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Studies

ANCIENT HISTORY

INDO-EUROPEANS IN ANCIENT
ANATOLIA

Abstract: Several Indo-European languages were recorded in Anatolia:
Hittite, Luwian, Palaic, Phrygian, Thracian, Greek and Armenian. However,
there are no archaeological or genetic traces of migrations of speakers of these
languages from other areas. Recent works in archaeology, linguistics and
paleogenetics have shown that the Indo-European homeland should be sought
in western Asia. Archaeological materials from eastern Europe, Iran, Greece
and Thrace allow migrations from Anatolia and northern Mesopotamia to be
identified and linked to particular languages. But it is difficult to associate
any ceramic type with a specific group. The only possibility is to study the
distribution of ceramic types, genes and language contacts. This demonstrates
that proto-Indo-European originated in northern Mesopotamia. In the Late
Neolithic, some of its speakers migrated to the Balkans, which resulted in the
separation of proto-Anatolian. In the Chalcolithic, other groups moved into
eastern Anatolia, the Caucasus and Iran. In the Early Bronze Age, speakers of
proto-Greek, proto-Thracian and proto-Phrygian migrated from this region to
western Anatolia, and some to the Balkans. At the EBA transition, speakers
of the Anatolian dialects migrated back to Anatolia. Thus, by the early 2"
millennium BC a significant part of Anatolia was inhabited by the Indo-
Europeans.

Keywords: Indo-European origins, Anatolia, Balkans, Neolithic, Bronze Age,
migrations.

INTRODUCTION

The origins and migrations of peoples who spoke the Indo-European
(IE)! languages is one of the most important problems in archaeology, since
speakers of these languages inhabited a huge part of Eurasia during the
historical period. That is why their history corresponds in many respects
to the Eurasian history in the Bronze Age. For many years, archeology was
dominated by the hypothesis about the origin of the IE peoples in the south
of Eastern Europe, the so-called Steppe (or Kurgan) hypothesis®. There was
also a hypothesis about their origins in Asia Minor, and the spread of the IE
languages to other area was associated with the spread of Neolithic economy?®.
The third hypothesis suggested the localisation of the IE homeland on the
Armenian Plateau® or in northern Mesopotamia®. However, over the years,
many colleagues convinced of the Steppe hypothesis have not been able

! Abbreviations used in the text: IE - Indo-European; PIE - proto-Indo-European; EBA - Early
Bronze Age, MBA — Middle Bronze Age, LBA - Late Bronze Age, EIA - Early Iron Age; EH - Early
Helladic, MH — Middle Helladic, LH - Late Helladic.

2 MALLORY 1989; GIMBUTAS 1994; ANTHONY 2007.

3 RENFREW 1987.
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> GRIGORIEV 2002.
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to reliably show how the Indo-Europeans had come from
the steppe to their southern areas (Greece, Anatolia, Iran
and India). But, as it is always with a commonly accepted
idea, it did not require a proof. Moreover, numerous facts
indicating the opposite were ignored. In fact, during a long
period from the Neolithic to the Bronze Age, culture, genes
and languages spread from the Near East. Evidence of their
opposite spread is either absolutely absent or is a fiction®.
Recent generalisations of the paleogenetic and linguistic
data have demonstrated the distribution of ancient genes
from western Asia and very early date of the IE languages,
which does not correspond to the Steppe hypothesis and
points to northern Mesopotamia. However, the fascination
with the Steppe hypothesis remains so great that it is
assumed that there was a secondary IE homeland in the
steppe after migrations from the Near East, and the main IE
languages originated there. But languages of the Anatolian
group (Hittite and Luwian) formed within the initial
homeland and their speakers did not migrate’. Contrary to
this, there was another scheme of IE genesis, according to
which the Anatolian languages separated first as a result of
the Neolithic migration to the Balkans, and their speakers
returned to Anatolia by the beginning of the Bronze Age.
The Indo-Iranians migrated to their historical places from
the Near East, but the Greeks and Thracians, nevertheless,
from the steppe®. However, later it has been shown that the
Greeks and Thracians migrated from Anatolia®, which allows
us to start searching for places in Anatolia where these and
other IE groups lived.

It is a difficult task. In no other region with relatively
systematic archaeological excavations can we find so many
complaints about the poor degree of research, although
this might seem strange to colleagues working in other
regions. The explanation is simple: most of the excavations
is connected with tell-settlements, whose studies, even
within small areas, take many years. In addition to this,
the main attention has been paid to the later and brighter
sites of the Near Eastern civilisations. This does not mean
the absence of simple settlements typical of other regions.
But the places, where they could be, have been inhabited or
plowed over for many thousands of years. Therefore, very
often the distribution areas of a particular ceramic type
are determined not by its presence in cultural layers, but
by its finds on the surface. There are many other problems,
including poor publications.

The second major problem is the possibility for ethnic
reconstructions in Anatolia. In the case of the penetration of
a new cultural complex into Greece or India we can assume
the coming of Greeks or Indo-Aryans. But in the case of the
penetration of a set of artefacts from one Anatolian region
to another, it is more difficult to draw an unambiguous
conclusion, since this can be explained (and is usually
explained) by trade. Everywhere in the world, with rare
exclusions, there is no way to connect any cultural or genetic
type with any specific language. In the Hittite Kingdom, it

5 GRIGORIEV 2021.

7 LAZARIDIS et alii 2022a; HEGGARTY et alii 2023.
8 GRIGORIEV 2002.

9 GRIGORIEV 2022a; GRIGORIEV 2023a.

is impossible to distinguish different ethnic groups by their
material culture, especially by the most mass material,
ceramics. It was strongly influenced by the geography of
Anatolia, divided by mountain ranges into isolated areas, in
which cultural traditions were preserved for a long time and
whose borders, for geographical reasons, were stable even
though new people came. On the other hand, often within
a cemetery in western Anatolia one can find different burial
rites indicating probably different ethnic groups'®. We also
know from written sources that the appearance of any new
group in any area does not mean that the previous population
began to speak the language of the newcomers. Different
languages coexisted for hundreds of years, and the process of
language assimilation was extremely long. Therefore, when
reconstructing ethnic history, we should take into account
not only the correlation of ceramic types, but the direction
of processes reconstructed on the basis of archaeology,
linguistics and genetics. If the processes coincide, we may
conclude that they mark the spread of a language. But it
does not follow from this that this language was adopted in
the new area. The identification of languages has one more
problem. Compared to other regions, the situation with
written sources in Anatolia looks great. But in fact it is very
limited, and there is no information in many areas.

Chronology is extremely important for reconstructing
these processes. But we are faced with a very serious problem
here. There is a significant difference between chronologies
based on the written sources and radiocarbon analyses.
Within the radiocarbon chronology, it is necessary to take
into account a significant difference between the old LSC
and modern AMS dates. Only the use of Bayesian statistics
and AMS dates makes it possible to achieve results close to
historical chronology''. Unfortunately, this problem is not
taken into account in many papers, and I have used the
dates from original publications. Therefore, it is not always
possible to understand on which system many of the dates
are based, with the exception of events described in written
sources. The dates are conditional, and only the belonging of
an event to some period is important.

Because of all these difficulties it now seems
impossible to reconstruct the ethnic history of Anatolia in
the Bronze Age. Therefore, the objective of the article is to
identify the main processes in order to show the possibility
to study the spread of Indo-Europeans in Anatolia and create
a basis for future detailed studies. As a matter of fact, even
overcoming the skepticism about such a possibility would
mean that the task of this article has been achieved.

LINGUISTICS AND HISTORICAL GEOGRAPHY

A recently published major study on the chronology
of IE languages suggests their origin ca. 6120 BC (95%
highest posterior density: 7610 to 4740 BC). Initially, they
existed as a complex “dialect continua”, from which first
separated Anatolian and Tocharian ca. 4932 BC (6613 to
3403 BC), and then before ca. 4140 BC (5880 to 2540 BC)
Albanian, Greco-Armenian, Indic+Iranic, Baltic+Slavic,

0 YAKAR 2013, 216.
' GRIGORIEV 2023b; GRIGORIEV 2023c.
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Fig. 1. Historical areas and places of Anatolia mentioned in the text.

Germanic, [talic and Celtic. For this work it is important that
already at that time Greco-Armenian formed that split into
Armenian and Greek ca. 3310 BC (4930 to 1999 BC). The
split of Greek into dialects took place in ca. 2609-1218 BC.
The split of Anatolian into separate languages happened ca.
2618 BC (3620 to 1857 BC)™. Based on this chronology, it
can be assumed that before the initial divergence during the
7*-5% millennia BC, the proto-Indo-European contacts with
proto-Semitic, proto-Kartvelian and proto-North Caucasian
took place, which has been an initial base for the idea of the
IE homeland in the Near East. This is quite consistent with
the chronology of these languages. It is assumed that the
origin and split of proto-North Caucasian occurred in the
6"-5% millennia BC'3, and the origins of proto-Semitic in the
Northern Levant before 5400 BC™. Accordingly, already in
the Neolithic all these language groups should have had the
opportunity to contact, and the split of the language groups
found in the Near East (Anatolian, Armenian, Greek and
Phrygian) occurred in the Early Bronze Age (EBA).

Anatolian languages

All linguists recognise that the Anatolian languages
had separated first, and during a long time they were
isolated from the main IE massive, which resulted in their
specifics and has allowed even an earlier proto-Indo-Hittite
language to be discussed™. Anatolian languages include
Hittite, Luwian and Palaic, known in the 2°¢ millennium BC,
as well as languages of the 1°* millennium BC: Hieroglyphic
Luwian, Lycian, Lydian, Carian, Pisidian, and Sidetic’®. The
Hittite language separated first, and the other continued
their development together, and their split took place later.

2 HEGGARTY et alii 2023.

3 STAROSTIN 1985, 89; GRIGORIEV 2002, 324.
1 KITCHEN et alii 2009, 2707, 2708.

5 KLOEKHORST 2016, 213, 229, 232.

6 WATKINS 2004, 551.

But all Anatolian languages coexisted for a long time with
a previous linguistic substratum. Therefore, if one assumes
migrations of their speakers to Anatolia, this happened
long before their written documents'. Sometimes it is
assumed that this split took place in the Balkan, and already
the speakers of the pre-Hittite, pre-Palaic and pre-Luwian
dialects migrated into Anatolia®®. The possibility to place the
proto-Anatolian origins in the Balkans may be confirmed by
toponyms with the endings -ss-, -nth- and -nd-, identified in
Greece, Thessaly, Thrace, Macedonia (up to part of Hungary)
and southwestern Anatolia'®.

The Hittite language is most early recorded in the
documents of the Assyrian trading colony in Kane§ (modern
Kiiltepe, Hittite Nesa, which gave the Hittite name of their
language nesili) in the 19*-18" centuries BC* (hereinafter,
see the map with place names in fig. 1). Around 1750 BC the
Hittite leader Pithana came to Kane§ from Ku$sara in the
northeast, and around 1730 BC his son Annita destroyed
Hattu$a?!, which later became the Hittite capital. It is not
excluded that the names of the first kings Pithana and
Annita are not Hittite, but this entire region was inhabited
by Hattians, and toponyms of the Hattic type occur on both
sides of the southern bend of the Kizilirmak (Halys) river®.
As a result, the Hattians were the main population of the
Hattusa Kingdom. Their culture and religion, including the
main gods, became the basis of the kingdom, the Hittite
language inherited from them many words related to
religious and administrative practice, but there are almost
no borrowings from the basic vocabulary®. In addition, the
absence of Hittite borrowing in Hattic is very indicative.

1

5]

YAKUBOVICH 2020, 226; YAKUBOVICH 2022, 15.
WATKINS 2004, 551.

PALMER 1958.

WATKINS 2004, 551.

BARJAMOVIC et alii 2012, 38, 40, 48, fig. 13.
YAKUBOVICH 2022, 7, 11.

WATKINS 2004, 551, 573; YAKUBOVICH 2020, 232.
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Perhaps this means a small number of speakers of Hittite,
who originally were only the elite of the kingdom. Annita
soon conquered Purughanda in the southwest, inhabited by
the Luwians, and Pala region, where speakers of the Palaic
language lived. The first region had the name Luwiya, but
this name gradually disappeared (being replaced by the name
the Lower Land’). It lost its meaning, since many Luwians
moved to Hattusa, where even the political elite consisted
of the Hittites, Hattians and Luwians, but the status of the
Hittites was higher. Gradually, the importance of Hattic was
decreasing and Hittite increasing, and in the 14% century BC
Hattic disappeared, at least the scribes no longer understood
it well when writing ritual texts. It is noteworthy that it
happened after the destruction of Hattu$a by the Hattic-
speaking Kaska (see below). At the same time, in Hattusa
the importance of Luwian increased, the Hittite-Luwian
bilingualism formed, and then there was a shift towards the
Luwian language. Hittite remained the official language until
1180 BC, but probably as early as the 13" century BC, Luwian
became the spoken language, and then, it was the official and
spoken language in the post-Hittite states in southeastern
Anatolia and northern Syria®*. All this demonstrates that
the processes of language assimilation were extremely long,
and this conclusion may be applied to all other areas. It is
very indicative that the language of the Hittite elite did not
become the language of the country. Similar cases are well
known in medieval Europe.

The problem of the primary localisation of Luwian is
more complex. There is an opinion that, in addition to Luwiya
proper, it was spoken in the west in Arzawa, as well as in the
south in Kizzuwadna®. It is quite true for the second area,
but the situation with the first needs some adjustments.
Luwian was indeed spoken in Kizzuwadna, Hattus$a and to
the west of Hattuga, in Luwiya (or the Lower Land), where
in the early 2" millennium BC there was a strong kingdom
of Purushanda. But the westernmost Luwian area was the
Sakarya river basin. It is from the Lower Land that we know
most of the Luwian texts, although they are found in all
other areas too”®. These texts are of two types: the Cuneiform
Luwian - date from the 16™ to 13™ centuries BC and the
Hieroglyphic Luwian, date from the 10" to 7% centuries BC.
Despite this difference, it was the same language. There were
Luwian influences on Hittite, especially at the late stage,
as well as some transformations of Luwian in the Hattusa
area. Dialects in the Lower Land and Kizzuwadna were more
archaic”’. We can exclude the possibility that the language
was autochthonous in the Lower Land, but any substrate
non-IE inclusions have not been found in it?*, which is very
important for the following reconstruction.

The west of Asia Minor was occupied by the Arzawa
lands: Arzawa Minor, Seha River land/Appawiya, Mira,
Kuwaliya and Hapalla. The first Hittite relationship with
them began in the 17™ century BC, during the reigns of

2 YAKUBOVICH 2015, 138, 147, 148; YAKUBOVICH 2020, 222, 224, 225;
YAKUBOVICH 2022, 7,11-14, 19.

%> BEEKES 2003, 10; WATKINS 2004, 574; SARI 2013, 308.

% YAKUBOVICH 2015, 140, 141, 149-151; YAKUBOVICH 2020, 222;
YAKUBOVICH 2022, 16-18; MOUTON/YAKUBOVICH 2021, 46.

27 MELCHERT 2004a, 576; MOUTON/YAKUBOVICH 2021, 47.

% YAKUBOVICH 2022, 19.

Hattusili I and Mursili I, but the information was limited
until the 14" century BC?. The Hittite campaigns in Arzawa
probably provoked the unification of the lands into a single
state with the capital in Apasa (the Classical Ephesus), and
it was a mighty kingdom in the 14" century BC. Even the
Egyptian pharaoh Amenhotep III contacted Tarhuntaradu,
king of Arzawa, and asked for his daughter in marriage. But
after the campaigns of Mursili II, the kingdom disintegrated
into territories vassal to the Hittites, although they were
ruled by local elites. There is no evidence of the Luwian
language there. Arzawa elites had Luwic personal names,
and the Hittite scribes did not understand local dialects.
These peoples did not have their own writing systems in the
24 millennium BC®. Several languages belong to this Luwic
group: Lydian, Lycian and Carian. They were closer to Luwian
than to Hittite and Palaic, but they had not been descendants
of that Luwian, which was spoken in the 2°¢ millennium BC,
but of some proto-Luwian. Therefore, it is assumed that in
the 2™ millennium BC the speakers of proto-Lydian, proto-
Carian and proto-Lycian lived somewhere on the periphery
of the Kingdom of Hattusa, if we place the Luwian homeland
in the west of the Central Plateau®.

Lycian was spoken in Lycia (the Lukka lands of Hittite
texts) in southwestern Asia Minor, and it is assumed that
the Lycians controlled also some area to the west, in part
of Classical Caria. After separation, this language remained
in contacts with Luwian®?. Since the Lycians are most often
mentioned among the Trojan’s allies, it is supposed that
some of them moved north during the collapse of the Hittite
kingdom?®. But this collapse did not precede the Trojan war.

In the 1°* millennium BC, Caria was situated in the
southwest of Asia Minor, between Lydia and Lycia. A limited
number of Carian inscriptionsis dated to the 7*~5% centuries
BC?*. Since there was a language continuum between Lycian
and Carian, it is assumed that proto-Carian was the language
of southern Arzawa, and in the late 3" millennium BC, Luwic
groups spread westward along the Mediterranean coast, the
Lycians settled in the southwest of Asia Minor, and the
Carians in the Meander valley, where they established the
kingdom of Arzawa®.

This suggests that Lycian should have been formed
in vicinity. But there are some problems. The land of Lydia
according to Greek sources was situated in the central part
of the western Anatolian coast and its capital was Sardes.
Lydian inscriptions are dated to the 7®"-3" centuries BC, this
language separated from proto-Anatolian, but it had some
specific features®. There was a Greek tradition to associate
the Lydians with Maeonia, that is sometimes understood
as the Masa land of Hittite sources. Strabo (12.8.3) also
wrote about Mysian migrations to the south. It is therefore

2 MERIC 2020, 153.

30 YAKUBOVICH 2008, 96, 97, 101, 102, 144; YAKUBOVICH 2015: 149,
153; MOUTON/YAKUBOVICH 2021, 46, 47; YAKUBOVICH 2022, 22, 23.
31 MELCHERT 2004b, 591; YAKUBOVICH 2015, 156; YAKUBOVICH 2022,
21.

32 MELCHERT 2004b, 591; YAKUBOVICH 2022, 21.

% YAKUBOVICH 2008, 161, 164, 168, 171, 200.

3¢ MELCHERT 2004c, 609.

3 YAKUBOVICH 2008, 109, 197; YAKUBOVICH 2022, 22.

3 MELCHERT 2004d, 601; YAKUBOVICH 2008, 197.



assumed that the Lydians lived in the northwest in the land
of Masa (east of the Troad), then the Phrygians, who came
ca. 1200 BC from the Balkans, forced them out to Lydia.
However, Homer never mentioned the Lydians, only the
Meéiones®”. Moreover, there is no reason to identify the
Mysian migrations with the Lydians, and the identification
of the land of Maga with Maeonia is unreliable. The Greeks
clearly distinguished between the Maeonians and Mysians.
Therefore, it is supposed that the proto-Lydians lived in
western Anatolia, and the proto-Mysians in the northwest.
Remains of Lydians in the northwest can reflect their
previous presence there, but several Lydian divine names
were borrowed from Luwian, hence the speakers of these
languages should have contacted, and in the 2°¢ millennium
BC the Lydians were part of the Arzawa peoples®.

The last of the Anatolian languages was Palaic, which
was spoken in the land of Pala, situated in central Anatolia
northwest of Hattusa, probably across the Halys river. This
language was closer to Luwian than to Hittite, and it had
Hittite, Luwian and Hattic loanwords. Palaic is known from
tablets of the Old Hittite kingdom found in Hattu$a. By the
13t century BC it probably ceased®.

Based on the relationship of Anatolian languages,
we may suppose that they should have spread from the
same region. Since there are early traces of the presence
of speakers of the Luwic languages in the northwest, they
might have spread from there. Therefore, we can assume
the same for Luwian, Palaic and Hittite, but the speakers of
Hittite separated earlier, and the others began to split later,
but before the early 2™ millennium BC. In this case one may
assume that they lived in the Troad and Maeonia in the 3™
millennium BC, but the later sources point to other peoples
in this region.

There is a hypothesis about the association of the
Trojans with the Etruscans. The Near Eastern origin of the
Etruscanshas alonghistoriographical tradition, and thisidea
goes back to Herodotus who claimed that they came from
Lydia*. Recently, numerous arguments have been found to
support this. The most important is that the Greeks called
the Etruscans ‘Tyrsénoi’, which corresponds to the name
‘Tyrrhenians’ in the northeastern Aegean. Another fact is
the Lemnos stela of the 6 century BC, whose language goes
back to the same proto-language as Etruscan. It is assumed
that they left Anatolia during the crisis of 1200 BC, which
coincides with the abrupt change from the Apennine culture
to Proto-Villanova culture in Italy. There are many other
arguments®, as well as some linguistic and paleogenetic
arguments in favour of their Anatolian origin*>. However, it
does not mean that they came from northwestern Anatolia.
This idea is substantiated by the identification of Lydia and
Maeonia (from where, according to tradition, the Etruscans
came), but since in the Classical period the latter was

37 BEEKES 2003, 15, 20, 22, 23; KLOEKHORST 2022, 223.

% YAKUBOVICH 2008, 143, 144; YAKUBOVICH 2022, 22, 23.

3 WATKINS 2004, 574; MELCHERT 2004e, 585, 590; YAKUBOVICH 2015,
142; YAKUBOVICH 2022, 16, 19.

40 ULF 2017.

4 BEEKES 2003, 25, 29-37; KLOEKHORST 2022, 210, 213-218.

42 TVANOV 1988; VERNESI et alii 2004; ACHILLI et alii 2007.

situated east of Sardes, for the 2" millennium BC it has been
removed to the northwest arbitrarily. It is supposed that the
Lydians lived in Troy, and the Etruscans to the south and
east®. There is a variation of this view: the Lydians lived to
the east in the land of Masa, and proto-Tyrsenic was the
main language in Wilusa (and the language of the Trojans),
as well as in the northern part of the Aegean Sea; and they
left this region for Italy ca. 1200 BC*. But this idea is not
based on Trojan materials (i.e. the Iliad). The only arguments
for this localisation is the Lemnos stela and the Tyrrhenians.
But these are later sources. At the end of the Bronze Age,
the islands in the northeastern Aegean were inhabited by the
Thracians, and the Tyrrhenians came to Lemnos only in the
8™ century BC*.

Studies of the Iliad revealed some Trojan-Luwian
parallels®. It is possible to find an opinion that the events
of the Iliad are fiction”’. However, many years of systematic
studies of this source indicate another, although any
interpretation of the data presented in the Iliad cannot be
direct, since they cannot be confirmed by parallel sources.
The problem is that there are only three personal names,
three theonyms and two toponyms in the northwest of
Asia Minor, reflected in cuneiform sources of the Bronze
Age, and many place names and personal names of the
Iliad could be the result of later interpretations caused by
the fact that certain peoples lived there in the Early Iron
Age, and the Iliad was composed 500 years later than the
events it describes. Therefore, it has been concluded that it
is impossible to identify the Trojan ethnicity, but definitely
it was not Luwian®®. The Trojans had both Greek and
Anatolian names, but the former were typical of the Greek
epic. However, the names Kaoodvdpa and AAEEavSpog are
definitely Greek, and the last name is present in the vassal
treaty concluded between Muwatalli II, the king of Hatti,
and Alaksandu, the king of Wiluga. The treaty is dated to the
13t century BC, close to the time of the Trojan War, which is
usually associated with the end of Troy VIIa (the date of the
layer is 1300-1190/80 BC). There are divine names in the
treaty. Their etymology is uncertain, but they are definitely
not Luwian. One of them, ‘Appaliunas’, probably identical
to the Greek Apollo. But this can only indicate a dynastic
marriage®. In the Mycenaean period the inheritance of
royal power was carried out along the female line, and there
are Thracian names in the Mycenaean genealogies. Perhaps
it was a common Anatolian tradition, because it is also
reflected in the Edict of the Hittite king Telepinu®. Thus, at
that time Troy must have had close contacts with the Greeks.

At the same time, the names Priam, Paris, a number
of others, are Thracian, but with Anatolian base. It is
important that there are no Greek place names in the Iliad,
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but part of the Trojan place names has parallels in Thrace
(Zkawol, EdavOiol, KeBpnvior) and Anatolia (IIépyapog
(citadel of Troy), mountain 18a, city KeAdar). The most
interesting among them are Troy (Teola) and Ilion (IAlo0g),
corresponding to the Hittite Taruia and Wilua, and the
variants Toola, Toweg and Taruisa are independent words
for the same toponym. These words are neither Greek nor
Hittite. It is assumed that the ethnonym Toavol could
designate a large Thracian tribe. In Hittite documents,
Wiluga appears from the late 14% century BC, but there is
one mention in the reign of Labarna I, therefore, according
to L. Gindin, the Thracians were present there already at
the beginning of the 17% century BC, and people of Troy
VI spoke Thracian. But before that, starting from Troy I
this area had been inhabited by the Luwians®. The latter is
consistent with what Starke wrote, although it is possible
that they were people who spoke proto-Luwic dialects.
The Thracian identity of the Trojans has been questioned
because the Thracians lived in northwestern Anatolia in the
1t millennium BC, and it was this fact that could be reflected
in the Iliad**. These doubts should be taken into account, but
they are not evidence to the contrary.

The Thracian migration from Anatolia occurred in
the 18" century BC, and part of this population remained in
the Troad®. This corresponds to the possible appearance of
the Thracians in Troy by the beginning of Troy VI, but they
could not have been an autochthonous population there. It is
possible that their roots were in Bithynia and part of Mysia,
an area inhabited by the Thracians in the 1% millennium BC,
where the Thracian river names are well known>*. However,
earlier they lived further east. There is evidence of the
Thracians and Phrygians (personal names and place names)
in the north of Central Anatolia in the area of the ancient
city of Zalpa. It is assumed that they are hidden behind
the historical name ‘Kaska’, and they appeared in the area
ca. 16%-15™ centuries BC, and before that the local people
spoke Palaic®®. But the Palaic language was spoken to the
southwest, and the Kaska most likely spoke Hattic, and they
penetrated into the area in the early 2" millennium BC (see
below). Therefore, this linguistic layer should belong to the
late 3" millennium BC. Perhaps it was their coming that
provoked the migrations of the Tracians and Phrygians to
the northwest of Asia Minor. This can explain the fact that
the Phrygians were allies of the Trojans, and they lived
somewhere nearby.

Phrygians

In the 1% millennium BC, the Phrygians were the
major IE group in Anatolia. Their language was closest to
Greek, and it is possible that these languages had split from
one proto-language. In any case, they must have existed
in close vicinity at an early stage or gradually separated
within the late 4"-3" millennia BC, i.e. in the EBA. In the

1 GINDIN 1967, 32; GINDIN 1981, 63, 106-110, 117, 130, 132, 138-165,
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8" century BC, the Phrygians founded a mighty kingdom
in central-western Anatolia with the capital at Gordion, in
territory that had been previously controlled by the Hittites.
Sometimes, the Phrygian migration is dated to after 1000
BC, and it is assumed that the Armenians also participated
in it%. It is supposed that until 1200 BC, the Phrygians lived
to the north of the Sea of Marmara, and then penetrated
into northwestern Anatolia and settled in the land of Maga®’.
Their coming is usually connected with the collapse of the
Hittite kingdom ca. 1200 BC, and it is generally accepted that
they came from the Balkans. But cities of this time (Gordion)
show no traces of violent conquest and coming of people from
the European continent. In other cases, there is a hiatus, and
the appearance of the Phrygians is dated to the 8% century
BC (Bogazkéy). In Near Eastern sources, the Phrygians
are mentioned as Mushki, because the Assyrian chronicles
(Sargon II) mention Mita the Mushki king, between 717
and 709 BC, and he have been identified with the Phrygian
king Midas. Tiglathpilesar I of Assur (1112-1072 BC) speaks
of his battles against the Mushkis, on the upper Tigris.
Therefore, the Phrygians were present in Anatolia in the
12™ century BC, before the foundation of their kingdom®.
There are also assumptions that the Phrygians (Meshnech)
and Thracians from northwestern Asia Minor (Derdni —
Dardanians and Mes — Moesians) took part in the battle of
Kadesh in 1274 BC*, and Priam helped his Phrygian allies
Otreus and Mygdon before the Trojan War near the Sakarya
river in northern Phrygia; his wife Hekuba was a Phrygian,
and her brother Asius lived in Phrygia by the river Sangarius
(Sakarya)®. Hence, in the 13% century BC, the Phrygians
lived in northwestern Anatolia, east of the Troad. The only
traces of European presence in the region are limited to a
small number of Balkan objects in Troy VIIb. But there are
no similar finds in other Anatolian settlements, even in the
Troad. Therefore, it is impossible to find traces of migrations
of the Aeolians, Thracians or Phrygians in this®*. However,
it is assumed that the Phrygians came from the Balkans in
several waves, which makes it difficult to associate them
with specific artefacts. They settled in Western Anatolia, in

theland of Masa, but it is only based on the consonance with
‘Mushki’®2

Generally, in the Late Bronze Age (LBA), there are
no noticeable traces of migration from Europe to Anatolia.
We only reliably know that the Phrygians were an Anatolian
people, and the idea of their arrival from the Balkans is based
on two shaky facts. The first is the common belief that the
IE homeland was in Eastern Europe, which is not true. The
second is a passage from Herodotus (VII, 73): «The Phrygian
equipment was most like to the Paphlagonian, with but small
difference. By what the Macedonians say, these Phrygians
were called Briges as long as they dwelt in Europe, where
they were neighbours of the Macedonians; but when they
changed their home to Asia they changed their name also and
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were called Phrygians. The Armenians, who are settlers from
Phrygia, were armed like the Phrygians». If we even assume
that that the memories of the Macedonians correspond to
reality, they would not be able to compare the languages of
the Phrygians and the Briges. This interpretation is based on
consonance. But the Classical authors placed the BpUyeg in
the northern Adriatic, and only sometimes in Macedonia.
The names Breigos and Brykos are present on stelae in the
Illyrian cemetery near the Greek colony of Dyrrhachium in
modern Albania. Appian describes them in Epidamnus in
Hlyria. Therefore, most likely they were Illyrians®®, and in
the 2™ millennium BC we should look for the Phrygians in
Asia Minor. Herodotus is a brilliant opportunity to illustrate
or interpret some established fact, but he can be used as a
starting point for building a theory only after we find ‘one-
eyed Arimaspi’ somewhere in the western Urals.

The cult of Cabiri, common to the Prygians, Thracians
and Greeks, was borrowed from people who spoke Anatolian
languages®. It is assumed that the Greeks borrowed the
cults of Demeter and Cybele from the Phrygians®. The
latter cult was probably also Anatolian. But in the Greek
language, except for a couple of terms associated with the
cult of Cybele, there are no borrowings from Phrygian, there
are borrowings from Greek to Phrygian, but later ones, came
from the Greeks of Asia Minor®.

To sum up, there is no ground to think that the
Phrygians came from the Balkans. They must have separated
from the Greeks within the EBA (the first half of the 3¢
millennium BC) somewhere in eastern Anatolia, and their
initial movement together with the Thracians to the north of
central Anatolia is probable. After this, in the MBA and LBA,
they lived in northwestern Anatolia, possible for some time
in the land of Masa, but the latter is unreliable. Therefore,
they and the Greeks had a common Anatolian origin in close
areas, but after the split they were not neighbours until
the 1% millennium BC, when the Ionian Greeks established
contacts with the Phrygian kingdom.

Ahhiyawa and the Greeks

There are many opinions about the localisation of
Ahhiyawa, but its identification with Mycenaean Greece is
the most accepted, primarily with Mycenae that controlled
from LH IIIA1 (ca. 1420 BC) the entire Argolis and began
to capture the Aegean islands, including Crete, as well as
Miletus. It is remarkable that the term ‘Ahhiyawa’ appeared
in Hittite sources also around 1430 BC®. There are many
arguments in support of its localisation on the southwestern
coast of Anatolia. This name is mentioned in the Hittite
documents only 25 times for 200 years, and its meaning
could be different. But the terms for Ahhiyawa, Achaeans and
Aeolians (Ahhiya, Axaia and AloA€Tg) were interconnected®®.
Therefore, we can assume that this term covered the Greek
people in general, both Mycenaean and Anatolian.
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This problem is closely related to the problem of the
origin of the Greeks who migrated from the southwestern
coast of Anatolia in EH IIb, but the process was very long®.
However, this area was not their homeland. The presence
of Greek borrowings in Kartvelian and reverse ones, as
well as a number of other linguistic considerations about
the formation of Greek close to the areas of formation of
Indo-Iranian, Armenian and Phrygian™ make us look for
the Greek homeland in the east of Anatolia. Other language
contacts of the Greeks are very indicative. There are several
borrowings into Greek from Luwian. But the earliest one,
which is present in the Mycenaean dialect, is only ‘cup’ (Myc.
di-pa-, Gk. 8¢mag, Luv. Tappas). Several other loanwords from
Luwian and Hittite might be later ones, resulting from trade
relations and contacts of the 1% millennium BC, and most of
them may have been transmitted through Pamphylia after
the appearance of Greeks there. But the Greek dialects and
the Indo-European Anatolian languages share a number
of structural similarities, which indicate contacts between
proto-Greek and Common Anatolian, and these similarities
were caused by their common Hurro-Urartian and Hattic
linguistic substrate™. Moreover, in the Greek tradition, it is
possible to find parallels in the Mesopotamian and Hurrian
epics, which were transmitted through the Anatolian oral
tradition. A part of them are possibly late, but some are
quite early’. Based on all this, we may conclude that at an
early stage the Greeks must have formed in eastern Anatolia,
then they moved to the west, to an area where they came
in contacts with people who spoke Anatolian before the
separation of Luwian, and during a short time after that.

Armenians

The last IE group in Anatolia are the Armenians. It
is generally accepted that Armenian is closest to Greek and
Indo-Iranian, sometimes some its kinship with Phrygian
is assumed. But the main Iranian influences on Armenian
took place since the 6% century BC, in the Achaemenid and
Parthian periods. Therefore, it is more reasonable to discuss
the relationship with Greek and more distant with Phrygian.
Armenian phonetics is close to Georgian one, but this also
might have been a later process. For the first time, the term
‘Armenia’ appeared in the Behistun inscription ca. 520 BC,
and the Armenian language was recorded in the 5% century
BC”. In the earlier period, the Armenians probably lived in
the lands of Azzi and Hayasa, but their exact localisation
is unknown. Some scholars were inclined to place them
northeast of the Hittite Upper Land and east of the Kaska
lands™. Others believe that they were located to the east
and southeast, somewhere between the Land ISuwa and
Lake Van™. Taking into account the following connections
between the Armenians and the Hurro-Urartian tribes, this
localisation seems preferable. It is very difficult to determine
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an earlier area, but in any case it was far from modern
Armenia. Probably, to the north, in northeastern Anatolia,
closer to the hypothetical area of the Kartvelian tribes, one
should look for the homeland of the Greeks, and to the west
of them the Phrygians and Thracians. Thus, the latter should
be placed in the Kaska lands. As a result, the presence of the
corresponding toponyms and personal names in the north
of central Anatolia have been explained by that they were
Kaska’. But the situation is more complex.

Kaska

In the second half of the 2" millennium BC, the Kaska
lived north and northeast of the Hittite kingdom on the Black
Sea coast. It is assumed that they also lived west of modern
Sinop, although there is no reliable evidence”, therefore,
their western border was in the lower reaches of Halys™.
There are few excavated sites in the area, and archaeological
surveys revealed only small settlements, fortified in some
instances. It is supposed that local tribes, along with
agriculture, practiced transhumance”. Information about
the Kaska is completely absent from the Old Hittite sources,
it appeared during the reign of Tudhaliya II (1450-1420
BC), with the beginning of permanent conflicts and other
relations of the Hittites with this ethnic group. These
conflicts lasted until the fall of the Hittite kingdom in the
12 century BC¥®. Therefore, the Kaska have been always
considered as newcomers in this region, but some scholars
believe that they came precisely in the 15® century BC,
whereas the others suppose that they came from central
Anatolia in the early 2™ millennium BC as a result of Hittite
pressure®!.

The Kaskan pantheon, toponyms and onomastics are
comparable to the Hattian and the Northwest Caucasian
(Abkhazo-Adyghean) ones, and there are many other
possibilities for such comparisons. As a result, most scholars
suppose that they spoke Hattic®. They are sometimes
considered an autonomous part of the Hittites, whose
population was mixed®. But since initially people of Hattusa
spoke mainly the Hattic language, this opinion does not
significantly differ. There is an idea that the origins of the
Hittites were connected with Zalpa, a city on the coast of
this area, where at least one Hittite king was buried®. Zalpa
was a strong center in the 19% century BC. Around 1835 BC,
king Uhna of Zalpuwa, ally of Hattuga, burned and plundered
Kanes$ and took away sacred objects (the scepter and the iron
throne). Around 1750 BC the Hittite leader Pithana came to
Kane$ from Kug3ara; in 1730 BC his son Annita destroyed
Hattu$a, and then he fought against Zalpa and returned
to Kane§ the objects stolen by Uhna®. Subsequently the
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Zalpuwa region and especially the holy city of Nerik was
the place of ritual pilgrimage of the Hittite kings, although
it was in the Kaska lands. There is the Hittite “Zalpa Tale”,
telling that a queen of Kane$ gave birth to 30 sons and sent
them in baskets down the river to Zalpuwa. Many years
later, they returned to Kaneg®. Perhaps, it may be explained
by the fact that the Hattians were the main population in
the Hittite kingdom, and their cult center could be situated
on the territory of a related population. In any case, many
details of this legend contradict to Hittite ideology®. But
this legend has always been viewed as a reflection of some
migration event.

Thus, we can conclude that by the early 2" millennium
BC the Hattians lived in central Anatolia, and the north of
central Anatolia was inhabited by them, at least, from the
middle of the 2" millennium BC, if not earlier. We may also
assume some special ties of the Hittites proper with this
region.

Based on the North Mesopotamian homeland of the
Indo-Europeans and the linguistic geography of Anatolia
discussed above, we must identify several processes: 1)
migration of speakers of proto-Anatolian dialects into
the Balkans, 2) their subsequent return to Anatolia and
migration from the northwest of Anatolia, 3) migrations of
other IE tribes from the east of Anatolia to the west.

GENETICS

We can obtain the most general framework of the
processes using paleogenetics. When discussing three
versions of the IE homeland (in the eastern European steppe,
Anatolia and northern Mesopotamia) we should expect
corresponding gene flows. It has been a well-established fact
that in the Neolithic, the Anatolian genes spread to Europe,
from the South Caucasus and western Iran to the steppe,
and from the Levant to North Africa®. This alone made it
possible to assume the formation of the Indo-Europeans
from Anatolia to northwestern Iran, and the Semites in the
Levant. It is indicative that steppe genes did not appear in
the regions inhabited by the Indo-Europeans. Everywhere we
see genes from western Asia. An important exception is the
penetration of steppe genes into Europe, associated first of
all with the pre-Yamnaya migration of the Eneolithic kurgan
cultures. Another fact is an episode of the penetration of
steppe genes to Armenia at the beginning of the MBA. But
already this steppe population had up to half of Caucasian
ancestors, who were the main southern component in the
steppe®. There are ideas about the penetration of steppe
genes into South Asia®, but the conclusions drawn in this
paper do not correspond to the materials published in it. The
population of India was connected with the earlier population
of the northwestern periphery of the Indus civilisation®. All
this indicates the West Asian origins of Indo-Europeans.
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We can see a more detailed picture in papers
published recently. There are two main clusters in the
Neolithic of western Asia: an “inland” Zagros-Caucasus-
Mesopotamia-Armenia-Azerbaijan cluster, and “Eastern
Mediterranean” Anatolian/Levantine cluster, with distinct
Levantine individuals in the latter®. The first one became
the basis for the future Caucasus hunter-gatherer-related
ancestry, which were the basis for populations of the
Northern Zagros, South Caucasus and North Mesopotamia.
The Mesopotamian population was more homogenous,
and that of the South Caucasus had Anatolian admixtures.
On the other hand, Anatolian populations had in some
places Levantine admixtures, but more often Caucasian
admixtures, significant in southeastern Anatolia and absent
in the northwest. As a result, a genetic gradient (cline) was
formed between western Anatolia to the South Caucasus
and Zagros®. This picture strongly corresponds to the
model of the PIE formation in northern Mesopotamia and
their subsequent spread to the South Caucasus and eastern
Anatolia, as well as their close interactions with the Dene-
Caucasian populations, a part of which transformed later
into the North Caucasian languages.

It is well-known that the Neolitisation of Europe was
accompanied by the spread of western Anatolian Neolithic
genes. But in southeastern Europe, there was also an
admixture of Caucasus hunter-gatherer-related ancestry, up
to 8-10% in Greece. Initially, the Balkans had been inhabited
by the same population as central and western Europe, and
this Caucasian admixture appeared in the Final Neolithic®.
There is one more difference between the Balkans and
the rest of Europe: the lack of admixture of local hunter-
gatherers. This admixture appeared in the Eneolithic, but
remained minor and was not present in all groups®. Thus,
many Balkan populations, unlike populations of central and
western Europe, remained genetically close to the Anatolian
ones. This exactly corresponds to the model that the main
part of Europe was inhabited by people who spoke Dene-
Caucasian languages, which have remained only in the north
of Iberia as the language of Basques, whereas in the Balkans
the PIE population with Caucasian genes was isolated from
the main PIE massif, and this resulted in the separation of
Anatolian dialects®. This refutes the Anatolian hypothesis
of the IE homeland® and confirms its localisation on the
Armenian Highlands and in northern Mesopotamia®.

This explains another paradox of paleogenetic
studies. Despite the fact that in the Bronze Age, Anatolia was
inhabited by Indo-Europeans of the Anatolian group, there
was no influx of genes from the steppe and the Balkans,
only flows of genes from the east. This has been explained
by the fact that proto-Indo-Europeans, populations of
high Caucasus hunter-gatherer ancestry, originated in
eastern Anatolia, northern Mesopotamia and the South
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Caucasus. Most of them migrated through the steppe to
other regions (Europe and South Asia), and the remained
speakers of Anatolian languages migrated from eastern
Anatolia to central Anatolia, where they met a population
of high Anatolian-related ancestry, who spoke Hattic®.
However, many areas of the Balkans were inhabited by
populations genetically identical to the Anatolian ones,
and their movement back to central Anatolia did not have
clearly visible European genetic features. But this movement
was not without a trace. In the Chalcolithic and later in the
Bronze Age, the Caucasus hunter-gatherer ancestry spread
westward up to western Anatolia and their proportion there
reached ca. 33%. In addition, this groups began to penetrate
into the Levant especially at the beginning of the EBA'®.
At the same time, Western Anatolian Neolithic-related
ancestry penetrated east into central and eastern Anatolia.
These processes resulted in a certain genetic homogenisation
of Anatolia, although the difference of eastern Anatolia
remained, there was a noticeably higher proportion of the
Caucasus hunter-gatherer ancestry, typical in the Neolithic
of northern Mesopotamia'®. Probably, this genetic drift
from the west reflects migrations from the Balkans at the
end of the Chalcolithic and the beginning of the EBA. On the
other hand, we see a westward spread of Caucasian genes,
which indicates a significant increase of the IE component
in Anatolia.

This drift continued in the Balkans, where for the
EBA a new influx of Caucasian genes is recorded in Greece.
A proportion of the newcomers was 18.5%, but 21.2% in
Euboea and the Cyclades. Moreover, this flow came directly
from Anatolia, not through the steppes'®. This exactly
corresponds to the Greek migration from Anatolia in EH IIb
and the slow assimilation of local tribes'®. One may assume
that the actual influx of people from Anatolian was higher,
since they could have included local groups in western
Anatolia, who had Western Anatolian Neolithic genes.

In addition to this, the Caucasian genes spread
to eastern Anatolia at the beginning of the EBA, which
coincided with the spread of the Kura-Araxian culture, but
later this component did not increase, its proportion was
eroded. Therefore, a noticeable increase of Caucasian genes
in the Northern Levant is surprising. In this area, the Kura-
Araxes-related culture of Khirbet-Kerak appeared, and it was
also accompanied by influxes of genes from the Southern
Levant’™. Therefore, we can admit the Indo-European
penetration into these regions, but it does not follow from
this that the IE language was adopted there, as the spread of
Semitic people from the south is also obvious.

Itis also remarkable that later Levantine genes spread
to the north, to the area of lake Van, where the kingdom
of Urartu formed subsequently, therefore this process can
mean the movement of the Hurrians. In the northern part
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of this kingdom, in Armenia, these genes are absent, the
population inherited the former Caucasian genes. But in the
MBA, with the appearance of ‘kurgan cultures’, there was an
influx of steppe genes in the area (~14%), the only similar
episode in the Near East. Later, the proportion of these
ancestors gradually decreased, and in the 1 millennium BC
this admixture disappeared’®. One should also take into
account that this steppe admixture has been identified in
individuals of the late 2" millennium BC, and its appearance
in the middle of the 3" millennium BC is based on calculated
data. There is only one earlier individual from Tavshut
(2127 to 1900 BC) with this admixture. Therefore, based
only on the paleogenetic evidence, it can be assumed that
the Armenians came from the north in the MBA. On the
other hand, they could not have been an autochthonous
population of the Armenian Highlands, since at that time
the Armenians lived much south (see above), and some
people came from the steppe, who had formed there in the
Eneolithic after migrations from the Near East. Paleogenetics
unable to answer this question. But since the separation of
the Armenian language occurred earlier, the second version
is more likely.

Taking into account this fact, we may admit that
people in the Northern Levant, genetically close to the
Anatolian Neolithic groups, also spoke some Dene-Caucasian
language, and their descendants were Hurrians. In this case
the genes flows from the Southern Levant into the Northern
Levant at the beginning of the EBA reflect the growth of
the Semitic population there. On the other hand, after their
coming to Northern Syria, the Hurrians could have partly
assimilated the local Semitic people, because much later we
see the Levantine genes in the kingdom of Urartu. Scenarios
can be different, but in no case this genetic group was
connected with the Indo-Europeans.

The fundamental thing is that the genetic evidence
indeed shows the IE origins in northern Mesopotamia and
gradual increase of this genetic component in Anatolia
during the Neolithic and the EBA, its penetration into the
Balkans at the end of the Neolithic, and the gene flows
from northwestern Anatolia eastward in the EBA, which
completely corresponds to linguistic materials. However,
this sets the most general framework, and we can only look
the details using archaeological data.

INDO-EUROPEANS IN THE NEOLITHIC OF THE
NEAR EAST

The localisation of the IE homeland on the Armenian
Highlands was suggested on the basis of early IE contacts
with speakers of other languages (Kartvelian, North
Caucasian and Semitic), as well as on the basis of linguistic
reconstruction of the IE natural environment and economy.
Later, ithasbeen shown that this reconstruction corresponds
to the Neolithic complexes of northern Mesopotamia
(Tell Maghzalya, Nevali Cori — 7™ millennium BC, proto-
Hassuna/Tell Sotto — the second half of the 7* millennium
BC, Hassuna culture - the 6™ millennium BC and the early
5% millennium BC) (fig. 2), and there is a detailed similarity

105 LAZARIDIS et alii 2022a, 8, 9; LAZARIDIS et alii 2022b, 7.
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of individual components and identical dynamics in their
development. The most important fact is that the Indo-
Europeans practiced agriculture, which was absent in the
steppe!®. In the 6™ millennium BC, this tradition spread to
the South Caucasus, with the emergence of the Shulaveri-
Shomutepe culture, whose features are comparable with Tell
Sotto in northern Mesopotamia. But it is difficult to identify
its ethnicity. It may be regarded as proto-Indo-European,
proto-Kartvelian or proto-North Caucasian'. It is very
doubtful that individual dialects separated at this stage.

The common opinion is that the formation of
Neolithic cultures in the Balkans (Karanovo I, Starc¢evo-Cris
and Preceramic Neolithic of Thessaly) in the 76 millennia
BC was stimulated by migrations from western and central
Anatolia, and from this the Neolithisation of Europe began.
But in the late Neolithic (5* millennium BC), new cultures
formed in Bulgaria (Kremikovtsi, Kremenik-Anzanbegovo,
Gradeshnitsa-Kirc¢a), which had parallels with the ceramics
of both Anatolian (Hagilar V-II, early Neolithic Alisar,
Mersin XXIV-XX) and Mesopotamian settlements (Hassuna
V, Samarra). This raises the possibility of direct migrations
from the Near East, not mediated by the Karanovo I
culture'®. This can indicate migrations from more eastern
regions and the first appearance of Indo-Europeans in
southeastern Europe, that corresponds to the penetration of
Caucasian genes there during this period and the chronology
of the separation of Anatolian languages. From this time
on, close interaction between the northeastern Balkans
and northwestern Anatolia was established, and occasional
penetration of the Balkan population into Anatolia is
assumed'®.

THE CHALCOLITHIC AND EARLY BRONZE AGE
OF THE SOUTH CAUCASUS, EASTERN ANATOLIA AND
NORTHWESTERN IRAN

This process continued in the Chalcolithic, and the
early Chalcolithic in the South Caucasus inherited many
traditions of Shulaveri-Shomutepe, but parallels with
the Neolithic of western Georgia (Odishi, Anaseuli II and
Gurianta) are more obvious''®. As a result, in Transcaucasia
and the northeastern Caucasus from the late 5 millennium
BC to the middle of the 4 millennium BC settlements of the
Sioni type formed (Alikemek Tepesi, Leila Tepe, Ginchi) with
ceramics from grit tempered and often micaceous clay. In
the late Chalcolithic (Tsopi, Berikldeebi V, Tekhut and Leila
Tepesi), the chaff-tempered wares with relief decoration
(knobs etc.) appeared (fig. 2). It was a continuation of the
earlier Chalcolithic phase, but new southern impulses
are also obvious, since this ware has parallels in Amuq
F, Gawra XII-IX and Late Ubaid''!. Comparable material
has been discovered at Tilki-Tepe (eastern Anatolia), Geoy

196 GAMKRELIDZE/IVANOV 1995, 463-572, 593-641; GRIGORIEV 2002,
322-324; GRIGORIEV 2021, 209-211.

107 GRIGORIEV 2002, 324, 333, 336.

18 NIKOLOV 1984, 7, 17-19; NIKOLOV 1989, 192, 193; PERNICHEVA
1995, 104.

199 YAKAR 2013, 209-211.
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Fig. 2. Archaeological sites and cultural areas mentioned in the text: 1 — Poliochni, 2 — Troy, 3 — Kumtepe, 4 — Emporio, 5 — Heraion,
6 — Limantepe, 7 — Baklatepe, 8 — Miletos, 9 — Ilpinar, 10 - Inegél, 11 — Tavsanli, 12 - Demircihéyik, 13 — Kallioba, 14 - Yazir Hoyiuk,
15 - Yarikkaya, 16 — Kusura, 17 — Beycesultan, 18 — Aphrodisias, 19 - Hagilar, 20 - Mersin, 21 - Gelveri-Guzelyur, 22 - Kiiltepe,
23 - Aligar, 24 — Alacahoyiik, 25 — Hattuga, 26 — Buytkgullucek, 27 - Horoztepe, 28 - Ikiztepe, 29 — Amuq, 30 — Khirbet Kerak, 31 - Arslantepe,
32 - Hassek Hoyuk, 33 — Nevali Cori, 34 — Tell Halaf; 35 — Tell Sotto, 36 — Tell Maghzalya, 37 — Hassuna, 38 - Gawra, 39 - Samarra,
40 - Tilki-Tepe, 41 — Pulur-Sakyol, 42 - Sos Héyiik, Karaz, 43 — Tekhut, 44 — Tsopi, 45 — Berikldeebi, 46 — Ginchi, 47 - Leila Tepe,
48 — Alikemek Tepesi, 49 — Yanik Tepe, 50 — Geoy Tepe, 51 — Godin Tepe.

I - Troy-Yortan, II - Bithynia, III — Phrygia, IV - Buyuk Menderes-Upper Porsuk, V - Lycia-Pisidia, VI — Kuro-Arax/Karaz, VII — Khirbet

Kerak.

Tepe and Yanik Tepe (northwestern Iran). These cultures
demonstrate communications, first with Halaf, and then,
in the 4" millennium BC, with Northern Ubaid, marked by
corresponding inclusions of ceramics on settlements. These
process was regarded as the spread of Indo-Europeans from
the south™?. The fact that part of these groups penetrated
east of the Zagros and another part north of the Caucasus
suggests that at this time the split of individual IE dialectal
groups began. Perhaps the groups in northwestern Iran
can be understood as a separation of the Indo-Iranians
and Tocharians, which is quite consistent with linguistic
chronology. It is possible that the appearance of the Halaf
culture in the southern part of this area means the coming
there of speakers of the proto-North Caucasian dialects from
southeastern Anatolia, i.e. the arrival of proto-Hurrians in
the original IE area. These processes of the late Chalcolithic
formed in the huge area (the South Caucasus, eastern
Anatolia, northern Syria, northern Mesopotamia and
northern Iran) a horizon of chaff-tempered ceramics, which
appeared for the first time in the Hassuna culture'*®. Around
the middle of the 4™ millennium BC, the Uruk expansion
began there, above all in eastern Anatolia (Arslantepe VII,
Hassek Hoytk, etc.), Mesopotamian architectural traditions,
seals, ceramic forms and the potter’ wheel came in the

12 GRIGORIEV 2002, 334-336.
113 MUNCHAEV/MERPERT 1981, 87-92; MARRO et alii 2014, 142; YALCIN
2011, 40; PALUMBI/CHATAIGNER 2014, 247; PALUMBI 2018, 5, 6.

region, but the former recipes of chaff-tempered pastes
indicate the production of these new types of ware by local
potters. Therefore, there was no significant change of the
population™*, and the IE people might have remained in the
region.

The next stage in the regional development was the
formation of Kura-Araxian culture after the middle of the
4% millennium BC. It is characterised by specific forms with
red inner and black outer surface. There is an opinion about
its earliest appearance ca. 4300-4100 BC on the settlement
of Ovgular Tepesi in the South Caucasus, where it was an
admixture to the late Chalcolithic chaff-tempered ware, and
it is assumed that these types belonged to the same culture,
although they had different functions. At the same time, the
sharp technological differences do not allow these types to
be considered as genetically connected. This tradition had
been introduced to the region from somewhere”. It is an
isolated case, and such an early date is unreliable. It is also
assumed that on the Pulur settlement some pieces of the
black burnished ware appeared already in the 5% millennium
BC*¢. The presence of proto-Kura-Araxian ware in many late
Chalcolithic settlements of the South Caucasus and eastern

14 HELWING 1999, 91-96, 98; FRANGIPANE 2000, 440-442; YALCIN
2011, 40; PALUMBI 2019, 40.

15 MARRO et alii 2014, 132, 141-149, 151.

16 SAGONA 2000, 333, 340; ISIKLI 2015, 56, 59, 61). It is not very reliable,
but this ware belongs to the Chalcolithic (YALCIN 2011, 41.
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Anatolia since 3500/3300 BC is undeniable, and some its
forms are close to the late Chalcolithic pottery. This pottery
could not have been appeared as a Mesopotamian influence,
which reached only southeastern Anatolia (Arslantepe), and
there was no similar tradition. But one can see its gradual
development from the Chalcolithic tradition'’’. In eastern
Anatolia (Sos Hoyiik), parallels with the Transcaucasian
Sioni sites are obvious, and there are some pieces of the
black burnished ware with Kura-Araxian elements in
ornamentation. This combination of Chalcolithic and Kura-
Araxian ware remained until the early 3" millennium BC,
when a direct Kura-Araxian influence from Transcaucasia

began.

It is indicative that the Kura-Araxian culture covered
almost the entire area of chaff-tempered ware. But the
earliest forms of this red-black burnished ware of the
Upper Euphrates (Arslantepe VII and VIA) differ from the
Chalcolithic and classical Kura-Araxian ware; they rather
have some parallels in black-burnished pottery of central
Anatolia (Alisar, Alaca Hoyuk, Yazir Hoyuk), and in the north
of central Anatolia (Ikiztepe) the ware with a black outer
surface and red interior is dated to the transition between the
Chalcolithic and the EBA. There are some parallels in colour
of the surface, ornamentations and incrustation with white
paste (Biyiikgulliicek, Alaca Hoytik, Aligar)'®. Also indicative
are the graphite-slipped sherds, typical of the early Kura-
Araxian culture, but present in Alisar at the EBA beginning,
where they are considered as a sign of Balkan influences.
Fortifications (Pulur) were probably an introduced tradition
too™®. Despite the common belief that the Kura-Araxian
culture spread from the South Caucasus, early ceramics
of the late 4™ millennium BC was monochrome there. For
this reason, it is assumed that before the beginning of the
3" millennium BC, this red-black-burnished ware was not
connected with the Kura-Araxian tradition of Transcaucasia,
it originated in Upper Mesopotamia (Arslantepe VI), where
the amount of this ware gradually increased, but then it
decreased again'®’. But we should keep also in mind some
western parallels. Since this time, the pottery technology
was being gradually changed. Admixtures of sand and clay
appeared, methods of modelling and surface treatment
changed, and all this became typical of the EBA™. These
processes had regional differences. In northeastern Anatolia
and the South Caucasus, local populations were the basis
of the Kura-Araxian ones; in southeastern Anatolia, in the
Upper Euphrates valley, too, but there was a significant Uruk
influence'?. The dates of the regional EBA are: EBAT-3000-
2800/2700 BC, EBA II - 2800/2700-2500 BC, and EBA III
- 2500-2200 BC'.
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In the late 4™ - early 3" millennia BC, the system of
Uruk colonies collapsed in northern Mesopotamia and Iran,
the Uruk administration disappeared, many settlements
were abandoned or burnt, but the culture remained local
features. The penetration of Kura-Araxian people in this
region was somehow connected with this, and the area

124 This Caucasian

was included in the Kura-Araxian sphere
influence is also evident in the funeral rites. The Chalcolithic
of eastern Anatolia is characterised by intramural burials
in pits and jars under the floor of dwellings, but in the
Transcaucasian Late Chalcolithic, the typical of the Kura-
Araxian culture stone-cist or rectangular stone-built tombs
and mounds appeared, although there are some regional
peculiarities. After the spread of the Kura-Araxian tradition
to south-eastern Anatolia, the pithos burials were used, but
the stone cist burials from the South Caucasus appeared,
and their number was growing'?®. The same took place in
the west: at the beginning of the EBA, traditional in central
Anatolia simple inhumations and pithos burials have been
supplemented by cist graves'?, which indicates eastern
impulses.

Thus, the Kura-Araxian tradition began forming in
almost the entire area of the late Chalcolithic sites discussed
above. In eastern Anatolia, this process was partly influenced
from central Anatolia and Mesopotamia. The Mesopotamian
influences spread also to northwestern Iran. But everywhere
this process was based on local cultural traditions. The
formation of this complex was completed by the beginning
of the EBA, and the core areas were the Southern Caucasus
(Kura-Araxes), eastern and northeastern Anatolia (Karaz)'%’,
and possibly northwestern Iran'?®. From the very beginning
of the 3" millennium BC, throughout this region there was
expansion to new territories, development of mountainous

129 This process may

areas and formation of regional features
indicate a clearer separation of language groups than that in
the Chalcolithic. This period of the 3" millennium BC exactly
corresponds to the time of separation of a significant part of

the IE languages.

By the beginning of EBA II, Syro-Mesopotamian
southeastern Anatolia,
there were additional impulses from the South Caucasus,

influences disappeared from
northeastern Anatolia and northwestern Iran. The number
of small settlements of the Karaz culture increased, and this
process continued in the Levant®. In the latter region, it
resulted in the appearance of Khirbet Kerak ware dated since
2800 BC, which corresponds to EBA Il in eastern Anatolia®'.
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TRANSITION FROM THE CHALCOLITHIC TO
THE EARLY BRONZE AGE IN WESTERN AND CENTRAL
ANATOLIA

In the west, the Chalcolithic/EBA transition was
stimulated by impulses from southeastern Europe. In
northwestern Anatolia, Balkan-type pottery and metal are
present on the settlements of Ilipinar, Kumtepe IB3 and
Beycesultan XXV-XVIII/XXIX-XXXIV*32 But the number
of these finds is relatively small there, in contrast to the
more eastern regions. In the north of central Anatolia,
on the settlements of Ikiztepe, Buyuk Gullucek, Alaca
Hoytk, Gelveri-Guzelyur, Yarikkaya, Alisar 12M-14M and
Yarimburgaz, there are ceramics, metal and figurines with
Chalcolithicparallels in Thrace, eastern Macedonia (Karanovo
VI/Gumelnitsa and Dikili Tash), on the Middle Danube and
the northeastern Aegean. On the Ikiztepe settlement this
ceramic tradition continued during the EBA I, II'*. The
easternmost parallels are present in the Chalcolithic layer of
the Yanik-tepe settlement in northwestern Iran: a vase and
ceramics with anthropomorphic drawings having Central
European prototypes'. It is indicative that the Balkan
parallels, which appeared in the north of central Anatolia,
are absent in Troy I, but they characterise a previous period
in the Troad, i.e. the Chalcolithic'®.

It is necessary to pay attention to the fact that some
sites of the 3" millennium BC in the north of central Anatolia
contain also wares with chaff and sea-shell inclusion or
chaff and mineral inclusion, and with knobs and other relief
ornamentation. The colour of the pottery varies, but there
are red and black sherds®®. Therefore, at the Chalcolithic/
EBA transition this area was also influenced from northern
Mesopotamia and Transcaucasia, which may be confirmed
by the presence of Karaz sites there'®”.

These Balkan parallels are usually explained by trade
relations in the Chalcolithic and the beginning of the EBA,
and a local development is assumed, although migrations
are not completely ruled out'®®. But at the beginning of the
EBA, architecture with parallels in the Chalcolithic Balkans
appeared in western Anatolia (Dimimi, Sesklo)**°. Very
impressive changes have been discovered in Bakla Tepe in
the Izmir area: fortifications, houses with stone foundations
and mudbrick walls. It was accompanied by dramatic changes
in ceramics®, There are also individual cremations in urn in
western and central Anatolia, which are considered a local
phenomenon'!. However, in the Carpatho-Danube basin,
cremations are known in the Neolithic and Chalcolithic
(Zog, Baden, Tiszapolgar cultures), and then in many EBA
cultures™?, therefore, their emergence in Anatolia was
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connected with the same process. From the same time the
intensive development of Anatolian metallurgy began. This
complex could not have been transferred by trade relations,
there were migrations before Troy I. Chronologically, these
events coincide with the appearance of Late Eneolithic
steppe groups (Zhivotilovka-Volchanskoe) in the northern
Balkans and with the climate crisis of 3200 BC**3. Probably
this crisis stimulated migrations. Thus, at the transition to
the EBA, migrations from northeastern Balkans and from
the east took place in the north of central Anatolia. The new
tradition was rather local, it continued to the second half of
the 3" millennium BC and differed from the more southern
areas of central Anatolia in the absence of painted pottery'“.

Northwestern = Anatolia  demonstrates  strong
connections with the Balkans, new influxes of people are
assumed, but the culture of Troy I continued in Troy II'*,
and these migrations resulted in the formation of the EBA
in the region'*. The culture of Troy II was already so close to
the synchronous complexes in the Balkans that it has been
assumed that both regions were settled by the same people'’.
The beginning of Troy I is usually dated from the early 3
millennium BC, but more complex mathematical processing
of large series of dates shows that the most likely date is ca.
2880 BC, and ca. 2760 for the beginning of Troy I8 The
first date is close to the coldest year in Europe during the
3" millennium BC, revealed by dendrochronology: 2850 BC.
It resulted in significant migrations in Europe, in particular
in the movement of the Yamnaya people to the Balkans®.
Accordingly, they or climate crisis could cause migrations
of the Balkan people into Asia Minor. J. Mellaart suggested
that migration from the Balkan at the beginning of the EBA
reflected the arrival of the Luwians, and the Hittites had
come from the steppe through the Caucasus in the early 2™
millennium BC, which was reflected in the appearance of the
kurgan cultures in Asia Minor™’. There is also an opinion
that the rich tombs of Alaca Hiiyik and Horoztepe of the
EBA III period (the second half of the 3* millennium BC)
can be associated with the Maikop tradition of the North
Caucasus'. But the Maikop culture was formed in the early
4% millennium BC as a result of migration from the south,
and it has parallels in sites of the Sioni type. Already in the
36%-35% centuries BC, two new impulses (one from Europe
and another from Upper Mesopotamia with parallels in
North Uruk, Arslantepe VIA) led to the appearance in the
North Caucasus of the second component of this culture,
Novosvobodnaya'®?. By the Anatolian EBA III this culture
did not exist for many years, and all possible parallels are
explained by its southern origins. By the time of Alaca
Hiyuk and Horoztepe, even the later Yamnaya culture was
close to its disappearance. The presence of Caucasian genes
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in the steppe and the complete absence of steppe genes in
Anatolia confirms this. Besides, the scenario of the Hittite
and Luwian migrations at different times and from two
opposite directions is doubtful. As a result, we may forget
the theories of the penetration of Anatolian languages into
Asia Minor through the Caucasus, and the only possible
option remains their penetration from the Balkans at the
transition from the Chalcolithic to the Bronze Age. For this
reason, a hypothesis was formulated that the migration
from the Balkans at that time marks the coming of people
who spoke Anatolian dialects, their penetration into central
Anatolia resulted in the separation of Hittite, and Luwian
separated in western Anatolia. The first Neolithic migrants
to Europe spoke Dene-Caucasian dialects, and migrations
of more eastern people in the Late Neolithic led to the
separation of proto-Anatolian dialects in the 5% millennium
BC'3, After this, these languages were isolated from the
main IE massif for a long time, which caused their specifics.
This scenario corresponds to both the chronology of the
division of the Anatolian languages and the idea that the
Hittite language was the first to separate from them. Gene
flows from western Anatolia to the east do not contradict
this. After this migration, the Hittites occurred close to the
area, where they appeared on the historical scene in the first
half of the 2" millennium BC. And impulses into the north
of central Anatolia from the east can indicate migrations of
some other IE groups.

Having formed this general framework, we may
turn in more detail to western Anatolia, where the Luwic
languages were separating. The specificity of the area is their
mountain ranges which formed natural boundaries that
separated clusters of sites from each other. These clusters
were quite stable during the Neolithic and the Bronze Age.
The main clusters are: ‘Troy-Yortan’, ‘Bithynia’, ‘Phrygia’,
‘Bityitk Menderes-Upper Porsuk’ and ‘Lycia-Pisidia’ (fig. 2)™*.
Within these clusters, local culture could dominate, despite
influxes of new people. Therefore, our task is to reveal
impulses that can identify the newcomers.

There is an opinion that the EBA of western Anatolia
formed on the Neolithic substratum!*®>. However, in the
Middle Chalcolithic (from ca. 5500 BC), the Neolithic pottery
was replaced by dark-faced burnished pottery with impressed
or grooved decoration, in some instances with white painting,
which became typical of the Late Chalcolithic. In the Troy
[-Yortan cultural region it remained even in the EBAI. But at
the end of the Chalcolithic (Kumtepe IB culture, 3300-2970
BC) in the northwest, new types appeared: red-slipped and
burnished pottery with grooved and relief decoration, which
became more widespread at that time in Phrygia. Ceramic
traditions of Bithynia were intermediate between the Troad
and Phrygia. To the south, in the Biyitk Menderes-Upper
Porsuk region, black- or red-burnished pottery appeared. In
the southwest (Lycia-Pisidia cultural region), the main type
was red and brown burnished ware with relief and grooved
decoration, and white painting. These characteristics
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2002, 357; GRIGORIEV 2022b, 71, 72.

154 SARI 2013, 305, 306; FIDAN et alii 2015, 63.

15 YAKAR 2013, 207, 216.

18

remained in the EBA I (3000/2900-2700 BC), and we
can distinguish a tendency of predominance of the dark
burnished pottery in coastal areas of the northwest, and red
or orange burnished and/or slipped pottery in inner areas.
Fortification appeared in all regions, but in coastal areas and
on islands, houses formed insulae (Bakla Tepe, Liman Tepe),
whereas in inland areas they were built around a central
courtyard (Demircihoyik)™™. These traditions were stable
until the middle or the third quarter of the 3" millennium
BC. Therefore, although the local population was the basis
of cultural genesis everywhere, northwestern Anatolia was
strongly influenced from the Balkan/Thracian region and
from west-central Anatolia. The population in southwestern
Anatolia partly absorbed some of these innovations
through contacts and trade, but there was mostly local
development™’. If we try to interpret this process from the
point of view of ethnic identification, we can assume that
this region had been mainly inhabited by people who spoke
the Dene-Caucasian languages, but then the northwest
began to be settled by proto-Luwian tribes came from the
northeastern Balkans. This process was probably relatively
long, but it was completed by the beginning of Troy II, when
the similarity with the Balkan EBA became strongest. It is
possible that Samos was inhabited by related people, since
the pottery in Heraion I (EB I — early EB II) has parallels in
Troy, Poliochni Blue, and Emporio V-1V and II**8,

Inthe EBAII (2700-2400 BC), the regional boundaries
remained the same, but significant cultural changes started,
caused primarily by cultural processes: the formation
of stratified centralised societies and the beginning of
urbanisation, especially in coastal areas that formed a single
cultural zone with the Aegean. This was connected with
the development of interregional trade, well visible in the
distribution of tin alloys'. There was local development in
the Troad, but due to the relations with the Aegean it was
quite rapid, and due to trade relations with southeastern
Anatolia, the wheel-made ware appeared there already by
the beginning of Troy II. Further south, in Limantepe V, local
communities also had intensive relations with the Cyclades
and mainland Greece'®. This may indirectly indicate that
northwestern Anatolia and Greece were inhabited at that
time by people who spoke proto-Luwian languages.

In the Buyik Menderes-Upper Porsuk region several
local pottery zones separated (Upper Buyik Menderes,
Lower and Central Biiyik Menderes, Kusura, Afyon,
Altintas, and Kiitahya-Tavsanli), with pottery typical of the
subsequent EBA III; and this region retained its difference
from neighbouring Phrygia'®'. The Kiitahya-Tavsanli zone
in the north of the region is remarkable: Tavsanli ware
was found here, which has been considered the prototype
for the Lefkandi I ceramic tradition in mainland Greece'®.
This suggests that the formation of Greeks took place in
this region. Certainly, individual types do not allow such
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conclusions to be drawn, moreover, the forms appeared in
Greece (such as depa or tankard) can be found in other areas
of western Anatolia, for example in the Troad and Phrygia'®.
General processes in this case are more important. But the
absence of inclusions of the non-IE substrate in Luwian
may indicate that the areas west of central Anatolia were
inhabited by the IE people as early as the middle of the 3™
millennium BC.

In EH/ECIIb a series of Anatolian architectural forms
appeared in Greece and on the Cyclades, which were typical
primarily of coastal Anatolia, in particular, Liman Tepe:
fortifications with bastions and administrative buildings.
This corresponds to the Anatolian EBA II late and EBA III
early (ca. 2550-2200 BC). In Anatolia, in addition to trade,
it was a time of increased specialisation, increased use of
tin alloys, and the emergence of elite. All these features
were transferred to Greece and the Cyclades in the Kastri/
Lefkandi I phase. The most correct ceramic analogies can be
found in the southern part of coastal Anatolia (Heraion II,
III, Liman Tepe V-1V, Miletos II), and it is assumed that some
of these forms, for example, tankards, had been invented
in the Izmir area (Liman Tepe and Bakla Tepe) and Samos.
The former parallels with the Troad sharply decreased in
this region, and it became connected with Greece'®*. A more
detailed list of these parallels has been already published,
and a conclusion has been drawn about the migration of
Greeks from Anatolia. It was carried out from the southern
part of the western coast of Asia Minor, south of Izmir
through the Cyclades, and it was not a single migration, but
a gradual colonisation, when relations with the original area
were maintained'®. It is confirmed by the fact that forms,
which appeared in Anatolia after the beginning of this
process, in particular depa, were transferred to Greece'é.
Therefore, we can assume that at least the western part of
the Bityitk Menderes-Upper Porsuk region was penetrated by
the Greeks in the first part of the EBA II, and in the EBA II
late they began to colonise Greece.

EBA III

In the EBA III early period (2400-2200 BC) these
processes intensified: interregional trade expanded, wheel-
made pottery became more widespread and city-states
started their formation. The latter process reduced the
number of settlements, but led to their growth. Widespread
trade partly blurred the boundaries of cultural zones, but
only partly®®. Significant changes began in the EB III late (or
the Transitional Period to the Middle Bronze Age) in 2200-
1900 BC. They were most likely stimulated by a powerful
volcanic eruption in the east of the region, which caused the
fall of Akkad and coincided with a significant climate crisis
throughout the Near East. This event is called usually ‘the
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crisis of 2200 BC’, but it happened in the second quarter of
the 22" century BC, and by the middle of this century, its
consequences were quite perceptible throughout Anatolia®®.

At that time a new situation formed: the coastal
areas were included in relations with the Aegean, whereas
the inland areas of northwestern Anatolia, in particular
Phrygia, became part of central Anatolia, perhaps even
politically. The latter process began with the spread of red-
slipped ware, characteristic of the EBA III early, and possibly
the wheel-made ware from the Eskisehir region (Kullioba
in Phrygia) to Central Anatolia'®. Since this region was
inhabited by the Luwinas in the MBA, it is supposed that it
was their migration'”. Probably, this process also reflects the
separation of people who spoke Palaic. We can assume (in
contrary to what is written above) that the Hittites moved
into central Anatolia together with them, but it would be a
less likely scenario. We have discussed above that the split of
Anatolian languages occurred within the interval ca. 3600-
1900 BC, and the Hittite language separated earlier than the
others. Therefore, it is more likely that Hittite separated in
the late 4® millennium BC, when Balkan impulses reached
more eastern regions, the north of central Anatolia. And this
process of the late 3" millennium BC can be associated with
the separation of Luwian.

Changes were taking place in Troy too. It is assumed
that a gap between layers of Troy III and IV was caused by
a severe drought'™. At the early stage of Troy 1V, this city
was conquered by a central Anatolian or affiliated group. The
ceramic complex inherited former traditions of Troy III and
northwestern Anatolia, but there are notable inclusions of
central Anatolian ware. These connections increased in Troy
V, but since this city had also connections with southeastern
Anatolia, it has been explained by the formation of trading
networks'”. Inegél gray ware spread in Bithynia, butits origin
is unclear'”. Another fact indicating migration is that the
inventory of Beyjesultan and Aphrodisias is closely related to
Troy IV and Troy V. Freestanding megarons and wheel-made
ware appeared in Beycesultan, which is also considered as
influence from the coastal zone of northwestern Anatolia'™.
In Liman Tepe since the layer IV 2 (EBA IIIA), decreased
and later disappeared relations with the area of Lefkandi I/
Kastri'”. In Samos, ceramic traditions were changing during
the EBA III, parallels with Troy appeared; in the final part
of the period (Heraion V) local pottery became very close
to pottery of the Meander valley (Miletus, Aphrodisias,
Beycesultan), and active interactions with southwestern
Anatolia and adjacent islands began'®.

Thus, at this time we see several processes: cultural
impulses from Phrygia to central Anatolia, from central
Anatolia to the Troad, from the Troad to coastal Lydia in the
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first part of the EBAII, and in the late part of this period the
impulses from the Troad reached Caria. It cannot be ruled
out that at this time the Hittites moved southeast from the
north of central Anatolia. Since we discussed above that the
Troad was inhabited by the Luwians or speakers of the Luwic
dialects, and at the beginning of Troy VI the Thracians came
there, impulses from Phrygia to the east can be associated
with the Luwian migration in their area of the “Lower Land”,
the impulses to the Troad with the coming of Thracians
from central Anatolia, and the impulses to the south of
western Anatolia from the northwest with the migrations
of proto-Lycians and proto-Carians. Therefore, the situation
was more complicated than the idea that the Luwians lived
throughout western Anatolia in the EBA, although for part
of the northwest this conclusion is quite acceptable.

An additional argument in favour of this scenario
is the direction of subsequent trade relations. This does
not always reflect ethnic processes, but these relations
were certainly more intense within related ethnic groups.
In Troy IV and V, contacts with Greece and the Cyclades
disappeared, and relations with Liman Tepe near Izmir were
very limited. The main trade relations of that time were
focused on northwestern, central and southeastern Anatolia.
Contrary to this, to the south, on the Anatolian coast of
the Aegean, the relations with central Anatolia and Cilicia
decreased'””. Excavations in Kolonna/Aegina in the Saronic
Gulf south of Attica show that initially this settlement had
intense contacts with the Cyclades, the northeastern and
southeastern Aegean, but with the beginning of EH III, the
pottery of the Kastri/Lefkandi I type appeared there. Since
that time the settlement retained relations with the eastern
Aegean but the relations with the Troad were completely
absent until the period of Troy VI8, This reorientation of
trade relations of the Troad could have been caused by the
coming of new people at the beginning of Troy VI, or at least
by a change in the elite that regulated these relations. This
ethnic component was associated with central Anatolia and
was distinct from the ethnic groups that lived along the
southern Aegean coast of Asia Minor, from where the Greeks
migrated. Because the latter region maintained connections
with the Cyclades and Greece, we may assume that the Greek
ethnic groups remained there. Subsequently from this region
we have information about the kingdom of Ahhiyawa, and it
is supposed that the Troad was inhabited by the Thracians
at least from the period of Troy VI. In terms of connections
between the ethnicity and trade routes it is very indicative
that after part of the Thracians went from northwestern
Anatolia to the northeastern Balkans, the Troad did not have
trade relations with this region. This can be explained by the
fact that initially they settled the northern Thrace, and only
in the 12™ century BC they migrated to the south, forming
new trade routes. This Thracian migration to the Balkans is
especially visible in the spread of chariots and ornaments
of the Carpatho-Mycenean style, whose earlier examples
are known in central Anatolia'”. There is evidence of even
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earlier examples of this style in the east: a seal from the
Pulur-Sakyol settlement of the Karaz culture'®°.

In the final part of the Lefkandi I/Kastri period, there
was some new penetration of people from northwestern
Anatolia into the southeastern Thrace,
accompanied by the appearance of Anatolian architecture
and ceramics. It corresponds to the Bulgarian EBA 3 (Swv.
Kirilovo phase), and its chronology is determined by depas,
and parallels in Troy Ilc-d. But there are also parallels in Troy
11, IV, and this phase is dated to 2200-1750 BC'*®'. Therefore,
it is possible that the Greeks penetrated into this region at
that time, but later they were assimilated. However, there
is no possibility for confident statements. They could have
been some Thracian groups, but the Thracian migration
should be dated to the later period'®.

which was

MIDDLE BRONZE AGE - LATE BRONZE AGE

Opportunities for a more justified discussion of
ethnic processes appear in the 2" millennium BC. An
important marker is the spread of wheel-made grey ware.
Its earliest form is the wheel-made Inegél grey ware, found
southeast of the Sea of Marmara in Bithynia. Earlier it was
considered as a prototype of the Grey Minyan ware. But later
it was concluded that there was no connection between these
types. The Minyan ware had formed in Greece on the basis of
the Lefkandi I types, but with some Anatolian technological
influences. It has been confirmed by later studies'®. Thus,
we have no ground to associate this ware with the Greeks. As
stated above, it was present in Bithynia from the EBA III. It
was also shown that the Grey Ware differed typologically, and
it was possible to distinguish the Grey Minyan ware of Greece
and coastal Anatolia, emerging in EH III and widespread
in MH, and Anatolian Grey Ware. The earliest in the latter
group is the Inegdl Grey Ware. It is mostly represented by
pieces collected on the surface, and is difficult to date, but
excavations at Cuma Tepe (Inegél I) allow it to be attributed
to the MBA and to be synchronised with Troy V (from the
early 2" millennium BC). Tankards made in this technique
are found in Emporio on Chios and in Beycesultan, level IX,
so, they belong at least to the EBA III (see above about the
same dating)'®. Thereby, the presence of this technology in
Anatolia could have led to its appearance in Greece due to the
trade relations of the late Lafkandi I period.

But in general, the presence of this ware in Emporio
at that time is, rather, an exception. The Anatolian Grey
Ware was very conservative, and it was distributed in the
inner areas of western Anatolia. In the coastal zone, it
appeared along with the grey Minyan Ware at the beginning
of Troy VI (ca. 1750 BC, whereas Troy V is dated since the
early 2 millennium BCQ). Initially, it did not exceed 10%
of the fine wares, then it increased. And, there is only one
group of ware that is comparable to Ineg6l Grey Ware, and it
is characteristic of the transitional period. The Greek forms
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were locally produced, and they disappeared two generations
later. From the second ceramic phase of Troy VI (VIb/c, ca.
1680-1590 BC), Anatolian shapes of Grey Ware began to
dominate, widely represented in Troy VII. The transition
between these levels is very smooth, therefore the population
of Troy did not change. Other types following the forms of
Troy V, gradually disappeared. Somewhat similar processes
took place in southwestern Anatolia, but in Liman Tepe the
Grey Ware of both Greek and Anatolian forms appeared from
thelayer III-3 (= MH III), then its amount increased up to the
LBA, and it was accompanied by the Matt-Painted pottery
from Aegina in Greece. All these processes are explained by
the formation of a trade network covering Boeotia, southern
Thessaly, Chalkidiki and the northeastern Aegean with its
Anatolian coast™. It is indicative that with the exception of
some areas, this trading network covered the area that was
later inhabited by the Aeolians.

Accordingly, the main processes of this time
were associated with impulses from the inner areas of
northwestern Anatolia, but for a short time connections
were established with mainland Greece, and there were
influences from Greece, which were soon interrupted, with
the exception of the coast in the Izmir area.

There is another important fact. In the 18% century
BC, a cultural impulse from northwestern Anatolia to Thrace
formed the MBA cultures of the Carpatho-Danube region.
This process reflects the migration of Thracians'®. This
means that the Thracians lived somewhere in northwestern
Anatolia at an earlier time. It is possible that the appearance
of the Anatolian Grey Ware at this time can be explained
by the coming of Thracians, or by an additional coming of
the Thracian people from Bithynia, where in the EBA III the
Inegol ware was present. In any case, during this period we
can state impulses from the east to northwestern Anatolia
and impulses from Anatolia to Thrace.

In the absence of opportunity to chronologically rank
these events with high accuracy, we can only hypothesise
that the movement of the Luwians to central Anatolia caused
the migration of part of the Hattians to the north of central
Anatolia, which could provoke the Thracian migration from
there to northwestern Anatolia. The subsequent migrations
could have been caused by the activity of the Hittites. This
scenario may be confirmed by the situation with Zalpa,
which is usually identified with Ikiztepe. This identification
has no strong evidence, but it was certainly the same region.
With the transition to the MBA ca. 19*-18%" centuries BC,
the typical Anatolian tell-settlements ceased to exist in this
area, and the number of settlements decreased. On the
settlement of Ikiztepe, the hand-made ware was replaced
by wheel-made one that has parallels in central Anatolia
(Bogazkoy, Buyiikkale Vf-Ve and Kiiltepe Karum Kane$
IV-III). Later this ceramic tradition existed there until the
16™-15% centuries BC'¥. For this reason, it is supposed that
the “Zalpa Tale” reflects a migration from central Anatolia
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to the north, and it is considered as an extension of the
area of Hittite settlements. It is also assumed that the local
population became Hittite subjects'®. But the base of the
Hittite operations in the north was Hattusa, it was taken
over by Annita in 1730/1728 BC, only in 1720-1710 BC the
city was rebuilt and later became the Hittite capital. Perhaps
from time to time, Zalpa was subordinate to the Hittites
before this'®°. But it does not mean the presence of Hittite
settlements there. For the beginning of the 2" millennium
BC it seems unrealistic. It is better in this case to discuss the
migration of Hattians, since this ceramic tradition survived
until the 15% century BC, when the Kaska appeared on the
historical scene. Moreover, the cultures of the Hittites and
Kaska of the second half of the 2" millennium BC are almost
indistinguishable'®. This scenario of the coming of Hattians
from central Anatolia seems the most realistic, but there is
not enough information and there were some new upheavals
at the LBA transition ca. 1650 BC, when many settlements
were abounded'. Sometimes just this event is considered
as the coming of Kaska'?. But regardless of this name
‘Kaska’, the migrants from central Anatolia of the early 2"
millennium BC spoke Hattic. Therefore, even if in the 17®
century BC some tribes with this name had come in the area,
it does not mean that the ethnic situation changed.

The migration of Hattians to the north at the
beginning of the MBA may have stimulated the migration
of both Thracians and Phrygians from there to the west
(although earlier migrations during the climate crisis of the
227 century BC cannot be ruled out). As a result, by the
beginning of the 2™ millennium BC in western Anatolia, a
relatively stable situation was formed with several ceramic
areasthatcoincidewith thehistoricallands of written sources.
In northwestern Anatolia, one ceramic area with Anatolian
Grey Ware extended from Troy to Bithynia, which can be
identified with Wiluga. Another area extended from Troy to
Izmir. It is characterised by the same ware, but typologically
somewhat different. There were central Anatolian influences
at Beycesultan and Kusura, but these settlements were more
connected with the area of southwestern Anatolia south of
the lakes, and it coincides with the Lukka Land. The coastal
part of southwestern Anatolia and the Dodekanese islands
canbe partly identified with Ahhiyawa®®. This reconstruction
seems quite reliable because the Beycesultan area may have
been inhabited by the proto-Carians, who were close to the
proto-Lycians in the southwest and the Luwians in central
Anatolia, wich is reflected in the pottery. And the area from
the Troad to Bithynia can be identified with the Thracians.

The situation with the Thracians, Lycians and Carians
seems quite logical, but the problem of Ahhiyawa is more
complicated. All said above on the archaeological base,
indicates that the Greeks migrated from the southwestern
coast of Anatolia, and their inland area was being reduced
by the movement of the Luwic speaking people to the
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southwest. Therefore, we can assume the preservation of
part of the Greek population along the coast south of the
Troad, which can be confirmed by the preservation in the
MH period of contacts between this coast and the areas in
mainland Greece inhabited by the Aeolians. The Anatolian
Grey Ware of Aeolis was smoothly evolving into Aeolian
ware of the Early Iron Age'*, and it is impossible to show the
Aeolic migration after the Trojan war'®. As a result, we have
the following picture: 1) the Greeks migrated to the Cyclades
and mainland Greece from the southwestern part of the
Anatolian coast, 2) precisely this part of the Anatolian coast
had trade relations with Greece during the MH period, and
later, from the end of LH II, mainly with areas inhabited by
the Aeolians (there were relations with other areas, but they
were either not as stable and were interrupted, as it took
place after the appearance of the Greek Grey Ware in Troy,
or were not so intense), 3) there was a succession of ceramic
types in Aeolis in the LBA, 4) Ahhiyawa was mentioned in
the context of the coastal zone of southwestern Anatolia,
and in the 2™ millennium BC, this area was occupied by a
separate ceramic group, 5) impulses from the Luwic area in
northwestern Anatolia spread to the southwest, mainly to
the inner areas, which allows us to suppose the preservation
of previous people in the coastal zone. Based on this, we may
assume the preservation of the Greeks in this area after their
migration to Greece in the Lefkandi I/Kastri period, but it
must be proved by other data (burial rites, genetics, etc.).
This presence of the Greeks in the area south of the Troad
can explain the presence of the king of Wiluga with the Greek
name Alaksandu.

The association of Ahhiyawa with the Mycenaean
Greeks is also possible. But with the exception of Miletus,
Ephesus and Troy, the Mycenaean presence along the entire
Anatolian coast before the fall of the palatial civilisation
was quite modest. And, the Mycenaean objects are absent
further from the coast; in Troy, the Mycenaean pottery
was found mainly in the port area. This pottery was either
local imitations or imports from Boeotia. Most Mycenaean
objects are found in the central-western and southwestern
regions. Everywhere it is explained by trade, Mycenaean
colonies existed only in Miletus and Ephesus, and Miletus,
according to written sources, belonged to the Mycenaeans
for some time'*. There was no noticeable Greek migration
to Anatolia. As a matter of fact, the Mycenaean relations
covered the former areas of the Greek Grey Ware. Therefore,
in this case we may also assume that the preservation of trade
relations was caused by the preservation of the Greek ethnic
groups along this part of the Anatolian coast. On the other
hand, the reason could be in navigation convenience, and
Miletus was a starting point of voyages along the Meander
river to inner Anatolia. Therefore, final judgments are not
possible at this stage.
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THE END OF THE BRONZE AGE

At the end of the Bronze Age, throughout the
eastern Mediterranean, the Iron Age began. It was marked
by many shocks, which are usually associated with the
activity of Sea Peoples. This was the time of the fall of the
Mycenaean palaces, the Hittite kingdom, the capture of
Babylon by the Elamites and the destruction of cities in the
Levant. The background to this process was earthquakes,
drought and famine in many places. There are many works
with vivid descriptions of these events'. Therefore, most
researchers tend to associate the migration of Thracians and
Phrygians from the Balkan peninsula to Anatolia with these
events. It is sometimes assumed that the trigger for this
was the barbarous tribes of central Europe who developed
new more effective types of weapons and crushed the
civilisation of the eastern Mediterranean'®. However, data
on climate problems of this period are contradictory. In the
Peloponnese, the dry phase lasted between 1700 and 550 BC,
although there actually was a drier phase ca. 1200 BC*. In
the eastern Mediterranean the more arid conditions were in
1100-800 BC?*, and one earlier dry phase in 1250-1150 BC
is assumed?®’. But in general, the whole period of the second
half of the 2" millennium BC and the early 1% millennium
BC was marked by some unfavourable events®®*.

The general dynamics of solar activity corresponds
to this. Beginning from 1550 BC, which coincides with the
Santorini eruption, there was a long decline in solar activity
until the Grand Solar Minimum in 1385 BC. The next decline
occurred ca. 1250 BC, but it was also replaced by a rise, and
dendrodata do not show a decline in the 12 century BC.
Only at the end of this century a severe decline began, which
lasted until the Grand Solar Minimum in ca. 750 BC*%,
There were certainly shorter cycles with a decline and rise
in solar activity within this general process, but the general
dynamics does not demonstrate that the 12t century BC was
especially catastrophic. It was a long process, and in most
cases there is no evidence that participants of these events
were the Sea Peoples of Egyptian sources, and not some local
troops. In particular, Hattusa was destroyed by the Kaska or
as a result of civil strife. Very often the written sources tell
about small groups of marauders, and there is no description
of movements with families, although European genes
appeared in the Levant?.

Therefore, it was a rather complex, not fully
understood process, driven by climatic and seismic problems,
which have been dated with low resolution and not always
proven. But there was also a weakening of trade relations
and the administrative systems, the activity of groups of
looters, etc.?® It is necessary to remember that in this period
a number of written sources increased, and if we collect all
the described troubles in one list, it will create the impression
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of a universal catastrophe. But in Europe this is the heyday
of the Urnfield culture. Therefore, the use of this narrative
of the migrations of Sea Peoples fails to demonstrate the
Phrygian migration to Anatolia. But in many papers they are
accompanied by the Thracians, Aeolic Greeks and Armenians.
It is highly doubtful that the migrations of such masses of
people went unnoticed by both written and archaeological
sources. Arguments in favour of these migrations are
limited to quotations of one passage from Herodotus (and
arbitrary interpretations of some other authors) and a small
amount of Balkan pottery in Troy VIIb. Therefore, it would
be more honest to admit that there is no serious evidence on
migrations from the European continent, and the homeland
of the Indo-Europeans lived in Asia Minor should be looked
for in the same region.

CONCLUSIONS

What has been discussed above allows us to
reconstruct the system of IE migrations in western Asia
based on archaeological, linguistic and paleogenetic data.
It should be emphasise that this is not a final verdict, and
the presence of any ceramic type in any area does not mean
at all that people in that area started to speak a particular
language, because bilingualism may have persisted for a
long time, and different ethnic groups could have had the
same material culture. We discuss only general trends in the
spread of IE languages.

The formation of the PIE language occurred gradually
in the 7"-5% millennia BC in northern Mesopotamia, which
is marked by sites such as Tell Maghzalya, Tell Sotto and

Hassuna (fig. 3). To the south, the speakers of these dialects
were in contact with the proto-Semites, and to the west
with the speakers of the Dene-Caucasian languages, which
during this period gradually transformed into the proto-
North Caucasian languages. Somewhere in the same area
there was a contact with proto-Kartvelian, but it is not yet
possible to determine this. In the 6® millennium BC, cultural
impulses from this region reached the South Caucasus,
where the Shulaveri-Shomutepe culture formed. However,
it is impossible to reliably talk about its ethnicity. In the
5% millennium BC, cultural impulses into the northeastern
Balkans from this area mark the separation of Anatolian
dialects, and repeated impulses in Transcaucasia and
northwestern Iran lead to the formation of Late Chalcolithic
complexes of the Sioni type and the area of chaff-tempered
wares, which marks the area of distribution of PIE in this
period. Probably, the appearance of this complex east of the
Zagros can be considered as the beginning of separation
of the Tocharians and Indo-Iranians. At the same time,
the penetration of Indo-Europeans from Transcaucasia
into the steppe of Eastern Europe began, most noticeable
in the last third of the 4™ millennium BC, when the Late
Eneolithic groups with kurgan burial rites penetrated into
the north of the Balkans, which led to the displacement of
part of the population of the northeastern Balkans into Asia
Minor during the Kumtepe IB period, reaching north-central
Anatolia. These events were probably triggered by the climate
crisis of 3200 BC. As a result of this migration, the Hittite
language was separated from the proto-Anatolian dialects. To
alesser extent, this cultural impulse influenced the situation
in central Anatolia and Transcaucasia. However, in eastern

Fig. 3. Map of the Proto-Indo-European language: areas of Proto-Indo-European (PIE-1), Proto-Semitic (PS), Proto-North Caucasian (PNC)
and Proto-Kartvelian in the 7*-5" millennia BC; and the Proto-Indo-European area (PIE-2) in the 4™-3" millennia BC. Migrations of the
Proto-Anatolians (PA) in the 5% millennium BC, Proto-Hittites (PH) in the late 4" millennium BC and Proto-Luwians (PL) in the early 3
millennium BC.
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Anatolia there are signs of some influences from central
Anatolia in the Late Chalcolithic-early EBA. On the other
hand, there were episodes of the spread of Transcaucasian
traditions to the north of central Anatolia. As a result of
these processes, a series of cultures close to the Kuro-Araxes
formed in a large area of eastern Anatolia, Transcaucasia and
northwestern Iran. The processes of regionalisation began,
which corresponds to the time of the beginning of the
dialectal split of most IE languages. It can be assumed that in
the northern part of eastern Anatolia during this period, the
separation of several dialects began: proto-Thracian in the
west (closer to the north of central Anatolia), proto-Phrygian
and proto-Greek in the northeast, and the area where the
future proto-Armenian separated should be located south of
the proto-Greek area (fig. 4).

At this time, the Yamnaya culture formed north of the
Black Sea, and around the early 3" millennium BC, Yamnaya
people penetrated into the northeastern Balkans and the
Carpatho-Danube basin. Apparently this contributed to the
outflow of a new part of the Balkan groups to northwestern
Anatolia, where complexes like Troy I and II were formed,
which reflects the coming of people who spoke the proto-
Luwian dialects. The climate crisis of 2850 BC was probably
the impetus for this.

In the EBA Il around the middle of the 3" millennium
BC, tribes speaking proto-Greek dialects penetrated into the
inner regions of northwestern Anatolia (Kitahya-Tavsanly).
Later they moved to the coastal zone of southwestern
Anatolia, and in the EH IIb their migration to the Cyclades
and mainland Greece began, although part of the Greek
population probably remained in the coastal zone of

southwestern Anatolia. In the later part of the EBA III, new
changes and migrations occurred, provoked by a powerful
eruption of some volcano in Transcaucasia or Eastern
Anatolia in the second quarter of the 22" century BC.
This caused the split of proto-Luwian dialects. Part of this
population moved to the west of central Anatolia (probably
from western Phrygia), which lead to the separation of
Luwian and, probably, Palaic, and part migrated to the
inner regions of southwestern Anatolia, which lead to the
separation of proto-Carian, proto-Lycian and proto-Lydian,
although the southward movement of the proto-Lydians
could have begun earlier. It is also possible that part of
the Thracians and Phrygians migrated from the north of
central Anatolia to Bithynia at this time, which lead to the
appearance of Inegdl Grey Ware. It is possible that at the
beginning of Troy IV, Thracian groups also appeared in the
Troad, which does not mean that the population of this
city began to speak Thracian. By this time, the Greeks were
already in mainland Greece, and their possible enclaves were
in the coastal part of southwestern Anatolia. This explains
the lack of early contacts between Greek and Phrygian.

With the transition to the MBA in the early 2™
millennium BC, new events occurred. From central Anatolia
to the north into the coastal area, the population speaking
Hattic penetrated. Probably, their activity there led to the
further displacement of the Thracians from this area, and
in the 18" century BC, a significant part of them migrated
to Thrace, but we cannot yet say for sure whether directly
from there or from Bithynia. At the same time, there was
probably a noticeable increase in the Thracian component in
the Troad. As a result, the population of the Troad gradually
adopted the Thracian language. The Phrygians were gradually

Fig. 4. Areas and migrations of the Proto-Luwians (PL), Proto-Palaic (PP), Proto-Lydians (Ply), Proto-Carians (PC), Proto-Lycians (Plyc),
Proto-Greeks (PG), Proto-Thracians (Pth), Proto-Phrygians (Pph), Proto-Hittites, Proto-Armenians (PA), Proto-Tocharians (PT), and Indo-
Iranians (I-I) in the 3" - early 2" millennia BC.
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developing areas of Mysia, possibly parts of Bithynia, and
the preservation of some Thracian and Phrygian enclaves
in the north of central Anatolia cannot be ruled out. At the
end of the Chalcolithic, it is this area that shows the greatest
concentration of finds comparable to the Balkans. Therefore,
initially Hittite ethnogenesis took place there. But as a result
of the events of the end of the EBA - the beginning of the
MBA, the Hittites probably moved southeast, to the Kugsara
region, from where they began their expansion into central
Anatolia in the 18" century BC.

A Greek population may have survived south of the
Troad, but it is difficult to say in which regions it survived
completely and where it was replaced (or partially replaced)
by tribes speaking the Luwic dialects. Subsequently, it was
these areas that interacted most closely with the Mycenaean
Greeks. Therefore, it can be assumed that the country of
Ahhiyawa meant not only Mycenaean Greece, but also the
southwestern part of the Anatolian coast.

The presented reconstruction is preliminary and
requires serious detailing. However, it is in good agreement
with the available archaeological, linguistic and paleogenetic
data. In contrast, it is impossible to show the penetration
of several different groups of the Indo-Europeans into Asia
Minor at the end of the Bronze Age, or in any other period.
Therefore, future more detailed studies should be based
on the idea of the Near Eastern homeland of this language
family.
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