.E. as the king’s year of accession (Wilhelm 
and Boese 1987: 105–109; Bryce 1998: 168; Wilhelm 
2004: 72–74). Na’aman (1996) and Parker (2002) insist 
on an earlier date for his enthronement. Recently, Miller 
(2007: 282–284) dated the reign of Šuppiluliuma I to 
1356–1330. Therefore, the other possible date for the first 
Syrian war is 1353 B.C.E.

The Level IIIF Mukiš is smaller than the Level IVBF 
kingdom, since Šuppiluliuma I granted Ugarit parts of 
Mukiš’s southern districts. This is clearly the reason for 
some discontent in Mukiš, presented in a complaint letter 
to Muršili II, asking him to order the annexed area to 
be returned to Mukiš (van Soldt 2005: 51–64). In fact, 
according to CTH 64, it was Niqmepa, king of Ugarit, who 
appealed to Muršili II to investigate the case, in which he 
was sued by the people of Mukiš, probably at the court of 
Šarre-Kuu, king of Karkami and the brother of Muršili 

This chapter is a discussion of Alalakh’s decline, when it 
passes from its status as a wealthy capital into thousands 
of years of obscurity. The archaeological remains of the 
later levels at Tell Atchana are largely patchy and difficult 
to interpret; nevertheless I sum up the relevant finds here. 
Along with the evidence of regional ground surveys and 
pottery analysis, I believe I conjure up a reasonable picture 
of the last days of the once-great city and kingdom.

5.1 Level IIIF (1353/1341–1320/1313)

The plan of Level IIIF accompanies this discussion.

Level IIIF is the final phase of Alalakh as a city, before 
it dwindles into a Hittite stronghold. It is a period of 
transition in Alalakh: the swan song before the final 
destruction. We can date Level IIIF to the second half of 
the 14th century or the later part of the Amarna period. 
The fortifications of Tell Atchana were damaged when 
Šuppiluliuma I conquered the city; here they are repaired, 
and a revetment built against the inner face of the Levels 
III–IIW/IVBF city wall. The excavated area at Tell Atchana 
clearly reveals that the rebuilding of the private houses is 
spread out; the houses are not packed together as they were 
in the earlier phases.1 This is probably due to Šuppiluliuma 
I’s Syrian wars, the political instability of the region during 
the Amarna period (Freu 2006: 43–49), and the LBA 
decline of many Levantine cities, of which Alalakh was 
no exception. Plan 50 is Yener’s (2005: 152) plan of Level 
IW. This is an uncritical composition of Woolley’s different 
building plans of Level IW, following Yener’s assumption 
that Woolley’s stratigraphy is correct. Level IIIF, on the 
other hand, is only partly a mirror image of Level IW. It 
includes some of the Level IW private houses (37/A, 37/B, 
37/C and 38/A), the Level IIW temple (see discussion in 
Chapter 3), and the Levels III–IIW/IVBF fort in its second 
building phase during Levels III-IIBF, of which we know 
very little (see Section 4.5). 

1 Compare the eastern part of the excavated area (most of the private 
houses) of Plan 50 with Plan 48 (Level IVBF).

Levels III–IBF: Hittite Alalakh

Chapter Five
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as a city and exile its population, possibly together with 
many other Mukišians. There are no historical records 
of this event, but the archaeological records are clear 
and well established both by the re-analysis of Woolley's 
excavations (below) and by the University of Chicago 
project at the site (Yener, Schloen and Fink 2005: 47). It is 
also confirmed by the current Mustafa Kemal University 
project in the site (www.alalakh.org), the 2008 report, 
which I discuss below). The exact date of this event is of 
course unknown, but archaeologically, it is well-attributed 
to the end of the thirteenth century B.C.E. I argue that it is 
very likely that most of the people of Mukiš were expelled 
to the Anatolian heartland; others may have moved to 
other locations, or run away as fugitives. Some stayed, 
continuing their work in the fertile fields of the Amuq; 
Alalakh as a city, however, was deserted. Some of the 
additional supporting evidence of my views is:

1) Hatti needed people, either because of the long and 
severe plague (Brice 1998: 223–225),2 or because of 
its expansion and its military campaigns. According 
to his annals, Muršili II deported tens of thousands 
of people into the Anatolian heartland, mainly from 
western Anatolia (Brice 1998: 209–216; Beal 2000; 
Mineck 2006). As revealed by Hoffner (2002: 61), the 

2 which according to Muršili II’s prayer was brought into Hatti by 
displaced captives from Syria at the time of Šuppiluliuma I (Hoffner 
2002: 65).

II. The latter refused to transfer the land back to Mukiš. 
We do not know what the outcome of this refusal was, but 
it is clear that the "people of the land of Mukiš" appealed 
no earlier than year 9 of Muršili II (1320/1313), during or 
after the later stage of Nuae's uprising against Muršili 
II, when Niqmepa had already succeeded Ar-alba as 
the king of Ugarit (Brice 1998: 216–223). The partially 
preserved "ten year annals of Muršili II" together with 
the restoration of the lacunas, which are based on the 
"comprehensive annals of Muršili II" (Beal 2000; Mineck 
2006), narrate a fairly coherent report on the fate of Tette, 
king of Nuae and his repeating regional upheavals 
against the Hittites. None of the records ties Mukiš to the 
events, but clearly CTH 64 (van Soldt 2005: 51–64) is an 
echo of the attempt by the people of the land of Mukiš to 
regain their southern frontier, probably in return for their 
loyalty to Muršili II during the unrest. Even more so, they 
tried to profit from what seems to be the refusal of Ar-
alba, king of Ugarit, to help the Hittites in their fight 
against Tette (Beckman 1999: 173; Singer 1999: 637–
638), hoping that this was the right occasion to seize their 
territory back. Their application came too late, since by the 
time it was discussed by Muršili II, Ar-alba had already 
been replaced by his brother Niqmepa, either forcefully or 
peacefully, during the ninth year of Muršili II (ibid.: 638). 
Seemingly, once refused, the unsatisfied People of Mukiš 
made a fatal mistake by expressing their dissatisfaction in 
a way that encouraged Muršili II to put an end to Alalakh 

Plan 50. Plan of Level IW (after Yener 2005: 152, Fig. 4.33)
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Above: Swift Table 2. The field campaigns relevant to Amuq phases K–O (after Swift 1958: 11)

Below: Swift Table 11. Chronology of Amuq phases N and O (after Swift 1958: 198)
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The Amuq Surveys: When does Amuq phase M end?

Several years before Woolley reached the Sanjak of 
Alexandretta (1936) to initiate his work at Al-Mina and 
Tell Atchana,5 the University of Chicago, Oriental Institute, 
Syrio-Hittite expedition was already well established in 
the region. It conducted massive exposures, notably at 
Çatal Höyük (Amuq), Tell Judaidah and Ta’yinat, as well 
as the Amuq survey (Braidwood 1937; McEwan 1937; 
Braidwood and Braidwood 1960; Haines 1971; Swift 
Table 2 at left). As the region was surveyed, several key 
sites were chosen to be partially or intensively dug, and 
the ceramic sequence of the whole region was established 
in blocks of several centuries each: from A (early) to V 
(modern) (Haines 1971: 1–2; see also Haines Tables 
below). By the standards of the 1930s both the method and 
the execution of the survey were groundbreaking. Alas, 
75 years later only a tiny portion of the Amuq pottery has 
yet been published. This is mostly in Swift’s unpublished 
dissertation (1958), which includes some fine-tuning of 
phases K–O of the original rough sequence.6 In this work 
I am mainly interested in the dating of phase M, the Late 
Bronze Age horizons of the Amuq sequence, and in the 
differing opinions of the phase M-N transition through the 
Iron Age I horizons.

Swift and Pruss on Amuq phase M

The original presentation of the dating of Phase M by the 
Syrio-Hittite expedition, to 1600-1200 B.C.E., is treated 
by Haines (1971: 2; and see his Tables below). Earlier, 
Swift (1958: 26-36, 58) had dated phase M to 1550-1400, 
equating it with Levels V–IIIW in Alalakh (see Swift 1958 
Table 5 in Section 4.5). Much more recently, Pruss (2002: 
162) accepts this dating, but equates it with Alalakh Levels 
V–IVW only. Both Swift and Pruss agree that the hiatus 
between Phases M and N lasted several hundred years. 
Swift begins phase N at 1150 (see Swift Tables 5 and 11) 
while Pruss starts it at 1180 (see Pruss Table 1 in Section 
4.5). They both equate it with Level 0W at Alalakh, but this 
comparison is groundless. There are no Iron Age I remains 
at Tell Atchana, and there are neither stratigraphic nor 
ceramic justifications for this comparison. My stratigraphic 
analysis takes the only coherent feature of Level 0W, the 
temple, and offers it a context: Level IBF (Table 5 and 
Summary Tables 1 and 2). Notably, even this feature, the 
Level 0W temple, is known only from two photos and a 
brief description (Woolley 1955: 89–90). No ground plan 
is known and no pottery is associated with it.7

5 Woolley also received a permit to conduct excavations in two other 
important Amuq sites, Tell Salihiyyah and Bozhöyük, as is revealed in 
a 1935 letter, sent to Woolley by the Secretary General of the French 
Department of Antiquities. The letter is at the archives of the British 
Museum and I am thankful to Dr. Alexandra Fletcher and archivist 
Christopher Denvir for making it available to me. More on the importance 
of Tell Salihiyyah and Bozhöyük can be found in Casana 2009.
6 The architecture was published in Haines 1971; the Iron age stamp 
seals recently in Meyer 2008. Unfortunately, Pruss’ dissertation (1996) 
is still unpublished and not widely distributed. See also Pruss 2002 for a 
summary of his work.
7 The only object associated with this temple is a basalt offering table 
(Woolley 1955: 89, Pl. XIIIb).

available records show that Muršili II captured more 
civilian non-combatants (arnuwala or NAM.RA) than 
any other Hittite king, and the recorded numbers of 
people he transferred are on a different scale altogether: 
89,500.3 Although most of the transferred captives on 
record are not from the northern Levant, the annals 
of Muršili II include records of Nuaean captives 
(ibid.: 64). This record supports the possibility that 
this was the destiny of the inhabitants of Alalakh. 
Captives occupied a higher position in the Hittite 
society than ordinary slaves and they are mentioned 
in military annals, letters, laws, treaties, depositions, 
cult inventories, royal prayers, rituals, and festival 
descriptions (ibid.: 62; Watkins 1994: 644–662; 
Haase 2003: 633–634). Usually, the destination of 
the captives, if given, is attua, and sometimes it is 
more specific: the king's estate or the private estates 
of Hittite soldiers (Hoffner 2002: 63). There is even a 
record, dating to the reign of Muršili II, that displaced 
captives (NAM.RA) were forced to settle a site 
(Tiliura) that had been abandoned for centuries (ibid.: 
64). The Hittites were occupied with chasing fugitives 
in general, and displaced captives in particular (ibid.: 
65; Beckman 2003: 762). Mineck (2006: 253; see 
also Beal 2000: 83) describes how this obsession is 
reflected in the Muršili II annals: "Muršili's usual 
argument and justification for initiating the campaigns 
was that his opponents refused to provide him with 
troops or they had in their possession certain displaced 
persons that he claimed… The civilian captives were 
an important issue for the Hittites, and typically, the 
Hittite treaties included provisions concerning their 
extradition.” Maintaining a system of semi-free 
displaced captives required severe punishments for 
fugitives: some of them were blinded upon capture, a 
practice well known from biblical sources (ibid.: 68).4 
All in all, one should assume that the fact that we have 
on record more cases of displaced deportees from 
western Anatolia is mere chance. This phenomenon 
was equally as significant and as influential in some 
of the northern Levantine cities, and can be seen 
as a major reason for the decrease in population in 
the northern Levant during the LBA from the mid-
fourteenth century B.C.E. on.

2) Argumentum ex silentio: Alalakh and Mukiš are barely 
mentioned among the thousands of documents found 
in neighboring kingdoms (mainly Ugarit) and in the 
archives of attua. Whenever Alalakh and Mukiš are 
mentioned in a thirteenth century context it is either 
from a purely military perspective or as a source for 
agricultural produces. The few published documents 
among the small number of relevant documents are 
discussed in Section 5.2.

3 Compare to 7,000 by attuili III and 3,330 by Šuppiluliuma I (Hoffner 
2002: 61).
4 Another group of captives, who were drafted for general service like 
maintenance of buildings and roads, was the LÚ.MEŠippares (Hasse 2003: 
633). Hasse (ibid.) is doubtful if this group is connected with the NAM.
RA.



124

Late Bronze Age Tell Atchana (Alalakh): Stratigraphy, Chronology, History

Above: Haines Table 1. Amuq phases P–V (after Haines 1971: 1)

Below: Haines Table 2. Amuq phases A–O (after Haines 1971: 2)
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Furthermore, in his effort to prove his long LBA hiatus 
in the Amuq, Pruss looks for ways to demonstrate that 
Alalakh post 1400 B.C.E. was a small cow town. While 
he (ibid.: 162) correctly suggests that Level IVW does not 
end with Šuppiluliuma’s campaign and that the connection 
between the end of Level IIIW and the riots following the 
accession of Murili II is no longer valid, Pruss speciously 
downgrades the Levels III–IIW fort/Level IVBF palace to 
“a modest structure” and makes an unfounded statement 
that the city of Levels IIW/IVBF and IW/IIIF has neither 
defensive wall nor palace (ibid.). Obviously, Pruss did not 
study the stratigraphy of Tell Atchana in great detail, nor 
did he work the finer points of the Amuq phase M pottery. 

From an historical perspective, Pruss’ reconstruction is 
impossible as well. In his first Syrian war (1353/1341), 
Šuppiluliuma I faced a sturdy coalition, led by Itūr-Addu, 
king of the land of Muki (CTH 46; Beckman 1999: 
34–36). Is it possible that Itūr-Addu was the king of one 
run-down town? Once defeated, Muki is punished and 
forced to give away its southern territory of many villages 
to Ugarit, ally to the Hittites, and from this event on, a 
Hittite vassal (Singer 1999: 634–636). A few decades later 
Murili II was facing the appeal (CTH 64; Beckman 1999: 
174–175; van Soldt 2005: 51–64) of the people of the land 
of Muki to return these lands and villages to Muki, that 
is, to reverse his father's edict. Murili II refused (Singer 
1999: 639–640). These two historical documents prove 
that Muki was inhabited at least until the ninth year of 
Murili II (see above). Of course, Muki and the Amuq 
plain are not synonyms (von Dassow 2008: 66): the Amuq 
plain is the heartland of a geographically larger kingdom, 
mostly hilly and mountainous. Nevertheless, it is unsafe 
to assume that Alalakh stood by itself in the midst of the 
Amuq while the surrounding smaller towns and villages 
of Muki were abandoned and destroyed, leaving only 
those villages on the Ugarit border, which were taken from 
Muki.

A better way to bridge between Tell Atchana data and the 
survey data is to follow my new analysis of the stratigraphy 
of Tell Atchana and, as already suggested above in my 
discussion of Nuzi ware, to accept an end date for phase 
M that is later than 1400 B.C.E. I propose that the hiatus 
between Amuq phases M and N begins towards the end of 
the fourteenth century (1320/1313).10 The destruction, or 
at least the severe decline, of phase M is one and the same 
as the destruction of Level IIIF, the final level of the city of 
Alalakh (to be succeeded by the stronghold of Alalakh). I 
propose that this destruction was the result of intentional 
deportation of the people of Muki by Murili II.

Casana on Amuq phase M

The Oriental Institute renewed its activity in the Amuq in 
1995 by resurveying the region (Amuq Valley Regional 
Project or AVRP) and conducting excavations of various 
scales at Tell Judaidah, Tell Kurdu and Tell Atchana 
(Yener et al. 2000; Yener, Schloen and Fink 2004a; 2004b; 
10 but see Pucci’s analysis below.

Phase M is attested mainly at Çatal Höyük (Amuq) and 
Tell Judaidah (see Swift Table 1 in Section 4.5 and Meyer 
Tables 2 and 3), located twenty kilometers northeast and 
east of Tell Atchana respectively (Plan 51). Nonetheless, 
the 1930s survey shows 13 confirmed phase M sites and 
another 19 sites that were probably inhabited during phase 
M, for a total of 32 sites (Braidwood 1937: 50; herein 
Plan 52; Pruss 2002: 163, and 164, Pl. 2). Pruss (ibid; 
Braidwood 1937: 49; herein Plan 53) compares it to phase 
N, the Iron Age I phase, which is rich with LH IIIC pottery, 
where there are 33 confirmed sites and 16 probable ones 
(a total of 59 sites). Only half of the phase M sites are re-
inhabited during phase N. Pruss finds it astonishing that 
in the Iron Age I, a period considered by many to be a 
“Dark Age,” the Amuq is more inhabited than during the 
Late Bronze Age, and that clearly, there is no significant 
continuity in the settlement pattern. Indisputably, phase N 
of the Amuq sequence calls for new study. I hope that the 
detailed forthcoming publications of this phase in Çatal 
Höyük (Amuq), Tell Judaidah and Ta’yinat,8 as well as 
the new excavations in Tell Ta’yinat (Harrison 2007 and 
2008), will shed new light on this important subject. 

Nevertheless, there are serious faults in Pruss’ methodology, 
and consequently also in his conclusions. First, he does not 
present any data on the settlement size in either phase M 
or N. There are possibly more phase N sites than M sites, 
but they could amount to merely a fraction of the inhabited 
area of fewer in number, but larger phase M sites. Second, 
the pottery collected in the different sites was never 
published or exposed to public observation. Moreover, 
the local Amuq ceramic sequence of the Late Bronze and 
Iron Ages is basically unknown—no typology has so far 
been made, and all the interpretations are based either on 
imported ware, Woolley’s Tell Atchana final report (1955; 
I previously discussed its limitations in detail), or the 
inadequately argued conclusions of Swift’s dissertation, 
where very few pot sherds are drawn. Unfortunately, 
McClellan’s quantative study (1989), which is based on 
Woolley’s exceedingly discriminatory collection and poor 
data, is not helpful either.

Pruss’ conclusions on Amuq phase M may be partly right, 
yet they are based on uncertain ground: he believes that 
there is a clear decline in the Amuq during the Late Bronze 
Age phase M (2002: 163, 172–173), due to the smaller 
number of settlements in the LBA in comparison to Iron 
Age I. The obstacle is that the survey data that he is using 
shows a complete hiatus from 1400 B.C.E. on. However, 
the relatively small number of pre-1400 B.C.E. phase M 
settlements in the Amuq in fact corresponds to the reigns 
of the three kings of the Idrimi dynasty,9 one of the most 
intensively recorded periods of growth and prosperity in 
Muki in general and in Alalakh in particular (von Dassow 
2008). It is impossible to accept any claim for decline in 
the Amuq during Alalakh Levels VB–IVAF.

8 Marina Pucci, Lynn Swartz Dodd and Heather Snow are respectively in 
the process of publishing the Chicago excavations at these Amuq sites.
9 Idrimi, Niqmepa and Ilimilimma.
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Meyer Table 2. The correlation between Amuq phases and trenches at Çatal Höyük (after Meyer 2008: 12)
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Meyer Table 3. The correlation between Amuq phases and trenches at Tell el-Judaidah (after Meyer 2008: 14)
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Plan 51. The Northern Levant in the 1930s (Amuq sites are marked) (after Haines 1971: Pl. 1)
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Above: Plan 52. The Amuq settlement pattern during phase M based on the University of Chicago 1930s survey (after Braidwood 1937: 50)

Below: Plan 53. The Amuq settlement pattern during phase N based on the University of Chicago 1930s survey (after Braidwood 1937: 49)
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imports are not found the whole assemblage is marked 
by most surveys as MBA instead of MBA–LBA.

2) All MBA–LBA Amuq sites but two (Tell Atchana and 
Tel Bahlila) are covered, literally sealed, by intensive 
Iron Age (phase O) occupation. Therefore only very 
few MBA–LBA sherds are found in surface collection 
in most Amuq tell-sites.

3) 80%–90% of the LBA ceramic assemblage is 
dominated by plain, sand tempered, pink to orange 
buff wares, which are hard to identify securely as 
LBA.

4) As in many other surveys, some sites are occupied 
by modern activity (from buildings to fields, military 
posts to private land) and therefore are not available 
for systematic survey.

Casana divides the MBA–LBA sites into four ranks: 

1) excavated sites; 
2) large surface collection of MBA and/or LBA 

diagnostics; 
3) some surface collection of MBA and/or LBA 

diagnostics; and 
4) few second millennium B.C.E. sherds. 

Then, he compares and merges (see Casana Table 1) his 
data with Braidwood’s (1937). Out of eighty-six sites in 
the list, only nineteen AVRP sites fall within categories 
1 and 2. Six additional sites are assigned to category 2, 
based on Braidwood’s survey (ibid.). The rest of the sites 
are almost equally divided between categories 3 and 4. A 
summary of the MBA–LBA settlement pattern shows that 
most of the Amuq tell sites were occupied during at least 
some part of the second millennium B.C.E. (Casana 2009: 
14; herein Plan 54).

Casana’s next step is to plot in one figure all the MBA–
LBA sites on record according to their area and height13 
(Casana 2009: 17; herein Plan 55). As one can see, Tell 
Atchana, even without considering the possibility of the 
existence of a lower town, is by far the largest site in the 
region. At the same time, it is lower than most sites. The 
reason, after intensive excavations in both Tell Atchana 
and Tell Ta’yinat, is obvious: the two proximate sites 
are in fact one site that shifts its location back and forth 
from one period to another. It may have done so between 
what was at the time the two banks of the river (Casana 
and Gansell 2005: 159, 168): Atchana in the chalcolithic 
period (Wilkinson 2000: 171), Ta’yinat during the Early 
Bronze Age (Braidwood & Braidwood 1960: 13–14),14 
Atchana during the second millennium until the end of the 
LBA (Mellink 1957), and Ta’yinat again during Iron Age 
I–II (Harrison 2009). All other sites are divided between 
13 Casana (2009: 16) explains that the relative height of tell sites “may 
be understood as a proxy measure for the density of settlement, the 
duration of occupation, and the presence of monumental buildings and 
fortification walls at any individual site.”
14 Astour (1992: 8) reports that Alalau is attested in the third millennium 
archive of Ebla. If this is correct, Middle Bronze and Late Bronze Age 
Tell Atchana inherited the name Alalakh from Tell Ta'yinat of the Early 
Bronze Age.

2005; Yener 2005; Casana 2003; 2007; 2009; Gerritsen 
et al. 2008). No doubt, the AVRP was aimed to refine 
the knowledge of settlement history in the Amuq, and so 
far, it has been only partially successful in doing so. In a 
brief preliminary report on the AVRP surface collection, 
Verstraete and Wilkinson (2000: 187–189) propose that 
Amuq M continued through 1200 B.C.E., with Amuq N 
to follow immediately after.11 They claim (ibid.: 188) that 
Aegean ceramics were found on 5 of the phase M sites 
in the AVRP survey.12 Mycenaean pottery at Tell Atchana, 
Tell Judaidah and Çatal Höyük (Amuq) and Cypriote 
White Slip II were found in two additional Amuq sites. 
Thus far, the pottery is not published. Based on Verstraete 
and Wilkinson’s collection data, Amuq phase M could 
equally end at 1400, 1300 or 1200 B.C.E.

Another AVRP survey discussion of the LBA at the Amuq 
is found in the studies of Casana (2003; 2007; 2009). 
While Casana’s work on the settlement patterns is very 
impressive and in some aspects innovative, it is missing 
the study of the actual pottery collected in the different 
surveyed sights. The ceramic distinctions between Late 
Bronze Age and Iron Age are very vague, and almost 
no pottery is published to date. Amuq phase N is hardly 
mentioned at all by any of these studies. The lack of a 
good secure published ceramic sequence in the Amuq 
later than Amuq phase J thus poses a major problem 
for Casana’s (and any other such) study—when the Tell 
Atchana report (Woolley 1955) and Swift’s dissertation 
(1958) are the only references for local Amuq pottery, 
one is in trouble. Thoughtlessly, the AVRP was initiated 
before the correct groundwork was done: the ceramic 
sequence must be carefully excavated and recreated 
based on different Amuq sites, and published (as 
Braidwood and Braidwood 1960), before conclusions of 
great magnitude can be drawn based solely on surface 
collection. The AVRP results so far can be judged only 
on a very longue durée scale—they tell us nothing of 
the transition between Amuq phases M and N (see for 
example Casana and Wilkinson 2005a: 37–40).
Casana (2009: 12–17) is aware of this problem and makes 
some important observations on the limitations of surface 
collections when trying to track the Late Bronze Age in 
the Amuq:

1) The second millennium ceramic sequence of the 
northern Levant is still rather poorly understood, and 
the available evidence suggests that most standard 
wares have a very long chronological range, from 
MBA to LBA and sometimes into the Iron Age. 
Currently, according to Casana, the only reliable 
way to distinguish the Late Bronze Age (Amuq M) 
from earlier phases of the second millennium in an 
unstratified ceramic collection is through the presence 
of extremely rare imported or imitation Mycenaean, 
Cypriote or Nuzi wares. Casana believes that when 

11 See also Venturi (2007: 85–86).
12 Aegean pottery and local imitations were additionally found by the 
AVRP survey in 18 Amuq phase N sites (Verstraete and Wilkinson 2000: 
187–188).
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Casana Table 1. MBA–LBA Amuq sites according to different Amuq surveys (after Casana 2009: 15)
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Plan 54. The Amuq settlement pattern during MBA and LBA based on University of Chicago AVRP (after Casana 2009: 14)
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Above: Plan 55. Area vs. height plot of AVRP recorded tell sites in the Amuq (after Casana 2009: 17)

Below: Plan 56. AVRP survey site size vs. number of households in the Level IVW census data (after Casana 2009: 29)
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Pucci on Amuq phase M

A study that may shed new light on the end of LBA in 
the Amuq is being conducted these days by Marina Pucci, 
who carries the complicated mission of the publication 
of the Oriental Institute excavations at Çatal Höyük 
(Amuq), seventy years after their completion. Pucci finds 
in Çatal Höyük clear ceramic evidence that the site was 
inhabited during the thirteenth century B.C.E. She wrote 
the following to me in personal communication (January 
2009):19

As far as the stratigraphy of Çatal Höyük 
is concerned, the areas which show a clear 
sequence in the passage from Phase M to 
Phase N are two (II and V) and the excavated 
extent is quite limited. This said, however, the 
sequences show continuity in the occupation at 
the site without breaks. There is a functional 
rearrangement of the areas with a different 
architecture, however no traces of abandonment 
or heavy destruction. Consequently Phase 
M ends with the appearance of the LH IIIc 
middle pottery (first half of the 12th century) 
both imports and local production, with the 
disappearance of the local common ware 
with strong similarities to the so called drab 
ware and this phase includes the period of 
the Hittite occupation. In my opinion, this 
change in the continuity of occupation shows 
a clear phenomenon: the town lost its contacts 
to the Hittite empire and survived opening to 
the Mediterranean Sea. Because it was only a 
village and it was not located on the coast, there 
was no need to invade or destroy it.
The presence of Nuzi ware in the layers dating 
to Phase M is very scattered and scarce so that 
it is possible to affirm that at Çatal Höyük 
only the latest Phase M was archaeologically 
investigated, and that the passage from Mittani 
to Hittite influence is not documented and that 
during the last phase of period M Nuzi ware 
was not a common type of ware.

Phase M at Çatal Höyük was excavated in limited, but 
adequate, area. For example, of phase M at Trench II only 
200 m2 are exposed (Pucci, personal communication; 
Meyer 2008: 12, Table 2, reproduced herein). The only 
other location in which it was found is Trench V. Although 
the excavators did not reach the internal floors of the phase 
M buildings, the destruction yielded several types that 
closely resemble the pottery found on the Oberstadt at 
attuşa and in the Hittite thirteenth century layers at Kinet 
Höyük (Pucci, forthcoming and personal communication). 
The excavators also found several White Slip II vessels 
and a few Mycenaean sherds that are most probably LH 
19 I thank Marina Pucci for discussing this matter with me both in 
writing and over the phone, and for allowing me to quote both means of 
communications. I also receive from Pucci her kind permission to quote 
her forthcoming contribution to the proceedings of the 2008 ICAANE 
meeting in Rome.

two additional tiers: secondary (4–10 ha. / 19–30 m. high) 
and tertiary (1–5 ha. / 1–15 m. high).

As I have already noted, Casana’s weak point is that he 
has to base his study on the assumption that all or most the 
second millennium tell sites were extensively inhabited in 
the fifteenth century B.C.E., at the time that the Level IVAF 
archives were active. This educated guess will probably 
end up empirically proven by future ceramic study that 
will compare Atchana Level IVAF with the survey material. 
Nonetheless, Casana does not contribute anything to the 
discussion of whether Amuq M ends before the end of the 
LBA, and if so, when.

To support his assumption that he can locate the Level 
IVW sites, Casana claims that the majority of the cities and 
villages of Muki, which were mentioned in the "census" 
lists of the level IVW archives, are within the AVRP survey 
area. He compares the number of MBA–LBA AVRP 
sites (19 confirmed LBA, 72 with second millennium 
occupation, and 10–12 sites, where no second millennium 
pottery is found, but “where we might reasonably expect 
such occupation to have been present”)15 with the number 
of Muki settlements in the Level IVW lists: 168 (Serangeli 
1978; Niedorf 1998, 1999; von Dassow 2008: 64–67, 
362–370, 501–514).16 Even after adding a maximum 
number of possible Muki settlements—some outside the 
perimeters of the AVRP survey—Casana’s numbers do not 
even approach the number of census-recorded settlements. 
Casana suggests that the explanation is in the concept of 
the discontinuous border, where polities could be spatially 
fragmented; i.e., the king of Muki could own settlements 
and lands that located far away from Alalakh, without 
maintaining territorial continuity all the way from Alalakh 
to these distant locations. What is more, the king of 
Muki could buy, sell, receive as a present or inherit these 
lands and cities. While refuting several identifications of 
toponyms made by Astour (1963, 1969, 1989) as well 
as his claim for Muki's suzerainty over and territorial 
continuity all the way to Aleppo and beyond,17 Casana 
accepts some of Astour’s unpopular geographically-
remote identifications, under the framework of polities 
that are spatially fragmented.18

I believe that most of these settlements survived the first 
stage of the Hittite takeover of the region. Only better 
ceramic study will confirm if indeed sometime towards 
the end of the thirteenth century most of these towns and 
villages were abandoned and why.
15 These numbers are slightly different than the numbers appearing in 
Casana Table 1, which is reproduced below.
16 Casana (2009: 23) assumes that the real number of settlements is 
considerably higher, since half of the names mentioned in the “censuses” 
list appear there only once, which makes it possible that missing tablets 
would have added a significant number of additional toponyms.
17 For more observations on Astour’s identifications see von Dassow 
2008: 64–67.
18 Casana ends up with a graph (2009: 29; herein Plan 56) describing the 
relations between settlement size (AVRP data) and number of households 
in the site (Alalakh IVW census data). Assuming there were 6–10 people 
in a household, he suggests that 100–200 people per hectare of site is the 
correct population estimate for Levantine LBA.
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to 2004 at Atchana is 108, which at present, “comprises 
the largest assemblage of Late Helladic IIIA:2 pottery 
in the Levant” (Koehl: AIA 2005). While there are more 
Mycenaean pots in Ugarit and in Tell Abu Hawam, 
northern and southern Levantine sites, the pottery there 
date later, to LH IIIB:1 (ibid.). The bulk of the Atchana 
Mycenaean pottery “belongs to the same chronological 
horizon as the Aegean pottery from Tell el Amarna, the 
Ulu Burun shipwreck and the Persian Garden tombs 
at Akko” (ibid). Koehl’s ceramic comparison between 
Alalakh and Ugarit adds to the fact that Mukiš and Alalakh 
are hardly mentioned in texts from Ugarit—yet more proof 
that Alalakh was not a city any more at the apogee of the 
Ugarit archives, during the thirteenth century B.C.E. (see 
Section 5.2 below).

Woolley (1955: 376, 398) uses Mycenaean pottery as his 
main tool in dating Level IW in Alalakh. His identification 
of all the Level IW Mycenaean pottery as LH IIIB, together 
with the misidentification of the orthostat of Tudaliya 
DUMU.LUGAL as that of king Tudaliya IV while he 
was still a crown prince (Niedorf 2002), brought him to 
the conclusion that Level IW was in existence during most 
of the thirteenth century B.C.E.22 Clearly, the date of the 
orthostat of Tudaliya DUMU.LUGAL is significantly 
earlier than Woolley's estimated date (see Section 3.3). 
Stratigraphically, Level IW does not hold as one phase 
any more, and its different buildings and structures are 
redistributed between Levels III–IBF (see Summary 
Tables 1 and 2). The remaining question is whether 
Woolley’s analysis of the Mycenaean pottery is accurate, 
and therefore requires dating all the Level IW buildings in 
which he excavated Mycenaean pottery as LH IIIB or later.
Since Woolley first analyzed the Mycenaean pottery at 
Atchana (1955: 369–376), views on the Aegean pottery 
of the site have changed tremendously. While the earliest 
Aegean pottery found at Atchana is LM IB/LH IIA and LH 
IIB, the latest and by far the largest group is, according to 
Koehl, LH IIIA:2, all of standard Mycenaean fabric (ibid.). 
Markedly, Koehl dates sherds of one or a few stirrup jars 
to LH IIIB:1 or even later (ibid.; 2005 AIA presentation).23 
Based on the pottery excavated in 2003 and 2004 Koehl 
limits the latest type to LH IIIA:2 late, which he dates to 
the latter half of the fourteenth century BCE.24 To sum up 
Koehl’s opinion in his publication (2005), presentation 
(AIA 2005) and Chicago excavations report, the majority 

22 For the first reappraisal of Woolley’s date of the Mycenaean pottery in 
Alalakh see Swift 1958: 34, 40–42. Swift, followed by Rowton (1970: 
230–231), was the first to identify the bulk of the Mycenaean pottery of 
Level IIW as LH IIIA pottery.
23 Jeremy Rutter (personal communication, December 2008) sees no 
reason not to group this stirrup jar with the large assemblage of LH IIIA:2. 
Koehl possibly changed his mind in his 2003–04 report to the Chicago 
expedition, writing that “I believe that none of the Mycenaean imports at 
Atchana need date later than LH IIIA:2 late.” Koehl’s identification of the 
LH IIIB may be in line with an erroneous date in his paper (2005: 415) 
where he suggests that the Hittites lost their control over Alalakh around 
1275 B.C.E. This idea is unfounded and out of date (see Chapter 3 for my 
discussion of the orthostat of Tudaliya DUMU.LUGAL).
24 On Rutter’s website (http://projectsx.dartmouth.edu/classics/history/
bronze_age/lessons/les/24.html) Late Helladic IIIA:2 is dated to ca. 
1390/1370 – 1320/1300 B.C.E.

IIIB. These ceramic observations clearly support the idea 
that Çatal Höyük was inhabited during the thirteenth 
century B.C.E., though assumptions are limited due to 
the size of the dig and its incomplete nature. In addition, 
the alignment of the walls of phase N "remains identical 
to the alignment of phase M buildings, indicating that 
probably some remains of other M structures were either 
only visible or still in use" when phase N was built (Pucci, 
forthcoming).

Under the limitations of the excavation extent, it is possible 
that not only at Tell Atchana, but also at Çatal Höyük, a 
small settlement survived to the end of the LBA. As we 
know from Atchana, the dramatic decline of the inhabited 
area in the site does not mean a total abandonment. An 
Afrin village such as Çatal Höyük may possibly have 
survived due to its location only 65 km. from Aleppo, 
which continues to be a major Hittite center well into the 
thirteenth century B.C.E. If indeed the new inhabitants of 
Amuq phase N were looking for the existing settlements 
(habitually, they were not founding new sites), and if 
indeed most of the existing settlements in the thirteenth 
century were located in the eastern Amuq, at the Afrin 
Valley, this could explain the clump of Amuq N sites in 
the east (Plan 54).

Mycenaean Pottery in Alalakh

Mycenaean ceramics from Alalakh were published by 
Woolley (1955: 369–376), Morris and Crouwel (1985) 
and Koehl (2005a). Koehl presented an additional study of 
Mycenaean pottery, unearthed in Alalakh by the University 
of Chicago expedition during the 2003–2004 seasons at 
the annual meeting of AIA in Boston, January 2005 (Koehl 
2005b).20

It is clear that Woolley published only a small portion of 
the Aegean ceramics that he found: thirteen complete or 
restorable Mycenaean vessels and an additional eighteen 
sherds (Koehl 2005a: 415). Morris and Crouwel added 
eight sherds to the corpus (ibid).21 Koehl studied and 
published an additional 128 fragments, which had been 
stored at Woolley’s dig house on Tell Atchana. Together 
with the older publications, Koehl’s article (2005) brings 
the minimum number of published Mycenaean vessels at 
Atchana to eighty four (ibid.: 416). During the 2003–2004 
seasons of the University of Chicago dig at Atchana yet 
another 38 Mycenaean sherds were excavated, all studied 
by Koehl. While the Chicago sherds represent a minimum 
of 24 vessels, the total number of LH IIIA:2 found up 

20 I attended at Koehl’s presentation. Moreover, I would like to thank 
him for sending me the full text of his talk, as well as a summary of his 
study, which was part of the 2003–2004 Oriental Institute project at Tell 
Atchana.
21 Morris and Crouwel (1985: 86) note: “many of the pieces catalogued 
here have no recorded find-spot; in fact, several fragments seem never to 
have been registered and therefore have no excavation number. One or 
two have letters penciled on them which probably refer to trenches. The 
extremely disturbed nature of the site means that, even when the actual 
level of a find is known, it cannot be regarded as reliable indication of 
date.” I do not share Morris and Crouwel’s opinion on the stratigraphy of 
Tell Atchana, but clearly it is almost impossible to make a reliable claim 
over the origin of most of the unpublished pottery of the site.
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B.C.E. Unlike most of the Mycenaean pottery examined 
by Koehl, those sherds that originated in the Chicago 
excavation were carefully excavated, and although most of 
the sherds were not found in situ on floors, but in secondary 
deposits, the way they were handled and marked by the 
excavators makes them at least as secure as those which 
originated from Woolley’s most secure context. The great 
similarity between the Mycenaean assemblage of the 
Chicago excavation and the one at el Amarna, Egypt, as 
pointed out by Koehl, and the relatively large number of 
types, makes it almost certain that these are not heirlooms 
from earlier phases, but indeed represent quite accurately 
the assemblage of the mid–late fourteenth century B.C.E. 
One does not expect heirlooms to have so important a 
presence in a typical assemblage of imports at the era. It is 
also uncommon that such a large percentage of the imports 
in a given assemblage (one-sixth) will be of heirlooms. 
Therefore, even if Cline’s idea (1991) of a Hittite embargo 

of the Mycenaean pottery at Tell Atchana (and 100% of 
the Mycenaean sherds excavated in Area 2) are LH IIIA:2, 
and the small minority of the pottery is either earlier or 
even later than LH IIIA:2. It is possible that importation 
did cease all together, but if it continued into LH IIIB, it 
was done in very small quantities. It is very significant that 
all the Mycenaean pottery excavated during the Chicago 
campaign was LH IIIA:2 late, since they all originated in 
the two final sub phases of the site occupation in Area 2, 
east of the area in which Woolley excavated the Levels 
VI–IW private houses (Plan 57).25

This fact, together with several other considerations, allows 
me to suggest that most of Tell Atchana was not occupied 
at all beyond the last decades of the fourteenth century 
25 The author supervised the digging in Area 2 in both 2003 and 2004 
over a total area of 800 m2. Only two coherent final phases were dug 
in the area during the two seasons. See Yener, Schloen and Fink 2004a; 
2004b; 2005; Fink 2008a.

Plan 57. The squares excavated by the University of Chicago expedition to Tell Atchana, 2003–2004 (image: Eudora Struble)
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one of the Level 0W burials (ATG/37/2), and which 
was already discussed above: a scarab that Woolley 
attributed to Ramses VI, and that is now ascribed to the 
time of Amenhotep III (Kitchen 1982).

At this point it is hard to tell whether or not Mycenaean 
imports were brought to Alalakh’s Hittite military 
stronghold of the thirteenth century B.C.E. According to 
my stratigraphic analysis the only buildings in Alalakh 
that survived into the thirteenth century B.C.E. were the 
Levels IA–0W temples, including the Paluwa shrine, the 
later stage of the Levels III–IIW fort and the Level IW house 
38/B. Of this list, Woolley records LH IIIB Mycenean 
pottery only in the Level IW house 38/B (1955: 196–197): 
he notes three globular flasks of vertical type found in a 
grave, dug into room 2 in square P10 (ATP/38/5, 6, 7), 
another globular flask of vertical type (ATP/38/8) in 
room 2, a piriform jar on the floor of room 1 (bugelkanne 
ATP/38/226), and un-numbered Mycenaean sherds in 
room 4 (in context with Atchana ware).28 Mountjoy ends 
this vertical type of globular flask (probably FS 189) in LH 
IIIA:2 (1986: 81, 108; 1993: 77; Leonard 1994: no. 1279–
1281, 1306). Could these four vertical globular flasks and 
one piriform jar date to late in the thirteenth century? Are 
these heirlooms, still in circulation or dug or exposed 
somewhere in the latest phase of the large abandoned site? 
Or is Woolley’s interpretation of the stratigraphy of Level 
IW house 38/B inaccurate?

Level IIIF private houses

Level IW house 37/A (Plans 43, 50)

This is a large and well-planned house, which was found in very 
bad condition (Woolley 1955: 193). Most of the walls were 
built on the stumps of the Level IIW walls, and did not have any 
stone foundations (ibid.). The building was destroyed in heavy 
fire, which burnt the floors and walls into red brick color, and 
reduced many of them to powder (ibid.). While many of the 
thresholds are not restorable, most of the blueprint is (ibid.). The 
house faces at least two streets: one is parallel to the city-wall, 
and the other is between Level IW houses 37/A and 37/B, where 
the main entrance to house 37/A is located (ibid.). House 37/A 
is built of two dividable units (northeast and southwest), each 
enjoying access from the outside (ibid.: 195). In the area to the 
northwest of the house, between Level IW houses 37/A and 38/A, 
no Level IW building was found, but Woolley suggests that house 
37/A was actually extended to the northwest. Level IIIF, being the 
last level of the city of Alalakh, and therefore, the last inhabited 
phase of most of the site, suffered from intensive robbery of 
building materials, to be reused in nearby Tell Ta’yinat. While 
Tell Atchana is located just 800 m. away from Tell Ta’yinat, 
the nearest stone quarry was located at least 10 km. away. It is 
obvious that the inhabitants of Ta’yinat of Amuq phases N and 
M (Iron Age I and II) used Tell Atchana as a prime source for 
building materials.

28 Woolley (1955: 197) finds it hard to believe that Atchana ware 
continued to be used so late. He writes: “it was noted that while they 
lay apparently above floor-level there was really no floor preserved and 
‘their appearance here might be accidental’—it would indeed be the only 
known occurrence of this ware in Level I.”

over Mycenaean imports is correct26—and Alalakh seems 
to be a way to prove it, since Mycenaean imports to 
Alalakh ceased with LH IIIA:2, possibly not many years 
after Mukiš was annexed to the Hittite empire—the truth is 
that it is purely coincidental, since not only did the imports 
cease, but so did Alalakh as a city.

Indeed, late LH IIIA:2 is strongly represented in the 
final occupation of the site, in the area excavated by the 
University of Chicago. Woolley identifies Level IW with 
most of the Mycenaean imports, now all analyzed as 
mid–late fourteenth century LH IIIA:2. Furthermore, of 
Woolley’s three sub-phases of Level IW, he mentions the 
latest ones, “the upper strata of that level” as a main find 
spot of (now known to be LH IIIA:2) Mycenaean pottery 
(1955: 374¸ 398). In contrast, Level IIW private houses 
have very few LH IIIA:2 imports; the dominant painted 
ware is Atchana ware, which pre-dates (and is basically 
sealed by) LH IIIA:2, giving it a likely date somewhere in 
the early fourteenth century. Moreover, there is one place 
where the Level IIW LH IIIA:2 pottery is represented at its 
zenith: the Level IIW temple, where a whole chariot-krater 
was found (Woolley 1955: 396, Pl. CXXVIIIa). Allegedly, 
fragments of the same type were also found in the Level 
IIIW temple (ibid.). By shifting the Level IIW temple and 
most of the Level IW private houses to Level IIIF, and the 
Level IIIW temple to Level IVBF as I have suggested (see 
Chapter 3 and Summary Table 1), LH IIIA:2 is brought 
back to its well established date (Mountjoy 1986, 1993; 
Leonard 1994).27 Conspicuously, in his publication of the 
Mycenaean sherds stored at Woolley’s dig house (2005: 
416), Koehl notes that two-thirds of the fragments were 
marked as originating from Levels IVW and IIIW, which 
for Woolley represent the last phase of Mittanian rule and 
the first phase of Hittite domination. Such high amounts of 
Mycenean sherds would be surprising for my stratigraphic 
analysis, since in it both levels fall under Mittanian 
supremacy. However, in his AIA 2005 presentation, 
Koehl himself admitted that the ‘level’—if indeed these 
markings refer to levels—indicated on at least some of the 
pottery is far out of reasonable phase (too early by half 
a millennium), and therefore, unreliable. I have difficulty 
pursuing an argument that relies on pencil marks of roman 
numerals with no other related documentation.

The dates of Level 0W (and hence, Level IW) were also 
dictated by Woolley’s (1955: 203–205, 373–374, 398–
399) assumptions about the dates of the graves that 
were dug into the ruins of Level IW. Most significant is 
the mis-identification of some of the vessels as LH IIIC 
imports, which required a twelfth century date or later. 
This misidentification joins another misidentification 
(ibid.: 203, 399, Pl. LXVI131) of an object found in 
26 although Singer (2006: 252–258) shows textual evidence for reciprocal 
trade between Ahhiyawans and Hittites.
27 Alalakh is clearly not central to van Wijngaarden’s book (2002: 113) 
on the use and appreciation of Mycenaean pottery. However, in his 
discussion of Mycenaean pottery at the site, van Wijngaarden makes 
some basic mistakes in his description of Tell Atchana’s stratigraphy, 
describing “the palace uncovered in Level V” as Niqmepa’s palace, and 
dating the Level IVW palace to the thirteenth century B.C.E.
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Level IW house 38/A (Plans 49, 50)

The walls of this large building are poorly preserved, 
mostly known at the foundation level only, and their top 
elevations are below the Level IW floor levels (ibid.: 191). 
As in other Level IW buildings, the walls were built on the 
stumps of Level IIW walls. It was impossible to track most 
of the doorways in this house (ibid.: 192). However, it 
seems that one of the entrances to the house was located in 
the narrow alley between the house and the city wall.

Just outside the door to room 1 a cylinder seal (AT/39/73) 
was found (ibid.), but it is doubtful whether it is dated to 
Level IW (Collon 1982: 30).30 In room 3 Woolley found a 
bronze arrowhead and a bronze pin. Room 4 had a cement 
floor and a dado of tiles covering the wall. At the south 
corner of this room “there was a three-sided tile and cement 
raised compartment,” in front of which a tiled runnel was 
found (Woolley 1955: 192). Rooms 7 and 8 are a toilet 
unit. In room 12 Woolley finds possible evidence that the 
house was remodeled during Level IW (ibid.: 193). Here, 
again, a grave containing unspecified Mycenaean pottery 
is dug into the latest phase of Level IW—to be expected in 
view of my stratigraphic analysis. Woolley reports remains 
of floor in room 13 and floor remnants in the rest of square 
H17, where above the floor, the fragments of a Mycenaean 
chariot-krater were found. Woolley also relates one of the 
outstanding cylinder seals of Alalakh (AT/39/68; ibid.: 
193; Collon 1982: 127–129) to this building, although it 
was found north of room 1 on the ruins of the Levels III–
IIW/IVBF city wall.

5.2 Level IIABF (1320/1313–1240)

The plans of Levels IIAF and IIBF accompany this 
discussion.

The city of Alalakh was probably destroyed ca. 1320/1313, 
and its inhabitants largely expelled. The royal compound 
of Level IVBF, which was rebuilt during Level IIIF, and 
included the Levels III–IIW fortress and the temple 
platform, was partially destroyed in 1320/1313, then 
immediately rebuilt. The remains of the Levels III–IIW 
fort/the Level IVBF palace, as Woolley found them in the 
final phase of their occupation, represent the end of Level 
IIF. This is especially valid in the southern wing of the 
palace, where the floors of three of the rooms are preserved 
(Woolley 1955: 166–171). The two sub-phases of Level 
IIF (A-early and B-late) are based on the two building 
stages of the Level IW temples, which are discussed in 
some detail above. Due to historical and archaeological 
reasons (Chapter 3) I dated Level IIAF/the Level IAW 
temple to 1320/1313–1280 and Level IIBF/the Level IBW 
temple to 1280–1240. The stronghold of Alalakh occupied 
a territory of 3 ha. at the most, while the area of the mound 
of Atchana (the city) is 21 ha., leaving aside the possibility 

30 Collon (1982: 30): “The seal is attributed by Woolley to Level I on p. 
192 and to Level III or later on p. 264 while a Level IV attribution has 
been entered in the field notes.”

The entrance to the southwest wing of the house is 
probably into room 1, “a clay-floored lobby” (Plan 43; 
ibid.: 193). Room 1 leads to room 2, where several vessels 
of local ware were found, and to room 4, where a clay 
hearth was unearthed in the west corner. Room 3 is an 
open court that leads to four different rooms: 2, 4, 5 and 
the unnumbered, partially excavated room at its northwest 
end. It is clay-floored, and against its northeast wall, two 
large and one small brick-built bases were excavated. In 
addition, Woolley found there a brick-edged hearth, a 
hinge stone, a base of a large jar sunk into the floor, two 
basalt tripod bowls, and a bronze chisel, axe and sickle 
(ibid.: 195). Room 5 contained a bread oven. In room 6, 
the lobby room of the northeast wing, several ring stands 
were found. The presence of a large number of ring stands 
in many of the later-level private houses in Tell Atchana 
shows that this was a common way to keep a jar standing, 
almost as popular as sinking them into the ground. Room 7 
is the open court and the light well of the northeast wing—
all the rooms of this wing are surrounding it (ibid.). All 
the walls of this room are a rebuilding of Level IIW walls 
except for the southeast wall and part of the northeast wall. 
In room 9 a fragment of a Mycenaean flask was found,29 
and a storage jar was excavated in room 11.

Several burials were dug into the walls of rooms 10 and 
11. Woolley (ibid.) reports that the burials contained 
Mycenaean pottery, and therefore, must belong to the 
latest sub-phase of Level IW. The implication of this idea 
would be that the house went out of function before the 
end of Level IW. A better explanation is derived from my 
new stratigraphic scheme: house 37/A was burnt when the 
city of Alalakh ceased to exist (1320/1313), at the end of 
Level IIIF. The inhabitants of the stronghold of Levels II–IF 
probably buried their deceased nearby. The ruins of house 
37/A were close enough to the stronghold and functioned, 
together with its vicinity (houses 37/B and 38/A) as the 
cemetery of Levels II–IF (ibid.: 195–196).

Level IW house 37/B (Plans 43, 50)

This house, located across the street from house 37/A, and 
likewise built on the stumps of Level IIW houses, was also 
heavily burnt and had mostly disappeared (ibid.: 196). 
Here, again “the area was honeycombed with the pits made 
for later burials… which had disturbed the levels as well as 
destroying the standing walls” (ibid.). For my explanation 
on the date of this cemetery see the above description of 
the Level IW house 37/A. Several long gold bars, as well 
as two pairs of earrings (AT/37/29; ibid.: Pl. LXIXv), were 
found in room 5.

Level IW house 37/C (Plans 43 (unlabelled), 50)

Of house 37/C only three walls are left, and no further 
information is disclosed about it.

29 Woolley (1955: 195) reports that this flask is similar to “ATP/38/37 on 
Pl. CXXXIII.” Based on the pottery cards, ATP/38/37 is not a flask, but 
a jug, found in a different level and different location. Pl. CXXXIII does 
not exist in Woolley 1955 at all. I believe that Woolley meant to refer to 
ATP/38/7 in Pl. CXXVII.



1987; Arnaud 1996: 47–54) is most probably from the 
time of Niqmepa son of Idrimi, dated to the fifteenth 
century Level IVAF, and is beyond the time frame of this 
discussion. Another relatively well-dated testimony is the 
introduction letter of DUMU.LUGAL Šukur-Tešub, in all 
probability a governor of Alalakh (Lackenbacher 2002: 
95–96), to Ammitamru III (1260–1235; Arnaud 1999; 
Singer 1999), king of Ugarit (see Section 3.3).

Muki is also mentioned in one of the Akkadian letters, 
found in Ugarit—RS 20.212 (Lackenbacher 2002: 103–
104; Otten 1963: 8). This letter is very similar to several 
letters from Ugarit (Singer 1999: 716–717; Singer 2006: 
248–249; Fink 2006: 684), among which figures the 
Ugaritic letter RS 18.038 of the time of Ammurapi II, 
king of Ugarit (1215–1190/1185). Singer suggests that RS 
20.212 "may perhaps be inferred" from RS 18.038. In my 
recent article (Fink 2006: 686–687) I date the composition 
of RS 18.038 to early in the reign of Ammurapi II. Singer 
(1999: 716) describes RS 20.212:

An Akkadian letter sent by the ‘Sun’ of Hatti to 
the king of Ugarit reprimands him for disobeying 
the orders of the King (of Carchemish) in the 
matter of a vital grain shipment… He reminds 
his vassal of the obligations he took upon 
himself in return for his exemption from corvée 
duties (ilku). He is supposed to provide one 
great ship with its crew for the transportation 
of 2,000 (kor?) of grain from Muki to Ura in 
one or two shipments. Two Hittite messengers, 
Ali-Ziti rei arri (SAG.LUGAL) and Kunni, 
are sent to supervise the transaction. The letter 
concludes with the dramatic exclamation: ‘(It is 
a matter) of death or life!’

This letter makes it clear that the famine in the Hittite 
hinterland lasted for several decades before the empire 
came to its end (Singer 1999: 707; Lackenbacher and 
Malbran-Labat 2005: 238; Divon 2008). RS 20.212 is 
probably in line with the ongoing Hittite attempts to ship 
food from the Levant to the harbors close to Hatti, like 
that of Ura in Cilicia. Muki is either the place where the 
grain is grown or is the storage space for grain shipped 
down the Orontes, Afrin (Aprê) and Kara Su (Saluara) 
Rivers. It is not clear if the grain is stored in Alalakh or 
in another town: this could possibly be Sabuniye Höyüğü 
(Pamir and Brands 2005: 104), located five kilometers 
from the mouth of the river, and hence, more convenient 
for the ships of Ugarit to reach. Moreover, it is apparent 
that Muki cannot provide ships to transport the grain by 
itself. Nothing in this text contradicts my assumption that 
most of Alalakh's population was expelled during the last 
quarter of the fourteenth century B.C.E. On the contrary, 
collecting the grain of this fertile region is one of the 
expected activities of a Hittite (military?) stronghold. It 
is also understandable that the Hittites did not relinquish 
altogether the lush land of Muki, since it is well known in 
Hittite literature for its quality wine; even the Hittite queen 
Puduepa dreams about it, according to one text (Klengel 

that there was a lower town. Although the final phases 
at Tell Atchana are the most intensively excavated, their 
state of preservation is poor: both the final phase of the 
city (Level IIIF) and the stronghold levels must have been 
heavily looted by the builders of Iron Age Tell Ta’yinat in 
its different phases.

The recent excavations (2006–2009) of the site by Mustafa 
Kemal University, Antakya, offer confirmation for some 
of my arguments. In the web report of the 2008 season 
(Alalakh.org/report_2008.asp), the anonymous author 
writes that “tentatively the ceramics of phase 3 should be 
roughly contemporary with Woolley’s Level IV palace.” 
This testimony is based on the excavation in Area 4, 
which is located at the southwestern part of the site, far 
away from the palace and temple area of Woolley’s 
old excavation. If indeed the local phase 3 in Area 4 is 
similar to the material excavated in the Level IVAF/IVW 
(= 1465/1440–1420/1400) palace, then local phase 2 is 
similar to Level IVBF (1420/1400–1353/1341), and local 
phase 1 is similar to Level IIIF (1353/1341–1320/1313). 
This is a fresh confirmation of my analysis that concludes 
that the city of Alalakh had ceased to exist by the end of 
Level IIIF.

The same report (ibid.) offers a brief description and 
a low-resolution map of “geophysical remote sensing 
surveys over eight hectares of the site utilizing 
Geomagnetic Field Gradient measurements and 
resistivity measurements.” One of the observations 
of Christian Hüber, who conducted the survey, is the 
possible existence of a “wall separating the Royal 
Precinct from the rest of the town in the southeast.” This 
wall could have been built on top of the “wall separating 
the Royal Precinct from the rest of the town,” but, if it 
exists, it must be in its final phase the wall surrounding 
the Hittite stronghold.

Alalakh in Ugarit

I already discussed one aspect of the historical background 
of this period in Alalakh (and the next one—Level IF) in 
the chapter on the Alalakh temples. There, I brought to the 
fore three Hittite officials (Tudaliya, Paluwa and Šukur-
Tešub), who were part of the northern Levantine Hittite 
administration (centered in Karkami), following their 
careers in the Alalakh stronghold and beyond. It is clear 
now that Alalakh had already lost its prime importance 
by the time of Murili II. It probably became even less 
important following the Kadesh battle (1274) and the 
peace treaty between atuili III and Ramses II (1259), 
when the Egyptian and Assyrian threats over the northern 
Levant were removed from the Hittite agenda—at least for 
a while, until the time of Tudaliya "IV" and the battle of 
Niriya. This diminution in Alalakh's importance can be 
easily established by surveying the very few attestations of 
the city and the region of Muki in the abounding archives of 
the nearest neighbor Ugarit, and even further, by analyzing 
the context of these few citations. These attestations are in 
tablets of various dates. The earliest testimony (Bunnens 
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Ugarit's army is in fact located in the town of 
Apsuna in the northern part of the kingdom of 
Ugarit. Second, the king of Ugarit is quoted 
as claiming that his chariotry is in poor shape 
and his horses are famished as a pretext for not 
sending his chariotry as demanded. Finally, the 
king of Ugarit is accused of keeping to himself 
the best mariyannu-troops while he sends to the 
viceroy only worthless soldiers.

Singer (1999: 725) suggests that the 2,000 horses 
mentioned in RS 16.402 are those demanded by the King 
of Karkami in RS 34.143. Pardee's translation (2002) of 
RS 16.402 makes Singer's assumption even more likely, 
since according to Pardee it is the king of Ugarit who 
orders Iririaruma to bring him the horses, rather than 
Iririaruma asking the queen of Ugarit for the horses, as 
was previously understood. Pardee's revised translation 
allows us to scrutinize the expected chain of command: 
the King of Karkami sends his directive to the king of 
Ugarit, and the king of Ugarit dictates it to one of his 
high officials, Iririaruma. When the latter either cannot 
follow his king's order or does not want to fulfill it, the 
king of Ugarit replies to the King of Karkami in the same 
manner as Iririaruma answers him, literally "recycling" 
Iririaruma's explanations or excuses.

These letters, possibly along with others that remain 
unpublished (Malbran-Labat 1995: 107; 2008: 35), show 
that Muki is a battlefield—possibly even the place where 
an enemy vanguard or advance party is located. Since 
Muki is a crossroads between east and west, and north 
and south, the enemy needs to decide whether to advance 
along the westward road, towards Aleppo and Karkami, 
on the northeast road to Karkami, or southward, up the 
Orontes valley, approaching Ugarit. The King of Karkami 
expects Ugarit’s troops to fight the enemy in Muki, where 
the enemy is, but he complains that the forces of Ugarit 
are in Apsuna (RS 34.143). Apsuna is located within the 
territory of Ugarit, northeast of the city of Ugarit (van 
Soldt 2005: 10, 104, 170). It is not located on the border of 
Ugarit and Muki, but probably in a strategic high position 
in the second line of towns and villages, northeast of the 
city of Ugarit. An enemy that approached Ugarit from 
Muki by land would have most probably marched along 
the Orontes River. Apsuna, therefore, would be the right 
place to stage an ambush. If the king of Ugarit indeed kept 
his troops in Apsuna, he was protecting Ugarit, possibly 
trying to "convince" the enemy to choose another direction: 
either the road to Aleppo or the one that leads to Karkami.
I believe that RS 20.212, RS 16.402 and RS 34.143 all 
date to the reign of Ammurapi II, the last king of Ugarit. 
While RS 20.212 is probably from early in the reign of 
Ammurapi II, RS 16.402 and RS 34.143 are dated to its 
very end.

Two unpublished letters, excavated in 1994 in the House 
of Urtenu in Ugarit, may shed new light on the history 
of Muki in the thirteenth century. These are RS 94.2079, 
which is described by Malbran-Labat (2008: 26) as 

1975: 63–64), KUB 15.1, dated to the reign of attuili 
III (1267–1237). In it, the goddess depat URUUda (Lebrun 
2001: 330–332) is apparently revealing to Puduepa her 
passion for Mukiean wine (Klengel 1975: 63–64).

Another letter, most probably dated to the last days of 
Ugarit (and almost certainly, no earlier than the second 
half of the thirteenth century), is in Ugaritic—RS 16.402 
(= KTU 2.33) (Albright 1958; Lipiński 1981; Pardee 1984; 
Dijkstra 1987: 42–46; Cunchillos 1989: 325–340; Pardee 
2002). The letter is only partly preserved, but the three 
involved agents can be identified: the king of Ugarit, the 
queen (the recipient of the letter), and an important person 
called Iririaruma, who is the sender. There is no doubt 
that this letter recorded dramatic events in Ugarit (Pardee 
2002): the king is away waging war, and he is currently 
lodging by/on the Amanus (?) range; the enemy is in 
Muki, and Iririaruma is assigned with the responsibility 
of furnishing the king with 2,000 horses, a mission he finds 
hard to fulfill.

It is now the consensus among scholars that the word 
mg in line 10 stands for "Muki" (del Olmo Lete and 
Sanmartín 2000: 265). Nonetheless, it is probably the only 
attestation of this word in Ugaritic so far, since the name 
does not appear in KTU 3.1 (Dietrich and Loretz 1963: 
208, 213–214 vs. Knoppers 1993: 82–84 and Dalix 1998). 
Scholars disagree as to which events are the background 
of the composition of this letter: the extreme pressure of 
the Assyrian king Tukulti-Ninurta over the Hittites under 
Tudaliya "IV" (Lipiński 1981: 108–109; Klengel 1992: 
140), or the final days of the kingdom of Ugarit (Astour 
1965: 257–258; Singer 1999: 723–725; Pardee 2002: 
106).31 In both cases Muki is just the battlefield between 
Ugarit, possibly in the service of the Hittites, and the 
unknown enemy, either the Assyrians or the “Sea Peoples.” 
In this text there is no evidence for any population in 
Muki, or reference to the role of Muki in this war or 
even to the Hittite stronghold at Alalakh. Indeed, we can 
probably date the destruction of that stronghold, shortly 
before the final days of Ugarit, based on this letter.

Singer (1999: 723–725) associates the Ugaritic letter RS 
16.402 with RS 34.143 (Malbran-Labat 1991: 27–29; Zeeb 
1992; Yamada 1992: 444–445), a letter in Akkadian, where 
a military operation in Muki is also mentioned. This well-
preserved letter, written by the King (of Karkami) to an 
unnamed king of Ugarit, is not easy to interpret (Singer 
1999: 723). Singer (ibid.) describes it as follows:

First, the king of Ugarit is accused of misleading 
his master by claiming that his army is camped 
in Muki; according to the King's sources 

31 The third option, dating this Ugaritic letter to the time of hostility 
between Muki and Ugarit in the mid fourteenth century B.C.E., before 
Šuppiluliuma I's first Syrian war (for example, Dijkstra 1987: 46) seems 
to be out of date; most Ugaritic scholars accept Dalix' (1998: 5) claim 
that “no use of Ugaritic earlier than the thirteenth century B.C. may be 
proven.” For additional literature on the date of RS 16.402 see Yamada 
1992: 445, n. 70.
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enemy was in Muki, then this enemy's offensive may 
have been responsible for the destruction of Level 
IIBF or of Level IAF. Once the threat was removed, the 
Hittite stronghold could be rebuilt—explaining at least 
one of the Hittite-period reconstructions at Alalakh. 
As described above, the final phases of the Hittite 
stronghold are heavily robbed, probably by the builders 
of Iron Age Tell Ta’yinat.

The end of Level IIBF marks also the end of the Levels 
III–IIW fort/IVBW palace. A new building, Level IW house 
38/B, is built southwest of the fort, and clearly covers 
parts of it (Plan 7; Woolley 1955: 196–198). This building 
is probably more modest than the previous residence of 
the governor, but it is the best-planned “private house” 
in Alalakh, and must have functioned as an important 
administrative building. Only the west wing of the Level 
IW house 38/B is preserved—its actual area could have 
been as much as three times what we currently know of 
this building. Nevertheless, Alalakh is now just a small 
military post. The small shrines and the Level IW house 
38/B replace larger temples and the fort/palace.

The Level IW house 38/B is contemporary with the Paluwa 
shrine (in Level IAF) and with the Level 0W temple (in Level 
IBF); both were discussed above. These three buildings are 

composed "à propos de l'envoi de troupes à Alala" during 
the reign of one of the kings of Ugarit, who bore the name 
Niqmaddu; and RS 94.2389 (ibid.: 35), a fragment of a 
letter that describes the "situation à Alala.” If RS 94.2079 
is the letter Malbran-Labat previously hinted about (1995: 
107), then she probably dates it to the reign of Niqmaddu 
IV (1225/1220–1215) (Arnaud 1999: 163; Lackenbacher 
2002: 357); could it otherwise be dated to the reign 
of Niqmaddu III (1350–1315)? Malbran-Labat (1995: 
107) writes that the turmoil originated neither from the 
Mediterranean nor from Anatolia, but rather from inland 
Syria, with roots to Mesopotamia. It is possible that once 
additional documents of the House of Urtenu archive are 
published, our understanding of Muki of the thirteenth 
century will be significantly different than it is today.

5.3 Level IABF (1240–1190/1185)

The plans of Levels IAF and IBF accompany this discussion.

It is now established that several letters from Ugarit bear 
out that the enemy was in Muki at least for a while, and 
that this enemy was strong enough to threaten Ugarit, 
and possibly Karkami as well. It is uncertain if all 
the letters describe one event, and if they do, whether 
it is dated to the final days of Ugarit, or earlier. If the 

Plan 58. A proposed plan for Level 0W (after Yener 2005: 144, Fig. 4.34)
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floor of room 1 (bugelkanne ATP/38/226), and unnumbered 
Mycenaean sherds in room 4. I note in Section 5.1 that 
Mountjoy ends the manufacture of this vertical type of 
globular flask (probably FS 189) in LH IIIA:2 (1986: 
81, 108; 1993: 77; Leonard 1994: no. 1279–1281, 1306). 
I think we must consider the possibility that these items 
date to late in the thirteenth century, or that they are those 
heirlooms, still in circulation or dug or exposed somewhere 
in the latest phase of the large abandoned site. As we have 
seen, Woolley’s interpretation of the stratigraphy of Level 
IW house 38/B may be inaccurate. 

Other than the Mycenaean pottery, Woolley reports that he 
found local pottery and a rough basalt bowl in room 1, a piece 
of bronze scale armor (AT/38/137) in room 4, several local 
ware vessels in room 13 and a horseshoe-shaped ingot of 
copper in room 14, along with some local pottery.

Two additional graves were dug into the floors of Level 
IW house 38/B: ATG/38/5 in room 5, and ATG/38/10 
in room 13 (Plan 7; Woolley 1955: 205). In ATG/38/5 
two cylinder seals were found (AT/38/127a–b); both 
are identified by Collon (1982: 73, 114–115) as post-
Mittanian seals of the late-fourteenth or even thirteenth 
century B.C.E. This date does not contradict my date of 
the Level IW house 38/B, especially since many cylinder 
seals are heirlooms. Noticeably, these seals are among 
the few latest cylinder seals found in Alalakh.

the only buildings of Level IF. All other remnants of walls 
that Woolley assigned to Levels I–0W (Plans 7, 58) are later 
than Level IF, and are probably related to the considerable 
list of unstratified artifacts of post LBA periods found at 
Tell Atchana (Woolley 1955: 399, n. 4).

Level IW house 38/B

The Level IW house 38/B is a well-planned building, 
regularly laid out, with solid walls and no stone foundations 
(ibid.: 197). Woolley originally dated it to an early sub-
phase of Level IW due to several later walls (squares R9 
and R10) that cancel it (Plan 58; ibid.: 196), and which 
he assigned to Level IW or 0W. As I mentioned above, 
there is no necessity to date these walls to the LBA or to 
Iron Age I; therefore there is no reason why the Level IW 
house 38/B should date as early as Level IAW. Woolley’s 
additional incentive to give it an early date is a grave 
(ATG/38/6; Woolley 1955: 205), dug into room 2 in square 
P10.32 I have already discussed the finds in this grave, 
which include three intact Mycenaean globular flasks of 
vertical type (ATP/38/5, 6, 7; ibid.: Pl. CXXVIIc–e) and 
other Mycenaean pottery, actually found on the floors of 
the house. This pottery was recorded by Woolley as LH 
IIIB (1955: 196–197); it included another globular flask 
of vertical type (ATP/38/8) in room 2, a piriform jar on the 

32 This is ATG/38/6 and not ATG/38/5 (both described in Woolley 1955: 
205) as claimed by Collon (1982: 73).
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constitute Level IIIF, which is the final stage of 
Alalakh as a city, and the only phase in which Alalakh 
functioned as a city under Hittite rule.

7) Alalakh ceased to exist as a city late in the fourteenth 
century B.C.E. (1320/1313). A Hittite stronghold 
replaced the city and occupied just a small part of the 
site.

8) The main structures of the Hittite stronghold were 
rebuilt several times: the temples thrice, the governor’s 
palace at least once.

In view of recent comprehensive studies of the history, 
social structure and culture of Level IVW/IVAF (von 
Dassow 2008; Niedorf 2008), this substantial subject was 
only briefly discussed in my study. However, I examined 
thoroughly all the post-Level IVW/IVAF records relevant 
to Alalakh and Muki, originating in Tell Atchana and 
elsewhere. The following points are among the historical 
milestones, which are presented in this study:

1) The finds and the texts from Alalakh can be 
harmonized with the Mesopotamian ultra-low 
chronology. Nonetheless, they do not necessarily 
contradict the higher chronologies (at least up to the 
middle chronology).

2) I propose that the inscription on the statue of Idrimi 
dates to Level IVBF. Addu-Nīrārī, son (?) of Idrimi, 
was the first king of Level IVBF. Itūr-Addu was the 
last king of this level. Among the records of this 
period one may include a Hittite treaty with Muki 
(KBo 13.55 = CTH 136), Tudaliya II’s campaign 
to Mt. Nanni, the Hurrian text from Kayalıpınar and 
the ritual texts of Allaiturai of Muki and Giziya 
of Alalakh. Considering these records in conjunction 
with the rich and significant Level IVBF must 
drastically change our understanding of Alalakh of the 
fourteenth century B.C.E.

3) The importance of Level IVBF Alalakh is also 
manifested in Šuppiluliuma I’s well-recorded first 
Syrian war. Muki led the coalition against the Hittites, 
and hence, was punished by being divided into two 

In this study I rearranged the stratigraphy of LBA Tell 
Atchana following published and unpublished records. 
This rearrangement allowed me to reexamine the material 
culture and the historical records of LBA Alalakh. Although 
my work concentrates in Levels IV–0W it has important 
implications for the understanding of Tell Atchana from 
Level VIIW on, and for any study of the excavations of Sir 
Leonard Woolley at the site. I consider and hopefully have 
contributed to various branches of learning with this study, 
including the Mesopotamian chronology of the second 
millennium B.C.E.; the statue and inscription of Idrimi and 
its historical background; Hittite policy and administration 
in the northern Levant; the history of the kingdom of 
Muki; the development of the city plan of Alalakh; the 
date of Nuzi ware; the contribution of the Amuq surveys to 
the study of Muki and its limitations; and the uniqueness 
of the Mycenaean pottery of Tell Atchana.

As we have seen, according to my new layout, many of 
the major buildings at Tell Atchana have been re-analyzed 
and re-dated, and are contemporaneous with different 
structures than they were before. As I see it, the main 
results and implications of my approach are as follows:

1) Levels VIW and VAF are thin layers that carry fewer 
structures than previously assumed.

2) The Level VBF fortress is the palace of king Idrimi. 
This building functioned as the main palace during 
Levels VB-IVAF, and was destroyed together with 
Level IVAF in 1420–1400 B.C.E.

3) The Niqmepa and Ilimilimma palaces are in fact the 
later wings of the Levels VB-IVAF palace.

4) All Level IVW/IVAF buildings were obliterated in one 
event.

5) Levels III-IIW are in effect the city of Level IVBF, 
when Alalakh was a Mittanian vassal, during the first 
half of the fourteenth century B.C.E. The city of Level 
IVBF was conquered by Šuppiluliuma I in 1353/1341 
B.C.E.

6) The Levels III-IIW fort together with the Level IIW 
temple and most of the Level IW private houses 

Conclusions: Alalakh in the 15th–12th Centuries

Chapter Six
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archives of Ugarit. When mentioned, the context 
is mostly military—the enemy is in Muki. Two 
unpublished letters from the House of Urtenu archive 
discuss the situation in Alalakh, most probably in 
the second half of the thirteenth century B.C.E. It is 
possible that once additional documents of the House 
of Urtenu archive are published, our understanding of 
Muki of the thirteenth century will be significantly 
different than it is today.

Excavations resumed at Tell Atchana in summer 2003. It 
will be the duty of the current excavators to confirm or 
reject this study and its conclusions in the light of the new 
data constantly presenting itself on site.

and annexed, partly to the Hittite empire (most likely 
to Karkami) and partly to Ugarit.

4) The chain of events (probably) related to Muršili 
II’s campaigns in the northern Levant ends with the 
final destruction of Alalakh as a city, not earlier than 
year 9 of Muršili II (1320/1313). I suggest that the 
population of the city was deported to the Anatolian 
heartland as displaced captives (NAM.RA).

5) Alalakh of the thirteenth century B.C.E. is a Hittite 
stronghold where Hittite officials reside or which they 
frequent. Among them are Tudaliya, Šukur-Tešub 
and Paluwa, all titled "son of the king" (DUMU.
LUGAL). I trace their careers and dates.

6) Alalakh and Muki are barely mentioned in the 
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