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Omiir Diinya (;AKMAKLI*‘@’

Abstract

Glass artefacts are frequently uncovered in Roman grave
excavations, providing significant insights into the social and funerary
practices of that era. These artefacts exhibit a diverse array of styles and
forms, reflecting the variety of funeral customs and traditions. When
examining glass artefacts from an archaeological perspective,
necropoleis emerge as fruitful sources of material for typological and
chronological studies. This is primarily due to the fact that necropoleis
often yield intact artefact groups that facilitate such investigations.
Therefore, both research areas engage in a mutually beneficial
exchange of information pertinent to archaeology. The necropoleis in
Aizanoi, along with the artefacts unearthed within them, contribute
significantly to the study of ancient glass and facilitate sociological
evaluations based on these findings. This study aims to elucidate the
economic and social stratification of the inhabitants of Aizanoi as
reflected in their burial customs, with a focus on analysing
archaeological glass materials. The Northern Necropolis, recognized
for its concentration of glass artefacts within the ancient city, serves as
the primary site of investigation for this research. Although the earliest
examples identified in this area date to the Hellenistic period, the
majority of artefacts can be attributed to the Roman Imperial period. In
this regard, particularly concerning the Roman Imperial period, our
study will contribute to the delineation of the geographical boundaries
within which the city engaged in socio-cultural exchange. This will be
achieved by revealing various forms of locally or regionally produced
groups, as well as identifying certain groups of imported vessels.

Keywords: Aizanoi, Phrygia, Necropolis, Glass unguentarium, Roman
glass, Roman Imperial period.
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Oz

Ozellikle Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi'ne tarihlenen mezarlarda
yiriitiilen arkeolojik kazilarda sik¢a karsilasilan cam buluntular, cenaze
uygulamalar1 ve gomii adetleri baglaminda degerlendirildiginde hem
doénemin sosyal hayatin1 hem de bu hayatin bir parcasi olan yerel gomii
geleneklerini  donemsel cesitliligi ile sunan bashca buluntu
gruplarindandir. Nekropollerde tespit edilen cam eserler siklikla tiim
durumda ele gectiklerinden, tipolojik ve kronolojik degerlendirmelere
en cok olanak saglayan arkeolojik buluntu gruplarindan birini
olusturur. Dolayisiyla nekropol ve cam calismalar1 karsilikli olarak
birbirini beslemektedir. Aizanoi antik kenti nekropolleri ve bu
nekropollerde ele gecen buluntular cam calismalarma ve bu ¢alismalar
ile ulasilan sosyolojik degerlendirmelere biiyiik oranda yardimci
olacaktir. Bu c¢alisma, Aizanoi antik kentinde yasayan halkin 6li
gomme gelenekleri baglaminda degerlendirildiginde, bu halkin
ekonomik ve dolayisiyla sosyal tabakalasmasinin hatlarini arkeolojik
cam malzemeyi odak noktaya koyarak ¢izmeyi amaclamaktadir. Antik
kentin tamaminda en fazla cam eserin bulundugu sektérlerden biri
olan Kuzey Nekropolis calismamizin ana buluntu grubunun gelis
yerini olusturmaktadir. Bu alanda en erken ornekler Hellenistik
Donem’e tarihlenmekte ise de buluntularin ¢ogunlugu Roma
imparatorluk Donemi’'ne aittir. Bu anlamda, 6zellikle Roma
Imparatorluk Dénemi igin degerlendirildiginde, calismamiz yerel ya da
bolgesel iiretim olasili1 tasiyan kimi form gruplarini ortaya ¢ikardig:
gibi, bazi ithal 6zellik tastyan kap gruplarimn tespit ederek kentin sosyo-
kilttirel aligveris icerisinde oldugu cografi hatti belirlemeye de katki
saglayacaktir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Aizanoi, Phrygia, Nekropolis, Cam unguentarium,
Roma cami, Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi.
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Introduction

Grave finds can be categorized not only as the personal belongings of the deceased
but also as grave goods that indicate social and political status, or as ritual items that reflect
the cult of the dead during the period in question. Glass artefacts are commonly discovered
in Roman grave excavations, offering valuable insights into the social and burial practices of
that time period. These artefacts demonstrate a wide range of styles and forms, reflecting the
diversity of funeral customs and traditions. When analysing glass artefacts from an
archaeological perspective, necropoleis emerge as a particularly fruitful source of material
for typological and chronological studies. This is largely due to the fact that necropoleis often
yield intact artefacts groups that facilitate such investigations. Necropoleis associated with
ancient cities such as Aizanoi, where comprehensive anthropological studies have been
conducted, grave inscription analyses have been performed, and burial customs have been
extensively examined by experts, are of paramount importance to our research due to the
data they provide that supports studies on glass.

As previously indicated, necropoleis represent the most predominant excavation sites
where glass artefacts are unearthed in various states of preservation, particularly during the
Roman Imperial period. This prevalence is correlated with the widespread adoption of the
free-blown glass technique, which emerged concurrently with the discovery of the blowing
technique. Necropoleis such as the Northern Necropolis of Aizanoi, which also feature
Hellenistic glass artefacts, hold even greater scholarly significance. Hellenistic period glass
vessels, which are comparatively rare in relation to those from the Roman Imperial period,
provide a valuable opportunity for comparative analysis between these periods, particularly
regarding typological changes in specific forms and the evolution of construction and
decorative techniques, akin to that observed in pottery vases.

The distinctions between the necropoleis artefacts and those associated with civil
architecture merit consideration. Although necropolis finds are directly associated with the
daily life of the deceased, particularly in the context of grave goods, it is important to note
that these finds do not exclusively belong to the category “funerary gifts”. At each stage of
the burial ritual, the content and significance of that stage vary; consequently, the forms,
dimensions, decorations, and technical characteristics of the objects utilized also differ.
Conversely, the diversity of material culture associated with life is inherently more complex
than that associated with death. Consequently, the extensive diversity of forms associated
with the utilization of glass artefacts, which are integral to daily life, is not unexpected. This
diversity further elucidates the presence of certain glass groups in both funerary contexts
and residential environments. The prevalence of this similarity predominantly during the
Roman Imperial period can be effectively attributed to advancements in glass technology
and the unprecedented widespread utilization of glass during this era.

Situated in the Central Western Anatolia, 48 kilometers southwest of Kiitahya
province and within the boundaries of Cavdarhisar district, Aizanoi was established in the
Phrygia Epiktetos along the Penkalas Branch of the Rhyndakos River in antiquity. Strabo, a
Ist-century AD geographer, enumerated the settlements within the region of Phrygia
Epiktetos, stating: “Aizanoi, Nakoleia, Kotiaion, Midaeion, and Dorylaion are the cities of Phrygia
Epiktetos; Kadoi, which according to certain authors is regarded as belonging to Mysia, is also
included among them”!. Excavations on the mound supporting the Temple of Zeus have
shown that the settlement within the city territory dates back to the early third millennium

1Strab. 12, 8, 12.
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BC2 The city’s most significant period occurred during the Roman Imperial period,
particularly under the reign of Emperor Hadrian and throughout the Antonine period.
During this time, the city underwent a transformation into a settlement characterized by
heightened construction activities and substantial immigration, which contributed to its
cosmopolitan development’. During the Early Byzantine period, the city evolved into a
prominent bishopric centre, sending its bishops to various other cities®. The city, which
remained significant until the 8th century AD, was designated as a UNESCO World Heritage
Site on April 12, 2012, and is included on the Tentative List of Cultural Heritage®.

The excavations conducted within the city have shown the existence of various
designated areas for cemeteries both in and around the urban centre, revealing the practice
of distinct burial traditions across these regions. These areas include the Northern
Necropolis, which serves as the primary focus of this study, as well as the Southern, Eastern
(Yalakkaya Mevkii), and Western Necropoleis. Based on existing research, it can be posited
that the Northern Necropolis was utilized beginning in the Hellenistic period, with a marked
intensification of its use occurring during the Roman Imperial period®.
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Figure 1: The city plan of Aizanoi (2011-2020 Aizanoi Excavation Archive)

2 Lochner and Ay 2001, 269-294.
3 Ozer et al. 2022, 85.

4 Belke and Mersich 1990, 202.

5 Ozer et al. 2022, 86.

6 Ozer and Doksanalt1 2017, 288.
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The Northern Necropolis of Aizanoi

The Northern Necropolis of Aizanoi is located in proximity to the theatre, at an
elevation of 1,020 meters above sea level. Glass artefacts were identified in the majority of the
grave structures within this burial site. More than 100 graves were identified during the
excavations conducted between 2012-2017. Archaeological studies suggest that the earliest
burials in the Northern Necropolis commenced in the late 2nd century BC, reached a peak
during the 1st century BC and the 1st century AD, and persisted, albeit with reduced
frequency, until the 3rd century AD. These burial types can be classified into two categories:
inhumation and cremation. Inhumation burials emerged as the prevailing norm, originating
in the middle of the 1st century AD and experiencing gradual growth in popularity.
Conversely, the cremation tradition appears to have been abandoned during the same
period. The impact of Hadrian’s 2nd century AD legislation prohibiting cremation burials
within a radius of 3 kilometres from the city walls warrants careful consideration?.

Initiated in 2015, “Aizanoi Glass Project”s, has demonstrated that the city holds
significant importance for ancient glass studies, particularly due to the qualitative and
quantitative contributions provided by the Northern Necropolis.

In this study, a total of 50 glass vessel fragments, 6 complete vessels, 5 beads, and 1
possible amulet excavated during the fieldwork conducted between 2012 and 2017, were
analysed primarily to ascertain their technical characteristics. The vessels associated with
certain fragments were identifiable, allowing for their collective organization during the
cataloguing phase. Furthermore, the contextual connections between these artefacts and the
graves in which they were found were examined. These relationships encompassed various
factors such as the deceased’s sex, age, and social status, as well as the correlation between
grave or burial types and the presence of these artefacts. The study also aimed to decipher
the significance of the artefacts” placement inside or outside the grave, if ascertainable, and to
draw parallels with contemporary traditions and intended use®.

Firstly, the date range of the artefacts indicates that they belong to the Early and
Middle Roman Imperial period, with the exception of one example!? (fig. 4.5). Except for this
specific example, all other vessel instances were created using the free-blowing technique.

7 Lindsay 2000, 170.

8 The “Aizanoi Glass Project”, which spanned the years 2012 to 2017, encompasses the documentation and
typological evaluation of all glass artefacts identified from the initial excavations of the city up to 2017. As part of
the documentation study, these glass artefacts were entered into the “ Aizanoi Glass Database”, which was further
enriched through drawing and photographic processes. Permission to conduct this work was granted by Prof. Dr.
Elif Ozer. The digital drawings of the glass artefacts from the Northern Necropolis were executed under the
project titled “Aizanoi Northern Necropolis Glass Finds,” which received support from the Karabiik University
Scientific Research Projects Coordination Office, designated by the number KBUBAP-24-DS-048

9 The anthropological data utilized in this study was obtained orally from Prof. Dr. Handan Ustiindag and is
derived from Prof. Ustiindag’s 2019 research (Ustiindag 2019, 311-330).

10 This example was produced using ‘Core Forming,” which is recognized as the earliest known technique for the
production of glass vases. The earliest glass vessels emerged in Mesopotamia and Egypt during the second half of
the 2nd Millennium BC (16th-15th centuries BC). These initial glass vessels were produced utilizing the Core
Forming Technique, which originated in Western Asia and Egypt and experienced a revival in Mesopotamia
during the Early Iron Age (Oikonomou 2018, 513). It is established that this technique was employed in
Mediterranean centres until the early 1st century AD. Grose classified the Mediterranean glass vessels utilizing
the Core Forming technique into three distinct categories: the first group spans the late 6th to mid-4th century BC,
the second group encompasses the mid-4th to late 3rd century BC, and the third and final group extends from the
mid-2nd BC to the early 1st century AD (Grose 1989). The temporal range of the Northern Necropolis is posited to
extend from the 3rd century BC to the 1st century AD, as inferred from the analysis of grave goods and the
typological classification of burial structures; The densest concentration of graves is dated to the interval between
the 2nd century BC and the 1st century AD (Ozer and Doksanalti 2017, 288). The fragment of the core-formed
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These vessels are characteristic of terracotta unguentaria utilized for the storage of
fragrances or medicinal substances, in addition to various types of bottles, jugs, bowls, and
jars. The latter items are commonly classified as table vessels, which are well-documented in
the archaeological record of terracotta artefacts. The glass collection of the Aizanoi necropolis
also includes groups such as pendants and beads, which are prominently found in the
necropoleis.
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Figure 2: The plan of the Northern Necropolis (2011-2020 Aizanoi Excavation Archive)

D9-A

D9-A denotes the initial excavation area of the Northern Necropolis, which was
commenced in 2012. Anthropological studies have indicated that this trench contains the
highest density of human skeletal remains. Correspondingly, it is not unexpected that
Trench D9-A also yielded the greatest quantity of glass artefacts'’. In Space 1, a designated
zone, a total of 17 burial structures were unearthed, all of which consisted of inhumation
graves. Cremation burials are also present in D9-A.

It is worth mentioning that Grave 2 stands out as the sole chamber grave discovered
thus far, revealing glass artefacts. An anthropological examination, conducted by Prof. H.
Ustiindag, has identified a total of 25 inhumation burials within this grave. Based on the
findings, it has been interpreted as a collective burial site for a family unit, comprising of 22
adults (10 males, 7 females, and 5 of undetermined sex), 1 adolescent, and 2 infants. The
contents of the grave include three distinct glass vessel fragments, namely an unguentarium
(fig. 3.4), a bottle (fig. 3.5), beaker (fig. 3.1), as well as three glass beads (figs. 3.6-8), two of
which share the same colour and size’2.

vessel recovered from the North Necropolis is unfortunately too small to yield measurements that would
facilitate its classification according to the schema proposed by Grose. However, the observation that the densest
finds within the necropolis are categorized as the final group in Grose’s classification may provide some insights
regarding the vessel employing the core-forming technique; nonetheless, it does not permit a definitive
conclusion.

11 Ustiindag 2019, 318.

12 This grave exhibits distinct characteristics that differentiate it from the prevalent grave types in the Northern
Necropolis and represents the only known example to date. Alongside the glassware, a bronze ring earring,
presumably belonging to one of the interred women, and a silver ring, likely a personal item, were discovered
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The analysed unguentarium exemplifies a bulbous form, and this category of
unguentaria exhibits variability in size. It is among the most prevalent forms of unguentaria
from the Early Roman Imperial period, characterized by its cylindrical neck, either inwardly
or outwardly rounded rim, pear-shaped body, and flat base. In these specimens, the body
length constituted approximately one-fifth of the neck length; however, there was a gradual
increase in the dimensions of the neck over time!3. They are recognized in Egypt as the
standard form of the 1st century AD. The traces of continuous production and utilization in
the Syria-Palestine region, along with the fragments of the form documented in Cyprus,
serve as indicators of the widespread prevalence of this type of unguentarium during the 1st
century AD?®S. It is acknowledged that these inexpensive, rapidly produced, and
predominantly undecorated artefacts are frequently recorded as discoveries within
necropoleis, particularly in relation to burial offeringsi®. C. Isings also reports that early
examples of this form, categorized as grave and household finds, date from the 1st century
AD and have been recovered from Locarno, Pompeii, Herculaneum, Siphnos, Dura Europos,
and Priene'”. This type of unguentarium is also prevalent among terracotta examples. Such
unguentaria have been frequently discovered in various Mediterranean cities and are
associated with burial practices and other contexts dating from the 1st century through the
2nd century AD?S,

Glass studies conducted on both the Northern and Southern Necropolis revealed that
the unguentarium form was recorded both within and outside the grave. This suggests that
unguentaria may have served distinct functions at various stages of funerary rituals.
Furthermore, their usage likely varied in relation to different burial practices, such as
cremation and inhumation!. Nevertheless, the role of unguentaria in the funeral process
remains a subject of scholarly debate. They are predominantly represented on grave reliefs as
grave offerings. However, there is a noticeable absence of depictions illustrating their specific
role in funeral rituals or their function in the preparation of the deceased for burial?. The
same contentious issues concerning their utilization are also applicable to terracotta
unguentaria. There is no evidence to indicate that glass and terracotta unguentaria fulfilled
distinct functions within funerary contexts. The frequent occurrence of both glass and
terracotta unguentaria during the same era can be attributed to advancements in technology.
However, a comparative study analysing the quantitative data would be beneficial, as it
would aid in the identification of temporal transitions between these materials. However, a
study of this magnitude has yet to be conducted at the necropoleis of Aizanoi.

The quantity of glass unguentaria is markedly lower than expected within the
identified range of glass forms recovered from the necropolis. This phenomenon may be
attributed to a terminological confusion that is prevalent in certain cities characterized by a
significant abundance of unguentarium forms. It is not uncommon to encounter certain bottle

adjacent to the skeleton of the other woman. Within the expansive burial area, a total of 31 open vessels, including
bowls and figures, as well as 9 handled cups, 16 oil lamps, 1 coin, 1 tintinnabulum, a terracotta tray, numerous
iron nails (both small and large), and 8 fragments of brick were unearthed.

13 Isings 1957, 42, form 48a-b.

14 Hayes 1975, 138.

15 Erten 2018, 153.

16 Kucharczyk 2004, 96.

17 Isings 1957, 42.

18 Saragoglu 2011, 7.

19 For instance, figure 14.1 presents an example of an unguentarium that was likely utilized during the cremation
phase, left with the deceased, and subjected to physical deterioration. It is plausible that it functioned as part of a
ritual rather than as a burial offering intended for the deceased at the conclusion of the cremation process.

20 Anderson-Stojanovic 1987, 116.
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forms, particularly within grave contexts, that are documented as unguentaria. In this context,
the definitions provided by glass experts D. Ignatiadou and A. Antonaras in their treatises on
glass terminology are of particular significance. They define glass bottles as “large or
medium-sized handleless vessels”2.. In the same study, the unguentarium is examined under
the subheadings of core forming and blowing concerning its production technique and is
defined as follows: “Perfume vessels with a closed shape, small or medium-sized”22. It is
essential to consider both content variations and form distinctions when establishing
definitions. D. Whitehouse elucidates the origins of the terminological confusion, asserting
that the term “unguentarium,” which is thought to have originated from Roman toilet bottles,
was, in fact, coined in the 19th century. This term derives from certain Latin words employed
by the Romans in relation to perfume “unguentum”, as well as the term “unguentarius,”
which referred to sellers of perfume?. As noted by Whitehouse, the term “unguentarium” is a
relatively modern designation, and the ancient nomenclature for these vessels remains
unidentified. In summary, although we can ascertain the rarity of glass unguentaria from the
North Necropolis of Aizanoi in relation to other forms within this necropolis, we lack the
necessary data to compare these findings with those from other necropoleis across Anatolia.

Figure 3.1 presents a beaker/bowl form characteristic of the Early Roman Imperial
period, aligning with the dating of the unguentarium?*. The handle fragments depicted in
figures 3.2 and 3.3 were discovered in conjunction with this piece and display analogous
colour characteristics. If this hypothesis is accurate, figure 3.1 can be categorized as
belonging to the “Bowl/Beaker with Handles” type; however, the handles could not be
definitively associated with the body in our proposed drawings.
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Figure 3: Glass finds from D9-A, Grave 2

Figure 4: Glass finds from D9-A, Grave 3

2 Jgnatiadou and Antonaras 2008, 135.
2 [gnatiadou and Antonaras 2008, 216.
23 Whitehouse 2006, 87.

24 Majcherek 2018, 44, no. 9.2; Cakmakl1 and Hopken 2015, 34, no. 41; Atila and Giirler 2009, 132, no. 206.
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Grave 3, commonly referred to as the “Rooster Grave” due to the presence of a
terracotta rooster figurine within its confines, possesses significant artefacts that serve to
establish the chronological framework of the necropolis and contribute to the classification of
glass objects in the Aizanoi necropolis. This grave is attributed to two adults aged 35-40
years. One of the individuals has been identified as male; however, the sex of the other
deceased remains uncertain. It is probable that this individual was the spouse of the grave
owner?, The discovery of two bronze coins within the Aizanoi Rooster Grave indicates that
one dates to the 2nd century AD, while the other belongs to the latter half of the 4th century
AD. Upon investigation, it has been proposed that both individuals were laid to rest during
the 2nd century AD, and the presence of the 4th century AD coin can be attributed to illicit
activities such as grave robbery2. All glass artefacts (fig. 4), with the exception of a core-
formed piece, are bottle forms that reflect the 2nd and 3rd-century AD tradition (figs. 4.1-4).
The artefacts depicted in figures 4.2 and 4.3 were discovered within the grave situated near
the head of a male individual?”. While the unguentarium form depicted in figure 4.3 cannot be
identified typologically due to the absence of a complete body and base?, the artefacts
illustrated in figure 4.2 serves as a representative example of a category of bottles classified
as ‘bottles with conical mouths,” which are primarily associated with the 3rd century ADZ.
Figure 4.1 represents a unique bottle/jug form characterized by its hypothesized body
feature. Its design includes an inverted rim, flat cylindrical neck, and ring base, which
collectively demonstrate the fundamental characteristics of a category of artefacts from the
Middle Roman Imperial period®. In this regard, it bears historical similarities to figure 4.2.
The horizontal line that encircles the neck was employed consistently throughout the empire
and should not be considered a criterion for dating. The historical inconsistency of the glass
artefacts recovered from Grave 3, which span a diverse range of periods including the Early
and Middle Roman Imperial period, indicates that the Grave may have been reopened
following its initial closure.

Grave 7, designated as the “Heraclian Grave” due to the discovery of a Heracles
statuette within, is postulated to be a soldier’s grave based on the presence of this statuette3!.
This grave serves as a precursor to cremation-type burials. The glass unguentarium (fig. 5)
found within the grave exhibits a distinct form typically associated with the Early Roman
Imperial period. This group is differentiated from similar examples by its cobalt blue
colouration, which is occasionally adorned with glass threads, as seen in the Aizanoi
instance. In some cases, the vessel remains entirely unembellished32. The decorative
technique used, which includes cobalt blue and white spiral glass bands, is consistent with
examples discovered in 1st century burial excavations33. The elaborate unguentarium depicted
in figure five exemplifies two prominent characteristics of mid-1st-century AD glassmaking:

25 Ozer 2016, 10.

26 Ozer 2016, 10.

277 Usttindag 2019, 311-331.

2Although the body is absent, the artefact bears a resemblance to the spherical-bodied unguentaria from the 1st
and 2nd centuries AD. It features a pressed rim that has been folded inwards, along with a long, slender
cylindrical neck and a defined profile from the neck to the body, for examples, see: Vessberg 1952, 138-139; Erten
2018, 169, cat. 65.

2 Weinberg and Stern 2009, 127, no. 235; Giirler and Tastemtir 2019, 185, cat. no. 33; Lightfoot and Arslan 1992,
196, no. 131; Erten 2018, 35, no. 8; Giirler 2000, 93, cat. 109; Schintlmeister 2021, 309, fig. 2.6.

30 Cakmakli 2017, 292, lev. 2.10 (Labraunda).

31 Ozer and Doksanalt1 2017, 287-288.

32 For an example of a grave find from Koyli Garaji in Tarsus, see: Yurtseven 2006, no. 116, res. 3.

3 C. Isings reports that miniature bottles featuring white bands on a cobalt blue background were recovered from
tombs dating to the reign of Nero in Pompeii (Isings 1957, 41); It was retrieved from a 1st century AD tomb
located on Lenonmart Street, adjacent to the Athenian Agora (Weinberg and Stern 2009, 78, no. 120).
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the white-on-blue decorative scheme commonly observed in cameo glass of that era, and the
form that resonates with various unguentarium designs from the same period3+. The proposed
dates for the statuette and the lykion discovered in the Heraclian Grave are consistent with
the chronological framework that corresponds to the first half of the 1st century BC,
extending to the first half of the 1st century AD?% for the glass unguentarium.

The body of these vessels is predominantly onion-shaped. Unfortunately, it is not
possible to assign these vessels to a specific sex. Despite the association of the Aizanoi
specimen with an adult male, a similar unguentarium found in Giire was recovered from a
female grave®. The example from the Athenian Agora was discovered alongside an
unguentarium and a bronze mirror, artefacts typically associated with female interments?”. A
substantial quantity of colour-band blown bottles, along with a significant number of
associated sherds, was discovered in the South Necropolis of Samothrace; one of these
bottles corresponds to the Aizanoi sample. Dated to the first half of the 1st century, it is
significant that this artefact was recovered from a child’s grave3s.

The placement of the
- . Aizanoi unguentarium outside the
mr .y
Grave rather than inside suggests
that it was not intended as a burial
gift, but rather as a component of
the funeral ritual. It is likely that
the liquid contained within the
vessel was ritually dispersed either
onto the deceased or onto the
surrounding soil after the grave
had been sealed. Likewise, the
terracotta bowls and oil lamps
discovered alongside the
unguentarium were also left outside
the grave®. However, it is not
feasible to ascertain the function of
Figure 5: The glass unguentarium from D9-A, Grave 7 this form in burial rituals based
solely on the findspot of the
Aizanoi example. This limitation arises from the fact that the example from Giire (Usak,
Turkiye) was situated within a grave, whereas the example from the Agora of Athens
originates from a disturbed burial.

1"
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Grave 10 is characterized as a cinerary urn featuring a cremation burial. Among the
recovered artefacts were fragments from six distinct vessels (figs. 6.1-7) and two glass beads
(figs. 6.8-9). Notably, all of the vessels are transparent blue in colour and exhibit a bottle
form, distinguishing this grave from others concerning glass-related finds. Furthermore,
while there are numerous comparable instances of the bottle forms found in Grave 10, one
specimen (fig. 6.2) is distinguished from the majority by its rounded bottom. This bottom is
posited to belong to the same vessel as the fragment illustrated in figure 6.14.

34 Fleming 1996, 22.

35 Ozer 2022, 32.

3 Cakmakli and Tastemiir 2017, 118, fig. 4.5.

37 Weinberg and Stern 2009, 78, no. 120.

3 Dusenbery 1967, 41, fig. 18.

3 Ozer and Doksanalt1 2017, 287-300.

40 Similar examples are known among the finds from the Northern Necropolis. See also figure 8.2, 8.5, 11.4.
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This artefact, a variation of the “pointed bottomed unguentarium” known from the 1st
century AD4, is exclusively found in the North Necropolis graves within our glass project
encompassing all sectors of Aizanoi. Similar to the aforementioned type of unguentarium, the
Aizanoi examples feature a rounded rim and elongated neck; however, they are
characterized by a rounded bottom rather than a pointed one. Anatolian examples of the
rounded-bottom bottle type have been documented in the academic literature2. The dates
assigned to these examples align with the 3rd century, which is presently recognized as the
period of the final utilization of the Northern Necropolis.
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Figure 6: Glass finds from D9-A, Grave 10 Figure 7: Glass finds from D9-A, Grave 17

In addition to the presence of analogous examples in the Northern Necropolis, the
discovery of a mouth-neck fragment of the same type, albeit lacking a base, prompts an
inquiry into whether these artefacts may have been locally or regionally produced for a
necropolis-oriented purpose. Their positioning, which is not conducive to standing upright
in terms of functional use, further supports the interpretation of these items as grave goods.

Grave 17 is a rudimentary earthen grave containing a cremation burial.
Anthropological investigations indicate that this particular grave likely housed a solitary
burial, that of a child*. Two glass objects, seven terracotta objects, including one oil lamp,
four metal artefacts and a bronze earring were discovered within the grave. The presence of
this earring fragment indicates that the grave belongs to a female*. As no assessment has yet
been conducted on the contextual finds within the grave, our analysis of the glass objects will
be based solely on their analogical characteristics.

41 Giirler and Tastemdir 2019, 110.

42 Cakmakli and Hopken 2015, 135, no. 304; Stern 2001, 241-242, no. 127; Giirler and Tastemiir 2019, 280, no. 128;
43 Usttindag 2019, 319.

44 Ozer 2019, 382.
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Noteworthy discoveries within the grave include a glass artefact adorned with a
spiral metal thread, potentially functioning as a pendant or amulet (fig. 7.2) given its
perforated nature, as well as a vessel resembling a jar (fig. 7.1) in both shape and colour. It is
important to note that this specific glass group from Grave 17 is represented by a solitary
example within the necropolis.

It has not been possible to comment on the form of the aforementioned artefact,
which we classify as a pendant. Although the metal threads on the artefact likely encompass
the entire surface, both the artefact and these metal threads were recovered in an incomplete
state, rendering them unsuitable for comparative studies regarding their form. The
identification of an amulet in Grave 17, which is that of a child, represents a plausible
proposition. Interestingly, these pendants hold particular significance in the context of infant
and child burials, often comprising the most prominent category of artefacts. Amulets are
most commonly found in the grave s of children under six years of age, both in quantity and
frequency® and they possess a rich and extensive historical significance#. In this regard,
although certainty is not established, it can be posited that a fragment of a larger pendant
was interred as a burial item for the deceased child, particularly in light of the presence of
the hole.

The jar (fig. 7.1) represents an exceptional case due to its rare purple colour. Similar to
the millefiori vessel (fig. 13) retrieved from the Northern Necropolis, this artefact is evidently
of foreign origin. A total of 51 pieces were discovered. As a result of restoration efforts, the
artefact was reconstructed to the extent that the form of the artefact could be revealed;
however, not all of the components could be reassembled. No other examples have been
identified within the necropolis, and it maintains a unique status in analytical evaluations.
Although it is not definitively established, the morphological characteristics of the vessel
suggest that it may have been utilized as an urn known from the Roman Imperial period.
Although glass urns are not frequently encountered in Roman cremation burials of children,
they are considered recognized artefacts®”. However, when adult burial or urns containing
remains undetermined sex are analysed, it becomes evident that there are significantly more
instances documented in the modern literature*. Nevertheless, the numerical scarcity of
glass urns in comparison to their terracotta counterparts remains significant, even following
the advent of the blowing technique. If the “urn’ theory is applicable to this glass jar, it may
be regarded as significant data concerning general distribution.

45 Bel 2012, 204.

46 Glass pendants, first evidenced in the 7th century BC, were manufactured using the core forming method, a
prevalent production technique of that era (Gengler-Giiray 2017, 66). It is posited that these early instances of
glass pendants, which exhibit core forming techniques, primarily originated from graves located on the western
coast of the Mediterranean, as well as from settlements and sanctuaries in addition to graves on the eastern coast
(Seefried 1982, 35-40).

47 In the southern region of Gallia, cremations of children aged between 3 and 10 years, contained within glass
urns, have been identified in Montblanc, Eyren, and Marans, dating from the 2nd century AD. These cremations
are characterized by the inclusion of several coins and an abundance of grave goods. A similar practice is
observed at Sainte-Fortunade, although this site corresponds to the end of the 3rd century AD (Suarez and
Blazquez-Cerrato 2019, 94).

4 The collection of the National Museum of Denmark comprises six glass urns. Among these, three urns
recovered from various locations in Italy retain bone remains within their interiors. All three urns have been
dated to the period between 100 and 200 AD. Anthropological analyses indicate that the remains belong to two
male individuals - one aged approximately 16,5 years and the other over 50 years - as well as one female
individual over the age of 40, who are identified as the interred individuals associated with these burials (Becker
1997, 51-62). In the western provinces of the Roman Empire, cylindrical bottles were commonly used as cremation
urns (Weinberg and Stern 2009, 115). For a glass urn dated to the 1st century AD, refer to the J. Paul Getty
Museum (Less-Causey 1983, 153, cat. 1).
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Another aspect to consider is the utilization of purple in the jar. It is evident that the
colour purple served as a status indicator during Roman times. This indicator is reflected not
only in clothing® but also in various objects. It is improbable that the presence of this colour,
which is relatively uncommon in glass artefacts, on prestigious vessels such as mosaic glass
wares is merely coincidental. In the context of Aizanoi, regardless of whether it is
definitively identified as an urn, it signifies the social status of the child interred in the grave.
Indeed, a child’s ownership of a cremation grave can be considered a significant indicator of
social status in its own right. In her study, E. Ozer examines the prevalence of infant
mortality in antiquity, attributing it primarily to complications associated with childbirth
and the postnatal period. She notes that funeral rituals were often not conducted, and
cremation was not performed if the child had not yet begun to teethe. Based on this
evidence, she concludes that the inhabitants of Aizanoi exhibited a heightened sensitivity to
child mortality and were positioned outside of mainstream practices regarding death and
mourning®. Seventeen infants and children are documented to have been interred in the
North Necropolis of Aizanoi, with burial dates ranging from the 1st century BC to the 1st
century AD. Three of these graves are associated with cremation burials.

Figure 8: Glass finds from D9-A, “North I” and “North II”

S. Perna, who studies Roman cinerary urns made of coloured stone, notes that the
importation of coloured marbles to Rome, commencing in the 1st century BC, led to the
increased prevalence of funerary urns crafted from Egyptian alabaster, purple porphyry,

4 It is well established that individuals who possessed the financial means to purchase purple fabric, a costly type
of textile, generally favoured garments in this hue. However, during certain historical periods, emperors sought
to impose restrictions on specific shades of purple, asserting these colours as their exclusive privilege (Croom
2010, 18).

50 Ozer 2019, 375-393.
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and, on occasion, granite in Roman burial practices®.. It is feasible that the type of precious
pink marble utilized in cremation urns is an imitation, as evidenced by the reflection in the
glass in this instance.

In Trench D9-A, excavation expansion efforts were undertaken in a northerly
direction within a zone encompassing uncomplicated earth graves, designated as “North I”
and “North II”. The excavations in this area yielded fragments from nine distinct vessels,
including one complete candlestick unguentariums? (figs. 8.1-9). The group encompasses a
diverse array of vessels dating from the 1st to the 3rd and 4th centuries AD. The spherical
bowl depicted in figure 8.1, characterized by its flat base and wheel-cut lines, represents a
quintessential bowl form of the 1st century AD%. Figures 8.2 and 8.5 illustrate a bottle
featuring a rounded bottom, a design also identified in Grave 10. Figure 8.3 depicts a
globular bottle featuring a smoothly rounded rim and a ringed base. This type of bottle,
referred to in the literature as a “bottle with profiled funnel mouth,” occasionally features an
applied coil along the mouth profiles, as exemplified by the Aizanoi specimen. It can be
dated to the 2nd and 3rd century AD>. Figure 8.8 depicts a miniature unguentarium found
with a broken rim. The remaining artefacts in this group consist of two concave bases (figs.
8.6-7) and one bottle rim (fig. 8.4), further indicating their association with the Early and
Middle Roman Imperial period.

In the inhumation grave structure designated as Unit 3 in D9-A, a male, a female, and
one child were interred®. Additionally, two distinct vessel fragments were recovered from
this context. One of these artefacts consists of a fragment of a bottle’s mouth (fig. 8.15) that
exhibits the same form characteristics as the bottle depicted in figure 8.105; the other is a
fragment of a vessel that exhibits a mould-blowing technique, characterized by its
transparent colouration and oval relief decoration (fig. 8.16). This type of vessel is
represented by only one example in the Northern Necropolis, yet it is documented in
association with the theatre building of the city?”. Unit 3 contains artefacts that can be
analysed by considering the context of the grave findings. In addition to the glassware, the
assemblage includes a bronze earring fragment likely belonging to a woman, a single oil
lamp fragment, seven fragments of bowls and figures, and two bronze beads that
presumably belonged to either a woman or a child3®. Both glass and terracotta vessel groups
are not categorized within any specific sex or age group.

In D9-A, there is another group of glass artefacts that, although not classified as grave
goods, are nonetheless associated with the necropolis. One of the problematic vessels
regarding dating is the beaker form illustrated in figure 3.14. Characterized by its “high base
ring” feature, this form is also referred to as the “footed beaker” in archaeological literature
and has been discovered in a variety of contexts, spanning from the Early Roman Imperial

51 Perna 2012, 787.

52 For information on candlestick unguentaria, see fn. 67.

5 Isings 1957, 28-29, type 12; Lightfoot 1989, 26, no. 9; Cakmakli 2012, 165, no. 3.1; Hayes 1975, 56, no. 132;
Cakmakl1 and Hopken 2015, 28, no. 25.

54 Foy 2010, 289-299, no. 522; Lightfoot 1989, 48, no. 70; Cakmakli and Hopken 2015, 60, no. 102.

55 Ozer 2019, 378.

5 These two specimens represent variations of the same form as the bottle with conical mouth discovered in
Grave 3, which is depicted in figure 4.3.

57 During the excavation conducted at the Aizanoi Theatre in 2013, ten specimens of this type were uncovered.
However, there is a lack of definitive evidence regarding the vessels to which the fragments are associated. The
fragments were discovered in association with glass items attributed to contexts from the 4th and 5th centuries.
The colours of the samples vary, including turquoise blue, transparent, and light blue.

58 Ozer 2019, 378.
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period to the 3rd and 4th centuries AD%. Another glass vessel in this collection is the “bottle
with a funnel-shaped mouth.” (fig. 8.10). This particular type of bottle experienced
significant popularity between the 2nd and 4th centuries AD®.

D9-D

During the archaeological excavations carried out in i ! ‘
2013 within area D9-D, a pear-shaped glass unguentarium, , ‘ \ '
believed to be associated with Grave 4, was discovered as

part of the expansion works in the western region (fig. 8). It

is noteworthy that this specific unguentarium is the sole
glass vessel that was unearthed in the D9-D area. If its / p
.
connection to Grave 4 can be verified, anthropological L ;"::
Q
: 1

reports suggest that this particular unguentarium may have
played a role in the burial ritual of an adult female.

Among the various types of unguentaria, pear-
shaped unguentaria may be considered the simplest forms to
produce. This specific type of unguentarium seems to be . ,

. .1 Figure 9: The glass unguentarium
extensively documented among the unguentaria discovered f
) 3 ) rom D9-D, Grave 4
in Anatolian excavations®!. In Egypt, they are acknowledged
as standard forms from the 1st century AD®2. Unguentaria of similar form discovered in the
Athenian Agora have been dated to the early 2nd century AD¢. Comparable instances from
the Early Roman Imperial period have also been documented in domestic contexts in Nea
Paphos, Cyprus®. It is evident that this prevalent form of unguentarium was widespread in
both the eastern and western centres of the empire.

D9-F

m

0 5cr
[SORY — |

Grave 4 is identified as an inhumation grave, containing the remains of one adult
female. Two bottle forms were discovered in the grave (figs. 10.1-2), both of which are
recognized vessel types from the Northern Necropolis®. In addition to the glass artefacts,
two bronze coins were discovered in the grave: one situated in the individual’s mouth and
the other located within the skull. However, archaeological studies pertaining to the coins
have yet to be completed.

There are six distinct bottles within the glass artefacts group obtained from Grave 5,
situated in D9-F (fig. 11). Although the artefacts in Grave 5 have not yet been analysed
collectively, the assemblage in addition to the glass vessels can be enumerated: terracotta
bowl, unguentaria, oil lamp, figurine head, bird figurine, bull figurine, rooster figurine,
grotesque figurine head, Attis heads, pyxis, and nails. All the figurines from Grave 5 were
evaluated by T. Tiirkiisever and dated to the Early Roman Imperial period, specifically to the

% Claros (Tastemiir 2007a, no. 159); Parion (Kasapoglu 2018, 228); Medusa Museum (Cakmakl1 and Hopken 2015,
40, cat. 55); Corning Museum (Whitehouse 1997, 224).

60 Isings 1957, form 14a; Schwarzer 2009, 106, no. 1; Atila and Gtirler 2009, 160, cat. no. 240; Cakmakli and Hopken
2015, 53, no. 84; Canav 1985, 55.

%1 For instance, studies on glass typology conducted in the Caria have demonstrated that this typology exhibits
the highest concentration of unguentarium finds. It has been documented in numerous centres, including
Stratonikeia, Idyma, Derebag, Akdag, Belentepe, Koycegiz, Glimiiskesen, and Yatagan (Cakmakli 2012, 91).

62 Hayes 1975, 138.

63 Weinberg and Stern 2009, 57.

%4 Mazanek 2014, 299.
65 Both artefacts exhibit typological similarities to those presented in figures 6.4, 6.7, 8.10, 11.4, and 11.6.
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middle of the 1st century AD. This dating was established based on the Caligula era coin
discovered in the grave (37-41 AD), as well as comparisons with similar artefacts¢®.

Glass artefacts are frequently encountered within a grave characterized by such a rich
assemblage. The majority of glass bottles were retrieved from the area around the kneecap
and below. The presence of such a concentrated collection of glass artefacts in the burial of a
single adult sets it apart from other groups.

Figure 10: Photograph of artefacts (2011-2020 Aizanoi Excavation Archive) and illustrations of glass items retrieved
from D9-F

The first notable feature of this artefacts group is an unguentarium of the candlestick
shape (fig. 11.1). The form of this vessel likely dates back to the end of the 1st century AD¢7.
Candlestick-shaped unguentaria with bell-shaped bodies were discovered containing olive oil
in a grave in Israel, dated to the second half of the 1st century AD®. In addition, R. E.
Jackson-Tal, who categorizes this form as a bottle rather than an unguentarium, observes that
comparable examples have been recovered from grave contexts within the region associated
with Ramat Rahel (central Israel) spanning from the mid-1st century AD to the first quarter
of the 3rd century AD®.

Another intact vessel found alongside this collection is the bottle, which has a
spherical body form and is entirely adorned with spiral glass bands (fig. 11.2). A similar
kneecap, exhibiting the same form but lacking decoration and featuring a cut rim, has been
documented as a grave find from the Silifke Necropolis, dating to the 3rd-4th century AD?.

There are four distinct forms of long cylindrical-necked bottles, each differing in
terms of body shape and base design (figs. 11.3-6). Each glass bottle exhibits characteristics

66 Tiirkiisever 2016, 99-119.

67 The examples presented herein are limited in scope and serve to illustrate the prevalence of this particular
form. In fact, candlestick-shaped forms represent one of the most commonly encountered types in the sites where
unguentaria have been discovered. Some centres and collections featuring examples of candlestick unguentaria
dated to the 1st century: For Anatolian examples, see: Metropolis (Akkus-Kocak 2021, 84, cat. no. 102-108)
Kabasakiz (Cakmakl1 2012, 51, cat. no. 11.2); Idyma (Gtirbtizer 2006, 129, cat. no. 75-76); Kaunos (Ozet 1998, 128,
kat. no. 85); Yiicedren (Senyurt et al. 2006, 38), Elaiussa Sebaste (Gengler-Giiray 2009, 56, kat. no. 116-122),
Maltepe-Kilisetepe (Erten 2018, 83, cat. no. 30). For examples from outside Anatolia, see: Thesalloniki (Antonaras
2006, 76, no. 130-131) Strasbourg Museum (Durlong-Arveiller and Arveiller 1985, 198, drawing 101); Dura
Europos (Clairmont 1963, Type F), Ribezzo di Brindisi Museum (Bertelli 1987, 207, fig. 11d), Cave of Horror
(Barag 1962, 212, fig. 10).

68 Gengler-Gtiray 2009, 55-56.

69 Jackson-Tal 2016, 574.

70 Erten 2018, 57, cat. no. 17.
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that are consistent with the contextual related kneecap and can be dated to the Early Roman
Imperial period. In any case, three of the examples (figs. 11.4-6) represent variations of the
globular-bodied bottle forms identified in the Northern Necropolis of Aizanoi.
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Figure 11: Glass finds from D9-F, Grave 5 Figure 12: Glass finds from D9-G

D9-G

D9-G is a trench that yielded glass artefacts during both the eastern and southern
expansions. Three glass artefacts, consisting of two fragments and one complete piece, were
documented during the eastern expansion (figs. 12.1-3). It is established that unguentaria,
particularly the tubular variants, were extensively utilized in the Early Roman Imperial
period”2. They can be observed across the empire, with instances from western centres dating
back to the reigns of Claudius and Nero (1st century AD)73; however, there are also examples
from the eastern regions that date to the 2nd and 3rd centuries?. These types of bottles serve
as essential storage containers or fragrance vessels for cosmetics, pharmaceutical chemicals,
and various other applications?. The rounded shape of the base of this type of vessel
indicates that these vessels were specifically designed for the primary purpose of
transporting the liquid contained within, suggesting an intention for single use.
Conversely, given that the design of such artefacts, which is unsuitable for standing, would
result in the spillage of contents when positioned horizontally, it is more plausible that, in
the absence of a stopper, the artefact contains a more viscous substance, such as ointment. In
conjunction with the Northern Necropolis, the fragments illustrated in figure 12 can be
classified as artefacts from the Early Roman Imperial period based on comparable examples.

71 See fn. 65.

72 Isings 1957, 41, from 27; Vessberg 1952, pl. IX, 25; Hayes 1975, 39, fig. 20, no. 630; Elitisiik 2023, 153, cat. no. 2-3;
Matheson 1980, 29, no. 78-79; Cakmakl1 2012, 174, cat. no. 8.3; Giirler 2000, 32, no. 18-19.

73 Israeli 1998, 28.

74 Giirler 2000, 20.

75 Yurtseven 2006, 95.

76 Vessberg 1957, 140.

Arkhaia Anatolika 8, 2025 Doi: 10.32949/Arkhaia.2025.68



Roman Glass Artefacts from the Northern Necropolis of Aizanoi (2012-2017): 18
An Assessment in Social and Economic Context

Figures 12.2 and 12.3 exhibit a bowl form. Similar characteristics of base rings with figure
12.3 are observed in certain jar and bowl forms dating to the Early Roman Imperial period
and continue to be present in the Late Roman Imperial period. Figure 12.5 is a cast bowl base
fragment. K. Dévai, who conducted an evaluation of the glass materials discovered at
Intercisa (Dunaugjvaros, Hungary), articulates the following observations while dating the
cast bowl base fragments: “Glass vessels imitating terra sigillata forms are typically
characterized by angular profiles and were frequently composed of either strongly coloured
or colourless glass.” Dévai, also reports that cast bowls first emerged during the Flavian
period and maintained their popularity until the mid-3rd century, although certain rarer
forms became scarce by the 2nd century?”.

D9-H

When analysing the densities, it is observed that the group with the highest density
remains D9-A, while the form group exhibiting the greatest density continues to be the jug
and bottle, D9-H contains a significant find not only for Aizanoi glass but also for Anatolian
glass as a whole (fig. 13). Although recognized from sites such as Parion’, Claros?,
Magnesia®), Labraunda®, Limyra®2, Arykanda®, Olba#, Elaiussa Sebastes5, and Iznik® in
Anatolia, there remain relatively few centres where millefiori glass vessels have been
identified. The millefiori technique, characterized by its distinctive construction and
ornamentation, exemplifies a fusion of Hellenistic inspiration and the technical expertise of
the Roman Imperial period. Although this type of vessel was recognized in Alexandria
during the 1st century BC and in Rome in the 1st century AD#, the Julio-Claudian period
(14-68 AD) is posited as the apex of its popularity, with a decline occurring in the subsequent
Flavian period®. Consequently, the dating of the Aizanoi millefiori from D9-H, associated
with a cremation-type grave, aligns with the temporal framework established by our
anthropological data pertaining to cremation burials®.

Unfortunately, it was not possible to ascertain the sex and/or age of the individual
interred in the grave; however, the meticulous craftsmanship and sophisticated design of the
vessel indicate the high social status of the owner. Given that the overall living standards in
the region of Aizanoi were relatively low, the disparity in social status of this grave owner
becomes particularly evident.

Vessels employing mosaic and millefiori techniques represent rare discoveries in
Anatolia. In particular, mosaic vessels, commonly referred to as ‘millefiori’ due to their
distinctive decorative style, are even less frequently encountered. Considering the
concentration of archaeological finds in the western provinces, the majority of mosaic vessels
from Anatolia have been interpreted as direct imports. While this conclusion is largely valid,

77 Dévai 2024, fig. 2.6, 2.7.

78 Keskin 2019, 98, cat. no. 1.

79 Tastemiir 2007b, 171-172.

80 Gengler-Giiray 2013, 179.

81 Hellstrom 1956, 5.

82 Baybo 2016, I-Y.1-5.

83 Tek 2007, 153; Tek 2013, 220.

84 Erten and Akkus-Kogak 2023, 97, lev. 2.
85 Gengler-Giiray 2009, 28.

86 Celik 2008, 3.

87 Newman 1997, 198.

88 Cottam and Price 2009, 188.

89 For comprehensive information regarding the millefiori vessel form the Northern Necropolis see: Cakmakli
2016, 141-151.
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it is important to recognize that archaeological studies of glass in Anatolian centres,
particularly research on glass production and glass vessel manufacturing sites, remain
insufficient. Therefore, it would be imprudent to draw definitive conclusions regarding
import-export dynamics until urban and regional studies are enhanced and corroborated by
archaeometric analyses. Furthermore, Aizanoi millefiori exhibit characteristics that markedly
differ from western examples and incorporate elements of more eastern origin.

Figure 13: The millefiori glass bow] from D9-H

D9-1

Four of the glass fragments (figs. 14.2-4) from the area designated as D9-1 are
associated with Grave 3, while one fragment is located outside the grave (fig. 14.1). This is an
inhumation grave in which a child, approximately 4 to 5 years of age, was interred alone.
The bronze coin located near the lower jaw of the child dates back to the Late Hellenistic to
Early Roman Imperial period. In addition to the glassware, a miniature oil lamp was
discovered at his feet, and three nails were located in proximity to his head®. The presence of
the glass jug (figs. 14.3-14.4) *! identified in this context further corroborates the proposed
dating.

However, the bottle found within the same group is a product of a later period. The
two fragments presented in figure 14.2 constitute components of a singular globular-bodied
bottle?2. This type of vessel, characterized by a downwardly tapering conical neck and a
spherical body, is well-defined by archaeological data and is predominantly associated with
contexts from the 3rd century AD. However, it can be asserted that these vessels continued
to be observed until the 5th century®. Typically, their bottoms are concave, as evidenced by
the Aizanoi example.

D9-I consists of a fragment of an unguentarium (fig. 14.1) found in an amorphous
condition. This discovery is significant as it indicates that glass objects were utilized during
the cremation rituals. Archaeometric studies demonstrate that by the Roman Imperial
period, the technology associated with ritual burning had advanced to a level where glass
objects could be melted and deformed at temperatures of at least 685°C%. The integrated
analysis of archaeometric and anthropological studies indicates that cremation practices
were likely conducted at Aizanoi, specifically at temperatures exceeding 700 degrees
Celsius®. Although achieving the necessary temperatures to melt glass during the cremation
process poses significant challenges, the presence of additional elements, particularly lead, in

9 Ozer 2019, 379.

91 Nenna 2021, 135, no. 4; Majcherek 2018, 44, fig. 9.6; Cakmakl1 2013, 67, res. 2.1.

92 Abu Ugsa 2007, 74; Crowfoot 1957, 408-420, no. 10.

% Erten 2018, 41; Antonoras 2006, 77, fig. 5-62, 63; Platz-Horster 1976, 85, no. 169.

94 Glass artefacts fully melt at temperatures of 1200 degrees Celsius; however, temperatures between 650 and 700
degrees Celsius are deemed sufficient to induce deformation in the artefacts. For more information: Gherardi
2022, 362-376.

95 Ozer et al. 2022, 86.
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the glass artefact may result in deformation due to

melting during cremation®. Comparable ‘d )
deformations of glass objects employed in cremations L
have also been documented in other centres of the v N

Roman provinces?”. In her study, H. Cool reports that
tubular unguentaria were frequently discovered in
molten form within Ist-century burials. The contents
of these vessels were utilized for body preparation
prior to cremation or served as additional objects
alongside other grave goods during the cremation
process®.

/!

The glass beads discovered on the cremated
bones likely represent remnants of ornaments that the
deceased was adorned with prior to the cremation
process®. The function of the glass containers, which
appear to have been utilized during the cremation
process, likely involved the containment of fragrant oils intended for application onto the
corpses during the ritual.

o
WU . o . .

Figure 14: Glass finds from D9-I, Grave 3

Concluding Remarks

Undoubtedly, one of the most significant studies contributing to the interpretation of
a city’s cultural history is that conducted through the examination of the necropoleis. One
primary reason for this phenomenon is that burial customs typically show a remarkable
stability over time, often being maintained for centuries. Conversely, in urban areas such as
Aizanoi, characterized by heterogeneous communities and a significant presence of
immigrants from diverse ethnic backgrounds, the complexity and richness of burial customs
can be observed, reflecting the diversity exhibited in various cultural practices. The glass
artefacts examined in this study, categorized typologically within the framework of the
Northern Necropolis of Aizanoi, have also been assessed in relation to their social and
economic contexts. Given the scarcity of studies on ancient glass in Anatolia and the general
limitations of glass research in accessing finds supported by anthropological data, the
availability of such evidence in the case of Aizanoi glass is particularly significant.

It has already been established that the Southern Necropolis of Aizanoi served as the
burial site for individuals of significantly greater affluence compared to those interred in the
Northern Necropolis'®. Although the assemblage includes a significant imported item, the
millefiori glass bowl, the glass collection from the Northern Necropolis is consistent with the
broader assemblage and comprises glass vessel forms and artefacts from the Early Roman
Imperial period that were relatively straightforward to produce and obtain.

Upon analysis of the general distribution of forms, it is evident that the category
comprising jugs and bottles, which are integral components of daily tableware, constitutes
the most densely represented assemblage of finds. This category predominantly consists of
plain items; however, certain artefacts exhibit decorative elements, such as glass threads or
incised decoration. The most prevalent decorative technique identified within this category

% Gongalves et al. 2010, 137.

97 The Encosta de Sant’ Ana, Lisbon (Gongalves et al. 2010, 137).
9 Cool 2016, fig. 16.

9 McKinley 2015, 132-134.

100 Ozer 2022, 178.
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is the application of spiral glass threads. The most predominant production technique is free
blowing. However, alternative methods such as the core-forming technique, mould blowing
technique, mosaic technique, and casting have also been identified.

In addition to tableware groups, there exist glass unguentaria and beads. These
artefact categories are commonly encountered across all necropoleis. Conversely, there are
also individual finds that are suggested to be urns. If our hypothesis holds true, the
discovery of one of the exceedingly rare glass urns within the Aizanoi Northern Necropolis
serves as evidence that affluent families may have also selected this necropolis for their
burials. Furthermore, this urn distinguishes itself due to its uncommon purple colouration. It
is not surprising that this discovery was made in a cremation grave. As previously noted,
cremation graves have been identified as the preferred choice of wealthier families in this
area. Anthropological studies have established that the grave containing the artefacts
belonged to a child. While the existing data indicates the presence of glass urns used for
children, it is understood that these urns are more commonly found in adult burials.

Our typological study, when analysed within the social and economic context of
Aizanoi, has facilitated the formulation of several conclusions regarding the population of
the region:

1. The welfare level of the urban population of Aizanoi appears to be relatively low, as
evidenced by the predominant preference for inhumation among this group.

2. Imported and decorated artefacts are predominantly associated with cremation graves,
suggesting that these interments likely belonged to a class with a higher socioeconomic
status.

3. The presence of convex-bottomed bottles and their density indicates the possibility of local
or regional production. This specific vessel form is exclusively found within the Necropolis,
implying that its production was likely oriented toward this particular context!ol. By the
Roman Imperial period, it is reasonable to assert that the majority of local workshops in
Anatolia were sufficiently satisfying the needs of their respective settlements, with the
exception of luxury vessels and glass containers for specific substances, which were
imported. Furthermore, the workshops identified to date in Anatolia primarily originate
from the Middle and Late Roman Imperial periods. This prevalence may be attributed to the
emergence of more established workshops with larger production capacities during these
eras, facilitating the identification of kilns in excavations. Nonetheless, it remains plausible
that some form of production organization existed to address small local demands prior to
the aforementioned period. Large and permanent kilns were not necessary for these
organizations; rather, production could also occur in locations where suitable heat was
available, such as the praefurnium of baths. In conclusion, particularly in light of the
typological analysis conducted, it is plausible that the glass artefacts recovered from Aizanoi
may include forms that can be classified as both local or regional productions and imported
variants. It is crucial to substantiate these studies with archaeometric results.

4. A fragment of an amorphous unguentarium suggests that certain artefacts may have played
a role in the ritual practices associated with the cremation process.

101 Tt is posited that these vessels, characterized by their ease of production, lack of intricate craftsmanship,
absence of decoration, uniform colouration, nearly identical dimensions, and considerable abundance in both the
southern and northern necropoleis of the same city, may represent the outcome of local or regional production.
However, there is currently no primary evidence to substantiate glass production within the city, such as kilns,
production residues, or defective items indicative of the manufacturing process. Furthermore, a comprehensive
typological study of glass artefacts in the region has yet to be conducted. Consequently, this hypothesis remains
unproven.
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Several issues and inquiries arose during our study. For instance, questions regarding
the potential differences between sexes in the utilization of forms as grave goods, as well as
the significance of the placement of objects within graves in relation to ritual practices,
remain largely unanswered. For instance, bottle-shaped artefacts were located near the head
of the adult male deceased in Grave 3 D9-A, while they were situated around the kneecap in
Grave 4 D9-F. What significance, if any, do these placements convey?

The distinction between grave goods and ritual items represents a critical issue that
merits significant attention. However, this distinction can only be clarified through the
advancement of glass studies, underpinned by anthropological research.

Another issue arises from terminological confusion in the definition of forms. For
instance, the documentation of unguentarium forms - commonly encountered glass forms
utilized in funerary rituals - intermingles with bottle forms that are also extensively
employed, thereby complicating comparative analyses aimed at determining the intensity of
use in necropoleis.

One of the most significant methods for maximizing the benefits of working with
archaeological materials recorded as necropolis finds is to examine all items within their
contextual framework through collaborative interpretation by experts. Consequently, it is
essential that each of the grave finds is assessed by specialists, while also being interpreted
collectively. The study of archaeological glass particularly requires this holistic method of
investigation due to the challenges associated with dating criteria and the reliance of most
typological studies on analogical comparisons. Although the North Necropolis of Aizanoi
contributes more comprehensively to the study of glass than many other necropoleis,
numerous artefacts from the graves remain to be assessed.
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Abbreviations: H.: Height; RDm.: Rim Diameter; mxDm.: Maximum Diameter; BDm.: Base Diameter

Figure | No. | Grave Fragment Dimensions | Colour Description
(cm.)
1 1 1 D9-A Bowl RDm.: 8 Colourless. Silver Bowl fragment of
G.2 H:14 weathering and rounded and
iridescence. thickened rim.
2 1 2 D9-A Bowl? H.:3,2 Colourless. Silver Attached handle
G.2 mxDm.: 0,4 weathering and fragment.
iridescence.
3 1 3 D9-A Bowl? H.:3 Colourless. Silver | Handle fragment.
G.2 mxDm.: 0,4 weathering and The initial
iridescence. segments of the
profile and the
connections to the
body are absent.
4 1 2 D9-A Unguentarium RDm.: 2,5 Light greenish. Complete base.
G2 H.:3.3 Silver weathering, | Pear-shaped
iridescence and body; flat base.
sand deposits. No pontil scar.
5 1 3 D9-A Bottle RDm.: 2 Light blue. Silver Rim fragment,
G.2 H.:6,6 weathering, part of neck.
iridescence.
6 1 4 D9-A Bead mxDm.: 0,8 Black; opaque, Complete. No
G2 glossy. decoration.
7 1 5 D9-A Bead mxDm.: 0,5 Cobalt blue, dull Complete. No
G.2 colour. decoration.
8 1 6 D9-A Bead mxDm.: 0,5 Cobalt blue, dull Complete. No
G.2 colour. decoration.
9 2 1 D9-A Bottle RDm.: 2,7 Pale green, thin Rounded rim,
G.3 H.:55 iridescence film. cylindrical neck,
coil beneath and
tubular base ring.
Pontil scar.
10 2 2 D9-A Bottle Rdm.: 3 Pale green, silver Rounded rim,
G.3 BDm.: 6 weathering and cylindrical neck,
iridescence. shoulder, pushed
in base.
11 2 3 D9-A Bottle RDm.: 1,7 Colourless, silver Rounded rim,
G3 weathering and cylindrical neck
iridescence. and shoulder
fragments.
12 2 4 D9-A Bottle RDm.: 2,3 The determination | Rounded rim
G3 H.:25 of colour wasnot | fragment.
feasible due to
surface
deterioration.
Black and silver
crust, iridescent
film on int.
13 |2 5 D9-A Unguentarium? mXDm.: 6,2 | Yellow, light Core forming
G3 brown and dark technique.
green. No
iridescence.
14 3 D9-A Unguentarium RDm.: 6,2 Cobalt blue with Almost complete.
G.7 H.:10,1 white coils. The rim is
BDm.: 3,4 fractured and
lacks
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completeness. Flat
base.
15 1 D9-A Bottle RDm: 1,8 Light blue, Rim fragment,
G.10 H.: 8,8 bubbles, long and
iridescence. cylindrical neck,
shoulder.
16 2 D9-A Bottle RDm.: 0,7 Light blue, Complete pointed
G.10 H.:35 bubbles, bottom (likely a
iridescence. fragment of the
same vessel
illustrated in no.
13.)
17 3 D9-A Bottle RDm.: 1,5 Light blue, Rounded rim,
G.10 H.:10,2 bubbles, long and
iridescence. cylindrical neck.
18 4 D9-A Bottle RDm.: 1,1 Colourless, Infolded rim,
G.10 BDm.: 5,3 bubbles, cylindrical neck,
iridescence. flat base.
19 5 D9-A Bottle RDm.:1,5 Light blue, Rounded rim,
G.10 H.:4 bubbles, cylindrical neck.
iridescence.
20 6 D9-A Bottle RDm.: 1,6 Light blue, Cylindrical neck
G.10 H.: 6,8 bubbles, fragment.
iridescence, very
fragmented.
21 7 D9-A Bottle RDm: 1,5 Light blue, silver Rounded rim,
G.10 BDm.: 5,3 weathering and cylindrical neck,
iridescence. shoulder and
slightly concave
base.
22 8 D9-A Bead mxDm.: 0,5 Pale green. Complete intact.
G.10 No decoration.
23 9 D9-A Bead mxDm.: 0,6 Pale green. Complete intact.
G.10 No decoration.
24 1 D9-A Jug RDm.: 12 Dark purple. Rounded rim.
G.17 BDm.: 6 Silver weathering
H..15,3 and iridescence.
25 2 D9-A Amulet H.:2,8 The determination | The object is
G.17 of colour was not encased in
feasible due to metallic threads.
surface The threads were
deterioration. severed near the
extremity of the
object, and the
continuation of
the strings
remains
untraceable.
26 1 D9-A Bowl? RDm.: 9 Colourless, Ground rim,
North IT H..4,2 bubbles, horizontal Wheel
iridescence, very cut lines.
fragmented.
27 2 D9-A Bottle RDm.: 1,3 Light blue, Rim fragment,
North I BDm.: 1 bubbles, long and
H.:3,1 iridescence. cylindrical neck,
shoulder and
pointed bottom.
28 3 D9-A Jug RDm.: 3,4 Colourless, Rounded rim,
North II BDm.: 4,6 bubbles, cylindrical neck,
H.:55 iridescence. slightly concave
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bottom.
29 4 D9-A Bottle / Jug RDm.: 3 Silver weathering | Rounded rim.
North II H.:2,1 and iridescence.
30 5 D9-A Bottle RDm.: 1 Light blue, Pointed bottom.
North II H.:2,1 bubbles,
iridescence.
31 6 D9-A Jug RDm.: 7,5 Colourless, Concave base.
North I - H.:1,1 bubbles,
B13 iridescence.
32 7 D9-A Bootle / Jug RDm.: 4,2 Colourless, Slightly concave
North II H.:3 bubbles, base.
iridescence.
33 8 D9-A Unguentarium mxDm.: 3,5 Colourless, Pear-shaped
North II BDm.: 1,56 iridescence and body.
sand deposits.
34 9 D9-A Unguentarium RDm.: 3,8 Light blue, Rounded rim,
North II BDm.: 2,3 iridescence. pear-shaped
H.:83 body, flat base.
35 10 D9-A Bottle RDm.: 3 Colourless, Fire rounded rim,
BDm.: 6 iridescence and concave base.
H.:2,1 sand deposits.
36 11 D9-A Bottle? RDm.: 3,5 Colourless, severe | Concave base.
H.:6 pitting and
iridescence.
37 12 D9-A Beaker / Bowl RDm.: 5 Pale green, Tubular base ring.
H..0,7 bubbles,
iridescence, severe
pitting.
38 13 D9-A Bottle RDm.: 5,1 Blue green, Slightly concave
H.:04 bubbles and base.
iridescence.
39 14 D9-A Beaker / Bowl RDm.: 3 Pale green, Out folded foot.
H.:2,8 bubbles,
iridescence.
40 15 D9-A Unguentarium RDm.: 2 Colourless, Rounded rim,
Unit I H.:1.8 bubbles, slightly concave
iridescence. neck.
41 16 D9-A Bottle? H.:3 Colourless, severe | Mould-made oval
Unit III pitting and relief on a
iridescence. fragment of the
body.
42 1 D9-D Unguentarium RDm.: 2,2 Colourless, Rounded rim,
G4 H.:9 bubbles, neck and a part of
iridescence. pear-shaped
body.
43 1 D9-F Bottle RDm.: 2 Light blue, Rounded rim,
G4 BDm.: 0,8 bubbles, shorth neck,
iridescence. shoulder and
pointed bottom.
44 2 D9-F Bottle RDm.: 3 Colourless, Infolded rim, long
G4 BDm.: 14 bubbles, cylindrical neck
iridescence. and flat base.
45 1 D9-F Unguentarium RDm.: 5 Blue green, Candle-stick
G.5 BDm.: 2,9 iridescence. unguentarium.
H..16,8 Rounded rim, flat
base.
46 2 D9-F Bottle RDm.: 2,7 Blue green, Funnel Mouth,
G5 BDm.: 3,6 iridescence. neck and body
H.:11,8 with spiral coil,
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slightly concave
base.
47 9 3 D9-F Bottle RDm.: 1,7 Colourless, Rounded rim,
G5 BDm.: 3,2 iridescence, long cylindrical
H.:91 pitting. neck, slightly
concave base.
48 9 4 D9-F Bottle RDm.: 2,4 Colourless, Rounded rim,
G5 mxDm.: 8,9 | bubbles, long cylindrical
H.1,1 iridescence. neck, slightly
pointed base.
49 9 5 D9-F Bottle RDm.: 3 Light blue, Rounded rim,
G.5 BDm.: 7,5 bubbles, cylindrical neck,
H.:5 iridescence. slightly concave
base.
50 9 6 D9-F Bottle RDm.: 3 Colourless, Rounded rim,
G.5 BDm.: 14 iridescence, long cylindrical
pitting. neck, flat base.
51 10 1 D9-G Unguentarium RDm.: 1,8 Light blue, Rounded rim,
EE H.:6,5 iridescence. tubular body,
round base.
52 10 2 D9-G Bowl RDm.: 10 Light blue, Rolled in rim.
EE H.:1,3 iridescence.
53 |10 3 D9-G Bowl RDm.: 3 Light blue, Tubular base ring.
EE H.:1 bubbles,
iridescence
54 10 4 D9-G Jar RDm.: 5,6 Colourless, Rounded rim.
SE H.:44 bubbles,
iridescence.
55 | 10 5 D9-G Bowl RDm.: 3,8 Blue green, Tubular base ring.
SE H.:15 bubbles,
iridescence.
56 | 10 6 D9-G Bottle RDm.: 2,5 Light blue, severe | Fire rounded rim,
SE H.:12,7 pitting and long cylindrical
iridescence. neck.
57 10 7 D9-G Bottle RDm.: 2,5 Light blue, Infolded rim, neck
SE H.:9,2 iridescence and and conical body
severe pitting. part.
58 |11 1 D9-H Bowl RDm.: 12,2 Opaque yellow, Millefiori bowl.
BDm.: 4,9 red, blue and
H.:5 green decorations
on a dark brown
opaque ground.
59 12 1 D9-1 Unguentarium RDm.: 1,4 Dark green. Burns, | Rounded rim.
H.:44 fractures and
amorphous.
60 12 2 D9-1 Bottle RDm.: 3 Colourless, Fire rounded rim,
BDm.: 4,9 bubbles, slightly concave
iridescence, very base.
fragmented.
61 12 3 D9-1 Bottle RDm.: 3,8 Colourless, Rounded rim, coil
H.:93 bubbles, beneath.
iridescence.
62 |12 4 D9-1 Bottle RDm.: 6,8 Colourless, Slightly concave
H.:1,8 bubbles, base.
iridescence.
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(Isauria - Cilicia Tracheia)

A. Sezai GECiT*®

Abstract

The ancient city of Philadelpheia, founded in the region of Isauria-
Cilicia Trachea, is situated north of the modern village of Gokgeseki in
the Ermenek district of Karaman province. In the necropolis of the
ancient city, a salvage excavation was conducted in 2015. During the
excavations, a large number of archaeological finds were discovered
within an area of 10x10 m. The focus of this study is the decorated
mould-blown glass vessels recovered from this area. These vessels
include a flask with mythological figures, amphoriskoi/flasks, a lotus-
bud beaker, a bottle decorated with lotus buds, a beaker with
herringbone decoration, and a bottle with honeycomb pattern.

Only a small part of the flask with mythological figures was
preserved. It is a special vessel with scenes on both sides associated
with Aias, a hero of the Trojan War. The amphoriskoi/flasks, with four
specimens, are more numerous than the others. The types produced in
two-part moulds have similar decorations of floral and geometric
motifs. The lotus-bud beaker and the bottle with lotus buds both
display the same characteristics in terms of colour and decoration. The
stylized herringbone pattern on the beaker with herringbone
decoration is rendered on the surface of the vessel, in a geometric style.
The decoration resembling honeycomb is the characteristic feature of
the bottle with the honeycomb pattern. A general dating, based on their
technique, form, and decoration characteristics, would place the vessels
between the 1st and 2nd centuries AD.

Each of the decorated mould-blown specimens found in
Philadelpheia is a vessel of special production. Since there is no
evidence of glass production in the city, they must have been imported
from the East. As the vessels were found in the necropolis of the city,
they are considered to be associated with funerary ceremonies. The
presence of these high-quality and likely expensive glass vessels
reflects the wealth and prosperity of the city during the early Roman
Imperial period.

Keywords: Isauria-Cilicia Tracheia, Philadelpheia, Roman Imperial
period, Ancient glass, Mould-blowing technique.
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Oz

Philadelpheia antik kenti, Isauria - Kilikia Trakheia Bolgesinde
gosterilmektedir. Bugitin Karaman ili Ermenek ilcesi Gokgeseki koytintin
kuzeyinde yer almaktadir. 2015 yilinda Philadelpheia antik kentinin
nekropolisinde bir kurtarma kazis1 yapilmstir. Kazilar sirasinda, 10x10 m
boyutlarindaki bir alanda yogun arkeolojik buluntu tespit edilmistir. Bu
calismanin konusu, sdz konusu bu alandan ele gecen kaliba tifleme
tekniginde iretilmis bezemeli cam kaplardir. Bunlar arasmda mitolojik
figtirlii bir sise, amphoriskoi/siseler, lotus tomurcugu bezemeli bir bardak,
lotus tomurcugu bezemeli bir sise, baliksirti bezemeli bir bardak, bal
petegi motifli bir sise yer almaktadir.

Mitolojik figiirlti sisenin az bir bolimii korunmustur. Ancak iki
tarafinda Troia Savasi kahramani Aias ile ilgili sahnenin oldugu 6zel bir
kaptir. Amphoriskoi/siseler, dort 6rnegi ile sayica fazladir. ki parcalt
kalipta tretilen tiplerin {izerinde aymi sekilde bitkisel ve geometrik
motifler vardir. Lotus tomurcugu bezemeli bardak ve sise de hem rengi
hem de bezemesiyle aym ozellikleri gostermektedir. Baliksirt1 bezemeli
bardak, stilize baliksirtt motifi geometrik tarzda kap ytizeyine islenmis bir
ornektir. Bal petegi motifli sise ise bal petegini andiran bezemesiyle
karakteristiktir. Bunlar genel olarak teknik, form ve bezeme 6zelikleriyle
MS 1. yiizyil ile 2. ytizyil gostermektedir.

Kaliba tifleme, bezemeli Philadelpheia buluntusu kaplarin her biri 6zel
tretim kaplardir. Cam tiretimine dair herhangi bir verinin olmadig:
Philadelpheia’ya bunlar dogudan ithal edilmis olmaliydi. Philadelpheia
buluntusu olan bu kaplar kentin nekropolisinde bulundugundan cenaze
torenleriyle iliskili kullanimlar1 oldugu distintilmektedir. Her biri antik
diinyada kaliteli ve olasilikla pahali trtinler olan bu cam kaplarin
Philadelpheia antik kentindeki varligi, kentin erken Roma Imparatorluk
Donemi'ndeki zenginligine ve refahina isaret etmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Isauria - Kilikia Trakheia, Philadelpheia, Roma
hnparatorluk Donemi, Antik cam, Kaliba tifleme teknigi.
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Introduction

The ancient author Hierocles listed Philadelpheia among the cities of Isauria. Based
on his geographical order, it is suggested that the ancient settlement located today north of
the Gokgeseki village in the Ermenek district of Karaman province is the city of
Philadelpheia (fig. 1)!. There is a rich necropolis in the valley situated between two hills in
this area and on the slopes of the valley. The hill extending in the northeast-southwest
direction to the south of the necropolis is the acropolis of the city2.

v

by SELE S £ g
Figure 1: Philadelpheia, map (Kérsulu and Ergiirer, 59, fig. 1)

Today, on the hill where the acropolis stands, the remains of the structures have only
been preserved at the foundation level. In the necropolis, on the other hand, there can be
seen numerous rock-cut tombs, richly decorated sarcophagi, chamosoriums and their lion-
shaped lids. The tombs associated with the Roman Imperial and Early Christian periods
attest to the city’s prosperity during those times>.

In 2015, a rescue excavation was conducted in the necropolis of the ancient city of
Philadelpheia. During the excavation, sarcophagi with podiums, some of which were only
partially visible, were recovered. To the immediate west of the sarcophagi, numerous
archaeological finds were unearthed in an area of approximately 10x10 m (figs. 2-3). The area
yielded a large number of terracotta vessels, busts and figurines, coins, metal and bone
objects, and glass vessels*.

Studies are continuing on the abovementioned site, in which an extensive assemblage
of archaeological material was discovered. Nearly 40 coins have been examined from the site
so far, with the latest dating to the late 4th century AD5. Ceramic finds from the site span
from the late 2nd century BC to the 7th century AD, with the majority concentrated between

1 Ruge 1938, 2093; Hild and Hellenkemper 1990, 378.
2Y1ldiz and Askin 2016, 252; Agkin et al. 2016, 357.

3 Yildiz and Agkin 2016, 252.

4Y1ldiz and Askin 2016, 251, 257.

5 The coins are being studied.
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the 1st and 3rd centuries AD¢. Imported
pottery includes examples of Eastern
Sigillata A7, Cypriot Sigillata®, and lead-
glazed pottery®. Local pottery, however,
constitutes the largest group among the
pottery assemblage!®. The metal artefacts are
varied in type and are generally dated
between the 1st and 3rd centuries AD'. The
glass finds include an alabastron that was
produced using the core-forming technique
(2nd-lst century ,BC)H' and a few rlb}?ed Figure 2: Philadelpheia, excavation site

bowls made wusing the mould casting (Kérsulu and Ergiirer, 59, fig. 6)

technique (mid-1st century BC-1st century

AD)®. The majority of the glass finds, however, consist of decorated and undecorated vessels
produced by the free-blowing technique!4, accompanied by comparably fewer examples of
mould-blown vessels. Initial results indicate that the glass vessels, along with the metal and
pottery finds, date mainly from the 1st to the 3rd centuries AD. Thus, the artefacts from the
site date from the late 2nd century BC to the 7th century AD, with a notable concentration
between the 1st and 3rd centuries AD.

The intended purpose of this area remains unclear. However, it should be mentioned
here that the busts in the area were found in an elaborate arrangement. The pottery and glass
vessels, which constitute a substantial group of finds, are of high quality and were found
either complete or nearly complete. The local pottery encompasses a broad repertoire,
including decorated and undecorated tableware as well as vessels for cooking and food
preparation. Some of them are presumed to be ritual vessels. Similarly, the glass assemblage
includes various tableware items such as beakers, bowls, and cups. Additionally, among the
mould-blown vessels, some examples are known to have been used for ritual purposes.

In addition to the pottery and glass vessels, the metal artefacts recovered from the site
are also well-preserved and of high-quality. They include cosmetic/medical tools; cutting
and piercing tools such as scissors, arrowheads, spearheads, and sickles; jewellery and
clothing components such as earrings, rings, bracelets, pendants, and fibulae; lock parts and
keys; seal boxes; figurines; and a large number of nails'5. The presence of numerous nails and
lock components among the metal artefacts is significant, as they may have belonged to the
wooden chests used to contain grave goods. Based on these finds, the site was likely
associated with pre- and post-funerary rituals. Furthermore, the presence of finds used for
both daily life and rituals suggests that these artefacts were deliberately buried here in some
way.

The subject of this study is the decorated mould-blown glass vessels found in the
aforementioned area in the necropolis of Philadelpheia.

6 Korsulu and Ergtirer 2018, 56-57; Korsulu and Ergtirer 2019, 380; Korsulu 2019, 265-266.
7 Korsulu and Ergtirer 2019, 380.

8 Cypriot Sigillata is being prepared for publication.

9 Korsulu 2019, 265-266.

10 Korsulu and Ergtirer 2019, 380.

11 Canli 2019, 76-81.

12 The alabastron is being prepared for publication.

13 Korsulu 2024a, 106-110, fig. 1-10.

14 Free-blown vessels are being prepared for publication.

15 Canl1 2019, 1-5, 76-81.
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The mould-blowing technique (circa 1st century AD) emerged about seventy years
after the development of the free-blowing technique. It involved blowing molten glass into
preprepared moulds'¢. The moulds were made of terracotta, stone, metal and occasionally
wood?. The vessels were decorated in high or low relief, or only in raised outlines. The
decorations included ribs, geometric patterns, various stylized or naturalistic flower and leaf
motifs, and figural scenes. While some vessels were decorated with multiple designs, others
displayed only one motif. Some had inscriptions in Latin or Greek. These inscriptions could
have been the name of the vessel’s manufacturer, a motto to encourage the buyers, or the
name of a participant in a sporting event!s.

Thirteen decorated mould-blown glass vessels were recovered from this area at the
necropolis of Philadelpheia. All of them are examples of high-quality glassware, which are
also well-known from the modern literature. The ribbed bowls/cups among them are
considered to be a continuation of the ribbed hemispherical bowls!® and the free-blown fine-
ribbed bowls (zarte rippenschalen). Of the mould-blown ribbed bowls/cups, two examples
were discovered, dating to the 1st century AD, in Philadelphia, which also yielded examples
from the first two glass groups?.

One of the decorated beakers is
an example of the well-documented
mould-blown glass vessels with the
well-wishing inscription on the main
frieze, “katdyaps kol  evdpaivov”,
translated as “rejoice and be merry” or
“cheer up and enjoy it”. This beaker was
dated between the second half of the 1st
century AD and the beginning of the
2nd century AD. Based on its form and
decoration, it was thought to be
imported from Syria22.

Figure 3: Philadelpheia, excavation site . . .
(Kérsulu and Ergiirer, 59, fig. 3) Another special production item

is a single beaker with mythological
figures, which features four male figures standing between columns joined by garlands of
ivy. Two of the figures, based on their attributes, are identifiable as Poseidon and Dionysus,
while the identities of the remaining figures are debated?. The Philadelpheia find is a typical
example of its type. Although its purpose remains uncertain, the beaker, which is dated to
the second half of the 1st century AD, is considered to be associated in some way with
funerary rituals?.

The subject of this study is the other vessels, which consist of a flask with
mythological figures, amphoriskoi/flasks, a beaker and a bottle bearing lotus bud decoration,
a beaker with herringbone decoration, and a bottle with honeycomb pattern.

16 Price 1991, 56; Erten-Yagc1 1993, 29-30; Stern 1995, 65-67; Lazar 2003, 46; Stern 2010, 25; Wight 2014, 49, 55;
Cakmakl1 2017a, 142; Cakmakl1 2017b, 325-333.

17 Price 1991, 57-58; Lazar 2003, 46-47; Stern 2010, 25-28.

18 Price 1991, 56, 64.

19 Its production technique remains to be fully determined, although mould casting is suspected (Hayes 1975, 16).
20 Erten and Akkus-Kogak 2020, 211.

2 Korsulu 2024a, 114-115, fig. 15-16.

2 Korsulu 2025.

2 Weinberg 1972, 38-39.

2 Korsulu 2024b, 129, fig. 1-3.
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Flask with Mythological Figures (Cat. No. 1, Fig. 4)

The flask has a flat bottom and a conical body, of which only a small part is
preserved, with figural decoration. The depiction on one side shows a figure sitting on a
rock. The figure, whose lower half of the body is preserved, is holding something in its
outstretched hand. However, it is not possible to identify the object. The figure has a well-
rounded body. Due to the pose of the figure, its abdomen is slightly sagging forward. Its hips
and legs are well-built. As evident from its hips and back, the figure is leaning forwards. The
place the figure is sitting on as well as the surrounding area has a rocky surface.

The other side shows a ship. Only the hull of the ship is preserved; the oars pointing
downward and the masts rising from the hull are visible. Although it is not clearly
discernible, the depiction attempts to give the appearance of a rippled sea.

It appears to be blown in a two-part mould. The mould seams separating the two
scenes on the flask extend down to the base in convex lines on both sides.

Figure 4: Flask with mythological figures from Philadelpheia

A well-preserved specimen resembling this flask is seen in the collection of the Yale
University Art Gallery. The flaring lip of the flask is broken off at the neck. The neck is
vertical and tubular in shape. There is a sharp transition from the neck to the shoulder. Its
ovoid body tapers down to a flat bottom. J. Hayward suggested that the flask may have been
with or without handles. On one side of the bottle, an oar-powered ship is seen on the sea
with its sails unfurled. A man in armour stands on the bow of the ship, holding a sword and
a shield. On the other side of the flask, there is a person sitting under a tree, reaching
towards something in front of him?.

Hayward suggested that the scenes on both sides of the flask from the Yale
University Collection were related to the legend of the Argonauts. She interpreted the scene
with the figure seated under a tree as Phirixos holding the ram with the golden fleece he was
preparing to sacrifice in the grove of Ares. She identified the other scene as lason, armed
with spear and shield, preparing to leap from the bow of his ship onto the land. Hayward
stated that although the type of glass and the decoration on the flask both indicated a Syrian
origin, the figure representing lason resembled those on the gladiator beakers, which were
usually accepted to be of North Italian or Gallic origin. She dated the flask to the 1st century
AD?2,

Later, R.A. Grossman re-examined the same flask from the Yale collection. He
described the scenes on the flask in a similar fashion. However, saying that the inscription
behind the figure on the ship’s bow read “Aias”, he suggested that both scenes were related

% Hayward 1962, 58-59, no. 11, fig. 18-19.
26 Hayward 1962, 58.
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to Aias. In the scene with the ship, he thought that Aias, one of the heroes who fought in the
Trojan War, was depicted travelling with his men towards Troy before the beginning of the
war. Aias was again the subject on the other side of the flask. However, this time the scene
was related to a post-war event. Here, Aias was seated under a tree, both hands outstretched
to the front, trying to catch a bull. According to Grossman, the scene depicted the time when
Aias went mad for violating the sanctuary of the Goddess Athena and attacked a herd of
cattle?.

A vessel with the same depiction was discovered in Stratonikeia. It was suggested
that this double-handled vessel was an amphoriskos and dated to the first half of the 1st
century AD. The side of the vessel depicting the ship displays the name “Aias” in Greek. It
was suggested that the scenes on both sides of the vessel were related to each other and was
about Aias, son of Telamon, one of the heroes of the Trojan War2.

D. Whitehouse identified another example of this type in the collection of the Corning
Museum of Glass. The well-preserved example with identical form and decoration was
inscribed with the name Aias on the side of the vessel depicting the sailing ship. He dated
this example to the 1st century AD. Whitehouse also mentioned five other examples of this
type: one in the National Museum of Damascus, one in the Museum of Fine Arts, Houston?,
one in the Constable-Maxwell Collection, one in Glass Museum in Murano, and another of
unknown location®.

There were two mythological characters named Aias in the Iliad. One of them was
“Aias the Lesser”, the son of Oileus and the leader of the Locrians. The other was the “Great
Aias”, the son of Telamon the king of the island of Salamis, and cousin of Achilleus. Both
Aias participated in the Trojan War with a certain number of ships. After the death of
Achilleus and the end of the Trojan War, Aias, son of Telamon, expected Achilleus” armour
to be given to him. However, Agamemnon and Menelaos gave the armour to Odysseus.
Thereupon, the distraught Aias attacked a herd of cattle one night, mistaking it for an
Achaean army. In the morning when Aias realized what he had done, he threw himself onto
his sword, killing himself31.

According to the myth, the scene with the ship on the flask corresponds to both Aias.
As for the other scene on the flask, it is understood that the scene here is related to Aias, son
of Telamon. It seems that Grossman confused the stories of the two Trojan heroes.

The glass flask from Philadelpheia seems to be the ninth example from the mould-
blown group that is associated with Aias, the hero of the Trojan War. However, it is not as
well-preserved as the ones from the Yale University Collection and Stratonikeia.
Nevertheless, these two flasks have been instrumental in understanding the complete form
and decoration of the Philadelpheia find.

Grossman did not mention a date for the flask. However, in light of the general
literature on this type of mould-blown glass vessel, as well as Hayward’s suggestion and the
vessel from Stratonikeia, the 1st century AD can be proposed for the dating of the
Philadelpheia flask.

27 Grossman 2002, 29, fig. 29a-b.

28 Ozet 1993, 142-145; Cakmakli 2012, kat. no. 20.

2 https:/ /emuseum.mfah.org/ objects/ 1042/ flask-with-two-scenes-from-the-life-of-ajax-of-
salamis?ctx=24fa4e1660c7ba7eb4f0f2e6ed7bf80f687224b2&idx=38 (access date: 11.01.2025).
30 Stern 1995, 89, fig. 63; Whitehouse 2001, 49-50, no. 523.

31 Hom. II. 11, 526-535, XIII, 702-712.
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Amphoriskoi/Flasks (Cat. No. 2-5, Figs. 5-8)

These consist of amphoriskoi or flasks
with flat bottoms and round bodies. Four
such examples were identified among the
finds in Philadelpheia. Catalogue no. 2 of
this group has a complete profile. The top of
its everted rim is folded inward. Its
cylindrical neck is followed by an oval body.
The bottom is flat. It has two vertical
handles. The other flasks (catalogue nos. 3-5),
of which only the bases and a small part of
the bodies are preserved, have the same
profile with their flat bottoms and round Figure 5: Amphoriskos/Flask
bases. Their forms as well as their decorated
bodies are their characteristic features. The upper and lower parts of the bodies are
decorated with vertical ribs and between them a frieze of tendrils bordered by horizontal
ribs. They were blown into a two-part mould.

A. Oliver dated a parallel example from the Carnegie Museum of Natural History to
the 1st century AD32. E.M. Stern dates this type of bottle to the 1st century AD33. A single-
handled juglet with similar decoration from the collection of the Pennsylvania Museum was
proposed to be possibly from Aleppo, Syria and dated to the 1st century AD?*. Whitehouse
dated a dark blue coloured example from the Corning Museum of Glass to the 1st century
AD?3. Two specimens from Narbonnaisse (Gallia Narbonensis) in the western part of the
Roman Empire have geometric motifs on their friezes. It is however likely that they also
belong to the same group of flasks®. An amphoriskos of this type was found in Thessaloniki in
a cremation burial. It was stated that it was not possible to date this artefact with certainty,
but that the second vessel found with it was dated to the 1st century AD¥. A single-handled
jug of this type found in the necropolis of Samothrace was similarly decorated. The jug,
considered to be of Sidonian origin, was the only artefact found in the inhumation tomb?s.
E.B. Dusenbery dated this jug to the third quarter of the 1st century AD®. A double-handled
example from the Athenian Agora was found in an Early Roman Imperial context and dated
to the 1st century AD%.

There are two published examples with the same decoration, a double-handled jug
and a single-handled jug, both part of a collection of the Israel Museum. Both artefacts were
dated to the 1st century AD and were considered to be of Sidonian origin*.. The
Philadelpheia artefact no. 2 is of the same type as the double-handled jug. Although the
other artefacts described in the catalogue nos. 3-5, of which only the bases and parts of the
bodies were preserved, display the same type of decoration, it is not possible to say anything
definite about them since their upper parts were not preserved. Similar amphoriskoi from the

32 Oliver 1980, 62, fig. 56.

33 Stern 1995, cat. no. 56-57.

34 Fleming 1997, 27, fig. 26 A-B.

35 Whitehouse 2001, 42-43, no. 512.

36 Fontaine and Roussel-Ode 2010, 191-193, fig. 13, 104-105.
37 Antonaras 2010, 245, fig. 1,6.

38 Dusenbery 1967, 39-40, no. 13, fig. 14.

3 Dusenbery 1998, 1079-1080, W1-4.

40 Weinberg and Stern 2009, 68, 81, fig. 8, 151.

41 [sreali 2003, 138, fig. 144-145.
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collection of Tiirkiye Sise ve Cam A.S. were dated to the 1st century AD. Another specimen
with similar decoration was dated to the 1st century AD as well®2. For an amphoriskos from
the Yiiksel Erimtan Collection, 1st century AD was suggested®. In the light of these data, the
1st century AD can be suggested for the Philadelpheia amphoriskoi/flasks in general.

Figure 6: Amphoriskos/Flask

Figure 7: Amphoriskos/Flask

Figure 8: Amphoriskos/Flask

Knobbed or Lotus-Bud Beaker (Cat. No. 6, Fig. 9)

The beakers of this type have cylindrical bodies with inverted rims and flat bottoms.
They were blown into three-part moulds, of which the vertical mould seams are visible*.
The body of these beakers is decorated with inverted lotus buds from base to rim, which are
placed diagonally to each other. Some beaker examples have bosses in between the lotus
buds.

Only one specimen of this type was found in Philadelpheia, of which the base and a
small part of the lower body were preserved. It is a typical example of the form with its flat
bottom and cylindrical body. There are characteristic lotus bud motifs on the body. The two
mould seams are visible on the partially preserved body. It is evident from the bottom

42 Canav 1985, 37, fig. 18-19, 41, fig. 31.
4 Lightfoot and Arslan 1992, 62, fig. 23.
4 Hayes 1975, 48.
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section that the third mould seam is on the other side of the beaker, which was not
preserved. The seams start at the base of the beaker and when they intersect a lotus bud, they
continue upwards through its centre.

This type of high quality, mould-blown beakers are classified as Isings Form 31.
Isings described a group of Form 31 to be decorated with vine boughs and animals, and
another group with regularly spaced leaves and dots. Isings also stated that the beakers of
Form 31 were imitations of metal beakers. She mentioned that the decoration on a fragment
of a beaker, for which she did not specify the provenience, was parallel to those on the Ara
Pacis Augusti. She noted that the terminus ante quem for these beakers was 79 AD, but that due
to the similarity of the ornament on the beaker fragment to the Augustan ornament, these
beakers may easily belong to an earlier period as well*.

Figure 9: Lotus-bud beaker

J.W. Hayes classified these beakers with conical bodies in the early series of Syro-
Palestinian glass among the Sidonian mould-blown vessels. He stated that these beakers,
which he identified as one of the common types, were produced in both Syrian and Italian
workshops#.

Oliver dated a beaker of this type from a museum collection in England to the 1st
century AD¥. B. Riitti counted this type of beaker among the newly emerging forms of the
Flavian period*. Stern dated mid to second half of the 1st century AD%. Whitehouse
published examples of this type from the collection of the Corning Museum of Glass. He
assigned them, which he identified as Isings Form 31, to the 1st century AD>. An artefact
from Augusta Raurica was dated to between 60-100 AD5!.

S. Fontaine and J. Roussel-Ode discussed the mould-blown vases from Narbonnaise
and said that similar examples from reliable contexts were dated to between the second half
of the 1st century AD and the beginning of the 2nd century AD. They also mentioned that
the examples from the workshop of Ennion and some other specimens indicated the first half
of the 1st century AD32.

Examples decorated with dots and lotus buds were discovered also in the Athenian
Agora. These were dated to between the late 1st and early 2nd centuries AD%. The specimen
from the collection of Tiirkiye Sise ve Cam A.S. that was decorated with almonds and in

4 Isings 1957, 45.

46 Hayes 1975, 31-33, 48.

47 QOliver 1980, 67, 70, cat. no. 65.

48 Riitti 1991, 108,176, abb. 113, AR 33.1.

49 Stern 1995, 107-108, cat. no. 8, 9-10, fig. 3.

50 Whitehouse 2001, 27-29, no. 492-496.

51 Flinfschilling 2015, 296, abb. 362, AR 33.1 (1).
52 Fontaine and Roussel-Ode 2010, 194.

5 Weinberg and Stern 2009, 81, pl. 13, 149-150.

Arkhaia Anatolika 8, 2025 Doi: 10.32949/Arkhaia.2025.69



Hatice KORSULU — A. Sezai GECIT 42

between the almonds with eye motifs was proposed to be from the 1st century AD54. Another
example, which was decorated with dots in between lotus buds was unearthed in
Pergamon®. A beaker example from the Eskisehir Eti Archaeology Museum was also dated
to the 1st century AD%. In the light of the data, the beaker from Philadelpheia can be dated to
between the 1st century AD and the early 2nd century AD.

Bottle Decorated with Knobbed or Lotus-Buds (Cat. No. 7, Fig. 10)

Among the artefacts found in Philadelpheia, only one specimen of this type was
identified. The artefact, of which only the base and a small part of the lower body was
preserved, differs from the similarly decorated glass specimen by its width and size, and is
considered a bottle. It has a flat base and a cylindrical body and, like the beaker described in
catalogue no. 6, has a purple colour. The body is decorated with small, regularly spaced,
inverted lotus buds. One of the vertical mould seams of the bottle, which was probably
blown in a two-part mould, is clearly visible on the body.

A. von Saldern said that the bottles which were a variation of the lotus-bud beakers
were rarely seen®”. He dated an example of this form that he said probably came from the
Syro-Palestinian region to the second half of the 1st century AD%. Accordingly, the same
date can be suggested for the Philadelpheia bottle.

Figure 10: Bottle decorated with lotus-buds

Beaker with Herringbone Decoration (Cat. No. 8, Fig. 11)

Three fragments belonging to this partially restored beaker were found among the
Philadelpheia finds. Two of the fragments are from the rim and body. The other fragment is
probably from the lower body and base. The vessel has an unworked, convex rim. Its body is
cylindrical. The body is decorated with vertical and diagonal bands of a stylized herringbone
pattern, bounded below and above by raised lines.

A vessel bearing this type of decoration is in the collection of the British Museum®.
However, the specimen is a bowl with a spherical body, of which the provenience was said
to be unknown®.

D. Foy published a goblet with herringbone decoration from Tunisia. She mentioned
that this type of vessel was found scattered in different regions in the west and east of the
Roman Empire and suggested the late 1st century AD for the example from Tunisia®!. The

54 Canav 1985, 79, fig. 122.

5 Schwarzer and Rehren 2021, 168, pl. 4, 34.

5 Olcay 2001, 149-150, fig. 4.

57 von Saldern 1980, 52.

% von Saldern 1980, 52, fig. 45.

% https:/ /www.britishmuseum.org/ collection/ object/G_1868-0110-508. (access date: 10.01.2025).
60 Price 1991, pl. XVI, c.

61 Foy 2010, 211, fig. 1.
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Philadelpheia example is similar in decoration, although not in form, to this example from
Tunisia. However, the example in figure 4 in Foy’s article is also close in form to that of the
Philadelpheia beaker. Foy dated this example to the second half of the 1st century AD¢2.

The form of the Philadelpheia beaker also has a profile similar to that of the
Philadelpheia beaker with inscription. That beaker was dated to the second half of the 1st
century AD and the beginning of the 2nd century AD®. Considering all these data, the
Philadelpheia beaker with herringbone decoration can also be dated between the second half
of the 1st century AD and the early 2nd century AD.

Figure 11: Beaker with herringbone decoration

Flask with Sunken Relief (Cat. No. 9, Fig. 12)

It is a small fragment found in Philadelpheia, of which the base and a small part of
the body are preserved. The flat bottom is slightly concave in the centre. Immediately above
the base, two rows of dot motifs are seen. Above that are some raised motifs bordered by
grooves. As it is not completely preserved, the shape of the motif is not clear. There are flasks
in the Thomas E. Courtis Collection that have parallels in both form and decoration with the
Philadelpheia flask. Stern described them as flasks with mould-blown designs in sunken
relief. He said that these types were tried during the 2nd century AD¢%. Also, a mould-blown
falsk similar in form and decoration to this fragment were also found among the Karanis
(Kom Aushim, Egypt) finds®. Accordingly, the 2nd century AD can be suggested for the
Philadelpheia find.

Figure 12: Bottle with honeycomb pattern

Evaluation and Conclusion

The mould-blown glass vessels from Philadelpheia were generally dated to between
the 1st and 2nd centuries AD. Each of the decorated mould-blown vessels from
Philadelpheia is a vessel of special production. Today, many of them are displayed in
museum collections. Examples of this glass type have been typically discovered in burial

62 Foy 2010, 214, fig. 4.

63 Korsulu 2025.

64 Stern 1995, 185, 188-189, cat. no. 115-117.
65 Harden 1936, 213-214, pl. XVIII, 630.
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contexts. However, none of the artefacts from Philadelpheia were found directly inside
tombs. They were recovered from the necropolis of the city, alongside many other artefacts
associated with funerary rituals or that were buried for other reasons. Regardless of their
findspots, these rare glass vessels attest to the importance of the city.

It has been suggested that the high-quality and fine craftsmanship of certain metal
figurines and jewellery recovered from the site indicate the presence of an elite social and
economic group in the city®. The same can be said of the pottery and glass finds. Not many
architectural remnants of the city’s settlement have survived to the present day. However,
the city’s rich necropolis, which is suggested to date from the Roman Imperial and Early
Christian periods, provides a glimpse into its splendour and affluence during the Roman
Imperial period. This also aligns well with the conclusions drawn from the artefacts
recovered from the aforementioned area in the necropolis of the city.

There is currently no evidence of glass production in Philadelpheia or its surrounding
area. Therefore, these artefacts must have been imports. It would not be wrong to say that
the vessels, largely considered to have been produced in the East, were imported from that
region. Around the same time, vessels of Eastern Sigillata A, Cypriot Sigillata, and lead-
glazed pottery also came to the city from these geographical regions. Consequently, the glass
vessels must have been imported along with them. In addition, the presence of glass vessels
in the city, all of which were expensive, high-quality products in the ancient world, and the
subject of this study, further argues for the wealth and prosperity of the city in the Early
Roman Imperial period.

Catalogue
Abbreviations: H.: Height; RDm.: Rim Diameter; mxDm.: Maximum Diameter; BDm.: Base Diameter

1. Flask with Mythological Figures (Fig. 4).

Excavation Find No.: C280.

Dimensions: H.: 3,7 cm; BDm.: 2 cm.

Colour: Translucent light blue.

Description: Base and a part of the lower body preserved. Flat bottom. Body widening upward. Exterior body
showing on one side a figure only from the waist down, seated on a rock with arms outstretched in front. A ship’s
hull depicted on the other side, with visible oars and masts. Diagonally opposed two convex lines, identified as
mould seams, run down to the base, separating the two scenes. Small and large air bubbles.

Similar Examples: Hayward 1962, 58-59, no. 11, fig. 18-19; Ozet 1993, 142-145; Stern 1995, 89, fig. 63; Whitehouse
2001, 49-50, no. 523; Grossman 2002, 29, fig. 29a-b; Cakmakl1 2012, kat. no. 20.

Date: 1st century AD.

2. Amphoriskos/Flask (Fig. 5).

Excavation Find No.: ABE100.

Museum Inventory No: A-5300.

Dimensions: H.: 7,4 cm; RDm.: 2,7 cm; BDm.: 1,3 cm.

Colour: Translucent light purple.

Description: Body blown in two-part mould, free-blown neck, applied handles. A part of the mid-body missing
on one side. Otherwise, full profile preserved. Everted rim folded inward at the top. Short cylindrical neck. Oval
body. Flat bottom. Two vertical handles. Handles applied to shoulder, then pulled upwards and folded and
attached to neck below the rim. Body decorated with vertical ribs on the shoulder, below that a frieze of tendrils
bounded above and below by horizontal ribs, and below that vertical ribs extending down to the round base. Few
large air bubbles.

66 Canl1 2019, 79-80.
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Similar Examples: Corning Museum of Glass 1957, no. 75; Dusenbery 1967, 39-40, no. 13, fig. 14; Oliver 1980, 62,
fig. 56; Canav 1985, 37, fig. 19; Lightfoot and Arslan 1992, 62, fig. 23; Stern 1995, no. 56-57; Stern 2001, no. 47-48;
Whitehouse 2001, 42-43, no. 512; Israeli 2003,138, fig. 144-145; Weinberg and Stern 2009, 68, 81, fig. 8, 151; Fontaine
and Roussel-Ode 2010, 191-193, fig. 13, 104-105; Gavritukhin et al. 2021, fig. 7, 25; Lazar 2021, 258-259, fig. 4-5.
Date: 1st century AD.

3. Amphoriskos/Flask (Fig. 6).

Excavation Find No.: C-38.

Dimensions: H.: 4,7 cm; BDm.: 1,5 cm.

Colour: Translucent amber yellow.

Description: Base and part of the body preserved. Flat bottom. Oval body. Blown in two-part mould with clearly
visible mould seams extending upward from base to body. Vertical ribs on the lower body, above that two
horizontal ribs, a frieze of tendrils, and again a series of vertical ribs, in that order. Few air bubbles.

Similar Examples: Canav 1985, 37, fig. 19, 41, fig. 31; Fleming 1997, 27, fig. 26 A-B.

Date: 1st century AD.

4. Amphoriskos/Flask (Fig. 7).

Excavation Find No.: C-39.

Dimensions: H.: 3,8 cm; BDm.: 1 cm.

Colour: Translucent amber yellow.

Description: Base and part of the body preserved. Flat bottom. Oval body. Blown in two-part mould with clearly
visible mould seams extending upward from base to body. Vertical ribs on the lower body, above that a frieze of
tendrils bounded above and below by two partially preserved horizontal ribs. Has a folded section both on the
inside and outside towards the bottom. Few air bubbles.

Similar Examples: Canav 1985, 37, fig. 19, 41, fig. 31; Fleming 1997, 27, fig. 26 A-B.

Date: 1st century AD.

5. Amphoriskos/Flask (Fig. 8).

Excavation Find No.: C-40.

Dimensions: H.: 1,7 cm; BDm.: 1,5 cm.

Colour: Translucent purple.

Description: Base and part of the lower body preserved. Flat bottom. Oval body. Blown in two-part mould with
clearly visible mould seams extending upward from base to body. Vertical ribs on the body. Small and large air
bubbles towards the bottom.

Similar Examples: Canav 1985, 37, fig. 18-19, 41, fig. 31; Fleming 1997, 27, fig. 26 A-B.

Date: 1st century AD.

6. Knobbed or Lotus-Bud Beaker (Fig. 9).

Excavation Find No.: C16.

Dimensions: H.: 6,1 cm; BDm.: 4,4 cm.

Colour: Translucent purple.

Description: Base and part of the body preserved. Slightly concave flat base. Cylindrical body. Thin walled.
Inverted lotus buds diagonally placed on the body at regular intervals. Visible mould seams indicate a three-part
mould. Three convex, concentric circles at the bottom. Few air bubbles.

Similar Examples: Corning Museum of Glass 1957, no. 71-72; Hayes 1975, 31-33, 48, pl. 7, 83; Jaffe 1978, 33, fig. 56;
Oliver 1980, 67, 70, kat. no. 65; von Saldern 1980, 51, fig. 44; Canav 1985, 79, fig. 122; Price 1991, pl. XIX, b; Riitti
1991, 108, 176, abb. 113, AR 33.1 - I 31; Stern 1995, 108, fig. 3, kat. no. 8, 9-10; Olcay 2001, 149-150, fig. 4;
Whitehouse 2001, 27-29, no. 492-496; Arveiller-Dulong and Nenna 2005, 195, pl. 39, no. 540; Fadic 2005, fig. 1; Bats
2006, fig. 31, 683; Fontaine and Roussel-Ode 2010, fig. 5-6.

Date: 1st century AD to early 2nd century AD.

7. Bottle Decorated with knobbed or Lotus-Buds (Fig. 10).

Excavation Find No.: C17.

Dimensions: H.: 4,3 cm; BDm.: 3 cm.

Colour: Translucent purple.

Description: Base and part of the lower body preserved. Flat bottom. Cylindrical body. Thin walled. Regularly
spaced, downturned lotus buds on the body. Part of a raised motif on the bottom, unknown, as only a very small
section is preserved. One of the moulds seams visible on the small body part. Few air bubbles.

Similar Examples: von Saldern 1980, 52, fig. 45.

Date: Second half of the 1st century AD.
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8. Beaker with Herringbone Decoration (Fig. 11).

Excavation Find No.: C478-480.

Dimensions: H.: 4,8 cm; RDm.: 8,2 cm.

Colour: Transparent light amber yellow.

Description: Fragments of rim and body. Unworked, convex rim. Cylindrical body. Thick walled. Body
decorated with vertical and diagonal bands of stylized herringbone pattern, bordered below and above by raised
lines. Very few air bubbles.

Similar Examples: Price 1991, XVI, c; Foy 2010, 211, fig. 1, 4.

Date: Second half of the 1st century AD to the beginning of the 2nd century AD.

9. Flask with Sunken Relief (Fig. 12).

Excavation Find No.: C-15.

Dimensions: H.: 3;5 cm; BDm.: 3,6 cm.

Colour: Translucent purple.

Description: Lower part of base and small part of body preserved. Flat bottom. Oval body. Two rows of dots on
the lower part of body. Above that, motifs in relief bordered by grooves. No air bubbles.

Similar Examples: Harden 1936, 213-214, pl. XVIII, 630; Stern 1995, cat. no. 115-117.

Date: 2nd century AD.
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Oz

Bu galisma I¢ Bati Anadolu’da yer alan Seyitomer Hoyiik'te Geg
Koloni ve Eski Hitit Cag1'n1 temsil eden IV. tabakadan ele ge¢cmis metal
silahlarin tipolojik smiflandirmasini yaparak, benzerleri ¢ercevesinde
degerlendirmeyi amaclamaktadir. Hoytigin -diger tum kiltir
katlarinda oldugu gibi- IV. tabakas1 da bir yangin sonucu yikilmistir
ve yatay diizende/genis alanda kazilan s6z konusu kiiltiir katina dair
tim veriler kontekstlerinde, in-situ sekilde bulunmustur. Bu durum
metal esyalar ve tiretim malzemeleriyle ilgili degerlendirmeler igin
oldukgca elverisli bir veri toplulugu sunmaktadir. Silahlarin biiytik bir
bolimii ocak ve/veya taban altina, duvar iglerine istiflenmis sekilde
ele ge¢mistir. Bu toplu silah ve alet gruplarindan birinde bulunan
hanger -Anadolu’da heniiz benzerine rastlanmayan sekilde- topuz bast
ile birlikte ele ge¢mistir. Hangerlerin 6nemli bir kismu ise hoytik
merkezinde yer alan yapilarda olasilikla bir saldir1 (?) sonucu olusan
yangin felaketinden kagamayan yetiskin kadin ve erkek bireylere ait
iskeletlerin bel kisimlarinda agiga c¢ikarilmistir. Bu verilerden,
yerlesimde bir savunma ihtiyac1 duyularak cinsiyet fark etmeksizin
silahlanma ¢abas1 oldugu anlasilmaktadir.

Seyitomer Hoytik IV. tabaka silahlari, hangerler, mizrak uclari,
yasst ve kolcuklu baltalar, karg: uclari, ok uglari, catallar/yabalar ve
mizrak pabuclarindan olusmaktadir. Bu silahlarin, Orta Anadolu ve
Kuzey Suriye/Filistin-Mezopotamya ile kurulan iliskileri yansitan
tipler ile yerlesime/bolgeye 6zgti tiplerden olustugu gortilmektedir.
Karsilikli etkilesim sonucu var olan tiplerin biiyiik bir kisminin da
maden atolyeleri arasinda kurulan bilgi alisverisi sonucu 6grenildigi
ve yerel olarak tiretildikleri diistintilmektedir. Yerlesimdeki kiilgeler,
potalar, tiflecler, koriik tiflecleri, koriikler ve ciiruflar ile birlikte silah
ve alet {iretimine yo6nelik ¢ok sayidaki kalip bu durumu
dogrulamaktadir. Seyitomer Hoytigiin Ege ile i¢ bolgeler arasinda
ulasim1 saglayan yol giizergahlar1 tizerinde bulunmasi ve maden
yataklarma yakin konumu sayesinde MO 3. binyildan itibaren
madencilik endiistrisinde ve ticaretinde o¢nemini korudugu
anlasilmaktadir. I¢c Bati Anadolu silah repertuvarinin 6nemli bir
kismmi temsil eden Seyitomer Hoyiik IV. tabaka metal silahlari,
caginn silah tip ve {iretim teknolojisi hakkinda oldukca degerli ve
onemli veriler sunmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Seyitomer Hoyiik, Hitit, metal, silah, hancer,
mizrak ucu, ok ucu.
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Oz

This study aims to evaluate the metal weapons unearthed from
layer IV of Seyitomer Mound, located in Inner Anatolia, which
represents the Late Colony and Old Hittite Periods, within the
framework of their typological classification and counterparts. Layer
IV of the mound was destroyed by fire -as is the case for all other
culture levels- and all of the data recovered regarding the level in
question, which was excavated horizontally over an extensive area,
and found within their contexts, in-situ. This offers an excellent and
convenient data source for evaluating the metal items and production
materials. The majority of the weapons were found stowed under the
floor or the hearth, within the walls. Among these weapon and tool
groups, a dagger was found together with a mace head, the like of
which has not yet been found in Anatolia. A significant portion of the
daggers were uncovered in the structures located at the centre of the
mound, around the waist areas of the skeletons belonging to both male
and female individuals who possibly failed to escape a fire caused by
a hostile invasion. These circumstances may explain the need for
personal defence and of the (unusual) finding of citizens armed alike,
irrespective of gender.

Seyitomer Mound Layer IV weapons consist of daggers,
spearheads, flat and lugged axes, pike heads, arrowheads,
prongs/ pitchforks, and spear wedges. The weapon and tool typology
reflect influences within Central Anatolia and Northern
Syria/Palestine-Mesopotamia, in addition to the types local to the
settlement/original. The evidence points to mutual interaction and
influence through information exchange between mining workshops.
The tools were produced locally, as proved by the locally discovered
ingots, pots, blowpipes, bellows, fanners, and clinkers, along with the
many moulds intended for the production of weapons and tools. The
settlement at Seyitomer Mound maintained its importance within the
mining industry and metals trade since the 3rd millennium BC, due to
its strategic location on the transportation routes between the Aegean
and the inner regions of Anatolia, and to its proximity to the necessary
mineral deposits. The Seyitomer Mound level IV metal weapons
inventory, represents a significant portion of the Inner Western
Anatolia weapons repertoire, and offers highly valuable and
important data regarding the contemporary weapon types and
production technologies.

Keywords: Seyitomer Mound, Hittite, metal, weapon, dagger, pike
heads, arrowheads.
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Giris

Seyitomer Hoytik, Kiitahya il merkezinin 25 km kuzeybatisinda, eski Seyitomer
kasabasi smirlar1 icinde, Seyitomer komiir havzasinda bulunmaktadir (fig. 1). Hoytigiin
icerisinde bulundugu I¢ Bat1 Anadolu bélgesi Ege, Marmara ve I Anadolu bolgelerine ulagsan
dogal ve tarihi yollarin birlestigi bir gecis noktas1 konumundadir!. Bolgede Maden Tetkik ve
Arama Genel Muidurltigii tarafindan tespit edilen bakir, kursun, cinko, gtimuis gibi yataklarin
yan sira tarihoncesi donemlerde kullanildig: bilinen maden galerileri de bulunmaktadir2.
Yerlesimin maden yataklarma yakmnhgi ve stratejik konumu sayesinde, MO 3. binyildan
itibaren yakin ve uzak bolgelerarasi ticarette ve metal tiretiminde 6nemli bir role sahip oldugu
anlasilmaktadir®. Seyitomer Hoytiik'te 1989 yilinda baslatilan kurtarma kazilari araliklarla,
halen stirdiirtilmektedir. Hoytigiin kiiltiirel stirecinin Erken Tung Cag ile basladig1 ve Roma
Donemi'ne kadar uzandig tespit edilmistir.

S S0 (A U5 (e 1., SRS, Zlcira ‘
i ol D st - ~ 0

Figiir 1: Seyitomer Hoytik ve metinde ad1 gecen bazi merkezler (Cagr: Sarikaya tarafindan diizenlenmistir)

Geg Koloni ve Eski Hitit Cagi'n1 temsil eden IV. tabaka> yerlesimi yanginlarla® sona
eren ve birbirinin enkazi tizerine insa edilen, erkenden gece dogru C, B ve A olmak tizere {i¢
mimari evre ile temsil edilmektedir. Erken evreden itibaren yerlesim, gticlii bir savunma
sistemine sahiptir. Kazamat ve/veya sandik duvar sisteminde ortilmiis sur,

1 Dénmez 1974, 46-47; Donmez 1982, 3-10.

2 MTA 2010; Kaptan 1982.

3 Bilgen et al. 2021; Bagkurt-Usta 2023; Bagkurt-Usta 2024.

4 Bilgen 2011; Bilgen 2013; Bilgen 2015.

5 Detayl1 bilgi icin bk. Bagkurt-Usta 2023, 188-189.

6 Hafiri tarafindan bu yanginlara bir depremin neden oldugu ifade edilmektedir. Yanginlarin nedenine dair kesin
bir veri bulunmamakla birlikte, bu dénem Seyitomer sakinlerinin savunma ihtiyact duyduklar: agiktir. Giiglii bir
savunma sistemi ile gevrili yerlesimde yogun bir silahlanma ¢abasi oldugu goriilmektedir. Seyitomer Hoytigiin
bulundugu stratejik konum ve sahip oldugu zenginlik (metal buluntular vb.) dustintildigtinde, bir saldir1 (?)
sonucu bu yikimin gerceklesmis olmasi da kuvvetle muhtemeldir.
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kuleler/bastiyonlar ve yigma toprak set ile desteklenmistir”. Organizasyon gerektiren tiim bu
savunma sistemi, planlanmus bir yerlesim karakteri sunmaktadir. Mimari ile birlikte ele gecen
buluntulardan burada yasayanlarin madencilik, dokumacilik, ¢comlekgilik gibi gesitli tiretim
alanlarinda uzmanlasti1, ticaretin yami sira tarim ve hayvancilik ile de ugrastiklan
anlasilmaktadir. IV. tabakaya ait acik/tek parcali alet ve silah kaliplari, potalar, tiflecler,
kiilgeler, ctiruflar ve kortikler, bu donemde yerlesimde ciddi bir metal tiretiminin oldugunu
gostermektedir. Altin, giimiis ve bronzdan yapilmis zengin metal esyalarin énemli bir kismu
C ve B yap1 evrelerine aittir (fig. 2). Bunlar 3 numaral teras/sur duvarinda (fig. 3a) ve sura
yakin 48 (fig. 3b), 64 (fig. 3c), 71 (fig. 3d), 74 (fig. 3e) ve 83 (fig. 3f) numarali yapilarda ocak
ve/veya taban altina, duvar iclerine saklanmis ya da ¢omlek, yonca agizli testi gibi kaplarin
icine istiflenmis sekilde toplu olarak ele gecmistir. Hazine buluntusu niteliginde ele gecenlere
ek olarak, hoytigiin merkezinde yer alan 19 (fig. 3g) ve 28 numarali yapilarda yikimdan
kacamayan kadin ve erkek bireylere ait iskeletlerin tizerinde ve cevresinde cesitli metal esyalar
bulunmustur. Yine yerlesim ici gomiiler® de metal buluntulara sayisal acidan ciddi bir katk:
saglamaktadir. Bu calismada s6z konusu tabakaya ait hangerler, mizrak uclari, yass: ve
kolcuklu baltalar, kargt uclari, ok uglari, catal silahlar/yabalar ve mizrak pabuclarmdan
olusan metal silahlar degerlendirilerek, tanitilmaya calisilmustir (fig. 4).

6

W orTA TUNG CACI B EVRES!
I oRrTA TUNC CAGI C EVRESI
g

i 2t o
Figiir 2: Seyitomer Hoyiik IV. Tabaka Yerlesim Plant (Kiitahya Dumlupinar Universitesi Seyitémer Hoyiik Kaz
Arsivi)

7Savunma sistemi ile iligkili olarak degerlendirilen bir diger mimari unsur ise 22,80 m uzunlugunda korunan kismu
tespit edilmis, surun hemen 6niinden baslayan ve yerlesimin icine dogru uzanan bir tiinel (?) gegittir, bk. Bilgen
2011, 394, res. 54.

8 Seyitomer Hoytik IV. tabakanin B ve C evrelerinde yerlesim i¢i gomiiler de tespit edilmistir. Mezarlar basit toprak
mezar (inhumasyon), tas sanduka mezar ve kiip mezar olmak tizere ii¢ tiptedir. Tekli ya da ¢oklu (ikili ya da ti¢li1)
gomii 6zelligi gosteren mezarlarda iskeletler genellikle hocker pozisyonundadir ve yanlarina ya da tizerlerine cesitli
hediyeler brrakilmustir.
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Figiir 3a-g: Seyitomer Hoytik IV. Tabaka yerlesimi, altin, giimiis ve bronzdan yapilmis metal esyalarin ele
gectigi yapilar (Kiitahya Dumlupinar Universitesi Seyitomer Hoyiik Kazi Arsivi)
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Seyitomer Hoyiik I'V. Tabaka Metal Silahlar

u Hangerler 15 » Mizrak Uglarn 9 = Baltalar 22 « Kargi Uglar1 4 m Ok Uclart 40 = Catal Silahlar/Yabalar 2 @ Mizrak Pabuglar 2

Figiir 4: Seyitomer Hoyiik IV. Tabaka metal silahlarinin formlarma goére dagilimi

Metal Silahlar
Hancgerler

Seyitomer Hoytik'te IV. tabakaya ait hangerlerin biiytik bir kismu yikimdan kacamayan
kadin ve erkek® bireylere ait iskeletlerin bel kisimlarinda in-situ sekilde bulunmustur (fig. 3g).

Tip 1 (fig. 5, kat. no. 1-2): Ug percinli, kisa sapli ve tiggen zithli gévdeli, yuvarlatilmis
diistik ve genis omuzlu hancerlerdir. Kisa sap1 genis (Tip 1a) ve dar!? (Tip 1b) olmak tizere iki
alt tipte sniflandirilmustir. Tip 1a ile benzer ti¢ per¢in delikli kisa-genis sapli hancerler, omuz
kisimlarinda farkliliklar olmakla birlikte gtineyde Soli’den!! bilinmektedir. Tip 1b hangerinin
benzerleri, Orta Anadolu’da Kiiltepe-Kanis (II[)2 ve giineyde Gozliikule®® ile Soli’de!4
bulunmustur. Soli hangerleri zihl1 ve kisa ticgen govdeleri ile Seyitomer hangerlerine en yakin
benzerleri olusturur. Tip 1 hangerlerine genel form olarak benzer Anadolu’dan bir diger 6rnek
Ikiztepe’den!” bilinmektedir.

Tip 2 (fig. 5, kat. no. 3-4): Sap dili olmayan ve genis omuz kisimlarinda yer alan
percinlerle kabza kismma baglanan hangerlerdir. Sap kismu govdenin st kisminin hafif
disbiikey yiikseltilerek, yuvarlatilmasiyla ya da hafif diizlestirilmesiyle olusturulmustur.
Govdeleri uca dogru hafif icbiikey sekilde incelerek sonlanmaktadir. Bu tipte degerlendirilen
hancerlerden biri iki pergin delikli (Tip 2a)'6, digeri ise ti¢ per¢in deliklidir (Tip 2b)?’.

9 Bilgen 2011, 193, 203.

10 Stronach 1957, 99-100, tip 5; Erkanal 1977, 28-29, tip 2; Gernez 2007a, 464-468, tip P 2.G.

11 Bittel 1940, 185, taf. II S. 3440, 3433, taf. II1 S. 3434.

12 Ozgiig 1959, 57, res. 65.

13 Goldman 1956, 292, fig. 428. 103-104.

14 Bittel 1940, 185, taf. II-III, S. 3430, 3435, 3436.

15 Bilgi 1984, fig. 13.55.

16 Erkanal 1977, 31-32, tip 4.1; Gernez 2007a, 474-476, tip P 3. D; Philip 1989, 479-482, tip 34.

17 Erkanal 1977, 31-32, tip 4.2; Maxwell-Hyslop 1946, 24-25, tip 22; Philip 1989, 460-468, tip 30.
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Tip 2'ye giren ornekler ile benzer sap dili olmayan iki percinli hangerlere Orta
Anadolu’da Acemhoytik!s, Kiiltepe-Kanis?, Alisar?, Bogazkoy? ve Kaman-Kalehoyiik?
yerlesimlerinde rastlanmaktadir. Ug percinli olanlar ise Alisar® ve giineyde Gozliikule’den?
bilinmektedir. Anadolu disinda Misir?>, Kibris?, Girit?, Kiklad Adalari’'nda?® bulunan bu tip
hangerler 6zellikle MO 2. biny1l itibariyle Levant bolgesinde goriilmektedir?.

Tip 3 (fig. 5, kat. no. 5)%: Bu grupta degerlendirilen hanger uzun, ticgen zihl1 govdelidir
ve sap1 liggen seklinde kisadir. Govdenin tst kisminda iki, govde tizerinde sivriltilerek
olusturulmus icbiikey kenarli sapta bir olmak tizere {i¢ percin deliklidir. Omuz kisminda
kenarlar ters sekilde doviiliip, yassilastirilarak -iki ytizeyde tek olacak sekilde- kivrilmistir.

Kisa ti¢gen saply, tig¢ percinli hancerler Ballicesme Hoyiik Mezarligi®!, Acemhoyiik32,
Kiltepe-Kanig33, Alisar® ile gtineyde Gozliikule’de® ele ge¢mistir. Kiiltepe-Kanis'de bulunan
bir hangerin tizeri dikey cizgilerle siisliidiir®. Ayrica Isparta Miizesi'nde korunan hancerler de
-percin sayilarinda farkliliklar olmakla birlikte- Seyitomer ornegi ile benzer sap kismina
sahiptir®”. Govde tizerinde yiikseltilerek olusturulmus sap kismi genis ve diiz sekilde sonlanan
t¢ percinli bir 6rnek Konya-Karahoytik'te® bulunmustur. S6z konusu hanger kisa sapinin
omuzlarinda yer alan ¢ikintilar bakimindan Seyitomer 6rnegi ile yakinlik sergilemektedir.

MO 3. binyil itibariyle Kuzey Suriye-Mezopotamya’da® goriilmeye baglanan bu tip
hangerlerin 6zellikle MO 3. binyil sonu-2. binyil bagindan itibaren Levant bolgesinde® yaygin
sekilde kullanildig belirtilir4l. Detaylarda farkliliklar olmakla birlikte ti¢ perginli, kisa ticgen
dilli hancerler Iran, Kibris ve Girit'i43 iceren genis bir alanda goriiltir#4. Seyitomer hancerinin,
omuz kisimlarindaki ¢ikintilar ve kisa ticgen sap baglaminda en yakin benzerine Ugarit'te>
rastlanmaktadir.

18 Erkanal 1977, 31, taf. 11. 11.

19 Erkanal 1977, 31, taf. 11. 9-10.

20 Schmidt 1932, 153, fig. 193. b1314.

21 Boehmer 1972, 45, taf. 4. 56; Erkanal 1977, 31, taf. 11. 12.

2 Omura 1996, 131, fig. 18. 5.

2B Schmidt 1932, 155, fig. 194. b1361; von der Osten 1937, 253, fig. 287. d2480.

24 Goldman 1956, 292, fig. 428, 107.

% Philip 2006, 53, fig. 19.

2 Catling 1964, 61, fig. 3. 11.

27 Branigan 1967b, 211-212, fig. 1.1.

28 Renfrew 1967, 11, pl. 7. VI, 9. 66.

2 Philip 1989, 479-482; Shalev 2004, 5, pl. 1.8; Gernez 2007a, 475-476.

30 Erkanal 1977, 30, tip 3.2; Maxwell-Hyslop 1946, 11-12, 25, tip 8 ve 23; Stronach 1957, 100-101, tip 6; Philip 1989,

460-468, tip 30; Gernez 2007a, 477-479, tip P 3.E.

31 Unan ve Unan 2019, 68, foto. 1.

32 Oztan 2005, 93, res. 5.

33 Ozgtic 1959, 59, res. 72; Kulakoglu ve Kangal 2011, 287, no. 288.

34 Schmidt 1932, 207-208, fig. 270. b3.

3% Goldman 1956, 292, fig. 428, 108.

36 Y1ldirim 2011, 120, res. 11.

37 Cetin 2015, 127-128, fig. 8-9.

3 Gtineri 2013, fig. 3.2.

39 Maxwell-Hyslop 1946, pl. 1.8; Porter 1995, 8, fig. 6A. 382; Miiller-Karpe 2004, taf. 91.1361,1367; Bianchi ve Franke

2011, 215-216, tip D. 1. B.

40Du Mesnil du Buisson 1935, 154, fig. 54. TT; Guy 1938, 164-165, fig. 171. 9-10, pl. 145. 5-6; Schaeffer 1948, 115-116,
fig. 99. 11; Dunand 1954, 341, 10142; Gernez 2007a, ill. 98. b-c.

41 Gernez 2007a, 478; Gernez 2011, fig. 1.2.

42 Begemann et al. 2008, pl. 3. 7-9.

43 Branigan 1967a, 118-119, ill. 2.1.

44 Gernez 2007a, 478-479.

45 Per¢in sayis1, Seyitomer hancerinden farklidir, bk. Schaeffer 1948, fig. 45. E.
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Figtir 5: Hangerler
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Tip 4 (fig. 5, kat. no. 6-14)%: Birden fazla percin delikli dortgen uzun sapli, omuz
kenarlari ¢ikintili hangerlerdir. Bazi 6rneklerde uzun sapin kenarlar: da hafifce ytikseltilmistir.
Ince uzun govdeleri, zthlidir. Bu tipe giren dokuz hangerin percin sayilar: dért (Tip 4a), bes
(Tip 4b) ve alt1 (Tip 4d) olmak {tizere gesitlilik gostermektedir. Tip 4d’de incelenen hangerin
sap kisminda yer alan yarim kakma gerceve belirgindir. Ayr1 bir alt tip (Tip 4c) olarak
incelenen sap kismi kirik, -olasilikla- alt1 perginli bir diger hancerin ise govdesi tizerinde zthin
iki yaninda uca kadar uzanan dikey cizgilerden ve zih tizerinde kisa iki cizgiden olusan
stisleme yer almaktadir. Benzer sekilde bir stisleme Kiiltepe-Kanis'de ele gecen farkli sap
tipinde bir hancerde goriilmektedir¥’. Govde {izerinde ince yivlere sahip hangerler Byblos'ta

yaygindirss.

Hangerler igerisinde bir 6rnek (kat. no. 8) -olasilikla kinina ait- gévdesi tizerinde ve
altinda ahsap (?) kalintilari ile birlikte aciga cikarilmistir (fig. 6c). Ayrica bir diger 6rnek (kat.
no. 14) -Anadolu’da su an igin benzerine rastlanmayan sekilde- bu tip hangerler icin
karakteristik kabul edilen® kiiresel tas topuz basi ile birlikte bulunmustur (fig. 6a). Bunun
disinda yine ayni tabakada tas ve mermer ¢ok sayida topuz basi ele ge¢mistir (fig. 6b).

Tip 4 icerisinde incelenen hangerler ile benzer olarak, omuz kisimlari ¢ikintili hangerler
Beycesultan’?, Konya-Karahoytik>!, Bogazkoy2, Alaca Hoyiik®, Hiiseyindede>, Alisar®> ve
Yumuktepe> kazilarinda bulunmustur. Bu tip hancerler Kuzey Suriye-Filistin’de ise Alalah
(VII)57 ve Ugarit'ten®’ bilinmektedir. Hem omuz hem de sap kisimlar: hafif ¢ikintili bir hanger
Anadolu’da Alaca Hoytik'te® ele gegmistir. Anadolu disinda Ege’de Hagia Triada®, giineyde
Alalah®!, Ugarité?, Tell Ajjul®® ve Jericho’da®* bulunmustur. Ge¢ Tung Cagi'na ait Bogazkoy®3,
[zmir®, Sarimese Tepet” kiliglar1 ile Pmarbasi Buz Magarasi’'nda bulunan ve Kastamonu
Miizesi'nde korunan bir kili¢s8 ile Balikesir cevresinden bulunan ve Sel¢uk Efes Miizesi'ndet®
korunan bir diger kilic da benzer sekilde omuz ve/veya sap kisimlar1 ¢ikintili 6rnekler
icerisinde degerlendirilmektedir. S6z konusu doneme ait Ege’de ise tzellikle Mycenai’den
ornekler bilinmektedir70.

46 Erkanal 1977, 36-37, tip 10-11; Maxwell-Hyslop 1946, 35, tip 31; Philip 1989, 121-124, tip 20-22; Sandars 1961, 22-
23, tip B.

47 Y1ldirim 2011, 120, res. 11.

48 Miiller 1987, 55-66.

49 Boehmer 1972, 221-222; Miiller 1987, 65; Bamyaci1 ve Basaran-Mutlu 2021.

50 Mellaart ve Murray 1995, pl. X. a, 134, fig. 8. 106; 5al; Abay et al. 2020, 121, res. 3.

51 Giineri 2013, fig. 3.2,3.

52 Boehmer 1972, 44, taf. IV. 54, abb. 22b.

5 Kosay ve Akok 1966, 77, lev. 133. Al. g. 72; Arik 1937, lev. 61. Al. 24; Erkanal 1977, 36, taf. 13. 29-30.
54 Dardeniz et al. 2019, fig. 2.

% von der Osten 1937, 253, fig. 287. d2564; Boehmer 1972, 44, abb. 22. T.

5% Garstang 1953, 211, 215, fig. 129, fig. 149. 22-23.

57 Woolley 1955, 278-279, 283, pl. LXXII, Kn. 3, 38/282.

5 Schaeffer 1936, 129, 133, 135,141, fig. 17. F, 19A; Schaeffer 1948, 25-28; fig. 45E, G, fig. 49. 4.
5 Erkanal 1977, 37, taf. 13. 34.

60 Sandars, 1961, 22-23, pl. 18.1; Branigan 1968, 194, fig. 4. 25.

61 Woolley 1955, 278-279, 283, pl. LXXII, Kn. 4, 39/203; Sandars 1961, 23, pl. 18. 3.

62 Schaeffer 1936, 129-141, fig. 17T, 20, 22C.

6 Petrie 1931, 8, pl. XVIL 33; Petrie 1934, pl. XXVIIL. 294, 297, XXI. 215, XXV. 268.

6 Kenyon 1965, 259, fig. 111. 5.

65 Unal et al. 1991; Taracha 2003.

6 Sandars 1961, 27-28, pl. 19.7.

67 Genger 2006, 374-376, res. 3-4.

68 Unal 1999, 207-221.

69 Yalcgikli 2006, 31, abb. 1.1, 2.1.

70 Sandars 1961, 23, pl. 18. 5, 19.1.
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Figiir 6: a-) Topuz bast ile birlikte ele gegen hanger b-) Topuz basglari c-) Uzerinde ahsap (?) kalintilar1 ile
birlikte ele gecen hancer (Kiitahya Dumlupinar Universitesi Seyitomer Hoyiik Kazi Argivi)
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Tip 5 (fig. 5, kat. no. 15)7!: Kabzasiyla birlikte tek parca dokiimdiir. Hafif digsbiikey bir
tepe ile sonlanan dikdortgen uzun kabza icbtikey kenarlidir. Kabzanin kenar hatlar1 boyunca
-ters sekilde- doviiltip, yassilastirilarak olusturulmus kakma gerceve yer alir. Bu gerceve
govdeden sapa geciste, omuz kenarlarinda daha belirgin tirnak seklindedir. Bir ytiizeyde,
kesici kisim ile omuz kismin1 ayiran noktada yatay cizgi seklinde kabartma set vardir. Kabza
tizerinde bes, govdeden sapa geciste iki olmak {izere yedi per¢in deliklidir. Kabzanin orta
kesiminde percinlerin arasinda bos kalan kisimda, kabzay: tamamlayan ahsap vb. gibi
malzemelerin daha iyi sabitlenmesi i¢in iki kii¢tik tirnak seklinde ¢ikint1 daha yer almaktadir.

Tip 5'te degerlendirilen cerceveli kabzasi ile birlikte tiim dokiilmiis pergin delikli
hancerin en yakin benzeri Anadolu’da Konya-Karahoytik'te’? bulunmustur. Bu tip hancerlere
Kuzey Suriye-Filistin'de Chagar Bazar”, Ugarit’* ve Tell Ajjul’da” rastlanmaktadir. S6z
konusu tip ile benzer sekilde yekpare, kakma cerceveli ve percinsiz sapa sahip rnekler Alaca
Hoytik'te? ele gegmistir. Ayrica Ortakdy-Sapinuva?’, Pulur-Sakyol”8 ve Uluburun batiginda”
da’ kakma cergeveli sapa sahip 6rneklere rastlanmistir. Mezopotamya, Suriye-Filistin, iran ve
Giiney Kafkasya olmak tizere genis bir cografyada benzer kabza sistemine sahip hanger
ornekleri ile karsilasilmaktadirs,

Kabzasiyla birlikte tek parca dokiim olarak tiretilen ve kabza kenarlarmin “gerceve-
kakma yuvast -flang-oyuk” olarak adlandirilan gikintilara sahip hangerlerin MO 2. binyilin ilk
yarisinda ortaya cikan onemli bir teknolojik gelisimin trtint oldugu dustintilmektedirst.
Genellikle soz konusu cikintilar, govdede omuz kenarlarinda doviiltip yassilastirilarak
“tirnak-kanat” adi verilen karsilikli daha belirgin birer ¢ikinti halindedir. Bu teknolojik
gelisimi yansitan en erken 6rnekler Kuzey Suriye-Filistin bolgesinden bilinmektedirs2.

Kabzay1 saglamlastiran ve giiclii bir tutus, kullanim saglayan omuz ve/veya sap
kenarlar: ¢ikintili hangerlerin kokeni ile ilgili farkli gortisler vardir®. Genel olarak bu tipteki
en erken orneklere sahip Kuzey Suriye-Filistin bolgesi bu teknolojik gelisimin kdkeni olarak
kabul edilmektedir$4. Anadolu’da da s6z konusu bolgeyle hemen hemen ayni zaman dilimine
ait -Konya-Karahoyiik ve Seyitomer- benzer 6zellikte hancerler bulunmaktadir. Ege’de ise en
erken ornek Girit'ten bilinmektedir®5. Bu baglamda Kuzey Suriye-Filistin, Anadolu ve Ege’yi
kapsayan genis bir alanda goriilen bu 6zellikteki hangerlerin ilk tiretimi ile neredeyse es
zamanl sekilde kurulan ticari-kiiltiirel iliskiler sonucu hizli bir sekilde yayildig: ve yerel bir
gelisim gosterdigi duistintilmektedir.

71 Erkanal 1977, 37, tip 11; Maxwell-Hyslop 1946, 35-37, tip 31-32.

72 Guineri 2013, fig. 3.1.

73 Mallowan 1937, 99, 134-135, fig. 13.6.

74 Schaeffer 1948, 414, fig. 45U.

75 Petrie 1933, 8, 31. 3, pl. XVII, XVIIIL. 3-4.

76 Kosay 1938, 32, 66, lev. LI AL/A.101; Erkanal 1977, 37, taf. 13. 35-36.

77 Siiel 1998, 45, 60, res. 22.

78 Kosay ve Vary 1964, lev. XCVI. 1-3.

7 Yalgin et al. 2006, 623, no. 166.

80 Maxwell-Hyslop 1946, 36-38; Boehmer 1972, 42-44, abb. 22; Erkanal 1977, 38-39; Muscarella 1988, 54-55;
Schaeffer 1948, fig. 312.31, 265. 16, 242. 50, 217. 1, 141A, 44. 4-6.

81 Maxwell-Hyslop 1946, 33.

82 Maxwell-Hyslop 1946, 36-38; Stronach 1957, 102; Erkanal 1977, 36-39; Philip 1989, 125-126; Miiller 1987, 63-66.
83 Taracha 2003.

84 Erkanal 1977, 37-39; Erkanal 1979, 35; Miiller 1987, 63-66.

85 Sandars 1961, 22-23.
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Figiir 7a: Mizrak uglar1
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Figtir 7b: Mizrak uclar1
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Mizrak Uglar

Anadolu’da MO 2. binyilin basindan itibaren kovanli mizrak uglar1 goriilmektedirse.
Seyitomer Hoyiik IV. tabaka mizrak uglarmmn tamamui kovanlidir. Kovan ilk kez MO 3.
binyilda Mezopotamya ok ugclarindan bilinmektedir$?. Bu yontemin mizrak uglarina
uyarlanmasmin kékeni olarak ise Zagroslar énerilmekte, buradan MO 2200 itibariyle Basra
Korfezi kiyilari, Mezopotamya ve Bati Levant’a hizl bir sekilde yayildigi ve MO 2000-1800
yillarinda s6z konusu silah tipinin tiim Yakmndogu’'da yaygin sekilde gorildiigi ifade
edilmektedirs®. Kovanli mizrak uclarmin islevleri konusunda ise genellikle kisa ve hafif
olanlarin uzak mesafe-firlatma, uzun ve agir olanlarin ise elde tutularak yakin mesafe-saplama
seklinde kullanildig: belirtilmektedir®°.

Tip 1 (fig. 7a-b, kat. no. 16-24)*: Kovanli muzrak uclaridir. Bu ornekler hafif
yuvarlatilmis ya da diiz omuzlu, uzun ticgen ytizli, diiz/genis (Tip 1a) ya da silindirik (Tip
1b) zihhidir. Mizrak uglarmmin uzunluklar1 22-39 cm arasinda degismektedir. Cift parcali
kaliplarda tiretilmis olan mizrak uglariin kovanlar: katlanarak/biikiilerek olusturulmustur.
Kovanlarm tist kisminda percin delikleri yer alir. Percinlemede kullanilan iki farkli yontem
(civi ve tel) Seyitomer mizrak uglarinda goriilebilmektedir. Bir mizrak ucunda pergin civisi
(kat. no. 16) korunmustur, diger bir 6rnekte (kat. no. 18) ise percin deliklerinden gecirilen ince
tel (tek yonde) kovanin iistiine dogru biikiilmiistiir. Baz1 kovanlarin icerisinde sapa ait ahsap
kalintilar1 da korunmustur (kat. no. 16). Ayrica iki 6rnekte (kat. no. 22-23) kovan bas1 halka
seklinde kabartilmistir. Kat. no. 23’te ince tel bir halkanin gecirildikten sonra kovan basinin
disa dogru kabartildig1 gortilmektedir.

Kovanli mizrak uclarmndan dordii cesitli motifler ile siislenmistir. Ik mizrak ucunda
(kat. no. 16) kovanin tist kisminda, omuzlarin hemen altindan baslayan alt alta cizilerek
islenmis zikzak(?) motifi yer almaktadir. fkinci 6rnek (kat. no. 22) ise govdeden kovana gegiste
yatay kabartma cizgiler ve kabartma seklindeki dort halka ile stisltidiir. Bir diger 6rnegin (kat.
no. 23) hafifce diizlestirilmis iki omuzu ile kovandan govdeye geciste, cizilerek i¢ ice giren
acilarla yapilmus bitkisel (agac?) motif bulunmaktadir. Govde tizerinde yer alan aga¢ motifinin
dallar1 asagiya, omuz kisimlarinda yer alan agacin dallar ise yukariya dogru islenmistir. Bu
motiflerin altinda iki sira ¢izgi halka arasinda zikzak ve i¢ ice giren acilardan olusan bezeme
yer almaktadir. Bezemeli son mizrak ucunun da (kat. no. 24) diizlestirilmis omuz kisimlarinda
i¢ ige giren ac1 motifleri yer almaktadir. Govdeden kovana gegiste -omuz baslangicina kadar-
dikey olarak ayrilmus iki alanda i¢i noktalarla doldurulmus zikzak motifi vardir. Bunun
altinda, iki sira ¢izgi halka ile sinirlandirilmis alanda kisa kesik ¢gizgilerden olusan stisleme yer
alir. Bu stislemenin altinda da yine ici noktalarla dolu zikzak motifi vardir. En alt sirada da iki
sira zikzak motifi yer almaktadir.

Tip 1 mizrak uclarmin en yakin benzerleri Kiiltepe-Kanis®!, Alisar?? ve Alaca Hoyuk?
yerlesimlerinde ele gecmistir. Alaca Hoytik 6rneklerinden birinde gévde ile kovanin birlestigi
kisimda yatay yivlerle olusturulmus siisleme gortilmektedir. Benzer tipte ancak ticgen ytizleri
zths1z mizrak uclar ise Kiltepe-Kanis IV. katindan® itibaren bilinmektedir ve Beycesultan

86 Erkanal 1977, 43-46.

87 Miiller-Karpe 2004, 68, taf. 105. 1592.

88 Gernez 2007b, 126-127.

89 Potts 1998, 183; Gernez 2007b, 125.

9 Erkanal 1977, tip 3; Gernez 2007a, 354-355, tip L 5. B. A.

91 Ozgiig 1959, 57-58, res. 66, lev. XLIII. 1; Erkanal 1977, 44, taf. 15. 15, 16. 19.

92 von der Osten 1937, fig. 291. d2447.

9 Kosay ve Akok 1966, 77, lev. 47. 1. 221, h. 191.

94 Ozgiig 1959, 57-58, lev. L. 4; Ozgﬁg 1950, sek. 373, 366; Erkanal 1977, 44, taf. 15. 16, taf. 16. 17-18.
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(I)%, Kaman-Kalehoytik%, Bitik?”, Yumuktepe®, Pulur-Sakyol’da® da bulunmustur. Ayrica
Tip 1b icerisinde incelenen iki 6rnek ile benzer sekilde ytiksek silindirik zihl1 6rnekler Kiiltepe-
Kanis (IV-Ib) mezarlarinda bulunmustur'®. Bu érneklerden birinin tiggen ytizii dikey paralel
cizgilerle stislenmistirl®. Seyitomer mizrak uclar1 uzunluklari, kaliteli ve ince iscilikleri ile bu
orneklerden farklilik sergiler. Ayrica Tip 1 igerisinde incelenen oOrneklere benzer
degerlendirilebilecek mizrak uglarma Kuzey Suriye-Filistin cografyasinda Chagar Bazar!0?,
Ugarit!03, Ebla!™, Byblos!%5, Megiddo'%, Tell Arqa'?”” ve Hama’da'% rastlanmaktadir. Ege’de de
daha gec tarihli olarak benzer sayilabilecek mizrak uglar1 ele gegmistirl®.

Baltalar
Yassi Baltalar

Yasst baltalar Anadolu’da MO 2. binyilda az sayida ornekle temsil edilmektedir.
Seyitomer'de de bu doneme ait tek bir balta ele ge¢mistir. IV. tabakaya ait tek parcali
kaliplarda, bu balta tipine ait negatifler de goriilmektedir. Seyitomer’de bulunan yass1 baltanin
(fig. 8, kat. no. 25) tist kismu yuvarlatilmis, dikdortgen kesitli uzun govdesi ise agza dogru
hafifce genislemektedir. Bu tipte baltalar Seyitomer Hoytik'te ETC III donemi, V. tabakanin B
evresinden itibaren bilinmektedir. MO 2. binyila ait benzer tipteki 6rnekler ise Ortakoy-
Sapinuva'l?, Alaca Hoyuk!1, Alisar!12 ve Gozliikule’de!’? bulunmustur.

Kolcuklu Baltalar

Saptan govdeye gegciste yer alan kolcuk adi verilen kigiik g¢ikintilar nedeniyle
“kolcuklu baltalar” olarak tanmmlanir ve bu tipin yassi baltalardan gelistirildigi
diistintilmektedir4. Yassi baltalar gibi kullanim sekline gore silah ve/veya alet olarak kabul
edilir’’s. Alet olarak, ozellikle ahsap islemeciliginde -sap ile baglantisina gore- keski/keser
olarak kullanildig1 6nerilmektedir!¢. Seyitomer Hoytik'te yirmi bir adet bronz kolcuklu balta
ele gegmistir. Bu baltalarin tiretimine yonelik cok sayida kalip, ayni tabakada bulunmustur.

Tip 1 (fig. 8, kat. no. 26-39)117: Bu tipteki on dort balta, belirgin ¢ikint1 seklinde islenmis
sivri kolcuklara sahiptir. Kolcuklardan itibaren, icbiikey hatla daralan govde disbiikey bir

9% Mellaart ve Murray 1995, 89-90, fig. 21. 9; ayrica 5. tabaka i¢in bk. Dedeoglu ve Abay 2014, 9, fig. 32.
% Omura 1996, 131, fig. 18.3.

97 Erkanal 1977, 44, taf. 16. 23.

9 Garstang 1953, 250, fig. 158. 3.

99 Kosay ve Vary 1964, lev. XCIX. P. 237.

100 ki ornegin omuz kisimlari farklidir, bk. Erkanal 1977, 43, taf. 14. 6 -7; taf. 14.8, 15.9-12.

101 Erkanal 1977, taf. 15.12.

102 Mallowan 1937, 134-135, fig. 13. 10-12.

103 Schaeffer 1948, fig. 56. 8-9, fig. 45 A-B.

104 Matthiae 1985, pl. 83.

105 E] Morr ve Pernot 2009.

106 Schaeffer 1948, 172-173, fig. 137. 170-1; fig. 141 D-E; fig. 143, 145.

107 Thalmann 2006, 35; fig. 8; E1 Morr ve Modlinger 2014, fig. 2. 26756.

108 Fugmann 1958, pl. 10a; 138, abb. 165, 4E22r.

109 Evans 1929, 37-39, fig. 27-28; Ersoy 1998, fig. 32.; Akyurt 1998, sek. 35c-g; Ayrica bk. Avila 1983.
110 Siiel 2017, fig. 8.

111 Kosay ve Akok 1966, 77, lev. 47. Al. 1. 222.

112 yon der Osten 1937, 262, fig. 287. e. 1474.

113 Goldman 1956, 290, fig. 426. 66.

114 Przeworski 1935, 115; Erkanal 1977, 3; Esin 1969, 56.

115 Erkanal 1977, 8; Maxwell-Hyslop 1953, 71; Muscarella 1988, 412.

116 Deshayes 1960, 129; Erkanal 1977, 8; Miiller-Karpe 1988, 203; Siegelova ve Tsumoto 2011, 289, 291.
117 Erkanal 1977, 3, tip 1; Przeworski 1935, 413, tip A; Maxwell-Hyslop 1953, 72, tip 1; Deshayes 1960, 118, C. 1. a-b;
Gernez 2007a, 111, tip H. 1. B.
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ag1zla sonlanmaktadir. Govde kenarlar1 genellikle ¢ikintili/kabartili sekildedir. Sapa giren
kisimlarin koseleri ise hafif yuvarlatilmis ya da keskindir.
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Figiir 8: Baltalar
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Bes baltanin kolcuklar: arasinda (kat. no. 27-28, 31, 33-34) cgesitli bezemeler vardir. Ik
ornekte (kat. no. 27) yatay on bes, dikey yedi nokta ve bu noktalarla kenarlarda -yarim daire
seklinde- birlesen nokta grubundan olusan catal(?) benzeri bir motif yer alir. Ikinci baltanin
kolcuklar1 arasinda (kat. no. 28) i¢ ice iki daire, dairenin ortasinda ise + seklinde bir motif yer
alir. Merkezinde nokta bulunan + seklinin uglari icbiikey -yarim daire- seklinde ¢izgi ve nokta
sirast ile birlestirilmistir. Iki daire arasinda kalan alanda orta kisimlarinda noktali olan dalgal1
¢izgi motifi vardir. Distaki dairenin etrafinda ise tist kism1 noktalarla stislii zikzak motifi yer
almaktadir. Benzer bir bezeme, yiizeyi yogun korozyonlu olan tictincii baltada (kat. no. 31) da
gortilmektedir. Kolcuklarin arasinda ortada bir daire igerisinde yer alan + seklinde motif ve
dairenin etrafinda i¢ ice acilarla olusturulmus stisleme goriliir. Benzer sayilabilecek
stislemelere, Konya-Karahdytik I. katta bulunmus balta!8 ile Kayseri Miizesi'nde korunan ve
Yozgat-Bogazliyan yakinlarinda yer alan Miiftiller koyt kokenli'® balta tizerinde
rastlanmaktadir. S. Alp, Karahoytik baltas: tizerinde islenmis motifi giines hiyeroglifinin
arkaik bir formuna sahip damga miihiir tasviri olarak degerlendirmis'?, benzer sekilde
Miiftiiler kdyt baltas: tizerinde yer alan motif de giines olarak yorumlanmustir’?l. Anadolu
menseli olan bir diger baltanin -sap kismui farkli- kolcuklar: arasinda ig ige iki daire ortasinda
hag olarak tanimlanan + seklinde bezeme yer alir, s6z konusu stislemede yine Bossert
tarafindan hiyeroglif olarak yorumlanmistir!22,

Dordiincii ornekte ise (kat. no. 33) kolcuklar1 arasinda iki sira zikzak ¢izgiden olusan
bezeme vardir. Zikzak cizgili stislemeye sahip bir balta Acemhoyiik’te bulunmustur'?. Ayrica
Stockholm!2¢ ve Louvre!?> miizelerinde korunan, Kayseri/Kiiltepe ve Anadolu menseli oldugu
belirtilen baltalarda da benzer bezemeye rastlanmaktadir. Son 6rnekte (kat. no. 34) ise yine
cizilerek yapilmus i¢ ice giren agilardan olusan dort bitkisel/agag(?) motifinin birlestirilmesi
ile olusturulmus bezeme yer almaktadir. Benzer agag(?) motifi, Acemhoyiik baltasinda iki
zikzak cizgi arasinda da goriilmektedir?2e.

Bezemeli 6rnekler disinda Tip 1 altinda incelenen baltalarin benzerleri Kiiltepe-Kanis
(Ib)’den'?” bilinmektedir. Orta Tun¢ Cagi'na tarihli bir diger 6rnek ise Gozlikule'de!?
bulunmustur. Kiiltepe kokenli oldugu 6nerilen Kayseri Miizesi'nde korunan bir balta'? ile
Louvre!® ve Stockholm miizelerinde korunan yine Kiiltepe menseli oldugu diistintilen tig
balta’?!, benzer tiptedir. Benzer baltalar Bogazkoy'32, Ortakoy-Sapinuval®, Alaca Hoytik!,
Alisar’®, Pirot Hoytik%, Korucutepe!® ve Yumuktepe'de!® bulunmustur. Ayrica Afyon!®,

118 Alp 1972, 202-203, 249, sek. 151, 758.

119 Erkanal 1977, 3, taf. 1.7.

120 Alp 1972, 203.

121 Bossert 1959, 76-77, abb. 5.

122 Bossert 1942, 63, nr. 671.

123 Ozgﬁg 1966, 7, lev. 21.2; Erkanal 1977, taf. 1.8.

124 Prezworski 1935, 409, 413, taf. XLIX. a, L. a; Erkanal 1977, taf. 1. 6, 10.
125 Maxwell-Hyslop 1953, 80, fig. 4.10; Erkanal 1977, taf. 3. 32.

126 Ozgﬁg 1966, 7, lev. 21.2; Erkanal 1977, taf. 11.8.

127 Ozgiig ve Ozgtic 1953, 67-68, res. 572; Ozgiic 1955, 74, res. 20; Erkanal 1977, taf. 1.1.
128 Goldman 1956, 282, 289, pl. 424. 19.

129 Ozgiig ve Ozgiic 1953, 68, res. 512; Erkanal 1977, taf. 1.2.

130 Przeworski 1935, 409, abb. 1b; Maxwell-Hyslop 1953, 84, fig. 4. 16.

131 Prezworski 1935, 409, taf. XLIX. b, c; Erkanal 1977, 2. 12-13.

132 Boehmer 1972, 38, taf. II. 26, taf. II. 27; Boehmer 1979, 2, taf. 1. 2487, 2487 A; Seeher 2007, 37, res. 3.
133 Stiel 2017, 67, fig. 8.

134 Kosay ve Akok 1966, 27, lev. 47. Al 1. 60.

135 yon der Osten 1937, 253, fig. 286. c1741.

136 Karaca 1985, 39, 47, res. 5.

137 Ertem 1988, 27-28, lev. 47, kat. no. 73.

138 Garstang 1953, 211, fig. 129, pl. XXIX. b.

139 Fidan et al. 2017, fig. 2.5.
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Ispartal®, Sadberk Hanim!4, Bolu42, Sivas'#* ve Samsun'#* miizelerinde korunan baltalar ile
Samsun Alacam-Pelit Biikii koytinde ve Eskisehir Inonii cevresinden bulunan baltalar'45 da bu

gruba dahil edilebilir.

Tip 2 (fig. 8, kat. no. 40-46)46: Bu tipteki yedi baltanin hafif cikint1 seklinde olan ticgen
kolcuklar1 kiitttir. Kolcuklardan itibaren govde diiz ya da hafif icbiikey sekilde devam
etmekte, ag1zda diiz ya da hafif disbiikey olarak sonlanmaktadir.

Bu tipteki baltalar Beycesultan kazilarindan bilinmektedir'4’. MO 2. binyila ait diger
ornekler ise Alisar!¥, Alaca Hoyuk¥ ve Gozliikule’de!® bulunmustur. Ayrica Anadolu
kokenli olarak Stockholm?>! ve Berlin!52 miizeleri ile Afyon!5 ve Isparta’® miizelerinde de s6z
konusu tipte baltalar korunmaktadir. Bitik'5> ve Bolu’dan'¢ geldigi belirtilen iki balta da bu
gruba dahil edilebilir. Bolu baltasinin kolcuklar1 arasinda zikzak motifi bulunmaktadir. Bu
tipte, delikli 6rnekler ise Diindartepe'” ve Ikiztepe’de!s ele gecmistir.

Karg1 Uclar1

Genellikle mizrak uclar1 baghg: altinda degerlendirilen karg: uclarinin saplama islevi
ile birlikte daha ¢ok firlatilarak uzak mesafe saldirilarinda kullanildig1 6nerilir!>. Seyitomer
Hoytik’te bulunan dort kovanh kargi ucu tig tipe ayrilmaktadir.

Tip 1 (fig. 9, kat no. 47-48)1¢0: Sivri uclu, dortgen kesitli govdelidir. Govde boyuna
neredeyse esit kovanldir. iki 6rnegin uzunluklari 20-27 cm arasinda degismektedir. Dokiim
sonrasi biikiilerek/katlanarak yapilmis kovan kisimlari yuvarlak kesitlidir. Kovanlarm {ist
kisminda karsilikli iki percin deligi yer alir. Bir 6rnekte (kat. no. 47), mizrak uglari ile benzer
sekilde ahsap sap1 sabitlemek i¢in kullanilan, per¢in deliklerinden gecirilen ince tel (tek yonde)
kovanin tisttine dogru biikiilmiis sekildedir.

Tip 2 (kat no. 49): Dortgen kesitli, sivri-ince uclu, uzun govdeli ve kisa kovanlidir.
Katlanarak yapilmis kisa kovanin tist kisminda iki percin deligi bulunmaktadir. Anadolu’da
bulunmus en uzun 6rneklerden birini temsil eden kargt ucunun uzunlugu 56,6 cm’dir.

Tip 3 (kat no. 50)1!: Dortgen kesitli, sivri uglu govdesi kanca seklinde kivriktir.
Katlanarak yapilan kovanin iist kisminda tek percin delikligi yer almaktadir.

140 Cetin 2015, 115-116, fig. 2-3.

141 Anlagan ve Bilgi 1989, 60, no. 28.

142 Y1ldirim 2001, 135, fig. 6, pl. 2b.

143 Okse ve Toy 1992, 136-137, res. 2-5, ciz. 2-5.

144 Bilgi 2001, 24, tab. 7.70; 8.83.

145 Miiller-Karpe 1988, 210, res. 1.6.

146 Przeworski 1935, 412, fig. 2, tip B; Deshayes 1960, 54, tip B.1; Maxwell-Hyslop 1953, 72, tip 2; Erkanal 1977, 7, tip
5.

147 Mellaart ve Murray 1995, 129, fig. O. 2. 17; 130, fig. O. 4. 35; 131, fig. O. 4. 46, 135, fig. 10. 112.
148 yon der Osten 1937, 253, fig. 286. c1648.

149 Kosay ve Akok 1966, 76, lev. 47. Al. €109; Erkanal 1977, 7, taf. 4. 44.
150 Goldman 1956, 282, 289, pl. 424. 21.

151 Prezworski 1935, 409, taf. XLIX. d, Erkanal 1977, taf. 4. 46.

152 Erkanal 1977, 7, taf. 4. 41.

153 Fidan et al. 2017, 57, fig. 2. 3-4.

154 Cetin 2015, 115-116, fig. 4.

155 Erkanal 1977, 7, taf. 4. 40.

156 Maxwell-Hyslop 1953, 81, fig. 4. 4; Erkanal 1977, 7, taf. 4. 49.

157 Kokten et al. 1945, 389, lev. LXXI. 1.

158 Bilgi 1984, 47, fig. 14. 70.

159 Gernez 2007a, 294.

160 Gernez 2007a, 293-294, tip L1. F. b.

161 Gernez 2007a,294, L. 1. F. c.
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Tip 1 kargi uclar1 Kusural?,
Kaman-Kalehoytik  (III)13, Bogazkoy
(IVd-III)te4, Alaca Hoytk (III)15, Alisar
(IT)ree, Kiiltepe-Kanis (Ia)!¢7, Gozliikule68

ve Alalah (VI)!® kazilarinda ele
gecmistir. Orta Tuncg Cagi'na
tarihlendirilen ve Sinop ile Tokat

miizelerinde!”? korunan ornekler de bu
tiptedir. Ayrica Sinop Miizesi'nde
bulunan drneklerden'”! biri Tip 2 ile ayn1
ozellikte olup govde boyu oldukga uzun,
kovani kisadir. Anadolu disindan ise
benzer sayilabilecek ornekler Iran’in
dogusunda Tepe Hisar’da'72
bulunmustur. Tip 3 kargi uglari, Tip 1

ornekleri ile ayni sekilde {iretilmis
olmakla Dbirlikte govdesinin kanca
seklinde kivrilmasiyla s6z konusu
orneklerden  ayrilmaktadir.  Benzer
olabilecek o6rneklere Iran Susa’da ve
Giiney Kafkasya Kirovakan'da

rastlanmaktadir’’s. G. Gernez, bu iki
ornegin mezarlarda diger silah tipleri ile
birlikte bulundugunu belirterek, silah
olarak islevi net olmasa da formu ve
buluntu durumu itibariyle silah olarak

49 50 —

Figtir 9: Kargt uclarn

degerlendirilmeleri gerektigini ifade eder!7. Kullanim sekli ve amaci kesin olmasa da
Seyitomer 6rnegi de surda bulunmasi itibariyle silah olarak degerlendirilmektedir.

Ok Uclar:

Uzak mesafe saldir silahi olan ok uglari, Anadolu’da MO 2. binyil itibariyle daha ¢ok
kanatli olarak goriliir'7>. IV. tabakanin metal silah repertuvar icerisinde en biiyiik grubu
temsil eden ok uglar1 kanath ve kanatsiz olmak tizere iki tipe ayrilmaktadur.

Tip 1 (fig. 10, kat. no. 51-52)176: Uggen govdeli, diisiik-egimli omuzlu, dortgen kesitli
kisa saphdir. Zihli govdeden kisa sapa gecisi, dikdortgen kesitli bogumludur. Bu tipte ok
uglan cift parcali dokim yontemi ile tiretilmis olmalidir. Tip 1 ok uclar1 Hitit Cagi’'nda

162 Lamb 1938, 259, fig. 21.1.

163 Omura 1996, 131, fig. 18. 9-11.

164 Boehmer 1972, 75, taf. XII. 201, 204.
165 Kosay ve Akok 1966, 77, lev. 45. j163.
166 yon der Osten 1937, fig. 291. d2964.
167 Ozgiig 1950, 85-86, lev. LXIII. 390.

168 Goldman 1956, 290, fig. 425. 40.

169 Woolley 1955, 279-281, taf. 71. AT. 38.81.
170 Bilgi 2001, 28, tab. 24.138,140-143.

171 Bilgi 2001, 28, tab. 24. 138, 143.

172 Schmidt 1937, 261, fig. 164. H. 2779.
173 Gernez 2007a, 294, fig. 2. 84.

174 Gernez 2007a, 294.

175 Y1ldirim 2011, 121.

176 Erkanal 1977, 47, tip 1.
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Bogazkoy!77, Alisar'”s, Alaca Hoyiik!”9, Inandiktepe'®?, Ortakoy?s!, giineyde Gozliikule!s? ve
Yumuktepe!® kazilarinda bulunmustur. Ayrica Tokat Miizesi'nde!$* benzer bir 6rnek
korunmaktadir.

Tip 2: Kanatl ok uglaridir. Ok uclarmin sap/ ok ile baglantisi sap dili-igne-saplama ad1
verilen ince bir kisitm ya da kovan ile saglanir’®s. Buna gore bu tipteki ornekler sap
baglantilarina gore iki alt tipe ayrilmaktadar.

Tip 2a (fig. 10, kat. no. 53-55)186: Kovanli, kanath ve hafif zithli tiggen govdelidirler.
Kovan kisimlar1 dokiimden sonra katlanarak/biikiilerek yapilmistir. Bir 6rnekte (kat. no. 54)
kovanin tist kisminda ahsap sap1 sabitlemek igin iki percin deligi yer almaktadir. Kovanl
kanatli ok wuglar1 Yassidag!'®’, Acemhoytk (I-II)188, Alisar (II)!% ve Bogazkoy den!®
bilinmektedir.

Tip 2b: Bu alt tipteki kanatli ok uglarinin sap kismi ince, igne bicimindedir. Saplamal1
olarak da adlandirilan bu ok uclarinin saptan gévdeye geciste yer alan kisimlari, bogum ya da
dayamak adi verilen genis-yayvan sekilde ya da diiz olmasina gore iki alt tipe ayrilarak
incelenmistir. Zithli govdeye sahip bu ok uglari gift parcali kaliplarda tiretilmis olmalidir.

Tip 2b.1 (fig. 10, kat. no. 56-59): Dortgen kesitli saplidir. Sap kismindan govdeye gecis
diizdiir. Bu tip icerisinde yer alan dort ok ucundan ikisinin (Tip 2b.1a!) govdesi tiggen
bicimli, kanatlar1 ise agik ve uzundur. Diger iki ok ucunun (Tip 2b.1b'92) kanatlar1 ise sivri
cikintt seklinde daha kisadir.

Tip 2b.1a uclarinin benzerleri Kultepe-Kanis (II-Ib)"ten!* bilinmektedir. Kiiltepe-Kanis
Ib katinda bulunan ok uglarmnin bazilarinda govdelerinin orta kisminda ¢izi stislemeler
gortilmektedirt. Hitit Cagi'na ait Ornekler ise Alaca Hoytik!%>, Masat Hoyuk!% ve
Bogazkoy'del” ele gecmistir. Tip 2b.1b ok wuclarmin benzerleri ise Bogazkdy’del%
bulunmustur.

Tip 2b.2 (fig. 10, kat. no. 60-90): Dortgen kesitli sapli, ince saptan govdeye gecis kismi
dayamak-bogum ad1 verilen genis-yayvan sekildedir. Yirmi ti¢ bogumlu-dayamakli ok ucu
(Tip 2b.2a%) kisa tiggen govdeli, uzun saphdir. Sekiz dayamakli (Tip 2b.2b20) ok ucu ise uzun

177 Boehmer 1972, 75, 106, taf. XII. 202, XXVIII. 850-851.

178 yvon der Osten 1937, 266, fig. 291. e. 2270, e. 2217, d. 1747.
179 Kosay 1951, 32, lev. LXXXV, res. 1; Kosay ve Akok 1966, 27, 76-77, lev. 47. h19, lev. 46. e4.
180 Ozgiig 1988, 45, lev. 65. 10.

181 Sizel 2017, 70, fig. 9.

182 Goldman 1956, 291, fig. 427. 87, 90-91.

183 Garstang 1953, 232, fig. 149.19.

184 Bilgi 2001, 29, tab. 25, no. 146, res. 82.

185 Yalcgikli 2015, 9.

186 Erkanal 1977, 50, tip 2.

187 Emre 1973, 60-61, lev. IX. 4, Yd. 73. 19.

188 Erkanal 1977, 50, taf. 17. 46.

189 yon der Osten 1937, 264, fig. 291. d. 2462.

190 Boehmer 1972, 109, taf. XXX. 884, 884 A.

191 Erkanal 1977, 50-52, tip 3 ve tip 5.1; Gernez 2007a, 410, tip F 3. A. a-b.
192 Erkanal 1977, 50-52, tip 3.

193 Ozgﬁg 1959, 56-57, lev. 49. 4-5; Ozgﬁg 1986, 71, lev. 129. 5-8.
194 Ozgiic 1986, 71.

195 Kosay 1951, 32, lev. XXXV, res. 1d.

196 Ozgiic 1982, 41, lev. 55. 3-4, sek. 85.

197 Boehmer 1972, 107-108, taf. XXIX. 861, 870.

198 Boehmer 1972, 107-108, taf. XXVIII. 847, 849.

199 Erkanal 1977, 50-51, tip 3.2; 53-54, tip 5.3.

200 Erkanal 1977, 53, tip 5.2.
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ticgen govdeli, kisa saplidir. Bir ok ucunun (kat. no. 60) sapinin tist kismi olasilikla ahsap sapi-
oku sabitlemek icin yass1 serit seklinde metal bir tel ile iki sira sarilmis durumdadar.
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Figtir 10: Ok uglar1
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Tip 2b.2a ok wuglar1 Yassidag??,
Masat Hoytik22, Ortakoy2®, Bogazkoy2,
Alaca Hoytik?5, Alisar?¢ ve giineyde
Gozlitkule2? kazilarinda bulunmustur. Bir
ornekte (kat. no. 83), govde ortasinda zih
tizerinde dikey yerlestirilmis tic noktadan
olusan bezeme vardir. Benzer sekilde
noktalarla stisli kanatsiz bir ok wucu
Bogazkoy’den208 bilinmektedir.

Tip 2b.2b  orneklerinin  yakin
benzerleri Kusura2, Biikliikale210,
Bogazkoy?!l, Kusakli?l2, Masat Hoyuk2!3,
Alaca Hoytik?!4 ve giineyde Gozliikule’de2

ele gegmistir. 4

Catallar/Yabalar

Catala benzer iki ya da ti¢ sivri kollu
olan yabalarin/dirgenlerin en erken
ornekleri Mezopotamya’daki Ur kentinden
bilinmektedir?'¢. Anadolu’da ise ilk kez
Koloni Cagi'nda Kiiltepe-Kanis (II-Ib)’de2”
bulunmustur. Kullanim amacma yonelik
silah?1® ya da -tarimda kullanilan- bir alet?!
oldugu tizerine farkli gortisler vardir. Bu
aletleri Bittel ve Ozgiig, saplayici bir silah

MO 2. Binyil Seyitomer Hoyiik Metal Silahlar: 71
olarak degerlendirir?2. Mezarlik konteksti
orneklerin -6zellikle ¢ kollularin- askeri

anlamda 6nemli bir giicti, konumu temsil -

eden sayginlik/ prestij 6gesi bir silah oldugu Figtir 11: Catallar/ Yabalar
ifade edilmektedir22t.

1

201 Emre 1973, 60-61, lev. IX. 2, Yd. 73. 20.

202 Ozgiic 1982, 41, lev. 55. 5.

203 Sijel 2017, 70, fig. 9.

204 Boehmer 1972, 107-109, taf. XXVIL. 837; XXVIII. 845, 846, 848; XXIX. 873. Ayrica bk. Erkanal 1977, taf. 18. 88-90
25 Kosay 1938, 64, lev. XLIX. AL. a40; Kosay 1951, 33, lev. LXXXV. res. 1a; Kosay ve Akok 1966, 76-77, lev. 46. €140,
lev. 132. 3. Al i225.

206 yvon der Osten 1937, 264, fig. 291. d. 2791.

207 Goldman 1956, 291-292, fig. 427.79, 83.

208 Boehmer 1972, 75, taf. XII. 202.

209 Lamb 1937, fig. 19.2.

210 Matsumura 2022, 19, res. 14.

211 Boehmer 1972, 106-108, taf. XXVII. 831-832, 834; XXVIIL. 838-842, 852; XXIX. 865-866.

212 Miiller-Karpe 1999, 456, ciz. 5.

213 Ozgiic 1982, 41, lev. 55. 2.

214 Kosay ve Akok 1966, lev. 131. 1-2.

215 Goldman 1956, 291-292, fig. 427. 80-81, 85.

216 Woolley 1934, 483, fig. 230. U. 15313, U. 9004, U. 17926; Miiller-Karpe 2004, 68, taf. 106. 1611; Boehmer 1972, 139-
140, abb. 45 a-b.

217 Ozgﬁg 1959, lev. XLIX. 11, res. 63; Ozgﬁg 1986, lev. 128. 7-9; Kulakoglu ve Kangal 2011, 288, no. 289, 290.

218 Ozgiig 1959, 56; Ozgiic 1986, 70-71; Boehmer 1972, 141.

219 Yalcikli 2000, 113-130.

20 Ozgiic 1982, 42.

221 Gernez 2007a, 395-396.
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Seyitomer Hoytik'te ele gecen catallar (fig. 11, kat. no. 91-92) kovanl sapl ve iki
kolludur. Yakin benzerleri Kiiltepe-Kanis (II)22 ve Yassihoytik (II)’te?? vardir. Anadolu
disinda ise daha erken tarihli, kovanl ve kisa bir 6rnek Kuzey Suriye’de Tell Beydar’da22
bulunmustur. iki ya da tig kollu olarak -detaylarda birtakim farkli 6zellikler gosteren- gatal
silahlar oldukca genis bir cografyadan bilinmektedir??>. Anadolu’da Ge¢ Tung Cagi'na ait tig
kollu bir 6rnek Masat Hoytik’te22¢ bulunmustur.

Mizrak Pabuclar:

Mizrak uglarinin  uzun ahsap saplarinin dip
kisimlarma takilan mizrak pabuclari, ahsap sapm alt, dip
kismin1 korur ve gerektiginde yedek bir silah olarak da
ozellikle arkadan-geriden gelebilecek saldirilara kars:
kullanilmus olabilecegi tnerilir2?7.

Seyitomer Hoytik mizrak pabuglari (fig. 12, kat. no. 93-
94) vyassilastirilmis levhanin biiktlmesi/katlanmasi ile
yapilmus konik formlu, kiit ucludur. Bu mizrak pabuclarmin
benzerlerine Kiiltepe-Kanis (Ib)228, Bogazkoy (IlI)22° ve Masat
Hoytik (III)20 kazilarinda rastlanmustir. S

Silahlar Uzerinde Gériilen Bezemeler Figtir 12: Mizrak pabuglar

Seyitomer Hoytik silahlar icerisinde yer alan baltalar, mizrak uglar1 ve ok uglarinda
cesitli motiflerden olusan bezemeler goriilmektedir (fig. 13). Bu isaretlerin benzerlerine MO 2.
binyila ait Anadolu ve Levant bolgesinde bulunmus silahlar tizerinde de rastlanmaktadir??.
T. Ozgiig, silahlar tizerindeki gizilerin maden atélyelerini ya da silah sahiplerini temsil ettigini
belirtir?2. Geometrik ve bitkisel motiflerin yani sira bazi isaretlerin hiyeroglifler olabilecegi de
ifade edilmektedir?. G. Gernez, isaretlerin statti, miilkiyet anlamlari ile birlikte apotropeik
yoniine dikkat ceker ve bir tanri tarafindan silahin ve/veya tasiyicisinin korunmasini
simgeliyor olabilecegini ifade eder?. Seyitomer Hoytik te ele gecen stislemeli silahlarin biiytik
bir kism1 zengin buluntular ile 6ne ¢ikan ve yerlesimde 6nemli sosyo-ekonomik giice sahip,
ayricalikli kisilerin yasadig1 diistintilen yapilarda ele ge¢mistir. Bu dogrultuda Seyitomer
ozelinde bezemeli silahlarin belirli bir statii/toplumsal konuma sahip kisilere ait oldugu
soylenebilmektedir. Ek olarak benzer siislemelere sahip ¢anak ¢omlek/seramigin varligs,
donemin modas: olan bezeme stil/stillerinin Seyitomer’deki farkli tiretim alanlarinda da
kullanildigin1 gostermektedir.

222 Ozgﬁg 1986, 70, lev. 128. 9; Kulakoglu ve Kangal 2011, 288, no. 290.

223 Omura 2014, 420-421, res. 10.

24 Bretschneider ve Cunningham 2007, fig. 21.

25 Woolley 1934, 483, fig. 230. U. 15313, U. 9004, U. 17926; Miiller-Karpe 2004, 68, taf. 106. 1611.
26 Ozgiic 1982, 41-42, lev. 56.1.

227 Senyurt ve Zoroglu 2018, 192.

228 Kulakoglu ve Kangal 2011, 285, no. 280.

229 Boehmer 1972, 75-76, taf. XII. 205; XIII. 208.

20 Ozgiic 1978, 6, lev. 47. 4.

51 Alp 1972, 104, lev. 249. 758-759; Erkanal 1977, taf. 1-2,4; Gernez 2008, fig. 7.
22 Ozgiic 1986, 71.

23 Bossert 1942; Alp 1972, 203; Gernez 2008.

234 Gernez 2007a, 574.
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Figtir 13: Silahlar tizerinde goriilen bezemeler

Sonug

Seyitomer Hoytik IV. tabaka metal silahlar1 ¢agmin silah tip ve tiretim teknolojisi
hakkinda son derece 6nemli veriler sunmaktadir. Hoytugtin -diger tiim kiilttir katlarinda
oldugu gibi- IV. tabakas1 da bir yangin sonucu yikilmistir ve yatay diizende/genis alanda
kazilan s6z konusu kiiltiir katina dair tiim veriler kontekstlerinde, in-situ sekilde
bulunmustur. Bu durum, metal esyalar ve tiretim malzemeleriyle ilgili degerlendirmeler icin
oldukca elverisli bir veri toplulugu sunmaktadir. Silahlarin biiytik bir boltimii ocak veya taban
alta, duvar iclerine istiflenmis sekilde ele ge¢mistir. Bu toplu silah ve alet gruplarindan biri
icerisinde bir hancer -Anadolu’da su an i¢in benzerine rastlanmayan sekilde- topuz bas ile
birlikte bulunmustur. Hancerlerin énemli bir kism1 hdyiik merkezinde yer alan yapilarda
olasilikla bir saldir1 (?) sonucu olusan yangin felaketinden kacamayan yetiskin kadin ve erkek
bireylere ait iskeletlerin bel kisimlarinda aciga cikarilmistir. Buna gore yerlesimde -bir dis
tehdide yonelik olarak- cinsiyet fark etmeksizin silahlanma cabasi oldugu anlasilmaktadir.
Kovanli silahlarda ahsap (?) saplarmna ait kalintilar ise kovan i¢lerinde goriilebilmektedir.

MO 2. binyiln ilk yarisma ait I¢ Bati Anadolu silah repertuvarmm dnemli bir kismi
Seyitomer Hoytik buluntular: ile temsil edilmektedir. Ge¢ Koloni ve Eski Hitit Cagi'na
tarihlendirilen ve giiclii bir savunma sistemine sahip IV. tabakanin metal esyalari icerisinde
silahlar sayisal ve tiretim teknikleri bakimindan ¢ne ¢ikmaktadir. Hangerler, mizrak uglari,
baltalar, kargi uclari, ok uglari, catal silahlar ve mizrak pabuglarindan olusan eser grubu
tipolojik tasnifi yapilarak cagdas:t merkezlerden benzerleri ile karsilastirilmistir. Bu baglamda
Orta Anadolu ve Kuzey Suriye/Filistin-Mezopotamya arasinda kurulan ticari ve/veya
kilturel iliskileri yansitan tipler ile birlikte yerlesime/bolgeye 6zgii tiplerin varlig: tespit
edilmistir. Karsilikli etkilesim sonucu var olan tiplerin biiyiik bir kisminm da maden atdlyeleri
arasinda kurulan iligkiler, bilgi alisverisi sonucu 6grenildigi ve -hoyiik ve/veya yakin
cevresinde- yerel olarak tretildikleri duistintilmektedir. Yerlesimdeki kiilgeler, potalar,
tiflecler, kortik {iflegleri, kortikler ve ctiruflar ile birlikte silah ve alet tiretimine yonelik ¢ok
sayidaki kalip, burada 6nemli bir tiretimin oldugunu gostermektedir. Hoytikteki maden
isciligi ile ilgili uzmanlasmanm MO 3. binyildan siiregeldigi bilinmektedir5. Yerlegsimin
konumlandigr Kiitahya ili ve yakin cevresi de maden kaynaklar1 agisindan zengindir?¢. Bu

235 Bagkurt-Usta 2023.
26 MTA 2010; Kaptan 1982; Pernicka et al. 2003; Massa ve Fidan 2019.
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zengin yerel maden kaynaklarmin yerlesimde kullanildig1 diistintilmekle birlikte Seyitomer
metal eserlerindeki analizlerin hentiz tamamlanmamis olmasi?? ve bolgedeki kaynak
analizlerinin yetersizligi nedeniyle su an igin kesin bir sey soylemek gtictiir.

Seyitomer Hoytik IV. tabaka metal silahlar1 daha once de ifade edildigi tizere Orta
Anadolu ve Kuzey Suriye/Filistin-Mezopotamya ile iliskileri yansitan tipler ile birlikte
yerlesime/bolgeye 6zgii tiplerin varligini ortaya koymaktadir. Hangerler icerisinde 6ne ¢ikan
omuz kisimlar: belirgin ¢ikintili ve/veya sap kenarlar1 hafif yiikseltilmis ornekler (Tip 3-4),
Onasya’da bu tipte bilinen en erken hangerlerin Anadolu’daki temsilcileridir. Kabzast ile
birlikte tiim dokiilmiis hanger (Tip 5) ise yine yiiksek bir teknigin tirtintidiir. Bu hangerler, I¢
Bati Anadolunun kuzeyinde Kuzey Suriye-Filistin bolgesi ile -neredeyse- es zamanl bir
sekilde hancer tip ve dokiim tekniginin gelistigini gostermesi acisindan énemlidir. Ek olarak
bu tip Seyitomer hangerlerinin (Tip 4), benzer 6zelliklere sahip Hitit kiliclarinin kdkeni ile ilgili
diistincelere de yeni katkilar saglayacag stiphesizdir. Kovanlt mizrak uglar1 ve catal silahlar
Kuzey Suriye-Mezopotamya ile iliskileri yansitan diger silah gruplarmi olusturmaktadir.
Kolcuklu baltalar, ok wuglari, mizrak pabuclar1 ise Orta Anadolu stilinin varligim
gostermektedir. Ok ugclari icerisinde sayisal olarak 6ne ¢ikan 6rnekler (Tip 2b.2), Hitit-Hititli
olarak tanimlanan ozelliklerin/tislubun bolgede, Hitit ¢ekirdek bolgesi ile benzer bir gelisim
icerisinde temsil edildigini distindtirmektedir.

Tesekkiir

Bu calisma, 2023 yilinda Ankara Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiistinde tamamlanan “MO
3. ve 2. Binyil'da Seyitomer Hoytik Madenciligi” baslikli doktora tezinden, ilgili boliimiin
iceriginin diizenlenmesi ile hazirlanmistir. Kaz1 arsivini agarak, Seyitomer Hoytiik orijinal
malzemesi {izerine ¢alismama izin veren hocam Sayin Prof. Dr. A. Nejat Bilgen’e ve tezin
danismanhigmi tistlenen hocam Saymn Prof. Dr. Tayfun Yildirim’a tesekkiirti borg bilirim.
Ayrica Seyitomer Hoyugiin 2006-2014 yillar1 arasinda ele gegen Tung Cagi'na ait metal
buluntularinin analizlerinin yapilabilmesi igin gerekli izni veren ve calismalarda destegini
esirgemeyen Kiitahya Miizesi Miidiirii Saymn Dr. Sevgi Giirdal’a da tesekkiirlerimi sunarim.

7 Seyitomer Hoytiguin 2006-2014 yillar: arasinda ele gecen Tung Cagi'na ait metal buluntularmin analizleri ile ilgili
calismalar hazirlik asamasindadir.
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Katalog

(Katalogda kullanilan kisaltmalar; Kat. No.: Katalog Numarasi, U.: Uzunluk, G.: Genislik, K.: Kalinlik, C.: Cap).

Kat. No. Form Tip Maddesi Olgiileri
1 Hanger la Bronz U.:171cm; G.: 4,2 cm; K.: 0,5 cm.
2 Hancger 1b Bronz U.: 15 cm; G.: 4,7 cm; K. 0,45 cm.
3 Hanger 2a Bronz U.:11,5cm; G.: 3,4 cm; K.: 0,3 cm.
4 Hanger 2b Bronz U.:52cm; G.:4,7 cm; K.: 0,45 cm.
5 Hanger 3 Bronz U.: 21,2 cm; G.: 3,5 cm; K.: 0,4 cm.
6 Hanger 4a Bronz U.:252cm; G.: 49 cm; K.: 0,4 cm.
7 Hanger 4a Bronz U.:232cm; G.: 3,2cm; K.: 0,7 cm.
8 Hanger 4a Bronz U.: 23,5 cm; G.: 3,8 cm; K.: 0,45 cm.
9 Hanger 4a Bronz U.:21cm; G.: 3,3 cm; K.: 0,4 cm.
10 Hanger 4a Bronz U.:26,5cm; G.: 3,7 cm; K.: 0,4 cm.
11 Hancger 4b Bronz U.: 21 cm; G.: 3,3 cm; K.: 0,4 cm.
12 Hancger 4b Bronz U.:24,1 cm; G.: 3,2 cm; K.: 0,3 cm.
13 Hanger 4c Bronz U.:28,2cm; G.: 5,8 cm; K.: 0,6 cm.
14 Hancer 4d Bronz U.:24 cm; G.: 5,1 cm; K.: 0,5 cm.
15 Hancger 5 Bronz U.:30cm; G.:5cm; Ki: 1,1 cm.
16 Mizrak Ucu la Bronz U.:22,6cm; G.: 2,8 cm; K.: 1,7 cm.
17 Mizrak Ucu la Bronz U.:248 cm; G.: 2,5 cm; Ki: 1,7 em.
18 Mizrak Ucu la Bronz U.:225cm; G.: 24 cm; K.: 2,1 cm.
19 Mizrak Ucu la Bronz U.:222cm; G.: 2,1 cm; K.: 1,9 cm.
20 Mizrak Ucu la Bronz U.:17,6 cm; G.: 2,5 cm.
21 Mizrak Ucu la Bronz U.:23cm; G.: 3,5cm; K.: 1,5 cm.
22 Mizrak Ucu la Bronz U.:393cm; G.: 3cm; K.: 1,5 cm.
23 Mizrak Ucu 1b Bronz U.: 33,3 cm; G.: 3,4 cm.
24 Mizrak Ucu 1b Bronz U.:352cm; G.:3,5cm; K.: 1,1 cm.
25 Yass1 Balta - Bronz U.:11,2cm; G.: 1,9 cm; K.: 0,4 cm.
26 Kolcuklu Balta 1 Bronz U.: 20,1 cm; G.: 8,2 cm; K.: 1 cm.
27 Kolcuklu Balta 1 Bronz U.: 21,6 cm; G.: 8,6 cm; Ki: 1,2 cm.
28 Kolcuklu Balta 1 Bronz U.:22,2cm; G.: 8,5 cm; K.: 1,25 cm.
29 Kolcuklu Balta 1 Bronz U.:17,9 cm; G.: 8 cm; K.: 0,95 cm.
30 Kolcuklu Balta 1 Bronz U.: 21,6 cm; G.: 8 cm; Ki: 1,3 cm.
31 Kolcuklu Balta 1 Bronz U.: 23,8 cm; G.: 9,85 cm; K.: 1,6 cm.
32 Kolcuklu Balta 1 Bronz U.:204cm; G.: 83 cm; K.: 1,1 cm.
33 Kolcuklu Balta 1 Bronz U.: 21,7 cm; G.: 8 cm; Ki: 1 cm.
34 Kolcuklu Balta 1 Bronz U.: 22,8 cm; G.: 8,7 cm; K.: 1,1 cm.
35 Kolcuklu Balta 1 Bronz U.:13,6 cm; G.: 4,7 cm; K.: 0,7 cm.
36 Kolcuklu Balta 1 Bronz U.: 11,6 cm; G.: 5,1 cm; K.: 0,8 cm.
37 Kolcuklu Balta 1 Bronz U.:17,7 cm; K.: 1,1 cm.
38 Kolcuklu Balta 1 Bronz U.:18,35cm; G.: 7,5 cm; K.: 1 cm.
39 Kolcuklu Balta 1 Bronz U.:145cm; G.: 7,5 cm; K.: 0,9 cm.
40 Kolcuklu Balta 2 Bronz U.:14,1 cm; G.: 5 cm; K.: 0,8 cm.
41 Kolcuklu Balta 2 Bronz U.:16,2cm; G.: 6,3 cm; K.: 1 cm.
42 Kolcuklu Balta 2 Bronz U.:14,2 cm; G.: 5 cm; K.: 0,8 cm.
43 Kolcuklu Balta 2 Bronz U.:17,8 cm; G.: 6,4 cm; K.: 1,2 cm.
44 Kolcuklu Balta 2 Bronz U.:195cm; G.: 75 cm; K.: 1,1 cm.
45 Kolcuklu Balta 2 Bronz U.:12,6 cm; G.: 4,7 cm; K.: 0,7 cm.
46 Kolcuklu Balta 2 Bronz U.: 14,65 cm; G.: 6,4 cm; K.: 1 cm.
47 Kargi Ucu 1 Bronz U.:263cm; G.:1,2cm; K.: 0,9 cm.
48 Kargi Ucu 1 Bronz U.:209cm; G.: 1,1 cm; K.: 0,8 cm.
49 Kargi Ucu 2 Bronz U.: 56,6 cm; K.: 0,4 cm.
50 Kargi Ucu 3 Bronz U.:129cm; G.: 1,1 cm; K.: 0,8 cm.
51 Ok Ucu 1 Bronz U.:8,6 cm; G.: 1,4 cm; K.: 0,6 cm.
52 Ok Ucu 1 Bronz U..6,2cm; G.:1,4 cm; K.: 0,3 cm.
53 Ok Ucu 2a Bronz U.:71cm; G.: 1,8 cm; K.: 0,3 cm.
54 Ok Ucu 2a Bronz U.:8,1 cm; G.: 1,2 cm; K.: 0,35 cm.
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55 Ok Ucu 2a Bronz U.:7,3cm; G.:1,1 cm; K.: 0,36 cm.
56 Ok Ucu 2b.1a Bronz U.: 4,1 cm; G.: 1 cm; K.: 0,35 cm.
57 Ok Ucu 2b.1a Bronz U.: 6,7 cm; G.: 2 cm; K.: 0,35 cm.
58 Ok Ucu 2b.1b Bronz U.:6,1 cm; G.:1,6 cm; K.: 0,3 cm.
59 Ok Ucu 2b.1b Bronz U..52cm; G.:1,3 cm; K.: 0,4 cm.
60 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.:7,3cm; G.: 1,4 cm; K.: 0,4 cm.
61 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.:95cm; G.:1,4 cm; K.: 0,9 cm.
62 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.:91cm; G.:: 1,2 cm; K.: 0,45 cm.
63 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.:9cm; G.: 1,5 cm; K.: 04 cm.
64 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.:71cm; G.:1,5 cm; K.: 0,2 cm.
65 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.:6,1cm; G.:1,4 cm; K.: 0,8 cm.
66 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.:6,3cm; G.: 1,2 cm; K.: 0,4 cm.
67 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.:8,7 cm; G.: 1,45 cm; K.: 0,35 cm.
68 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.:104 cm; G.: 1,25 cm; K.: 0,4 cm.
69 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.:92cm; G.: 1,2 cm; K.: 0,4 cm.
70 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.:9,6 cm; G.:1,9 cm; K.: 0,6 cm.
71 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.:79cm; G.: 1,5 cm; K.: 0,45 cm.
72 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.:84cm; G.:1,6 cm; K.: 0,3 cm.
73 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.: 10,5 cm; G.: 1,5 cm; K.: 0,4 cm.
74 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.:11,8cm; G.: 1,3 cm; K.: 0,3 cm.
75 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.:9,3cm; G.: 1,3 cm; K.: 0,8 cm.
76 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.:11,2cm; G.: 1,6 cm; Ki: 0,4 cm.
77 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.:10,85cm; G.: 1,2 cm; K.: 0,4 cm.
78 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.:98cm; G.: 1,3 cm; K.: 0,4 cm.
79 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.:10cm; G.: 1,5 cm; K2 0,3 cm.
80 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.:9cm; G.:1,7 cm; K.: 0,4 cm.
81 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.:99cm; G.: 1,7 cm; K.: 0,5 cm.
82 Ok Ucu 2b.2a Bronz U.:9cm; G.: 1,5 cm; K.: 0,3 cm.
83 Ok Ucu 2b.2b Bronz U.:10,15 cm; G.: 1,8 cm; K.: 0,3 cm.
84 Ok Ucu 2b.2b Bronz U.:7,3cm; G.:1,6 cm; K.: 0,3 cm.
85 Ok Ucu 2b.2b Bronz U.:89cm; G.:1,7 cm; K.: 0,3 cm.
86 Ok Ucu 2b.2b Bronz U.:99cm; G.:1,9 cm; K.: 0,4 cm.
87 Ok Ucu 2b.2b Bronz U.:9cm; G.:1,2cm; K.: 0,3 cm.
88 Ok Ucu 2b.2b Bronz U.:9,95 cm; G.: 1,7 cm; K.: 0,3 cm.
89 Ok Ucu 2b.2b Bronz U.:10,8 cm; G.: 1 cm; K.: 0,47 cm.
90 Ok Ucu 2b.2b Bronz U.:9,75cm; G.: 1,7 cm; K.: 0,4 cm.
91 Catal Silah/ - Bronz U.:54 cm; G.: 13,4 cmy; K.: 0,6 cm; Kovan C.:
Yaba 1,7 cm.
92 Catal Silah/ - Bronz U.: 66,7 cm; G.: 12,4 cm; K.: 0,5 cm; Kovan
Yaba C.:1,6 cm.
93 Mizrak - Bronz U.: 9,2 cm; G.: 1,2 cm; K.: 0,6 cm; Kovan C.:
Pabucu 1,9 cm.
94 Mizrak - Bronz U.:7,5cm; G.: 2,1 cm; K.: 0,8 cm; Kovan C.:
Pabucu 2,5 cm.
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Abstract

The Olba region in eastern Rough Cilicia is replete with ruins
exhibiting the distinct feature of symbols carved in relief on
architectural surfaces, beginning in the Hellenistic period. These so-
called “Olbian Symbols,” associated with various deities, created a
local tradition that continued through later periods until Christian
crosses displaced the pagan symbols sometime in the Byzantine period.
In this context, a unique symbol appeared between the late 2nd and
early 5th centuries featuring a pair of lunate crescents supported by a
stand and base, occasionally with a star above. Several scholars have
interpreted this symbol, which we designate by the neutral term
semeion, as a representation of a Jewish menorah and used its
conjunction with other symbols to posit a Jewish-pagan syncretism in
the region. This study presents the first systematic review and critical
examination of the physical features, context with other symbols, and
spatial distribution of all known semeion representations, including
previously unpublished examples, to evaluate evidence for
identification. Photogrammetric analysis conclusively demonstrates
semeion reliefs do not conform to the shape nor function of a menorah.
They invariably appear in pagan contexts, consistently in concert with
the same two well-known symbols of Greco-Roman deities. Further,
spatial analysis suggests they are distinct from the earlier “Olbian
Symbols” both spatially and temporally. The re-evaluation and
comparative evidence lead us to categorically reject the menorah
identification and propose that the semeion represents a dual affiliation
of two lunar deities sometime in the broad range of the late 2nd and
early 5th centuries AD.

Keywords: Rough Cilicia, Olba, Reliefs, Photogrammetry, Crescent
Moon, Menorah, Selene.
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Oz

Dogu Daglik Kilikia'daki Olba bolgesi, Hellenistik Donem’den
baslayarak mimari yiizeylere kabartma olarak oyulmus sembollerin
belirgin ozelligini sergileyen kalintilarla doludur. Cesitli tanrilarla
iliskilendirilen bu stzde “Olba sembolleri”, Hristiyan haglar1 Bizans
Doénemi'nde bir ara pagan sembollerinin yerini alana kadar sonraki
dénemlerde devam eden yerel bir gelenek yaratmistir. Bu baglamda,
MS 2. yiizyilin sonu ile 5. ylizyilin bas1 arasinda, bazen {iisttinde yildiz
bulunan, bir stand ve kaide tarafindan desteklenen bir c¢ift hilalden
olusan benzersiz bir sembol ortaya ¢ikmustir. Birkag¢ bilim insani, nétr
terim semeion ile belirttigimiz bu sembolii Yahudi menorahinin temsili
olarak yorumlamis ve bu sembolleri bolgede Yahudi-pagan
senkretizmi varsaymak icin diger sembollerle birlikte kullanmistir. Bu
calisma ilk kez, daha 6nce yaymnlanmamis ornekler de dahil olmak
tizere bilinen tiim semeion temsillerinin fiziksel 6zelliklerinin, diger
sembollerle baglaminin ve mekéansal dagiliminin sistematik ve elestirel
incelemesini sunarak tanimlamaya yonelik karnutlari
degerlendirmektedir. Fotogrametrik analiz, semeion kabartmalarmin
menorahin  sekline veya islevine uymadigim kesin olarak
gostermektedir. Bunlar her zaman pagan baglamlarda, iyi bilinen iki
Greko-Romen tanr1 semboliiyle tutarli bir sekilde ortaya c¢ikmaktadir.
Dahasi, mekansal analiz, bunlarin hem mekansal hem de zamansal
olarak daha onceki “Olba sembollerinden” farkli oldugunu
gostermektedir. Yeniden degerlendirme ve karsilastirmali kanitlar,
menorah tammlamasini kategorik olarak reddetmemize ve semeionun
MS 2. yiizyilin sonu ile 5. yiizyilin basindaki genis bir zaman araliginda
iki ay tanrisinun ikili bir iligkisini temsil ettigini 6ne stirmemize yol
agmaktadir.
Anahtar Kelimeler: Daglik Kilikia, Olba, Kabartma, Fotogrametri,
Hilal, Menorah, Selene.
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Introduction

Eastern Rough Cilicia, in particular the area dominated by a Hellenistic and Early
Roman temple state ruled from Olba, developed a local tradition of religious images carved
in relief on architectural surfaces. The reliefs predominantly depict known symbols
associated with Greco-Roman deities. This regional tendency continued through the early
Roman Empire and well into Late Antiquity (4th-6th centuries), when the pagan symbols
give way to the Christian cross. Hundreds of these reliefs are still visible, many still standing
in situ, giving the area’s ruins a distinct and fascinating aspect.

At some point, during the Roman Empire or early Byzantine period, a unique symbol
appeared within a more limited area in the immediate Olba territory. It features a pair of
lunate shapes supported by a stand consisting of a staff and base, only occasionally with a
star above.

This symbol, which we designate by the neutral Greek term semeion, is now
interpreted in a number of studies as a representation of a Jewish menorah, sometimes to
support claims of Jewish-pagan syncretism in the region. We find equating the semeion with a
menorah wholly unwarranted by the physical and spatial evidence. While Jewish presence in
Roman-Byzantine Rough Cilicia is established beyond doubt, claims of Jewish-pagan
interaction and syncretism are over-dependent on the presence of “menorahs” where only
the semeion is found.

Some scholars have doubted equation of the symbol as a menorah, but this study
presents the first systematic review and critical examination of the physical features, context
with other symbols, and spatial distribution of all known semeion representations. This re-
evaluation compels rejection of the menorah identification, while recent comparative
evidence suggests association with certain lunar deities.

A History of (Mis-)interpretation
Initial identification

Initial identification of the symbol in question as Jewish occurs in publication of a
small altar in the Silifke Museum on which the semeion is carved in bold relief (fig. 1). The
1987 corpus of Cilician inscriptions by Dagron and Feissel serves as the editio princeps. There
Dagron opines that the sculpture is “without a doubt” (sans aucun doute) related to Judaism.
The altar is thus listed as inscription number 14 with the heading “Jewish ex-voto”1.

The altar also appears in subsequent inscription collections?, most notably in
Ameling’s 2004 compendium of Jewish inscriptions of Asia Minor. Ameling is more cautious
about its Jewish origin, noting that such depends entirely on identifying the symbol as a
menorah. His listing reads simply: “a dedication to the God who hears”s.

Publication of other semeion representations begins with Serra Durugoniil’s 1989
monograph on rock reliefs in Rough Cilicia, including the important Athena Relief near

1 Dagron and Feissel 1987, 38, no. 14: “Ex-voto juif;” that Dagron is the contributor is indicated by “D” at the end
of the entry. The identification also appears in a Turkish article summary of the compendium; Dagron and Feissel
1991, 332.

2 SEG 37, no. 1298; listed in the online version (2008) as “37-1298. Diokaisareia. Jewish dedication, 4th-5th cent.
AD;” IRWK:il., 346, no. OID 104.

3 LJud.Or. 11, 498-499; no. 230, “Eine Weihung fiir den erhdrenden Gott.”
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Somek. Several symbols appear alongside
Athena, including a semeion, which
Durugonil rightly links to the carving on
the Silifke Museum altar. She notes Dagron
and Feissel’s identification but cautions
against transferring the Jewish assumption
to the Athena Relief example since other
indications are lacking*.

In a 2006 study of cult symbols on
graves in the region, Murat Durukan calls
the semeion at the Athena Relief a “seven-
branched candelabrum, the symbol of the
Jews,” but does not reference the Silifke
Museum altar5. The number of examples
doubles in 2010 with a pair of articles by
Umit Aydmoglu on the region’s rural
settlements. Aydmoglu identifies semeion
reliefs adjacent to pagan symbols on lintels
at Koskerli and Orendibi and the Athena
Relief example as representing “a
simplified version of the menorah”¢; also
without connecting them to the Silifke

Figure 1: Silifke Museum altar Museum altar. Uncritical acceptance of the

(Daniel C Browning Jr, 2015) symbol on the Silifke Museum altar as a

Jewish “menorah” appears in a pair of

articles reviewing Judaism in Cilicia by Sevim Aytes-Canevello in 2011-2012, but without
noting the occurrence of the symbol elsewhere”.

The key development in the semeion’s interpretive history is a 2012 article co-authored
by Durugoniil and Ahmet Morel reviewing evidence for Judaism —and alleged interactions
with paganism—in Rough Cilicia®. The authors initially introduce the semeion with its
appearance alongside other symbols accompanying the Athena Relief. Now the semeion is
assumed to be a “five-branched menorah,” with the assertion that—apart from the usual
seven branches —menorahs can be depicted with three, five, nine, or eleven arms®.

Durugoniil and Morel then introduce the two other semeia carved in relief along with
Zeus thunderbolts, on lintels at Orendibi and Koskerli, as five-armed “menorahs.” They note
the consistent two-legged bases of all three but without mention of Aydmoglu’s prior
identification!0. Indeed, the Orendibi and Koskerli examples share the same essential

4 Durugoniil 1989, 135-136.

5 Durukan 2006, 64 (Turkish “Musevilerin sembolii yedi kollu samdan”) and fn. 14, referencing Durugoniil 1989 for a
different interpretation of the symbols; but it is not clear if this refers to the semeion or the crescent and star, which
is his main interest.

6 Aydmoglu 2010a, 8; Aydinoglu 2010b, 247-248.

7 Aytes-Canevello 2011, 173-89; Aytes-Canevello 2012, 119-39.

8 Durugoniil and Moérel 2012, 303-22.

9 Durugoniil and Morel 2012, 309, citing examples in Hachlili 2001.

10 Durugoniil and Morel 2012, 311-12. Failure to mention Aydinoglu is curious but also highlights the important
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attributes of the semeion at the Athena Relief but are considerably less convincing as
“menorahs” on their own merits (see below for each). Durugoniil and Morel continue their
survey with two additional lintels that depict inscribed seven-branched apparent menorahs:
in situ at Catidren and a spolia example in the Corycus castle.

Beyond merely surveying evidence for Jewish presence and economic status in
Rough Cilicia, Durugoniil and Morel’s article posits a cultural interchange between Jews and
pagans to include exchange or borrowing of religious iconography and even practice. The
assumed “menorahs” in conjunction with Zeus thunderbolts on the above lintels opens the
question of the structures’ religious orientation. The authors then introduce the Silitke
Museum altar as evidence for cultural borrowing. They accept the symbol on the altar face as
a “menorah” without question, citing Dagron and Feissel (where that term is not used) and
Ameling’s description as though it is in full agreement—which is questionable. Because the
ear motif appears otherwise only in pagan contexts, they conclude “here we can see the
Jewish adaptation of Pagan symbols;” again citing Ameling, who casts doubt on that very
possibility, noting it as unprecedented’2.

Durugoniil and Morel support their claim of Jewish-pagan syncretism by referencing
scholarly debate over the term theos hypsistos (Dedg Uyiotog, “highest god”)3. This
designation is used in both Jewish and pagan inscriptions elsewhere but does not occur in
conjunction with the material at hand. Their main source is Paul Treblico, who denies any
Jewish-pagan syncretism in the use of theos hypsistos but does provide (in a later context) five
options for Jews faced with pagan religious activities in Asia Minor!4. Durugoniil and Morel
reduce these to four positions they judge as “largely speculative,” but which provide a
framework including the full syncretism they suggest. Returning to the Athena Relief, the
authors use the supposed “menorah” there to suggest that perhaps “Jewish neighbours
made use of the same cult area, and the Pagans and Jews performed their worship in
common.” They also conclude, “this menorah represents the adoption of a Jewish symbol by
the Pagan patron of this relief”15.

To summarize; Durugoniil and Morel use the symbol in question as evidence for both
Jewish borrowing of pagan motifs and pagan use of Jewish iconography. Identification of the
semeion as a “menorah” is thus the artefactual lynchpin of their argument for Jewish-pagan
syncretism in Rough Cilicia. Continued uncritical acceptance of this notion has guided
subsequent research in the region to unwarranted conclusions.

fact that all the interpreters after Dagron to this point that identify the semeion as a menorah are affiliated with
Mersin University and are, therefore, colleagues.

11 Durugoniil and Morel 2012, 311-12.

12 Durugoniil and Morel 2012, 313; see I.Jud.Or. 11, 499: “Nattirlich wird diese Begriindung [the use of evxnv] einer
Weihung nicht nur von Juden verwendet, und die Adaption der heidnischen Ikonographie (die Ohren) ist bisher
einmalig.”

13 Durugoniil and Morel 2012, 313. It is worth noting that the authors incorporate the largely-dismissed theos
hypsistos argument to introduce scholarly debate on Jewish-pagan syncretism when it does not impact any local
archaeological realia, while not even mentioning the similar issues surrounding the “Sabbatist inscription” found
at Catidren, one of the sites under discussion! For this, see below.

14 Trebilco 1991, 142-44; 180-182.

15 Durugoniil and Morel 2012, 315.
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Subsequent Application and Expansion

In a 2014 article, Mark Fairchild accepts the Silifke Museum altar symbol as a
menorah without question’¢. He follows Durugoniil and Morel in accepting the Athena relief
and Orendibi examples as menorahs. Like them, Fairchild cites Rachel Hachlili to justify
accepting “five-branched” symbols as menorahs, adding the gloss: “though the five
branched menorah was uncommon elsewhere, it seems to have been more popular in Rough
Cilicia”?7.

More importantly, Fairchild extends Durugoniil and Morel’s argument for Jewish-
pagan syncretism by connecting it with the well-known “Sabbatist inscriptions” at Catidren.
Catioren is an intriguing site of the Hellenistic through Byzantine periods featuring a well-
preserved Temple of Hermes, a Byzantine church, and a small structure with an in situ lintel
bearing an apparent seven-branched menorah (cited by Durugoniil and Morel, above). The
site was first explored in 1890 by Theodore Bent, who found two damaged inscriptions near
the church. These were first published from Bent’s squeezes by E. L. Hicks in a companion
article to Bent’s report!s.

The inscriptions were commissioned by a group called ZapBatiotai (“Sabbatists” or
“Sabbath-keepers”) and the é£taipot (“associates” or “sympathizers”), making decrees
including the crowning of a named individual as oovaywyéa, “leader of the assembly” or
“leader of the synagogue.” The word Tovdaiog (“Jew”) does not appear in either text.
Unfortunately, the actual inscriptions are no longer extant—likely buried under the modern
road'?—and the squeezes also seem to be lost?. Given these facts and the poor quality of the
originals, questions remain about the transcription and translation. This complicates
interpretations, in which identification of both the “Sabbatist” group and “associates” vary
from completely Jewish to Jewish-pagan syncretism to completely pagan, in all possible
combinations. The name and identification of the individual to be crowned varies similarly
from Jewish person to pagan deity. Over the last century, the most common view interprets
the Zappatiotai as Jewish sympathizers, while a recent trend is to deny any Jewish
connection at all?!.

The apparent menorah-inscribed lintel at Catidren, however, has only recently come
to light?2. Fairchild identifies the building as a Hellenistic period synagogue and associates it
with the Sabbatist inscriptions?. A second symbol appears with the supposed menorah on
the outer face of the lintel. Fairchild originally identified it as a lulav, the closed palm frond

16 Fairchild 2014, 207, citing I.Jud.Or. II, despite the latter’s caution (for which, see above, fn. 12). Fairchild makes
no reference to Dagron and Feissel 1987.

17 Fairchild 2014, 207; oddly, however, not mentioning the Koskerli semeion, also put forth by Durugéniil and
Morel 2012, 311-12, fig. 11.

18 Bent 1891; Hicks 1891.

19 A conclusion reached by us after visits to the site and echoed by Pilhofer (personal communication) and Mark
Wilson (personal communication, also Ogden 2019, 13).

20 Maltsberger sought them unsuccessfully on visits to the British Museum and Pitt-Rivers Museum in May 2016;
see also Ogden 2019, 13, fn. 29.

21 Harland 2014, 126-434 covers the range of interpretations, including Harland’s own shift to the view holding no
Jewish connection. For a different view, and most recently with full references, see Ogden 2019.

22 Not mentioned by Bent 1890b or Bent 1891; the first two published references to the inscribed lintel appear in
2012: Durugoniil and Mérel 2012, 312, fig. 12; Fairchild 2012, 38-40. Neither work references the other.

2 Fairchild 2012, 39-41; 2014, 212-214. Fairchild uses tenuous observations to support his identification of the
small structure as a synagogue and bases his Hellenistic dating solely on the polygonal masonry of the building.
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used in Jewish Sukkot celebrations, occasionally pictured with menorahs. The symbol, while
crude, also bears similarity to the Zeus thunderbolts that appear beside semeia on the lintel
reliefs at Orendibi and Kogkerli. Noting this, Fairchild later suggests that it may represent a
thunderbolt. He couples this implication of syncretism with a particular reading of the
Sabbatist inscriptions to claim artefactual and textual evidence for Jewish-pagan “religious
interaction”24.

Meanwhile, the 2015 season of excavations at the Olba monastery recovered a
battered and incomplete object, interpreted as a small altar by Murat Ozyildirim. He argues
that a damaged relief on one partially preserved face depicts a Jewish menorah. The
menorah claim then leads to forced interpretations of two other partial faces as depicting
Jewish religious symbols related to the Sukkot festival?. However, nothing about the
excavated altar alone evokes a menorah. As demonstrated below, this conclusion is based
solely on a comparison to the Silitke Museum altar and awareness of the other semeia so
identified.

Doubts and Synthesis

The earliest doubts about identification of the semeion as a menorah were expressed
by Maltsberger in a 2015 conference paper, elaborated by us again in 20172. The first
published concerns about menorah identifications at the Athena Relief, Orendibi, and
Koskerli appear in 2018 monographs by Philipp Pilhofer?” and Hachlili?®. In both cases, the
issue is somewhat tangential to the authors” main purpose, but both deny that the semeion
reliefs depict menorahs in combination with pagan symbols.

The following year saw publication of a book on Judaism in Cilicia, Cilicia’da
Yahudiler, co-authored by Ozyildirim and Aytes Canevello®. Despite the limited audience
imposed by its Turkish language text, this generally well-researched regional synthesis is
important for bringing together the various arguments above for the first time. It also
demonstrates the hazards of incorporating tenuous identifications.

In a chapter on possible synagogue structures in Cilicia, Ozyildirim and Aytes-
Canevello review lintels featuring seven-branched menorahs, followed by the assertion that
the Orendibi and Koskerli lintels depict four-branched menorahs. The Athena Relief is
presented as additional evidence for the “menorah” depiction in conjunction with
thunderbolts and shields. They carefully note Pilhofer’s and Hachlili’s rejections of these as
menorah depictions. The authors, however, then focus solely on the argument that menorahs
do not appear in context with pagan symbols by offering counter examples, including
synagogue mosaics in Palestine that incorporate zodiacs and animal depictions at Beth
Shearim3. While expressing caution, they accept the semeia reliefs as representations of
menorahs without further evidence. Based on this a priori assumption, they claim Cilicia as

2 Fairchild 2014, 211-214. This argument will be analysed below.

25 Ozyildirtm 2016b.

26 Maltsberger 2015; Browning and Maltsberger 2017.

27 Pilhofer 2018, 86-89.

28 Hachlili 2018, 199-200; who was first made aware of these examples by Maltsberger by email in November 2015.
29 Ozylldlrlm and Aytes-Canevello 2019.

30 Ozyildirim and Aytes-Canevello 2019, 127-131. Two of the supposed examples of menorahs together with
pagan symbols are documented only by a link to a non-academic website that purports to compare the structure
of the menorah with composition of the Christian Bible.
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an exception to the observed rule, attributing the “menorah” combinations with pagan
symbols on the influence of the Zeus cult at Diocaesarea. Recognizing the problem of these
examples having only four arms, they suggest the possibilities of a regional variation or that
they are a product of the Sabbatists, here assumed to be a group combining pagan and
Jewish beliefs3!.

Following a review of unambiguous evidence for Jewish presence in Cilicia,
Ozyildirim and Aytes-Canevello return to the issue of Jewish-pagan syncretism in a chapter
on the Sabbatist inscription evidence. After a brief review of opinions, they conclude the
Sabbatists must be either Jews or a community associated with Judaism but, inexplicably, do
not relate the group to the supposed synagogue they propose at Catidren, the site where the
inscriptions were found®. In an earlier chapter, the authors briefly connect 8eooePeig (“god
fearers”) to the theos hypsistos argument without subsequent expansion®.

In a final chapter on archaeological small finds related to Jews in Cilicia, Ozyildirim
and Aytes-Canevello present the Silitke Museum altar with the unqualified assertion that it
depicts a menorah. It is then used as an analogue for their following claim that the Olba
monastery object depicts a menorah and other Jewish features34. The authors” acceptance of
the semeion as a menorah, especially on the Silifke Museum and Olba monastery altars, does
not diminish the otherwise commendable Cilicia’da Yahudiler. It does, however, highlight the
need for a complete critical review of the evidence regarding this fascinating and
troublesome symbol. Hence our study.

Toward a Systematic Review

All published assertions that the semeion represents a menorah, surveyed above, are a
priori; apparently based on a passing similarity in form. The only substantive arguments
offered are responses to anticipated objections based on the semeion’s four arms instead of the
seven in a conventional menorah. Even these are disingenuous and inconsistent, as we
demonstrate below.

The above claims, individually and collectively, lack any systematic analysis of the
symbol’s characteristics and components across all known examples. Unfortunately, the only
previously published depictions of the rock relief examples are small monochrome
photographs insufficient for certainty about details. We made several visits to each relief site
between 2015 and 2022 and, while convinced in our rejection of the symbols as menorahs,
found that the mottled colouring and texture of the weathered rock made exact details
difficult to discern without physical contact and impossible to depict using standard
photography.

31 Ozyildirim and Aytes-Canevello 2019, 131.

32 Ozyildirim and Aytes-Canevello 2019, 150-151. It is possible the authors were unaware of the inscriptions’
provenance: They refer to the two inscriptions “near Elaeussa Sebaste,” citing a footnote in Stern 1974 (wrongly as
p- 117 instead of the correct 2: 107). Then, when giving a full translation of Bent 1891/Hicks 1891 no. 16, they
indicate it was found in Kizilbag, ruins which appear on maps of Bent’s journey as “Kizil-Bagh,” between Sebaste
and his “Temple of Hermes” (which is clearly Catisren); Bent 1891. It also appears in Hicks’ heading for
inscriptions 1-11, but not for the inscriptions in question, Hicks 1891, 226. In IRWKil., 157, the inscription is listed
with their code for Kizilbag as Kzb. 9, with others from Catiéren.

3 Ozyildirim and Aytes-Canevello 2019, 91.

34 Ozylldlrlm and Aytes-Canevello 2019, 155-161.
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However, recent software developments created inexpensive application promise for
this study using a remote sensing technique called close-range photogrammetry. As a test of
this potential, Browning collected and processed non-contact photographic data of each rock
relief using close-range photogrammetry. This yielded excellent and unambiguous
representations of three previously published semeion reliefs and their contexts. Publication
of the method, procedure, and results of this analysis appeared in early 2024 as our first step
toward a systematic analysis®.

We also became aware of and visited two additional sites with reliefs featuring
semeion representations that have appeared in no previous publication. These join the
previously published examples in our catalogue and evaluation of the full corpus of semeion
representations that follow.

The Corpus: Examples and Sites

A proper evaluation of the semeion and its identification requires a systematic review
of the nine now known examples, including analysis of feature details, context with other
symbols, potential chronological data, and site information. They follow, beginning with
those known in the foregoing interpretive history, followed by three heretofore unpublished
occurrences. Each example will be referenced hereafter by the names given in the headings.

Silifke Museum Altar

The first identification of the semeion as a menorah occurs with initial publication of
the Silitke Museum altar, on which it is the most prominent feature (fig. 1). The small altar
stands 29 cm high with an 18 cm square base and is greatly damaged at the top so that an
inscription on the top moulding is lost save three letters. The bottom moulding of the front
face reads “EYXHN,” identifying it as a votive. Anthropomorphic ears appear on the left and
right faces and a semeion in deep relief dominates the front face. This is the most balanced
and artistically executed of the published examples and its identification as a Jewish symbol
is arguably the primary reason other reliefs were so identified. Therefore, it logically serves
as the baseline semeion for discussion. Components of the semeion (see fig. 28) will be
analysed following the remainder of the corpus.

Provenance of the altar is slightly problematic; museum records, now possibly lost®,
indicate the object (inventory no. 138) was acquired on 3-3-1964 and was found at
Diocaesarea (modern Uzuncaburg). Presumably on palaeographical grounds, Dagron dates
the altar to the 4th-5th centuries, but with a question mark®. This date is repeated by
subsequent publications of the inscription without the doubtful punctuation3s.

Dagron first describes the symbol as a four-branched candlestick surmounted by a star
globe®. He provides no justification for the identification despite the lack of any clear
candlestick or lampstand features. For example, the arms resemble a pair of crescents with
typically pointed ends, rather than having positions for lamps. Dagron eventually declares
the piece “undoubtedly related to Judaism.” In the same sentence he argues the

3% Browning 2024.

36 Ozylldlrlm and Aytes-Canevello 2019, 158.

37 Dagron and Feissel 1987, 38-39, no. 14.

38 SEG 37, no. 1298; IRWKil., 346, no. OID 104; I.Jud.Or. 11, 498-499; no. 230.

3 “Un chandelier a quatre branches surmonté d'un globe a étoile;” Dagron and Feissel 1987, 38.

Arkhaia Anatolika 8, 2025 Doi: 10.32949/Arkhaia.2025.71



Analysis and Reassessment of Double-Crescent Symbols Purported to Represent 92
Jewish Menorahs in Olbian Rough Cilicia

“candlestick” would have five branches except that the middle branch is “replaced” with the
globed star, inserting a claim that five branches is a “very frequent simplification”40. This
speculative reasoning is not supported by the physical evidence. Dagron’s interpretation of
the symbol as any kind of candelabrum, let alone a menorah, is forced. Furthermore, there is
no justification for ignoring the clear crescent shapes for consideration in light of the long
history of crescent symbolism in antiquity (see below).

In addition to the form issues, the context of creating an altar to fulfil a vow does not
suggest a Jewish origin*!. Perhaps anticipating this unmentioned difficulty, Dagron
compares the altar to four similarly sized examples seen at Silifke in 1914 which use €dy1}v in
dedications to 0e® (“god”) and Au vwyiotw (Zeus Hypsistos = “Zeus most high”), which he
alleges are Jewish or Judaizing. This is done without argument, apart from the citation to
Keil and Wilhelm, who vaguely note that worship of Zeus Hypsistos “has been connected”
to Judaism#2. Ameling rightly questions the connection, as well as emphasizing the difficulty
of a supposed “menorah” coupled with the pagan representation of ears®. Dagron admits to
the lack of Jewish parallels for the latter and cites examples in pagan contexts from Egypt,
but connects the ears with common consecrations to 8edg émmxoog, the “god who hears,”
and extends it to Judaism by recalling passages from the Septuagint translation of Psalms
appealing to the ear of the Lord*. But this is a tenuous connection, as pointed out by
Pilhofer, especially since énmkoog is rare in the Septuagint, where forms of émaxovwm
dominate?.

Regardless of the verb form, far more examples of appeals and dedications to a
“listening god” occur in pagan than Jewish contexts*. More importantly, there are now
parallels in the Olba area. Surveys in 2004 discovered a cult cave in the Limonlu Valley
with thunderbolt reliefs and inscriptions dedicated to a “listening god”4. Of greater
relevance are recently published inscriptions from a stoa at Kursun Kalesi with
dedications to ZeAnvr) Emrkoog (“Listening Selene”)s.

The Siliftke Museum Altar—a typically pagan object depicting clear crescent
shapes paired with ears, allegedly from Diocaesarea—should be reevaluated in light of
dedications to a “listening” moon deity, found quite close by (for which, see below).
Heretofore, however, the unwarranted conclusion that the symbol represents a five-
branched menorah serves as the basis for identification of other semeion examples as
menorahs and as a prime argument for asserting Jewish-pagan syncretism in Rough Cilicia®.

40 Apparently in reference to supposed menorahs, although the term is not used by Dagron; ibid.

4 As noted already by Pilhofer 2018, 87.

42 Dagron and Feissel 1987, 38; MAMA 111, 10-11, pl. 11, fig. 29. The altars were apparently seen in 1914 but had
disappeared by 1925. On the extensive Theos Hypsistos discussions, see Mitchell 1999, 2010, and now 2023, 285-
91.

8 ].Jud.Or. 11, p. 499; see above, fn. 12.

4 Dagron and Feissel 1987, 39.

45 Pilhofer 2018, 87, and references there.

46 Weinreich 1912.

47 Sayar 2006, 2.

48 Gahin and Ozdizbay 2014, 96-98.

49 Je., Aytes-Canevello 2011, 184-85, “a five-candlestick menorah with humanistic ears demonstrates a
combination of Jewish, Christian and Pagan themes”.
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Koskerli Lintel

The ruin called Koskerli is first documented by survey in 1984. Early descriptions of
the site focus on the unique church with a spolia-built chapel in the atrium area from which a
single large column appears to have fallen’. About 125 m southeast of the church lies a
solitary large broken lintel with reliefs of a thunderbolt and semeion, each within an inscribed
border (fig. 2).

e

.9 PR AP
Figure 2: Koskerli lintel: Maltsberger indicating the semeion (Daniel C Browning Jr, 2015)

The lintel is first mentioned in a paper reviewing olive o0il production in Rough Cilicia
by Aydmoglu at a 2008 conference and published in 2010. There, he describes the semeion as
a “simplified version of a menorah-candelabrum”, and relates it to the next example, at
Orendibis!. This appears to be the first unqualified identification of a relief-carved semeion as
a menorah. Aydinoglu introduces the reliefs at Koskerli and elsewhere as support for an
early dating of nearby olive oil production facilities by relating them to the Hellenistic so-
called “Olbian Symbols”52. While we have no objection to a Hellenistic date for olive oil
production in the region, in this case the argument is mis-founded. The lintel cannot be
associated with any structure at all. The only part of the ruins that can be tentatively dated is
the prominent 6th-7th century church®. Furthermore, we argue below for the semeion and
symbols accompanying it as distinct from the “Olbian Symbols.”

50 Eyice 1988, 22; Hild and Hellenkemper 1990, 320, figs. 267-272; Hill, 1996, 197; Eyice 2011.
51 Aydinoglu 2010a, 8, fig. 13.

52 Aydmoglu 2010a, 8.

5 Eyice 2011, 232; Hill, 1996, does not offer a date.
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Durugoniil and Morel assume the Koskerli semeion as a menorah along with the
Orendibi example, asserting that they both “have five arms”3. In fact, nothing about either
relief suggests five arms. Both articles include the same black and white photograph from
which the claimed descriptions can neither be verified nor refuted. The semeion at Koskerli
thus provides an excellent example for the value of non-invasive photogrammetric analysis.

Our photogrammetry-produced 3D model of the Koskerli lintel relief removes
ambiguity about the relief details and provides descriptive certainty. Three display options
are given here® (fig. 3). These make it clear that the symbol features two nested crescent
shapes on a column rising from a two-footed stand or base; the same elements as the symbol
on the Siliftke museum altar, but with differing proportions and lacking the globed star.

The upper part hardly resembles a menorah at all. The supposed “branches” are quite
uneven in thickness, curvature, and height, but each taper to points as expected of crescents.
The upper/inner one is slight and barely noticeable from afar but clearly defined when
viewed up close. The column does not continue at full width above the lower/outer crescent
and there is no evidence for a fifth “branch”, or any substitute for it in the form of a star.
Furthermore, the outer crescent curves inward at the top so that the opposing tips are
significantly closer together than their maximum spread. Menorah branches consistently
terminate perpendicular to the base plane.

Figure 3: Koskerli lintel semeion photogrammetric model displayed in: (1.) point cloud elevation, (c.) Digital
Elevation Model (DEM), and (r.) 3D with occlusion texture

The Koskerli lintel also depicts a thunderbolt, recognized as a symbol of Zeus%. The
two symbols are part of a set as indicated by the similar size, height of relief, and
circumscribed frame around each. The lintel is broken right of the thunderbolt at about the
same distance as separates its frame from that of the semeion to the left (see fig. 2, in which

54 Durugoniil and Morel 2012, 311-12.
% For a full description of the options and more display views, see Browning 2024, 6-7.
% Dok and Kileci 2023; Durukan 2023, 32-34.
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the lintel is upside down). This leaves open the possibility of another symbol originally to the
right.

The Zeus thunderbolt is well-executed in a vertical stance with three bolts bound at
the centre. Symmetrical curved lines may represent loose ends of ribbons extending from the
centre binding. In this case, curiously, they extend upwards rather than downwards as in the
other examples below.

Orendibi Lintel

Ayse Aydin surveyed two churches near the village of Somek in 2003. A few meters
southwest of the better-preserved “West Church” are some enigmatic remains, including a
large single column shaft (seemingly fallen from a small structure) and, a little further, a
standing door lintel with symbols in relief: a semeion, thunderbolt, and shield (fig. 4). Aydin
identified the semeion as a candlestick (Turkish samdan), but not as Jewish, even suggesting it
as support for her supposition that a pagan temple existed on the site prior to the Christian
church%’. She dates the church to the 5th-6th centuries AD, but argues for the lintel building
as used from the Hellenistic Period to the Early Christian Period, by equating the symbols
with the so-called “Olba Symbols” used in the early 2nd century BC and citing a fallen lintel
nearby with both thunderbolt and cross motifss.

5 u a o e )

Figure 4: Orendibi: lintel with (L. to r.): semeion, thunderbolt, and shield motifs (Daniel C Browning Jr, 2023)

57 Aydin 2004, 111-112; Aydin 2005, 86-91.

% Aydin 2005, 89. This is the lintel “about 1.2 km west-southwest of Stimek,” mentioned and pictured in MAMA
III, p. 100-101, fig. 130. We have inspected this perplexing lintel, but there is no indication it belongs to the same
building as the one treated here.
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In his 2010 review of farms in Rough Cilicia, Aydmnoglu refers to these ruins by the
name Somek Orendibi and calls the semeion a “menorah-candelabrum” —as he does at
Koskerli (above) —making its Jewish identification specific. He includes it with symbols that
appeared “in the region in the Roman and Hellenistic Periods,” an implied connection with
the “Olba Symbols”®. As noted above, Durugoniil and Mérel simply assume the Orendibi
semeion, with the Koskerli specimen, as menorahs, stating both “have five arms”¢0.

Only the latter publication contains a photo; again, with insufficient detail for
judgement and without showing the full lintel. The semeion is somewhat smaller than the
other two symbols (see fig. 4), slightly skewed on its cambered base, and seemingly less
detailed than those at the other sites. It is the most difficult in the corpus to judge from
typical photographs or even by viewing in person. A photogrammetric model, however,
permits detailed assessment®!.

A diffuse texture display of the model (fig. 5a) retains the difficulties of a photo, in
this case complicated by lichen growth. The other display options (fig. 5b-d) reveal the
semeion design clearly, with a two-footed stand and column supporting nested crescent
shapes. As at Koskerli, the column does not continue at full width above the lower/outer
crescent, and the elements match those of the Silifke Museum Altar in different proportions
but without the star. The lower crescent presents more of a wing-like than branch
appearance. Also, both it and the upper crescent curve inward at the top so that their
opposing tips are significantly closer together than their maximum spread.

W PN S 3 ¢
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Figure 5: Orendibi lintel semeion photogrammetric model: a) 3D, diffuse texture; b) 3D, occlusion texture; c) point
cloud, elevation; d) DEM grayscale

Some incongruities are notable in the field but not shown in the only previously
published photo of the Orendibi lintel. The three symbols —semeion, thunderbolt, and
shield —are not centred on the lintel; only the shield is. The right side of the lintel is quite
rough, hinting that something was effaced in antiquity. As noted above, the semeion is
significantly smaller than the thunderbolt and shield. If another symbol once existed to the
right of the centred shield, separated congruently with the thunderbolt opposite, those three
symbols (without the semeion) would compose a set appropriately centred on the lintel. A 3D
model of the full lintel face provides easy access to data for discussion.

% Aydinoglu 2010b, 247-248, fn. 6.
60 Durugoniil and Morel 2012, 311-12; again, without reference to Aydinoglu’s identification.
61 Browning 2024, 7-9.
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An orthographic view of the model illustrates the spacing of symbols and roughness
on the right side (fig. 6). A digital elevation model (DEM) of the lintel face (fig. 7) highlights
degradation on the right side and reveals that the smaller semeion symbol is executed in
lower relief than the thunderbolt and shield. A section profile (fig. 7, top) further
demonstrates the lower relief of the semeion and suggests a lowered background plane than
for the other two symbols. It also underscores the extent of damage to the surface on the
right side of the lintel. These details are consistent with the following suggestions: 1) an
original third large symbol on the right side of the lintel was intentionally effaced; and 2) the
semeion was added after the large symbols by lowering the background plane left of the
thunderbolt and executing the symbol in much lower relief.

Like on the Koskerli lintel, the Zeus thunderbolt appears vertically and with the pair
of symmetrical lines, here descending to the bottom plane of the figure allowing their
possible identification as legs of a stand in addition to the ribbon suggestion. The plain disk
shield is conventionally taken as a symbol of Athena¢2.

Figure 7: Orendibi lintel DEM with section line and profile (above)

Athena Relief

Perhaps the most perplexing appearance of the semeion is one adjacent to a rock-
carved relief of Athena about 1.5 km north of the village of Somek and not associated with
any other obvious remains (fig. 8). Durugoniil dates the Athena Relief on stylistic grounds to
the 2nd or early 3rd century AD¢3.

62 Gahin 2009, 221-227; Durukan 2023, 44-45.
63 Durugoniil 1989, 137.
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The installation (fig. 9) consists of a relief carving of Athena under a scallop shell
canopy in a niche framed by a pair of pilaster columns having rectangular cross-sections. The
goddess appears in typical garb with her right arm holding a spear entwined by a snake
against a column. Her left arm supports her shield with a horse behind. The pilaster on the
viewer’s right presents a series of symbols, vertically arranged and executed in relief. They
are, from top to bottom: a crescent and star, a recently destroyed undecipherable image®,
and a thunderbolt. To the right of the pilaster, outside the frame of the composition, a
semeion appears, roughly centred on the vertical span of the other symbols. A second possible
out-of-frame symbol is suggested by another vandalized patch lacking patina outside the left
pilaster.

With its two-legged base, staff, and nested crescents evident in person or in published
photographs, the Athena Relief semeion is clearer than those at Koskerli and Orendibi.
Durugoniil, in her 1989 publication, initially describes it as having two crescents on a stand.
She later links it to the symbol on the Siliftke Museum altar, noting Dagron and Feissel’s
Jewish identification of the same, but with the
caution against assuming this example as
Jewish without other evidencetS. Nevertheless,
Durugoniil and Morel use the Athena Relief
semeion as their lead example. They present it
without argument as a “five-branched
menorah,” although a fifth “branch” is not
evidentte. Fairchild asserts that Athena Relief
example “contains a star at the top centre of
the menorah”¢7.

B Natural rock
[ Bachground surface

Architectural Frame

Figure 8: The Athena Relief near Somek (Daniel C Figure 9: The Athena Relief: 3D model with key for
Browning Jr, 2016) discussion

64 The centre relief is almost completely removed; most likely by modern iconoclasts—a problem that plagues
many reliefs in Rough Cilicia and evidenced by the lack of patina on the damaged portion. This symbol may have
been a bust of some kind which would be consistent with the shape of the damaged area as well as the reason for
its destruction. Athena and the horse accompanying her are similarly damaged.

6 Durugoniil 1989, 50, 135-136, where the Sabbatist argument is briefly entertained but without conclusion.
Pilhofer 2018, 88-89, equates the symbols on the Silifke altar and Athena relief and observes that an identification
of one must apply to the other.

66 Durugoniil and Morel 2012, 309.

67 Fairchild 2014, 207. Durugoniil 1989, 50, also initially describes the symbol as having a ball with a star.
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The rock surface and texture allow an observer to imagine a much-eroded star above
the crescents, but the photogrammetric model eliminates this speculation. Multiple views
demonstrate that there is no fifth “branch” and no evidence of a star substituting for one¢.
The 3D with occlusion map display and DEM views provide examples (fig. 10). Identification
with the symbol on the Silifke Museum altar is apparent, apart from the lack of a star. As at
Kogkerli and Orendibi, the two crescents are dissimilar®. The two-legged base has a slight
camber and a noticeable protrusion below the vertical staff/column.

Previous commentaries a7 e Y
have assumed the symbols on | = . . 4 g,
the pilaster and the semeion were s : ¢ v ,
executed as part of the original Bt A . ‘(

work”0. Some details, however,

suggest the possibility that the

symbols were added Ilater.

Collectively, the symbols are

more detailed and sharper than

the Athena composition inside

the pilaster frame, suggesting a

different sculptor. Nothing in the

inscription suggests deities other

than Athena are honoured. More

significantly, the pilaster surfaces

are noticeably, even awkwardly,

set back from their capitals and | ° =2
right surviving base. If symbols Q)

were added to the composition Figure 10: Athena Relief sermeion model:

later, the pilasters would present a) 3D with occlusion texture; b) DEM

the most convenient space to do

so in relief, and cutting back the surface around the additions would create the current
appearance.

The photogrammetric model of the Athena Relief highlights details not immediately
obvious in the field or in photos. Figure 11 presents a DEM of the entire relief with the XY
plane as the background surface behind the goddess, and the outer surface of the two
pilaster capitals at the same z-elevation. The following observations stand out: 1) the left
pilaster column surface is cut back more than the right; 2) the right pilaster column’s left
edge is uneven adjacent to the symbols due to undercutting by the relief inside the frame; 3)
the snake head, horse snout, and shield elements seem truncated where they extend out to
the plane of the adjacent pilaster surface; 4) a small “channel” separates the rim of Athena’s
shield from the right pilaster edge (left of the thunderbolt); 5) the natural rock falls away
rapidly outside the right pilaster; and 6) the background surface for the semeion to the right
inclines markedly inward towards the pilaster. Section profiles of the DEM enhance these
observations.

68 Browning 2024, 9.

09 Zoroglu 1988, 395, in a survey report just before Durugéniil’s publication, records the Athena Relief semeion as a
“bird-like creation” (kuslu bir alem).

70 Durugoniil and Morel 2012, 311, and implied in Durugoniil 1989, 134-135; see also Pilhofer 2018, 88.
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Figure 12: Athena Relief detail: DEM showing section lines (bottom) with section profile A-A’ (top)
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Figure 13: Athena Relief, right pilaster and
symbols: DEM with section lines (top); section B-
B’ profile (bottom); and section C-C’ profile (right)

The overall low height of the column
surfaces as seen in section A-A’ (fig. 12, top) is
consistent with the theory that they were cut
back at a later period to allow addition of
symbols. Vertical section C-C’ (fig. 13, right)
also supports that supposition. It seems
unlikely that the snake’s head on the upper
left, the horse’s snout on the right, and the rim
of Athena’s shield below the horse would
extend beyond the frame of the pilasters in the
original composition. Their truncation at the
existing pilaster face planes (fig. 11) is thus
also consistent with a suggestion that the
symbols were added later. For the rim of the
shield, reduction of the pilaster would also
have created a need for the defining “channel”
between it and the pilaster surface. Section B-
B’ (fig. 13, bottom) highlights that relationship.

Finally, sections A-A’” and B-B’ clearly
demonstrate the inclined background surface
for the semeion carved outside the right pilaster
(figs. 12, 13). If the semeion was added after the
other symbols on the pilaster itself, creation of
such a surface would have constituted the
most economical solution in the limited space
still available.

Therefore, the accepted dating of the
Athena Relief (2nd-3rd century AD) can only
establish a terminus post quem for application of
the symbols. Also, by this reasoning, the
semeion need not be dated by the other
symbols since it is on a different plane,
seemingly added to the shrine at a later time.

Karahiiseyin Alani Relief

An area designated Karahtiseyin lies
about 2 km south of Olba, surveyed by Hamdi
Sahin in 2006. The only published feature is a
single rock relief combining the motifs of a
shield, an apparent semeion, and thunderbolt.
The semeion was first identified as a kerykeion

but corrected as a crescent in the same year”.. There is no indication of date in published
descriptions. We have not been able to locate the site for an autopsy.

71 Sahin 2007a, 116 (as kerykeion), fig. 1; Sahin 2007b (as hilal, “crescent”), 128. The relief was also reported by Sayar
2007, 277, as a kerykeion. It remains the only previously published example not identified as a menorah.
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The only previously published photograph” of the relief is small, but the central
symbol is clearly a semeion. Three excellent photographs kindly provided by Sahin (see fig.
14) provide the basis for the following observations?. Like the other rock relief examples, the
two clear crescents are nested and slightly dissimilar. There is no indication of a star above,
and the points of the crescents terminate at the upper margin of the relief. The column/staff
is thin and does not obviously continue above the lower crescent. The base is minimal and
quite worn but seems to have two feet.

It is notable that at Karahiiseyin Alani the semeion appears alongside the Zeus
thunderbolt as at Koskerli, Orendibi, the Athena Relief, and with the Athena shield as at
Orendibi (and at the Athena Relief in a different way). The thunderbolt has clear wings
rather than fluttering ends of the binding ribbon found in some examples?. This detail
matches the thunderbolt on the Athena Relief.

TR Y c -

Figure 14: Karahtiseyin Alan1 rock reif (photo courtesy H. Sahin)

Olba Monastery Altar

Ongoing excavations at Olba since 2010 include work at the Olba Monastery, located
about 350 m south of the aqueduct remains at the beginning of the Seytanderesi Valley?>. The
2015 season uncovered a battered limestone object in the rubble fill of the central part of the
monastery, identified as the remains of a small altar bearing a “carved menorah”7¢.

72 Sahin 2007a, 116, fig. 1.

73 We thank Prof. Sahin for sharing the photographs; using just the three photos, rudimentary photogrammetry
was possible which supports observations described in the text.

74 For a recent treatment of the “winged thunderbolt” symbol, see Dokii and Kileci 2023.

75 Ozyildirm 2020; Yegin 2019.

76 Ozyildirim 2016a, 126. That the piece is not considered part of the monastery assemblage is indicated by its
omission from both the season report (Ozyildirim 2016b) and from the catalog of objects in a PhD thesis on the
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The object has carved decorations on three of four uneven sides (fig. 15). Face A, one
of the longer, contains the alleged menorah representation. All that survives is an upper
crescent, with a vestige of a central supporting stem, and the outer left remnant of an
apparent lower crescent””. While these traces bear no resemblance to a menorah, they
correspond well with the rock-carved semeion examples surveyed above. Like them, the
presumed upper and lower crescents appear more lunate than branch-like and there is no
trace of a presumed “fifth arm” or a substitute star. In this case, moreover, there is not even
the possibility of a star as the upper limiting band of the face is directly above the upper
crescent. We have not been able to inspect the altar in person.

To support identification of the symbol as a menorah, Ozyildirim enlists the partial
carvings on the other sides. The smaller side B retains the upper ends of three-pointed blade-
like objects, he says represent a “lulav plant.” A curious design on the longer side C is
interpreted as an inverted chalice. Ozyildirim constructs an ingenuous synthesis of the three
partial faces by interpreting sides B and C as scenes of the Jewish Feast of Sukkot. The lulav
is indisputably integral to Sukkot and the inverted chalice, he claims, represents a water
libation performed as part of the rituals’. Though inviting, this interpretation is rather
stretched.

Figure 15: Olba Monastery Altar: sides A, B, and C (Ozyildirim and Aytes Canevello 2019, Pls. 49-51).

The lulav identification of side B is forced. Most lulav depictions from antiquity show
the palm frond as unfolded, as per the ritual requirement, and therefore represented with a
single vertical point”®. On the other hand, as Ozyildirim and Aytes-Canevello note in their
books0, the three blade-like points on side B correspond remarkably well with Zeus
thunderbolts accompanying the semeion at the Athena Relief, Koskerli, and Orendibi. In each
of those depictions the thunderbolt is depicted vertically and with individual bolts outlined
in relief rather than by a simple solid raised surface. The remaining part of the side B relief
presents a perfect match for that convention.

monastery; Yegin 2019. Yegin briefly mentions the object in his summary, but does not cite Ozyildirim’s
publication; although it is listed in the thesis” references.

77 Ozyildirim 2016a, 126-127; 131, pl. 5-6. An autopsy could not be arranged during our visit to the area in
December 2023, but we thank M. Ozyildirim for kindly sharing the photos in fig. 15.

78 Ozyildirim 2016a, 127-128; 131, pl. 5-6.

7 See, conveniently, Shanks 1979, 37 (Gaza), 41 (Jerash), 87, 92 (Dura-Europos), 114-15, 126-27 (Hammath
Tiberias), 115 (Ashdod), 118 (Ashkelon); and for counterexamples: 40, 98, 169.

80 Ozylldlrlm and Aytes-Canevello 2019, 159.
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More difficult to evaluate is the interpretation of side C. While the surviving image
does have a resemblance to chalice bases on coins of the First Jewish Revolt8}, it is cut off by a
broken edge. Unlike a hemisphere representation, whatever was carved appears to be an
outline, which would be unprecedented as a chalice depiction. The “inverted” position,
moreover, is awkward and unlike any expected libation scene. It seems far more likely that
side C is a depiction of the shield of Athena with a bordered rim and that the supposed
chalice stem and base are rather the hilt of a sword, which often appears behind the shield
motif extending downwards at an angle. Examples with this combination are known in the
region®2. Indeed, we present one hitherto unpublished relief below featuring such a depiction
in concert with a semeion.

Unfortunately, the intriguing Olba monastery altar is incomplete. Our suggestions for
identification of the remaining decorations, however, correspond perfectly with the semeion,
Zeus thunderbolt, and Athena shield depictions appearing together in the above reliefs. The
same combination is found in previously unpublished reliefs at two sites, documented below
to complete the corpus.

Aslantas

The locality called Aslantas takes its name from a large stepped sarcophagus with a
lion relief 1id®, two kilometres north of Kesliktiirkmenli. About 500 m southeast of the
sarcophagus a cluster of ruins include a monumental tomb and a few buildings. Agricultural
use of the area has modified the state of the remains. On the western edge of the visible
ruins, the left end of a broken lintel (Lintel A) rests upside-down in a line of rubble
demarking the south edge of a small agricultural plot$4. A finely-executed semeion appears in
relief near the break (fig. 16). Twenty-three meters to the northeast, between identifiable
building remains, a second broken and heavily weathered lintel (Lintel B) with a relief lies in
two parts®. The left relief face has a semeion relief, and the remainder displays a thunderbolt
and shield with sword (fig. 17). Aslantas is thus the only site with two semeion reliefs.

The Aslantas Lintel A semeion is the clearest and most finely executed of the rock
relief examples. While obvious in person, the details are best demonstrated here through
photogrammetry of photos taken on site. A DEM (fig. 18) highlights the workmanship of this
relief. Of the rock relief examples, it is the most like the Silitke Museum Altar depiction,
having similar proportions, relatively congruent outer and inner crescents, and it is the only
other semeion in the known corpus with a star at the top.

The star is four-rayed, as in the Silitke Museum Altar, but without a globe. This
suggests that the globe on the altar is an accommodation to its much deeper relief and three-
dimensional intent. The DEM also shows that the star on Aslantas Lintel A projects at lower

81 As shown by Ozyildirim 2016a, pl. 7.

82 Bent 1890a, nos. 10, 11; Durugoniil 1998b, 88, 100.

83 Caligkan et al. 2009, 203.

84 We only became aware of this lintel (Lintel A) through Piero d’Altan, who saw it during a brief visit to the site
in 2008. We are very grateful for his acute observation, recollection, and directions, as well as continued
collegiality and friendship.

85 We noticed this second lintel (Lintel B) while searching for Lintel A on our first visit to the site in June 2019. The
semeion was barely visible, inverted and partly covered by the lintel’s other section, all under heavy foliage. In
December 2023, the scrub and brush had been cut away from that section of the ruins and only then could we see
that the full relief contained the three symbols.
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relief than the crescents and column, allowing the possibility for a later addition of the star,
but the evidence is not overly suggestive. It is also noteworthy that the background plane
inside the lower/outer crescent remains higher than the background outside the figure.

A
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Figure 16: Aslantas: partial Lintel A, with semeion relief, inverted, on left (Daniel C Browning Jr, 2023).

Figure 17: Aslantas: Lintel B; left section at right, right section at left—both inverted (Daniel C Browning Jr, 2023)
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The base differs from the semeia above in being solid, rather than depicted as a two-
legged stand. The other example from Aslantas has a similar base. Both Aslantas lintels also
have an angled moulding at the top of the cornice. The semeion extends up to the bottom of
this moulding on Lintel A, as seen in the DEM. A wider view of the 3D model makes this
feature clearer (fig. 19). Both views show damage to the column between the base and lower
crescent and to the left arm of the latter.

The remainder of Lintel A is not identifiable among the visible ruins. If additional
symbols were carved on the missing section, as seems likely, the semeion would be the left-
most one.

Figure 18: Aslantas: Lintel A semeion, Figure 19: Aslantas: Lintel A with semeion, 3D model with occlusion
DEM of 3D model texture

The heavily weathered Aslantas Lintel B lies awkwardly in two major pieces. The left
section rests upside down with the relief semeion actually leaning against the upper left
corner of the larger right section, which lies face up (see fig. 17). The semeion, thunderbolt,
and shield are easily discerned in person, but photogrammetry reveals interesting details.
Photography, especially of the semeion, was limited by the position of the lintel sections
without disturbing them, so the resulting 3D model contains unavoidable gaps. However,
photogrammetry does allow manipulation and alignment of models. The two sections of the
lintel face were modelled separately. The resulting “chunks” were rotated and aligned,
showing conclusively that the two sections complete a single lintel (fig. 20).

This solid model display also reveals that the reliefs of the semeion and thunderbolt
were apparently unfinished. The expected dual crescent section of the semeion stands in relief
with no details distinguishing the upper and lower crescents. Unfortunately, the in situ
position of the lintel parts described above leaves a partial gap on this part of the model, but
visual inspection confirms the lack of finished detail. The base appears at first to be solid, like
the one on Lintel A. However, the DEM of the semeion (fig. 21) hints that slightly angled dual
feet may be intended. The unfinished form might provoke the suggestion that it is a
completely different symbol. Against such a view are: 1) the nearby clear semeion on Lintel A;
2) the similarly unfinished thunderbolt; and 3) its combination with the thunderbolt and
shield, as appears to be the normal pattern.
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Figure 20: Aslantas: Solid 3D model “chunks” of left and right sections of Lintel B, nearly aligned to show the
positive match

Figure 21: Aslantas Lintel B semeion: DEM

Figure 22: Aslantas Lintel B: aligned 3D model point cloud with elevation display
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The whole lintel composition appears most clearly via a point cloud elevation display
of the two sections fully aligned (fig. 22). Analogous to the unfinished semeion, the
“hourglass” shape of the thunderbolt is outlined in raised relief, but individual lightning
bolts are not defined. The binding cord around the usual three bolts is detailed, but trailing
ribbons do not appear. More complete is the shield, in this example with a sword behind.
Though badly worn, the shield is obviously finished with a central boss in a concave
indention, surrounded by a slightly concave border and edged rim. The sword and rim are
precisely the details we think are intended in the Olba Monastery Altar side C depiction,
above.

Tapureli

Tapureli denotes an ancient site west of the modern village of that name, overlooking
the Lamus Valley from its east rim. Extensive ruins across three hills indicate it was one of
the largest settlements in the Olba region, occupied from the Hellenistic period through Late
Antiquity®. About 500 m northeast of the eastern hill acropolis, a large gateway with an in
situ lintel marks the remains of a significant extramural building. On visual inspection, the
lintel has apparent reliefs of a shield and club above the left and right jambs, respectively —
the latter a common sign of Herakles. Between them, but closer to the shield on the left, a
much less distinct relief seems to represent a semeion®” (fig. 23). A gap with no obvious relief
separates the probable semeion from the club. The height of the lintel and encroaching foliage
make direct examination of the reliefs extremely difficult. Therefore, close range
photogrammetry is especially helpful for evaluationss.

86 Aydmoglu and Morel 2018, 555-556.

87 Again, we thank the very observant Piero d”Altan for noticing the relief in 2007 and bringing it to our attention
later. His photo (fig. 12) remains the best conventional image for discerning the reliefs, due its lighting, the height
of the lintel, and excessive foliage growth since that date.

88 See Browning 2024 for the general procedure.
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A 3D model shows the semeion and a previously-undetected thunderbolt®. Both
symbols, however, have almost no detail and stand in much lower relief than the shield and
club, as shown in DEM and point cloud views of the full lintel (fig. 24). Unlike the lintel at
Orendibi, a DEM of the relief only (fig. 25) does not indicate lowering of the base plane for
symbols to be added after the original composition. This evidence suggests that, at least, the
semeion and thunderbolt were effaced after their creation, removing all surface detail. It is
also possible the shield was ground down, but because shield reliefs are often plain, the lack
of detail cannot be relied on as evidence for defacing. The DEM shows, however, that its
relief is not appreciably higher than the other two, and significantly lower than the club.
Since combinations of semeion, shield, and thunderbolt emerge as a norm in this corpus, it is
significant that those three appear likely effaced, while the club symbol clearly remains
intact.

Because of the defacing, the Tapureli semeion cannot be analysed on details. The base
is rather broad and appears to be solid, as at Aslantas, but a larger scale DEM (fig. 26, left)
permits speculation that the complete figure showed legs. The column tapers and may
continue above the lower crescent, although the latter is far from clear. The expected gap
between the two crescents can only be detected on the right. The lower crescent is broken
away on its lower left side, but its left tip may partially survive. No details survive of the
upper crescent region, to say nothing of a possible star.

The much-destroyed thunderbolt also lacks detail, notably the usual outlining of each
individual bolt. One surviving feature is the clear outline of wings (fig. 26, right), as in the
Karahtiseyin and Athena Relief thunderbolts.

- N

Figure 24: Tapureli relief lintel model views: grayscale DEM (above); point cloud with elevation display (below)

89 While the empty space suggested a missing symbol, we did not identify the thunderbolt visually or with
conventional photography in four visits to the site between 2017-2024.
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Profile of section along indicated line (vertical scale amplified 5:2)

semeion thunderbolt

- DEM -
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Figure 26: Tapureli lintel: DEM of semeion and thunderbolt relief remnants

Arguments against a Jewish Origin for the Semeion
Form and Function

Early identifications of the semeion as a menorah were based solely on a passing
resemblance and assertions that the symbol has “five arms,” coupled with the claim that five-
armed menorahs were common. Neither can be sustained.

In our review of examples above, photogrammetric analysis demonstrates
conclusively that no semeion exhibits five arms. It also shows that the star assumed to
“substitute” for a fifth arm by Dagron in the Silifke Museum Altar was never present in
other published examples. Furthermore, Hachlili, whose monograph is cited for the existence
of five-armed menorahs, repudiated these claims in her more recent publication on the
subject?l. Hachlili also points out that the menorah is consistently pictured with a tripod base
in Jewish sources. All previously published semeion representations have two-legged bases.
Perhaps more importantly, the arms of menorahs are of equal diameter and regularly

% Dagron and Feissel 1987, 38; Aytes-Canevello 2011, 184-85; Durugoniil and Morel 2012, 309-12; Fairchild 2014,
207.
91 Hachlili 2018, 199-200.
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terminate evenly-spaced on a plane parallel to the ground®2. Semeion representations are
wildly inconsistent in uniformity of size and termination of arms.

The consistent semeion form also precludes function as a menorah; that is, providing a
stand for seven lamps. In every instance, semeion “arms” terminate in points without any
platform or other indication of a support function. Rather than providing support, it seems
the “arms” are actually supported by the stand. Their universal pointed ends and regular
shape, even when radically different in size (as on the Koskerli lintel), require identification
as a pair of crescents instead of four arms®.

Context

In no instance does a semeion appear with a demonstrable connection to Judaism. No
examples occur in context with bona fide menorahs or any other indication of Jewish
ownership or practice, despite the ample presence of such evidence in the region®. The
arguments put forth for individual examples are conjured from tenuous or imagined links.
The most egregious relate to the two altars (see treatments above); which is unsurprising, as
Judaism does not feature the use of votive altars!> As emphasized above, identification of
rock relief semeion examples ultimately rely on the Silifke Museum Altar to justify a
supposed Jewish connection.

On the other hand, all known semeion depictions occur in demonstrably pagan
contexts. The Silifke Museum Altar is a pagan object by definition and features human ears, a
device known only from pagan contexts. The other examples combine the semeion with
established pagan symbols®%. Moreover, the symbols are far from random; the same
combination of semeion, Zeus’ thunderbolt, and Athena’s shield occur regularly and nearly
exclusively, as shown in Table 1.

Only the Silifke Museum Altar definitively depicts a lone semeion. Another appears
on the left side of Aslantas Lintel A while the rest of the lintel, with other likely symbols, is
missing or buried. In every other case, the semeion accompanies Zeus’ thunderbolt, and
almost always Athena’s shield. The Koskerli lintel has the semeion and thunderbolt but is
broken off where a third symbol is expected. The Athena Relief is a unique scene in the
corpus, but the goddess herself supports a shield, making an added one unnecessary. Every
other rock relief example features semeion, thunderbolt, and shield, supporting our
identifications of the Olba Monastery Altar symbols. Among the five lintels, only Tapureli
preserves an additional symbol: the club. Perhaps significantly, the semeion, thunderbolt, and
possibly the shield, are effaced on this outlier (see above and fig. 24). The Orendibi lintel
evidently contained another symbol, destroyed in antiquity, while the semeion is a later
addition (see above and fig. 7). The Athena relief contains the only other symbol, a
crescent/star combination. We argue this symbol is an addition to the shrine, added on the
pilaster with the thunderbolt and an obliterated symbol, likely prior to the addition of the
semeion outside the frame (above and figs. 12-13).

92 See Fine 2015, 39-40, on consistency of menorah depictions in late antiquity.

9 As in Durugoniil 1989, 50, in her first description of the Athena Relief example.

94 For reviews of evidence not involving semeia: Durugoniil and Morel 2012; Ozylldmm and Aytes-Canevello
2019.

95 Shanks 1979, 44; Pilhofer 2018, 187.

% As previously noted by Hachlili 2018, 200; Pilhofer 2018, 86-89.
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Exampl Format Context with other symbols; left-to-right order Star

xamp-e orma Key: Symbol — Unfinished — Effaced; ? = not extant a

.. . Cresent/Star, ?, .
Athena Relief Addmfm Shlel.d . Thunderbolt szmezon -
? torelief | (part of main relief) . (outside frame)
(on pilaster)
Karahiiseyin . . .
Alan: Relief Relief Shield Semeion Thunderbolt -
Silifke Museum Votive N
Altar altar ) ©s
Olba Monastery Votive Semeion Thunderbolt Shield-sword -
Altar altar?
Koskerli Lintel Lintel Semeion Thunderbolt ? -
Aslantas Lintel A Lintel Semeion ? ?
Yes

Aslantag Lintel B Lintel Semeion Thunderbolt Shield-sword i
Orendibi Lintel Lintel Semeion Thunderbolt Shield [destroyed]
Tapureli Lintel Shield Semeion Thunderbolt Club

Table 1: Summary table of semeion examples in context with other symbols; by presentation format

The order of the symbols may also be significant. The semeion is always left of the
thunderbolt when they share the same plane, and the shield is right of the thunderbolt
except for the Karahtiseyin Alan1 and Tapureli reliefs, where it appears left of the semeion. In
any case, the consistent combination suggests an emphasis on a triad or consortium of deities
represented by the symbols.

Spatial Distribution

Archaeology demonstrates the presence of Jews in the larger region of eastern Rough
Cilicia through inscriptions and unambiguous menorah examples on lintels and tombs, but
this evidence does not coincide with semeion distribution. Semeion relief examples do not
occur in any locations where other Jewish indications are known.

A map (fig. 27) demonstrates that all examples of the semeion and combinations with
the thunderbolt and shield occur in a relatively small area, dominated by the city Olba. The
well-documented Teukrid dynasty ruled a temple-state from Olba in the Hellenistic-Early
Roman periods extending from the Calycadnus to Lamus Rivers. Symbols in relief found
across that region on architectural elements from the same period are known as “Olbian
symbols”97.

However, the semeion and combinations are found in a far more limited range,
corresponding only to the ywpa (territory) of the moAig Olba in the later Roman and
Byzantine period®. Significantly, no semeion is known within the xwpa of other moAeig of the
region; Seleucia ad Calycadnum, Corycus, and Sebaste, all of which have significant
epigraphic evidence for Jews®. In contrast, the evidence for Jews in Olba and Diocaesarea is
relatively minimal.

97 Bent 1890a; Durugoniil 1998b, 85-89.
9% Durugoniil 1995, 79-80; on yopa/moAg relationships in eastern Rough Cilicia, see Sahin 2007b.
9 Durugoniil and Morel 2012, 305-308; Ozyildirim and Ayteg-Canevello 2019, 137-147.
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To summarize, the semeion does not resemble a menorah and as depicted, cannot
function like a menorah. It is found only in pagan and never in Jewish contexts, and its
distribution does not match the extent of known Jewish presence in Rough Cilicia. The
semeion is not a Jewish symbol. But what is it?
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Semeion Rock Reliefs in the
Olba Region of Rough Cilicia

© Daniel C Browning Jr, 2025; ancient waterbody and road data: AWMC

Figure 27: Map of semeion distribution in the Olba region

Towards an Identification

The consistent appearances (tab. 1) with symbols associated with Zeus (thunderbolt)
and Athena (shield) imply the semeion also represents a deity (or deities). Having rejected the
menorah hypothesis, it becomes necessary to identify relevant contexts in which to propose
an identification. Those contexts necessarily include chronology.

Date Range

Chronological context is difficult to establish for the corpus of semeion
representations, as none of the rock relief sites have been properly excavated. The only one
from a controlled excavation, the Olba Monastery altar, is a small find recovered in fill
material. Broad chronological limits for semeia can be inferred, however, in several ways.

As outlined above, semeion distribution lies strictly within the territory of the moAig
Olba of the Roman Empire, most clearly defined from the Flavian period'®. This indicates a
date range and purpose different from the “Olbian symbols” of the Hellenistic-Early Roman
period. Furthermore, no semeion comes from a context with clear Hellenistic indications.

100 Magie 1950, 576; Mitford 1990, 1246-1248.
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In two cases (Koskerli and Orendibi; see above), semeion reliefs were used to posit
Hellenistic site occupation by incorrectly connecting them to the Olbian symbols. We submit
that the term “Olbian symbols” be restricted to symbols known on indisputably Hellenistic
monuments!?l. No doubt those Hellenistic markers established a regional distinctiveness and
tendency to indicate associations similarly in subsequent periods. Nonetheless, symbols from
later contexts should be considered on their own merits (as is conventionally done for
Christian crosses on lintels, for example) rather than automatically assumed as “Olbian
symbols.” Thus, the distribution of semeion reliefs in the territory of the moAig Olba implies a
chronological range only beginning in the late 1st century AD, when Roman provincial
norms extended across the region.

A brief review of the corpus follows with that perspective. Tapureli has Hellenistic
presence on the acropolis, but the semeion lintel is 500m from the built-up area on an
extramural building with no visible Hellenistic indications. As for Kogkerli and Orendibi,
both sites are dominated by Byzantine churches with no indication of earlier structures.
Discounting the “Olbian symbol” inference, it is difficult to assume for either site any
occupation prior to the Late Roman period without excavated evidence. We know of no
attempts to date remains at Aslantas which contain a small monumental tomb but no church.

Earlier studies assigned tentative dates for two semeia. Dagron and Feissel’s tentative
4th-5th century date for the Silifke Museum altar’®? continues without challenge.
Durugoniil’s 2nd-early 3rd century date for the Athena Relief cites support from
palaeography!®. However, as argued above, photogrammetry reveals probable later
addition of symbols to the shrine, with the semeion likely post-dating ones added on the right
column. This permits a date range for the Athena Relief semeion more aligned with that for
the altar.

The foregoing implies to us a likely but broad chronological range of 2nd to 5th
century for all semeion representations. This range incorporates the two paleographically
determined dates. It also conforms to a period of repeated political and religious changes
that may have produced a regional emphasis on a triad of pagan deities.

The lack of direct epigraphical evidence for such a regional emphasis, or to the
symbol itself, renders any identification tentative. Because no exact parallels exist for the
semeion, a logical approach to this complex symbol should find antecedents for its component
parts.

Semeion Components

The semeion can be broken down into distinct elements (fig. 28): a base, a column or
staff, two crescent shapes, and —optionally and rarely —a star.

Semeia have two-footed bases except for the Aslantas and Tapureli examples, which
are flat. This appears unremarkable, apart from the contrast with tripod-based menorahs.
The universal presence of a base, however, indicates a display function in conjunction with
the column or staff component.

101 As the ones cataloged by Durugéntil 1998b, 85-89.

102 Dagron and Feissel 1987, 38-39; the date, presumably paleographically determined, appears with a question
mark.

103 Durugoniil 1989, 137; and 192, fn. 556, where S. Sahin is credited with paleographical confirmation.
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The staff is rendered variously; some thick
(Koskerli), some thin (Karahtiseyin). A few have a
noticeable taper (Silifke Museum Altar, Orendibi). In
most examples, its continuation above the lower
crescent is minimized, sometimes significantly so, or
essentially absent (Koskerli, Karahiiseyin). This
suggests that the staff is mainly associated with the
lower crescent and that the upper crescent is an added
symbol.

Crescents rank among the most ancient and
frequent symbols in religious iconography, so a
myriad of potential deity associations exist. The
obvious connection of the crescent to lunar imagery
does little to reduce the possibilities since the phases
of the moon invite the shape to symbolize light and
darkness, birth and death, and even rebirth or

Figure 28: The semeion, based on the resurrection.
Silifke altar

The combination of two incongruent crescents,
strongly hints that two gods are referenced by the semeion. Lunar crescents might quite
reasonably apply to different deities, but the possibility that one of the crescents depicts
horns!® should be kept open. Regardless, any proposed identification must make sense for a
pair of deities in a likely combination.

The star is another widely used symbol across periods and places with multiple
applications. Only two semeia (Silifke Museum Altar, Aslantas Lintel A) feature a star, both
simple four-pointed and cross-like. In earlier periods of the Near East, the number of points
or rays could be indicative of the deityl05, but this becomes inconsistent by the Roman
period. Furthermore, as an “optional” feature of the semeion, the star could either represent
an additional deity or simply a sub-component supplementing one of the crescents.

Comparative Archaeological, Epigraphical, and Literary Evidence

We are aware of no direct parallels to the semeion. On the other hand, parallels for
components of the symbol abound. Our approach identifies such analogues with logical,
epigraphical, or literary support for their combination.

Crescent Display on Staffs

The display of crescents on staffs, both hand-held and mounted in stands, is widely
attested across Mesopotamia and the Levant in the Bronze and Iron Ages as a symbol of the
moon god'%. In terms of consistent iconography, geographical proximity, and continuity up
to chronological relevance for the semeion, the most significant parallels begin with several
Neo-Assyrian stelae in eastern Anatolia that depict a crescent mounted on a staff, usually in
a base with suspended tassels. These certainly relate to the Semitic moon god Sin!%’7, whose

104 Green 1992, 25-26.

105 Eight-rayed stars, for example, are typical of the goddess Ishtar/ Astarte; Keel and Uehlinger 1998, 45, 290.
106 See Colbow 1997 for a review of early periods.

107 Koroglu 2018, 174-177.
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cult center Harran became important for Neo-Assyrian kings. The crescent standard of Sin
became a common symbol on stelae and seals in the late Iron Age, especially west of Assyria.
At Tel Sera“® in Palestine, a bronze crescent was uncovered complete with rings for tassels
and a socket for mounting on a staff!®. The temple at Harran continued well into Late
Antiquity’®. Unfortunately, remains of the renowned temple there are not extant.

Chronologically relevant parallels survive at Harran’s satellite cult centre Sogmatar
(Sumatar Harabesi). A cult site, called “Pognon’s Cave,” in the present village features two
reliefs of crescent standards mounted in two-footed bases flanking a cult niche. These have
dangling tassels, and above each crescent an inscribed four-point star appears!0. Several
larger-than-life reliefs of human figures flank the crescent standards with dedicatory
inscriptions dated to AD 165. Another inscription dated 165 by the same named dedicant
appears on a rocky promontory above the village. It accompanies reliefs of a standing figure
and a bust with a crescent protruding behind the shoulders. An adjacent inscription
identifies the bust as Sin, with the title Marilaha, “lord god”111. These monuments bring the
long-established crescent standard of the moon god Sin to at least the mid-second century
AD. Sogmatar lay on the fringe of the Roman Empire most adjacent to Cilicia. But what of
Rough Cilicia itself?

Two depictions of complete crescent standards appear in eastern Rough Cilicia. An
unadorned crescent with a straight pole and flat base was inscribed between relief
decorations on a sarcophagus of the 2nd-3rd century AD at Smabi¢ (perhaps ancient
Dalisandus)!12. Another appears at Kecilikdy, within the known semeion distribution some 7
km south of Olba. The walls of a workshop there display several symbols in relief, including
a crescent, a kerykeion, and a thunderbolt atop individual ornate columns!?3. The Sinabi¢ and
Kegilikoy crescent standards show the long-established symbol of the moon god in the
period and region of the semeion. But what god was symbolized by them?

Which Moon God?

The lunar god Mén was widely worshiped across central and western Asia Minor in
the Roman period, attested by epigraphic evidence, explored sanctuary remains at Pisidian
Antiochia, and literary references. This deity was consistently depicted wearing a Phrygian
hat, holding a pinecone, frequently astride a horse, and with the horns of a crescent moon
emerging behind his shoulders!!4, as seen for Sin in the bust at Sogmatar.

108 Keel and Uehlinger 1998, 51, 296, ill. 295a; Moriconi 2018.

109 See the excellent survey in Green 1992, 19-73.

110 Pognon 1907, 24-25. Pognon describes and sketches the staffs of the crescent reliefs as having an elongated
humanoid-like shape; but this is an illusion created by the tassel pendants hanging below the crescent, damage to
the reliefs, poor lighting, and severe discolouring of the cave walls by smoke from fire and other activities. This
error is repeated by Segal 1953, 103, fig. 2. Careful inspection reveals a uniform staff below the tassels down to a
broad two-footed base for each mounted crescent. Pognon notes that the stars are incised rather than in relief and
opines they may represent later additions. Analysis by photogrammetry or other 3D imaging technique would
help to understand this important site.

111 Segal 1953, 101-104, 115; Albayrak 2015.

112 Mitford 1980, 1246, fn. 69, pl. IV, no. 7.

113 Sahin 2007b, 131, figs. 77-78; without interpretation. There may be other symbols on poles, but it is difficult to
tell from the published photos; we have not inspected this site in person.

114 Lane 1990, 2161.
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Many inscriptions do not reference Mén by name, rather only by adornment with
crescent moons!?>. A relevant potential example from the mid-second century in east Rough
Cilicia records the kome Imbriogon (the village of the Imbriogoi) granting permission to build
a heroon, and a reciprocal gift for a pannychis festival; according to Keil and Wilhelm, “no
doubt” for the unnamed Mén, as indicated by a crescent with a “socket” for placement on a
staff’e. While Keil and Wilhelm cite no evidence for the claim, their assumption provides
justification for identifying other crescents in the region as pertaining to Mén. For example,
the Smabi¢ sarcophagus crescent standard is deemed “the emblem of the Anatolian god
Men,” despite an inscription invoking the lunar goddess Selene!?”. Another crescent with a
“socket” appears inverted on a tomb facade in the west necropolis of Diocaesarea.
Investigators cite Keil and Wilhelm in connecting the crescent to Mén but note that Selene
appears in tomb inscriptions of the region?1s.

No direct evidence suggests that Mén was symbolized by a crescent mounted on a
shaft, as was certainly true for the semitic Sin. None of the known crescent standard
depictions occur in clear Mén worship contexts. Also, the assumed “sockets” in crescent
reliefs do not obviously serve that function. Many examples of crescents in relief with similar
tabs on the bottom are found in dedications at the temple of Men Askaenos near Pisidian
Antiochia, but the projections resemble the tenons on the bottom of votive plates also found
there!’. Both appear designed to facilitate mounting in slots for display in the sanctuary. The
reliefs of crescents with tenons must depict the actual votive offerings: perhaps metal
crescents mounted on benches or platforms!20.

The two complete crescent standard depictions at Sinabi¢ and Kegilikdy in Rough
Cilicia can therefore be separated from other crescents, and the only parallels for them are
representations of Sin. The non-mounted crescents remain more likely indications of Mén.
But this is still problematic, since no inscription explicitly references Mén south of the Taurus
range!?l. One relief bust of a deity with a crescent, found in Tarsus and dated to the last two-
thirds of the 2nd century AD, has been plausibly identified as Mén, despite its flowing hair
and lack of the traditional Phrygian cap'?2. The bust of Sin at Sogmatar dating to the same
period also seems to emphasize the hair and cautions that the Tarsus bust could represent
Sin123,

115 Lane 1990, 2173; followed by Linnemann 2013, 97.

116 MAMA 111, 26-27, no. 50; Mitford 1990, 2148, fn. 88.

17 Mitford 1990, 2150, citing MAMA 111, 27, fn. 1 (see above, fn. 116), and without photo. For the apparent
inscription, see Headlam 1892, 29, no. 23, where there is no description or photo of the sarcophagus, and the text
does not include Ze\yvnyv. It is amended, however, by Bean and Mitford 1970, 228, to include the goddess based
on their inspection of schedae; they include the note “not seen,” and no further description or photo provided. This
remains the only inscription at Smabi¢ mentioning Selene, per Mitford 1990, 2150; but is difficult to reconcile with
Mitford 1980, pl. IV, no. 7, where the photo clearly shows the crescent standard symbol. In December 2023 we
were unable to find this sarcophagus, but the site has been ravaged by looters as noted already in 1966 by Bean
and Mitford 1970, 225.

118 Linnemann 2013, 97, pl. 54, 1-3; Er-Scarborough 2017, 37, 39, fig. 3.35. Both tacitly allow that this crescent may
refer to Selene.

119 For recent examples of both, see Ozhanli 2023, figs. 4, 7-9. The last one is remarkable for depiction of two
nested tabbed crescents.

120 See Belayche 2009, 344-345, fn. 92.

121 Elton 2019, 241.

122 Durugéniil and Durukan 2008, 199-206.

123 See above, fn. 111. One might propose that Mén and Sin were identified as the same deity, but no inscriptions
name Sin in Rough Cilicia either. The origin of Mén remains an open question. Lane argues for a Persian
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Gender Issues

Another complication arises in terms of gender. The Tarsus bust’s flowing hair and
expression give it a feminine quality’?*. Therefore, the bust can be justifiably identified as
Selene, the female moon goddess, especially when epigraphic evidence in the region is taken
into account.

Where the crescent appears in east Rough Cilicia, Selene is often invoked as a
protector of tombs; sometimes in combination with Helios and underground gods. Two well-
known examples occur at Canytelis!?. Numerous tombs without crescent reliefs also call on
Selene as guardian'?. Mén, in contrast, is never named in inscriptions in the region, apart
from possible Mén elements in personal names!?’.

Two inscriptions of the 1st-2nd centuries AD with dedications to Selene at Kursun
Kalesi further highlight her prominence in the Olba territory. Both call her Selene Epekoos,
“listening Selene”128. They come from a stoa adjacent to ruins of an impressively situated
building identified as a temple of the same date range!?. H. Sahin and A. Ozdizbay argue
that Selene was worshiped there and that crescents on tombs in the region should be
attributed to the goddess rather than Mén130.

Though not epigraphically attested, Mén is not completely absent in the region. Two
coins from relatively distant Coracesium depict Mén on the reverse; one with Marcus
Aurelius (161-180) on the obverse, the other with Geta (211)!%, both within our period of
interest. But adjacent to the Olba territory, a coin from Corycus has a bust of Mén on the
obverse and Selene on the reverse!32 This could signal an equating of the two deities as
one'? or indicate their joint worship.

Strabo, writing in the first century AD, describes a temple of Men Pharnaces at Cabira
(Kabeira) in Pontus and says it “is also the sanctuary of Selene”13. Neocaesarea (the renamed
Cabira) minted 3rd century coins showing a temple with two statues, probably Mén and
Selene, implying longevity of the dual worship!®. Strabo avers the same occurred at other
Mén sanctuaries, including that of Men Askaenos near Pisidian Antiochia?3.

antecedent while others see an indigenous god of central Anatolia. Surprisingly, a semitic origin has not been
fully explored.

124 Durugéniil and Durukan 2008, 203; for the same observation on another capless analogue, cf. p. 201.

125 Heberdey and Wilhelm 1896, 58-60, nos. 133, 134; for a crescent without named deity, 81, no. 157; Cumont
1966, 206; Durugoniil 1989, 31, 35, s.v. KF4; Er-Scarborough 2017, 39.

126 For a convenient listing with texts and references, see Sahin and Ozdizbay 2014, 101-102.

127 MacKay 1990, 2101, fn. 220.

128 TeArjvy ‘Emkoo; Sahin and Ozdizbay 2014, 97-98.

129 For earlier assessments of the structure as a temple and its dating, see Sogiit 1998, 101-13 and Durugéniil 2001,
157-158. Durukan 2024, argues that the ruins are a later “temple tomb” rather than a sanctuary; but see also Evgen
2021, 17-28 for a defense of the earlier date.

130 Sahin and Ozdizbay 2014, 101-105; also, with evidence that elements in personal names taken as evidence for
Meén veneration can be attributed to alternate names for Selene.

131 Sahin and Ozdizbay 2014, 104, with references.

132 MacKay 1990, 2101, fn. 220.

133 Some ambiguity surrounds the gender of the moon god in antiquity, especially at the junctures of east and
west; see Lane Fox 1986, 535-536; Green 1992, 27-28.

134 Strab. 12, 3, 31.

135 Lane Fox 1986, 535-536.

136 Strab. 12, 3, 31. For the site itself, see Mitchell and Waelkens 1998, 37-90, and Mitchell 2023, 76-83.
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As already noted, the sanctuary of Men Askaenos has preserved many dedications to
the god. Some Latin examples include the abbreviated formula LVS, a variation from the
usual VSLM, used in the discharge of vows. A proposed reading of L(unae) v(otum) s(olvit)137
makes the Roman Luna, equivalent of the Greek Selene, the object of the dedication. An
honorary Latin inscription!3 in Antiochia reveals that Luna was the official name used by the
Roman colonial magistrates for the established local god Mén. Thus, they retained the lunar
essence of the deity but glossed over the gender difference with the ambiguous LVS. In this
way, Latin dedications —the language chosen by public officials —could use the abbreviation
L to substitute for the name of the god and avoid the gender contradiction!?. Relief crescents
in dedications, often multiple in number according to the number of dedicants, also could be
replaced. Thus, one dedication has Mnvi eoynjv followed by three names in Greek and the
Latin letters LLL, one for each dedicant!4’. The local male Mén is named but symbolized by
an abbreviation for the more official Roman goddess L(una).

Evidence for conflation or joint worship of lunar deities also occurs for the great
sanctuary of Sin at Harran in the 3rd-4th centuries. In 217, the Emperor Caracalla was
assassinated near Carrhae (Harran). The contemporary Herodian reports (in Greek) that he
was enroute to the “Temple of the Moon” to sacrifice to Selene'4l. The reference may indicate
confusion of the cults of the Semitic male Sin and the Greek female Selene, but this seems
unlikely for the Syrian Herodian. The enigmatic 4th century Historia Augusta adds to the
confusion by saying that Caracalla intended to honour Luni/Luna'®2. The author then adds
the amusing note:

“Now since we have made mention of the god Lunus, it should be known that all the most
learned men have handed down the tradition, and it is at this day so held, particularly by the people of
Carrhae, that whoever believes that this deity should be called Luna, with the name and sex of a
woman, is subject to women and always their slave; whereas he who believes that the god is a male
dominates his wife and is not caught by any woman’s wiles. Hence the Greeks and, for that matter, the
Egyptians, though they speak of Luna as a “god” in the same way as they include woman in “Man,”
nevertheless in their mystic rites use the masculine “Lunus” 143,

The name Lunus was perhaps coined by the Latin writer to emphasize the male
gender of the god#4. If the tradition has any element of truth, it may reflect local angst
against a Roman policy —like the one posited for Mén above — of referring to the male Sin in
feminine terms; perhaps even a subtle distancing from Rome at a contested border area.
Whatever the case, Julian also offered sacrifices to Luna at Carrhae in 363 on the outset of his
campaign against Sassanid Persia, according to Ammianus Marcellinus45.

Thus, we have evidence from the 1st through mid-4th centuries for worship of female
lunar deities at three different sanctuaries nominally for male moon gods. Therefore, it

137 For an example, see Levick 1970, 49-50, and pl. Va, with the usual crescent identified with Mén.

138 CMRDM 1, no. 178 (= CIL III no. 6829).

139 See the developed argument by Belayche 2009, 336-342.

140 Hardie 1912, 136, n. 42, who interprets L(ibentes), followed by CMRDM 1, 128-129, no. 220; but see Levick 1970,
50, and Belayche 2009, 340.

141 Herodian. 1V, 13, 3.

142 Hist. Aug. Caracalla, 6, 6.

143 Hist. Aug. Caracalla, 7, 3-5.

144 Magie 2022, 17, n. 44.

145 Amm. XXIII, 3, 2.
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should come as no surprise to find, in the same date range, between and somewhat
equidistant from all three, a similar enigma. East Rough Cilicia has symbols usually
associated with the male gods Sin (the crescent standard) and Mén (the crescent alone), but
with inscriptional evidence only for the female Selene. Furthermore, in the Olba territory of
Rough Cilicia there is an apparent temple with dedications to Selene in an adjacent stoa.
Also, exclusively in the same area, the semeion appears; a previously unknown symbol that
combines established motifs of the various lunar deities.

The Second Crescent and Star

The crescent standard of Sin contains all elements of the semeion except the second
crescent and very occasional star. As noted above, crescents might represent bovine horns
rather than lunar shapes, and examples occur in the pre-classical world!46. Continuation of
these motifs is quite rare in the Roman Empire and Late Antiquity, however, and none
provide close parallels for this study?47.

Lunar crescents might represent any number of deities having associations with the
moon or concepts such as light and dark, birth and death, etc. The goddesses Artemis,
Selene, and Hecate were all associated with the moon in their various capacities and, in later
times, identified with each other48. Crescents sometimes adorn Artemis in artistic
representations, but only Selene is identified with the crescent as a representative symbol.

The star, which only appears in the semeion on the Silifke Museum altar and Aslantas
lintel A, is a puzzling variant. Both occurrences are four-rayed stars, which are unusual#.
Eight-rayed stars were the symbol of Ishtar in the ancient Near East, with occasional six-
rayed variants, but not four-pointed. Pairing the star with the upper crescent would invite
comparison with the many crescent-and-star symbols found on coins of the period in both
the Roman and Sassanid realms, but those always have eight- or six-rayed stars. Without
further examples, we must consider the star an optional and occasional embellishment.

Possible Identifications

The most economical interpretation of the semeion would use parallels extant for the
period and/or the region in question. For the two crescents, then, we have evidence for four
named lunar deities in the period: Sin, Mén, Selene, and Luna. Of these, only Selene is
attested in inscriptions of the region, and prominently in association with temple ruins in the
Olba territory. Luna is established as the Latin equivalent of Selene. As shown, literary and
archaeological evidence confirms Selene/Luna was worshiped in at least three sanctuaries of
the male moon god.

Of the male gods, Sin is not at all attested in Rough Cilicia, but is the only god
connected certainly with the crescent standard, which appears in the region and seems to be
the basis of the semeion. Mén is only minimally attested, but maximally assumed by previous

146 For a treatment of this issue, see Ornan 2001.

147 Mén is sometimes pictured with a bull, often reduced to a bucranium, Lane 1990, 2161; but in a submission role
and not with a simple crescent icon; for examples: CMRDM 1, nos. 123, pl. LVIIL; 137, pl. LXII; and the most
crescent-like, no. 142, pl. LXVL

148 A fascinating mid-second century inscription from Castabala in “Smooth” Cilicia addresses a goddess, “Either
Selene or Artemis or you, Hecate...” (IGR III, no. 903.B.1-4); translation, Elton 2004, 238.

1499 But consistent with the pair of crescent standards having (possibly later) inscribed four-rayed stars in Pognon’s
cave at Sogmatar; see above, and fn. 110.
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researchers; reasonably so, given his association with crescent symbolism. A potential
identification of Sin with Mén, or a semitic origin of the latter, represents an underexplored
but viable area of research.

Considering all of the above, the semeion must have emerged in the broad range of the
late 1st through 5th centuries in the territory of the city Olba. It must have functioned as part
of a triad with symbols representing Zeus and Athena, representing a deity or deities. The
symbol appears to add a second crescent, occasionally embellished with a four-rayed star, to
the established emblem of the male moon god. Two possible identifications for the semeion
are reasonable: 1) it represents the identification of two male lunar deities, Mén and Sin; or 2)
it represents joint veneration of male and female lunar deities, with a crescent standard for
the male (wWhether Mén or Sin) and another crescent for the female (Selene/Luna).

The second option seems far more likely in light of the epigraphic evidence and the
probable sanctuary for Selene at Kursun Kalesi. If the latter is true, we can add the
observation that the region around Olba includes a major temple of Zeus (at Diocaesarea), a
temple to a moon deity (or deities), and a cult installation for Athena (the Athena Relief). The
triad of thunderbolt, semeion, and shield symbols corresponds to the known cult centres in
the Olba territory.

Conclusions

Our analysis of the known semeion representations definitively refutes claims that the
symbol is a menorah or modification of a menorah. Photogrammetry conclusively shows
that no semeion reliefs conform to the form or function of a menorah.

The semeion always appears in pagan contexts, consistently in concert with the same
two pagan symbols. The semeion is composed of two crescent shapes with a supporting shaft
and base. Both the crescent on a staff and crescent alone are symbols with a long history of
representing pagan moon deities. Examples of both are found in the geographical and
chronological range of all known semeion representations; namely in the territory of the polis
Olba of the Roman Empire through Byzantine periods. That much is certain.

Other conclusions remain less certain because of limited data. Based on the current
state of knowledge, we propose that the semeion represents a dual worship of moon deities,
most likely a male god (Mén or Sin), epitomized by a crescent on a staff, with the second
crescent signifying the goddess Selene, the name attested widely in the region.

Any conclusions as to why this symbol appears and is used in a triad with the
thunderbolt of Zeus and the shield of Athena would be far more speculative. It suffices for us
to point out that the region of eastern Rough Cilicia saw many changes and crises from the
2nd to 5th centuries. Any of these political and religious events could have served as a
catalyst for Olbians, whether magistrates or populus, to emphasize the deities with cult
centres within the city’s territory.

As semein appear on the latest remains of sites where they are found, sometimes on
still-standing lintels, it is tempting to suggest they arise towards the end of the established
date range, when cultural and political change was more intense. However, only continued
field research can expand our knowledge and further define the scope for this fascinating
local phenomenon.
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Abstract

Located on the west coast of Asia Minor, near the Meander River
delta and in a high-seismic risk area, Miletus experienced numerous
destructive earthquakes throughout its long history, representing
therefore an ideal case study for the examination of ancient architectural
restoration. As part of a broader investigation into the restoration woks
conducted on the public monuments of the Agora of Miletus in
antiquity, this contribution offers a comprehensive reassessment of the
3rd century restoration of the Nymphaeum of Traianus. The
monumental fountain was erected by Marcus Victor Traianus, the father
of the Emperor Traianus, between 79 and 80 CE in the southern sector of
the Agora. The central issue of the investigation was the identification
and contextualization of the renovation of the building undertaken
during the Emperor Gordianus III (238-244 CE), which is mentioned in
the Greek dedicatory inscription carved on the blocks of the third storey.
The focus of the study was to assess the architectural implications of the
inscription, which could conceal a major restoration not limited to the
renovation of the decorative apparatus, as the inscription suggests, but
aimed at addressing possible structural damages that the monument
may have suffered. Through a comprehensive review of archival
documentation and a systematic survey of the archaeological evidence,
intended to identify restoration traces on both architectural elements and
structures, the analysis revealed widespread repairs on the blocks of the
facade, particularly on the upper levels, accompanied by significant
consolidation of the building’s fabric. This evidence indicates therefore
that the restoration conducted under the reign of Gordianus III extended
beyond aesthetic refurbishment and instead addressed substantial
structural damages, potentially caused by seismic activity, which
required an extensive and coordinated intervention.

Keywords: Miletus, Nymphaeum, Traianus, Gordianus III, architectural
restoration, structural repair.
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Arasindaki Restorasyonu

Giacomo CASA* ‘@’

Oz

Anadolu'nun bat1 kiyisinda, Menderes Nehri deltasinin yakininda
ve yiiksek sismik risk tasiyan bir bolgede yer alan Miletos, Antik Cag
boyunca bircok yikici deprem yasamus ve bu nedenle antik mimari
restorasyonun incelenmesi igin ideal bir saha calismasi sunmustur.
Miletos Agorasi'ndaki kamusal amitlarn Antik Cag’da gerceklestirilen
restorasyonlarina dair daha genis bir arastirmanin bir parcast olan bu
calisma, Miletos’taki Traianus Nymphaeumu'nun MS 3. yiizyilda
gerceklestirilen restorasyonunun kapsamh bir yeniden
degerlendirmesini sunmaktadir. Bu anitsal ¢esme, anarator
Traianus’un babasi1 Marcus Victor Traianus tarafindan, MS 79-80 yillar:
arasinda kentin agorasmin giiney bolimiinde insa edilmistir.
Arastirmanin merkezi konusu, Imparator III. Gordianus Dénemi'nde
(238-244 CE) gerceklestirilen ve yapmin tigtincti katindaki bloklar
tizerine kazinmis olan Yunanca adak yazitinda bahsedilen yenilemenin
tespit edilmesi ve baglamsallastirilmasidir. Calismanin odak noktasi,
yazitin mimari sonuglarini degerlendirmekti; ¢tinkii yazit, sadece
stslemelerin  yenilenmesiyle smurli olmayan, daha biyiik bir
restorasyonu gizliyor olabilir. Bu restorasyon, amitin ugradigi olasi
yapisal hasarlar1 gidermeyi amaglamis olmalidir. Arkeolojik kanitlarin
sistematik bir arastirmasinin arsiv belgelerinin kapsamli bir incelemesi
yoluyla hem mimari elemanlar hem de yapilar tizerindeki restorasyon
izlerini belirlemeyi amaglayan analiz, cephe bloklarinda, 6zellikle tist
seviyelerde yaygin onarimlar ve binanin dokusunda o6nemli bir
konsolidasyon yapildigini ortaya koymaktadir. Bu kanit, III. Gordianus
Doénemi'nde yiiriitiilen restorasyonun estetik yenilemenin &tesine
gectigini ve bunun yerine sismik aktivitenin neden olabilecegi,
kapsamli ve koordineli bir miidahale gerektiren ©&nemli yapisal
hasarlari ele aldigini gostermektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Miletos, Nymphaeum, Traianus, III. Gordianus,
mimari restorasyon, yapisal restorasyon.
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Introduction

Ancient architectural restoration represents a multifaceted phenomenon, shaped by
the interplay of technological, socio-economic, cultural, and environmental factors'. As a
practice which transcends the materiality of construction and conservation, it provides
significant insights into the complex relationship between ancient societies, built heritage,
and natural environment, which often serve as catalyst for destruction and subsequent
reconstruction. Consequently, it represents a practice to which ancient cities in high seismic-
risk areas were compelled to resort throughout their history. In this respect, Miletus, located
on the western coast of Asia Minor, near the Meander River delta, in a region characterized
by historical seismicity due to the presence of numerous active faults, represents an ideal
case study, since the city experienced multiple significant earthquakes in antiquity,
particularly from the 1st? to the 3rd century CE3. Therefore, for the population of Miletus
architectural restoration was unavoidable but, indeed, an essential measure to ensure and
perpetuate their built heritage.

=gl . =y o -

Figure 1: Aereal photo of the Agora of Miletus (archive of the German Archaeological Mission of Miletus)

This paper is part of a broader re-examination of the restoration works carried out on
the public buildings surrounding the Agora of Miletus (fig. 1). Despite they have all been
extensively investigated and studied in monographic and comprehensive studies - such as
the Delphiniont, the Bouleuterions, the Nymphaeum of Traianus the Eldert, and the Market
Gate” - the central aspect of architectural restoration has been only marginally addressed in

1 An important reference point in this sense is the volume edited by Vanden Broeck-Parant and Ismaelli 2021. See
also Camporeale et al. 2008; Camporeale et al. 2010; Camporeale et al. 2012; Bonetto et al. 2014; DeLaine et al.
2016; for monographic studies specifically dedicated to the subject, see Bingdl 2011; Klein 2015; Ismaelli 2013;
Perrier 2019.

2 In one of his letters, Apollonius of Tiana mentions that Miletus was damaged by an earthquake during the reign
of Claudius (Philostr. AP. 1V, 6), perhaps the same that struck Samos in 47 CE and is recorded by inscriptions
recalling the restoration of the Temple of Dionysus by Claudius itself (Robert 1978, 401).

3 In 262 CE Miletus was struck by another earthquake, perhaps the same one attested Ephesus in the same year,
which damaged the Celsus Library (Guidoboni 1989, 671-672).

4 Kawerau and Rehm 1914.

5 Knackfuss 1908.

6 Hiilsen 1919.

7 Knackfuss 1924.
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the historiographical debates. Within this framework, the present contribution proposes a
new analysis of restoration works that affected the Nymphaeum of Traianus the Elder (fig. 2)
in the 3rd century CE, as the inscription mentioning the renovation of the monument during
the reign of Gordianus III suggests. The central issue of the investigation was to identify,
contextualize and quantify for the first time the restoration intervention referenced in the
inscription, by analysing the preserved archaeological record, thus focusing on the formal,
constructional, and ideological aspects of the monument, which had never been studied from
this perspective. After a brief historical-archaeological introduction to the Nymphaeum, this
contribution illustrates the methodology adopted in the study of the archaeological evidence
and the preliminary results derived from the on-field analysis of the architectural marble
elements and structures.

L ’ .

-

Figure 2: Facade of the Nymphaeum of Trajanus (archive of the German Archaeological Mission of Miletus)

The Flavian construction (79-80 CE) and the Gordianus restoration (238-244 CE)

The Nymphaeum of Traianus the Elder, one of the most impressive fountains in Asia
Minor, is located in the southern sector of the Agora, in a scenographic setting along the
processional street from the city to the sanctuary of Apollo at Didyma. The building was
erected during the reign of Titus by Marcus Victor Traianus, the father of the emperor
Traianus and proconsul of Asia between 79 and 80 CE, as the Latin inscription carved on the
architraves-friezes of the first storey during the reign of Traianus documents:

D [Aus]pic[iis Imp(eratoris) T(iti)] Caesa[ris D]ivi Vespa[sia]ni f(ilii) Vespal[siani]

(I) [Aug(usti) pont(ificis) max(imi) trib(unicia) pot(estate) IX imp(eratoris) XV
co(n)s(ulis) VIII censoris p(atris) p(atriae)]

(IIT 1) [per M(arcum) Ulp]ium Traianum, co(n)s(ulem), leg(atum) A[ug(usti) leg(ionis) X
fretensis bello Iudaico]

8 For the restoration of the Delphinion, see Niewohner 2016, 58-64; for the restoration traced detected in the
Bouleuterion, see Weber 2013, 176-183; for a possible restoration of the Market Gate, see Ismaelli 2013, 294, fig.
24d.
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(IV) et provinciae Syriae, proco(n)s(ulem) Asiae et Hispaniae Baeticae, XVvir(um)

(V) [s(acris) f(aciundis), sod]alem Flaviallem, triumphalibus orn[a]Jmen][t]is ex s(enatus)
c(onsulto)

(III2) [cu]m amplius in eo crevit [aqua, nymphaeum dedicatum est]?

“Under the auspices of the Emperor Titus Caesar Vespasianus Augustus, son of the deified
Vespasianus, pontifex maximus, holder of the tribunicia potestas for the ninth time, hailed imperator
fifteen times, consul for the eight time, censor, pater patriae, through Marcus Ulpius Traianus,
consul, legatus Augusti of the Tenth Fretensis Legion during the Jewish War and of the province of
Syria, proconsul of Asia and Baetica in Hispania, member of the collegium of the XVuviri Sacris
Faciundis, Flavian sodalist, and recipient of triumphal ornaments by decree of the Senate, as the water
flow had increased, a nymphaeum was dedicated”

The fountain belongs to the type of rectilinear nymphaea with an imposing
Tabernakelfassade'® (20.25 m) consisting of three storeys of Corinthian order, decorated with
aediculae framing nine alternating rectangular and semicircular statuary niches per storey
(fig. 3). The building is provided of two storeyed and projecting lateral wings, lower than the
facade and without a rear wall, enclosing a large rectangular pool for water collection. The
pool, which used to feed two latrines on each side of the fountain, is defined, toward the
street, by a high balustrade, in front of which a second, lower basin is located for water
supply. In the facade, the aediculae, formed by pairs of reddish-yellow marble columns
supporting a white marble entablature, are arranged in a staggered and non-axial layout
between the three storeys, and are crowned on the second and third levels by triangular and
double-voluted pediments. The statuary programme hosted in the niches includes marble
images of deities from the city’s pantheon, personifications and subjects closely linked to the
aquatic world, now housed in the museums of Izmir, Istanbul, and Berlin!!.

The back wall of the facade and the perimeter walls are constructed using small
ashlar blocks arranged in regular horizontal courses and laid in a stratified pattern, with
larger elements employed in the lower sections and progressively smaller blocks in the
upper levels. Behind the fagade, three rooms, each covered with vaulted roof composed of
irregular limestone blocks mixed with marble fragments and bricks, served as substructures
for the two upper cisterns, where the water conveyed by the aqueduct located behind the
fountain flowed through. Here, the water was redistributed and channelled toward the
basins through a complex system of longitudinal and transversal terracotta pipes,
meticulously reconstructed by Ch. Hiilsen!2.

The monument was restored in the 3rd century CE, during the reign of Gordianus III,
as the Greek inscription carved on the architraves-frieze of the third storey attests (fig. 4):

ém avtokpdtopog M(dpxov) Avtavioo ['opdiavod EvoeBodg Evtoxodg Zep(aotod) xai TooAiag
Tpavkoot\etvng[ ] dud te tOV avdpraviav Td[v X]aAkdV [ ] g mepi 0 ] ] (or
epi TOYA[ ] or mepito YA[ ]) mpovotiag énekoopnoev €k Tdv Oelov dwpedv [ 13

“Under the reign of Emperor Marcus Antonius Gordianus Pius Felix Augustus and Iulia
Tranguillina... through the setting of bronze statues... redecorated [the monument] using divine

funding ...”

9 Alfody 1998, 381; Hiilsen 1919, 53; Kreiler 1975, 32-33. For a comprehensive discussion of the text, see Barresi
2003, 433-436.

10 Berns 2002.

11 On the sculptural programme, see Aristodemou 2013, 1-2.

12 Hiilsen 1919, pls. 49-52.

13 Hiilsen 1919, 54, pls. 24-25.
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Figure 3: Architectural restitution of the Nymphaeum of Trajanus (after Hiilsen 1919, pl. 58)

Within the historiographical debate, the text of the inscription has prompted multiple
interpretations regarding its meaning and its architectural implications. Some scholars have
attributed the inscription to the addition, during the time of Gordianus III, of the third
storey, which would not have been included in the fountain’s original design!4. Other
scholars, instead, considered the third level as a change occurred during the construction?s,
while others assigned it to the original project®. In the assessment of the extent of this
intervention, the verb émexoopnoev (epekosmesen) plays a crucial role: since the expression can
be translated as “redecorated”, it seems to suggest merely a formal renovation of the
fountain, with a new display of statues. In this sense, the discovery, in the area of the
Nymphaeum, of the statue base of Victor Egnatius Lollianus, proconsul of Asia for the third
time when Philippus the Arab was emperor (244-249 CE), may indicate his contribution in
the renewal of the statuary programme. Nevertheless, the decision to commemorate this
intervention through the affixing of a solemn dedication - indeed a common practice in
ancient times and in Asia Minor!7 - could in fact conceal a major restoration, not limited to
the renovation of the Nymphaeum’s decorative apparatus. This latter hypothesis was the

14 Jung 2006, 81-82.

15 Koster 2004, 65-67; Maischberger 2009, 104-107.

16 Quatember 2014, 111-114.

17 See the restoration of the theatre of Hierapolis under Constantius II (Ismaelli et al. 2022).
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starting point of the present research, which focused on the identification of possible
restoration traces on the architectural elements and on the structures of the fountain.

SO U WS 500 I © e W50 09 11 Ui L il w0 s

Figure 4: Architrave-friezes with the inscription of Gordianus III (archive of the German Archaeological Mission of
Miletus)

Methods

The investigation of the Nymphaeum has been grounded in the seminal monograph
by Ch. Hiilsen, which represents an essential point of reference due to its meticulous
accuracy in the reconstruction of the configuration of the three architectural orders, of the
functioning of the hydraulic installation, and of the layout of the original sculptural
programme, as well as for the rich photographic documentation (fig. 5). The fieldwork was
preceded by a systematic review of the archival documentation preserved at the
Zentralarchiv and at the Altes Museum of Berlin. Particularly valuable were the photographs
taken shortly after the excavation of the building, which proved crucial for recording and
documenting traces and details of the architectural elements now lost due to the progressive
deterioration of surfaces, caused by the periodic flooding of the Meander River, which has
severely and irreversibly compromised the state of preservation of the blocks.

The on-field analysis required a preliminary phase devoted to the identification of all
the architectural elements of the fagade collected in the catalogue of Ch. Hiilsen. This process
was hindered by the scattered distribution of the blocks across the area surrounding the
Nymphaeum - a condition already remarked upon by the German archaeologist’® - and
ultimately resulted in the identification of over seventy additional architectural elements

18 Hiilsen 1919, 1: «sind eine grofie Anzahl teilweise zerstorter, oft weit verstreuter Werkblocke durch die Ausgrabung
wieder zum Vorschein gekommen».
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(“SN”19) not included in Ch. Hiilsen’s published catalogue and very likely belonging to the
building. A further problem concerned the actual state of preservation of the blocks,
generally resting on their upper faces, thus preventing a comprehensive analysis of all their
surfaces. Consequently, in some cases the examination relied only on the drawings made by
Ch. Hiilsen, without the possibility of a direct verification.

The main objective of the examination of the preserved architectural elements was the
identification of possible restoration traces that would suggest the structural nature - and not
just decorative - of the intervention carried out under Gordianus III. Following the most
recent typologies of ancient restoration measures affecting architectural elements elaborated
for other important cities of Asia Minor?, the analysis focused on four main classes of
operations. A first group of interventions (A) involves the insertion of IT-shaped iron cramps,
aimed at reattaching two parts of a block broken horizontally or vertically or at securing a
fissure or a fracture. A second category of repairs is represented by the re-carving of the
dowel hollows on the bottom and upper faces of a block, as a result of the disassembly and
reassembly - of the block itself (bottom face) or of the block upon it (upper face) - within the
structure (B). A similar activity concerns the re-carving of the cramp hollows along the
joining face of a block (C). Finally, a further common operation is the replacement of a small
broken section of the main block with newly-carved elements (patches or emblemata),
possibly held in place with iron rods or cramps (D).

19 Sine numero.
20 Ismaelli 2013, 273-295.
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Figure 6: Restoration works identified on the architectural elements of the first storey (elaboration of the author after
Hiilsen 1919, pls. 43-44)
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Figure 7: Restoration works identified on the architectural elements of the second storey (elaboration of the author
after Hiilsen 1919, pls. 45-46)
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Figure 8: Restoration works identified on the architectural elements of the third storey (elaboration of the author
after Hiilsen 1919, pl. 47)
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Results

The on-field survey revealed widespread restoration measures related to all these
four main categories in all the three storeys of the Nymphaeum (figs. 6-8). On a total of 37
identified restoration interventions (fig. 9), 26 involve operations of re-carving dowel
hollows on the upper and bottom faces, 5 the insertion of emblemata (patches) in substitution
of damaged portions, 3 the placement of cramps for fragment rejoining and 2 the re-carving
of cramp-hollows (tab. 1).

Storey Restoration interventions Total
A B C D
Insertion of anti- | Operation of re-carving dowel | Operation of re-carving | Insertion of
cracking cramps hollows cramp hollows emblemata
I A3 (bf); A71* (uf); C26* (uf); A39 A4; A30 8
C33 (uf); C40 (uf)
I A28; G5* A16* (uf); A21* (uf); A36 (bf); A26; C8

A37* (uf); A46* (uf); A54* (uf);
A56 (bf); A72* (uf); A74* (uf);

C16 (bf); C14 (bf); C32 (bf); 18
C43 (uf); G8 (uf)
1 Al5; C4 A41* (uf); A49* (uf); A52* A52* G10 11
(up); A76* (uf); A77 (bf); C37*
(bf); G14 (uf)

A = architrave-friezes; C = horizontal cornices; G = pediments; *Not verified on-field; (bf) = bottom face; (uf) = upper face

Table 1: Schematic overview of the restoration’s types identified on the architectural elements of the
Nymphaeum

Figure 9: Types of restoration works conducted on the architectural elements of the facade (archive of the German
Archaeological Mission of Miletus)

Nevertheless, since some types of repairs identified on the blocks may be assigned to
the original construction site and reflect an accidental damage during the construction
process, it was crucial to distinguish those operations that were instead possibly conducted
as a response to a natural phenomenon or a structural damage?!. Consequently, the study

21 Ismaelli 2013, 271.
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focused mainly on restoration’s types which represent more than 70% of total repairs and
could therefore reflect greater damages and thus be associated with a more extensive
restoration (A, B).

Indeed, the cross-analysis of restoration works conducted in both the rows of
architrave-friezes and cornices revealed a widespread distribution of structural repairs in the
second and third storeys and, most notably, a concentration, in some cases, of restoration
traces in the same aedicula, suggesting possible localised damages in specific sectors of the
monument. In this sense, in the fourth aedicula from the north of the second level, both the
lateral architrave-friezes A28 and Ab56, together with the pediment G5, underwent
restoration works, likely as a result of a significant damage. This caused the cracking of A28
in two parts and the detachment of a fragment from G5 (which required the insertion of
cramps), while, during the reassembly operation, it was necessary to re-carve a dowel hollow
on the bottom face of A56 (fig. 10a). Similarly, in the fourth aedicula of the third level, the
architrave-frieze A15, bearing the dedicatory inscription of Gordianus III, was restored with
two pairs of cramps on the upper and inner faces, while in the overlying pediment G10 a
marble patch was inserted to replace a damaged part, held in place by a small rectangular
iron rod (fig. 10b).

However, the most significant result from the analysis of restoration works concerns
the almost systematic re-carving of the dowel hollows on the bottom faces of the transversal
architrave-friezes - i.e. the blocks connecting the hypostyle facade with the back wall and
partially embedded within it - especially in the two upper levels. Indeed, on a total of 11
preserved transversal architrave-friezes of the second storey, 422 were affected by this
operation; similarly, on a total of 8 preserved transversal architrave-friezes of the third
storey, 3% were subjected to the same restoration?* (fig. 11).

These results strongly support the hypothesis that the back wall of the facade
suffered some structural problems, which imposed a partial disassembly and a consequent
reassembly of some of the transversal architrave-friezes of the hypostyle structure. This
operation required, in turn, the re-carving of the dowel hollows on the bottom faces of those
blocks dismantled and then reassembled in a slightly different layout.

This important discovery can be related to the transformations already noted by Ch.
Hiilsen involving the building’s structures and, in particular, some consolidation works
carried out in the back wall of the Nymphaeum. At the south-east corner of the building, a
quadrangular buttress was built against the original ashlar block masonry, in order to
reinforce a sector particularly vulnerable form a static point of view? (fig. 12a). Two other
buttresses were erected northward, framing the entrance to the central room: the
northernmost one was likely built to support the aqueduct pier that channelled water into
the two upper cisterns? (fig. 12a). Finally, the lateral walls of the central room were
reinforced with two buttresses extending along the entire width of the chamber and about
0.85 m thick, built to support the vaulting roof of the room and, at the same time, to contain
the lateral thrust of the vaults of the adjacent chambers?” (fig. 12b-c).

2 A36; A56; A54; SNO.

2 A77; SN13; SN64.

24 In this respect, out of the other 7 transversal architrave-friezes of the second storey, 4 are broken at their rear
side, where they were embedded in the back wall, and it cannot be excluded that they underwent the same
restoration. The same occurs in the third level, where out of the other 5 blocks, 2 are missing their rear face. At the
first level, only one architrave-frieze (A3) was subjected to this restoration.

25 Hiilsen 1919, 5.

26 Hiilsen 1919, 5.

27 Hiilsen 1919, 5-6.
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Figure 10a-b: Restoration works conducted on the blocks belonging to the same aedicula (archive of the German
Archaeological Mission of Miletus)
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Figure 11: Re-carving of the dowel hollows on the bottom faces of the transversal architrave-friezes (archive of the
German Archaeological Mission of Miletus)

The analysis of the architectural remains confirms therefore the hypothesis suggested
by the examination of the restoration traces on the architectural elements of the facade. The
construction of reinforcing structures certifies, indeed, that the building suffered more
extensive structural damage, requiring an intervention which was not merely decorative.

A final remark should be made about a series of similar pedestals, high from 0.70 to
0.73 m, to be identified as blocks of the balustrades enclosing the lower basin for the water
supply. The blocks, characterized by rough workmanship, were clearly added in a second
phase as substitution of the original elements, since they were carved out from middle-
imperial architectural elements with previous different functions: some were originally
architraves decorated with bead and reel and ribbon moulding?, while others were carved

28 BR3; BRS.
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out from Ionic cornices still preserving dentils and Ionic kyma?® (fig. 13). Since a
contemporary origin to the Nymphaeum is to be excluded, these balustrades should be
considered as a subsequent addition, likely related to a change of the original layout of the
basin occurred during the renovation of the fountain under Gordianus III.

a’ L8 Q. ke

Figuré 12: Consolidation works conducted on the 1t‘)uilclin‘g’As.fabric: a) reiforcing buttresses erected along the rear

wall (elaboration of the author after Hiilsen 1919, pls. 7-8); b, c) reinforcing buttresses erected in the central room
(archive of the German Archaeological Mission of Miletus)

BR3 BRS BR10 SN70
Figure 13: Pedestals of the balustrade enclosing the lower basin carved from previous architectural elements
(archive of the German Archaeological Mission of Miletus)

29 BR10; SN70.
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Conclusions

The preliminary results from the analysis of the Nymphaeum of Traianus the Elder
seem to suggest that the restoration works carried out under Gordianus III did not concern
only the renovation of the sculptural display but were intended to address also some static
problems occurred to the building. Even if it is not yet possible to precisely assess whether
this restoration was undertaken as a consequence of an earthquake, geomorphological data
provide significant information about the micro-seismic characterization of the subsoil:
indeed, the foundations of the Nymphaeum rest on a heterogeneous geological substrate,
consisting of limestone in the western sector and clay soil in the eastern one. This
geomorphological difference, which led to a progressive subsidence of the entire building
over decades both length-wise and width-wise®, may have favoured in the past the action of
seismic waves, causing major structural failure in the eastern sector, where consolidation
works were carried out, and imposing an extensive reassembly of the architectural elements
of the facade.

Since there are no extensive traces of repairs conducted on broken blocks, nor of
architectural elements from later periods replacing destroyed and non re-usable pieces®, it
seems that the restoration - with the dismantling of the facade - was undertaken while the
building was still standing. In this sense, an identical preventive approach characterizes the
restoration of the Theatre of Hierapolis under Constantius II (350-352 CE), as the systematic
study of the facade® and the inscription carved on the blocks of the second storey attest: the
latter states, indeed, that the restoration was performed before the collapse, since “the theatre,
which was threatening to collapse and posed a danger to most of the metropolis, began to be
demolished”®. In the case of the Nymphaeum of Traianus the Elder, regardless of the reason
behind the intervention, the study of the architectural evidence revealed a complex and
dynamic reality beyond the simple refurbishment of the statues, in which repairs and
consolidation of the structures were accompanied by the restoration of architectural elements
damaged after the falling or that needed to be reassembled in the facade, and by the
replacement of damaged blocks with new elements carved out from re-used pieces. The
analysis provides therefore significant insights about restoration methods, procedures, and
techniques in a mid-imperial building-site, which future examination will be able to define in
all its detailed and different aspects.
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Bu makalede, Kappadokia Bolgesi'nde yer alan Nigde ilinin Bor
ilcesine bagli Kaynarca kdytinde 2024 yilinda ele gecen, Helios biistii
kabartmali yeni bir yazitlt sunak tanitilmaktadir. Helios biistlii benzer
sunaklar, Anadolu’da Kilikia, Pisidia, Lykia ve Phrygia bolgelerinden
bilinmektedir. Elimizdeki sunak, Kappadokia’da tizerinde Helios
kabartmas1 bulunan ilk sunak olmasi nedeniyle 6nem kazanmaktadir.
Sunak, Kemerhisar ilce jandarmasi tarafindan ele gecirilmis ve
Tyana/Kemerhisar kazi evine teslim edilmistir. Sunagin bulundugu
yer kesin olarak bilinmemekle birlikte, Kemerhisar'in yaklasik 6 km
kuzeydogusunda, Tyana topraklarinda bulunan Kaynarca koyii
icindeki bir antik yerlesime ait olmasi miimkiindiir. Kaynarca’da iki
onemli arkeolojik alan bulunmaktadir. Bunlardan biri Neolitik
Donem’e ait bir hoyiik, digeri ise bu hoytigiin yakininda bulunan ve
MO 8. yiizyila tarihlenen bir tiimiiliistiir. Ayrica, kdydeki bir konutta,
bir tapinagin insasindan s6z eden, Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi'ne ait
yazit kesfedilmistir.

Kaynarca koytinden gelen bu taginabilir kiibik sunagin 6n ytiziinde
ti¢ satirlik Yunanca bir adak yaziti ve baginin arkasinda 1smnlar: olan
Helios’un kabartma biistii bulunmaktadir. Helios'un pelerin giymis
olarak tasvir edilmesi sunagin tarihlenmesine de yardimci olan 6nemli
bir ikonografik o6zelliktir. Sunagin sol yiizeyinde hilal motifi, sag
tarafinda ise alt1 yaprakli rozet bulunmaktadir. Makalede, altarin
tipolojik yapist ve biistiin ikonografik ozellikleri, Anadolu’da bulunan
Helios tasvirli diger sunaklarla karsilastirilarak incelenmektedir.
Ayrica, hilal ve rozet motiflerinin Helios ile iligkisi agisindan nasil
yorumlanabilecegi tartisiimaktadir. Kismen hasar gérmiis yazittan
anlasildig: tizere, sunak P[repJon oglu Papias adl1 bir sahis tarafindan
muhtemelen [HeliJos So[ter]'e adanmigtir. Yazitta kullanilan harf
karakteri ve Helios biuistiiniin ikonografik o6zelliklerine dayanarak,
sunagm MS 2. yuzyilin ikinci yarisina veya MS 3. yiizyila
tarihlendirilmesi gerektigi onerilmektedir. Bu tarihleme Onerisi,
Anadolu’da bulunan ve aymi ytiizyillara tarihlenen Helios Soter’e
adanmus iki yazith sunak tarafindan da desteklenmektedir. Sonug
olarak, bu sunak, Helios sunaklar tizerine yapilan calismalara katki
saglayacak onemli bir bulgu olmas: ve kesfedildigi Kaynarca koytiniin
Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi'nde de iskan edildigini gosteren kartlara
yeni bir katki sunmasi agisindan degerlidir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Sunak, Helios, Soter, Tyana, Kappadokia.
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Abstract

This contribution introduces a new inscribed altar bearing a bust of
Helios, which was discovered in 2024 at the village of Kaynarca, in the
Bor district of Nigde province, in the Cappadocia region. Similar altars
bearing the Helios bust are known from various regions of Anatolia,
including Cilicia, Pisidia, Lycaonia, Lycia and Phrygia. The importance
of this altar is increased by the fact that it is the first one found in
Cappadocia with a bust of Helios. The altar was seized by the
Kemerhisar district gendarmerie and handed over to the excavation
house of Tyana/Kemerhisar. While the altar’s find-spot is not known
for certain, it is possible it belonged to an ancient settlement within
Kaynarca village, about 6 km to the northeast to Kemerhisar, in the
territory of Tyana. In Kaynarca, there are two significant archaeological
sites. One of these is a Neolithic mound, and the other is a tumulus
found in the vicinity of the mound, which dates to the 8th century BC.
Furthermore, an inscription from the Roman Imperial period, which
refers to the construction of a temple, was discovered in a private
residence in the village.

The front face of this portable cubic altar, originating from the
village of Kaynarca, features a three-line votive inscription in Greek
and a relief bust of Helios with the head set in front of a halo of sun
rays. The depiction of Helios wearing a cloak is an important
iconographic feature and helps to date the altar. On the left surface of
the altar, there is a crescent in relief, and the right side is adorned with
a six-leaf rosette. This article examines the typological characteristics of
the altar and the iconographic features of the bust by comparing them
with those of other altars depicting Helios found in Anatolia. It is also
examined how crescent and rosette motifs can be interpreted in relation
to Helios. According to the partially damaged inscription, the altar was
probably dedicated to [Heli]os So[ter] by Papias, son of P[rep]on. Based
on the lettering employed in the inscription and the iconographic
features of the Helios bust, it is suggested that the altar dates to the
second half of the 2nd century AD or the 3rd century AD. This dating
suggestion is supported by two inscribed altars dedicated to Helios
Soter found in Anatolia, which are also dated to these centuries. In
conclusion, this altar is valuable both as a significant finding that will
contribute to the studies on the Helios altars, and as a new addition to
the evidence suggesting that Kaynarca village, where it was
discovered, was inhabited during the Roman Imperial Period.

Keywords: Altar, Helios, Soter, Tyana, Cappadocia.
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Giris: Buluntu Yeri

Makale konusu olan altar/sunak, Nigde ili Bor ilgesine bagli Kaynarca koytinde tespit
edilmis, Kemerhisar beldesi Karakol Komutanlig1 tarafindan 2024 yilinda miisadere yoluyla
Tyana (Kemerhisar) kazi bagkanligina teslim edilerek kazi evi bahgesinde koruma altina
almmustir. In situ bir buluntu olmadig icin eserin hangi antik yerlesim yerine ait oldugu
simdilik mechul olmakla birlikte ele gecirildigi Kaynarca koyiinde giin ytiztine c¢ikarilmis
olabilir. Kaynarca koyti, Tyana antik kentinin yaklasik 6 km kuzeydogusundadir.
Kaynarca’daki yerlesim yeri ¢ok biiytik olasilikla Ge¢ Hitit Donemi Tuwana kralliginin, Roma
Imparatorluk Dénemi'nde ise Tyana kentinin egemenlik alanindaydi. Kaynarca’da Neolitik
ve Kalkolitik donemlerden seramik buluntularinin ele gectigi bir hoyiik yer almaktadir. Bu
hoyiigiin cok yakiminda, MO 8. yiizyila tarihlendirilen ve Phryg kiiltiiriinii yansitan iyi
iscilikli, bronz mezar esyalarmin tespit edildigi bir ttimiiliis bulunmaktadir’. Bu zengin
buluntular ttimiiliisin Tuwana krallarindan birine ait olabilecegini diistindtirmektedir2.
Ayrica Kaynarca’da, tapmak yapimindan s6z eden Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi'ne ait yapi
yaziti® ele ge¢mistir. Yazitin ilk satirlar1 daha sonraki bir donemde tiraslanmis oldugu igin,
tapmagin hangi tanriya ithaf edildigi ve kimler tarafindan yaptirildigr okunamamaktadir.
Ancak ilk satirinda kalan harf izlerinden bir tanricaya adandigr anlasimaktadir. Son
satirlarinda ise girisi, kapi-pencereleri ve sunaklariyla birlikte tapmagin bir biitiin olarak insa
edildigi kaydedilmektedir. Bu epigrafik buluntu, Kaynarca kodyiinde veya cok yakinlarinda
Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi’nde de iskan edilmis antik bir yerlesim yeri olmasi gerektigini ve
elimizdeki bu yeni sunagin da Kaynarca kokenli olabilecegini diistindiirmektedir.

Sunagin Genel Ozellikleri

Bomos (Popog) sozcligi ile tanimlanan sunaklar
Anadolu’da yuvarlak ve dikdortgen formda olmak tizere iki
ana tipte, Roma Imparatorluk Doénemi'nde yaygm
goriilmektedirt. Elimizdeki sunak da yekpare (monolitik)
mermerden yapilmis tag-govde-kaide kisimlarina sahip,
dikdortgen sunak tipi ozelliklerini sergilemektedir (fig. 1a). Iyi
bir iscilikle tretildigi gortilen sunagin 6n cephesinde, ilk satir1
ta¢ profilinin tist silmesine, diger iki satir1 ise govde tizerine
ozenle yazilmis {i¢ satirlik bir yazit (fig. la-1b) ve yazitin
altinda Helios biistii kabartmas: yer almaktadir (fig. 1a, 1c).
Arka cephesi (fig. 4) bos birakilan sunagin yan cephelerinden
birine hilal, digerine ise alt1 yaprakh rozet motifi islenmistir
(fig. 2-3).

Gri renkli mermerden yapilmis sunagin alt kismu kirik
olup mevcut yiiksekligi 55 cm’dir. Govdesi 22 x 22 cm, st

0 30 cm

boliim/ tag kismu ise 25 x 25 cm dlgiilerindedir. Olgiilerinden de S e ETE———
anlasildigy tizere bu, kiibik govdeli, tasmabilir (portatif) bir o By

Figiir 1a: On cephe
sunaktir.

Sunagm ta¢ kismu fazlaca tahrip olmus durumdadir. On cephesi ii¢ silmeyle
stislenmistir. Yazitin ilk satir1 tist silmede yer almaktadir. Sag cephedeki kalintidan
anlasilacag tizere silmeler ta¢ kismini ¢cevrelemektedir. Sadece 6n cephenin sag kosesindeki

1 Akkaya 1992, 25-26; I.Tyana 1, 96; I.Tyana I1, 470.
2 Akkaya 1992, 27.

3 LTyana 1, 216, no. 39.

4 Yavis 1949, 154-155; Coulton 2005, 130.
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akroter ¢ikintis1 korunmustur ve st silmeden govdeye dogru egimli bir sekilde yapilmuistir.
Tacin en st tarafi dairesel olarak diizenlenmis ve herhangi bir sunu ¢anags® agilmaksizin diiz
bir sekilde kesilmistir (fig. 5). Sunagm alt kism1 kiriktir (fig. 6). Muhtemelen tag kismi gibi
silmeli bir sekilde stislenmis, profilli bir kaideye sahiptis.

Figiir 1b: Yazit detay ' Figtir 1c: Biist detay

0 30 em 0 30 em ; 30cm

O — ) OO —) )

Figtir 2: Sol cephe Figtir 3: Sag cephe Figtir 4: Arka cephe Figiir 6: Alt kismu
On Cephe: Biist ve Yazit

Basinin arkasinda giines 1sinlartyla tasvir edilmis olan biistiin tahribattan dolay1 ytiz
detaylar1 ve omuz hizasindan asag1 kismi kayip durumdadir (fig. 1a, 1c). Mevcut yiiksekligi
14 cm’dir. Kismen goriilen sag omuzundan yukariya dogru kivrim yapan bir pelerin giydigi
anlasilmaktadir”. Pelerinin ug¢ kismi sunagin sol cephesinde hilal semboliintin tizerine kadar
uzatilmstir.

5 Sunu ¢anaklar1 hakkinda bk. Yavis 1949, 13-20; Coulton 2005, 128, fig. 2. Yakin bir 6rnek olarak Konya-Eregli
Miizesi'nde korunan Zeus sunag1 igin bk. Abay 2020, 201, 205, foto. 1 ve 6.

6 Oldukga benzer bir Helios sunagi i¢in bk. Matern 2002, 356, abb. 76. Helios biistlii ornekler icin ayrica bk. Akytirek-
Sahin 2004, 142, no. 5; Tek ve Sancaktar 2020, 337, fig. 28. Bu sunak tipi igin bk. Coulton 2005, 132, fig. 6, 135, fig. 9.
Tyana’dan benzer bir sunak igin bk. I. Tyana II, taf. 105, no. 5.

7 Afyon Miizesi bahgesinde sergilenen bir sunakta benzer tasvir gériilmektedir, bk. Matern 2002, 253, kat. no. 59,
356, abb. 76. Sunagn tizerinde tasvir edilen Helios'un pelerini sag omzundan yukarrya dogru dalgalanmaktadir.
Sunagin diger yiizlerinde Artemis ve Herakles biistleri yer almaktadur.
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Buisttin tanr1 Helios'un bir temsili oldugunu
diistindiren basmin arkasindaki giines 1sinlari/sua
demetidir. Antik diinyanin cesitli bolgelerinde ele gecen
adak steli, sunak, vazo, sikke ve heykeltraslik eserlerinde
tasvir edilen Helios'un en belirleyici 6zelligi, basindaki sua
demetidirs. Dort atin cektigi araba ve kirba¢ da Helios’un en
onemli atribtitlerindendir. Yunan mitolojisine gore Titanlar
soyundan, Hyperion ile Theia'nin ogludur; safak tanricas:

. .. L ) Figiir 7a: Helios ve Kybele
Eos ile Ay tanricasi Selene de kardesleridir®. Gokytiztindeki (Robinson 1926, fig. 66)

Giinesle 6zdes olan tanr1 Helios, antik edebi kaynaklardan
derlenen bilgilere gore her seyi goren, yerytiziini
aydinlatan, saglik ve yasam kaynagi, mevsimleri ve yillar
yaratan bir tanridir??.

Anadolu’da, giines 1smlariyla tasvir edilmis Helios
betimli sunak, stel gibi bazi tas eserler Kilikia, Pisidia,
Lykaonia, Lykia, Phrygia bolgelerinde ele gegmistir!l.
Helios genellikle sakalsiz ve kivircik kiit sacli, khiton-
himation giyimli, kimi zaman ¢iplak olarak tasvir edilmistir.
Tarihleme bakimindan 6nemli bir ikonografik 6zellik olan
pelerin giyen Helios tasviri, elimizdeki sunagm haricinde
Anadolu’da sadece Afyon Miizesi'ndeki bir sunakta!? goriiltir. Basinin arkasindaki giines
isinlarinin uglari, sivri uglu olan diger orneklerin aksine diizdiir. Ism sayis1 11°dir. Yalvag
Miizesi'nde korunan bir Helios sunaginda biisttin ayn: sayida 1smla tasvir edildigi goriliir
(fig. 7a-b)13. Ancak genel olarak gerek sunaklar gerek sikkeler tizerinde goriilen diger Helios
betimlerinde 151n sayilarinda bir diizen s6z konusu degildir'.

Figiir 7b: Helios
(Erten 2007, 349 res. 22)

Yazit1 tagiyan sunagin dlgiileri yukarida sunulmustur. Ozenle yazilmis yazitin ilk satiri
tag profilinin st silmesinde, diger iki satir1 ise govdede, Helios betiminin {ist kisminda yer
almaktadir. Harf yiiksekligi: (sat. 1) 2 cm; (sat. 2-3) 2,5 cm Slgtiilerindedir.

8 Helios gorselleri igin bk. LIMC 1V .2, 366-385; Matern 2002, 335-366.

9 Jessen 1912, 78-80 s.v. Helios.

10 Helios"un genel 6zellikleri igin bk. Jessen 1912, 58-70 s.v. Helios; LIMC V.1, 1005-1007 s.v. Helios.

11 Helios kabartmal1 benzer sunaklar i¢in bk. MAMA 1, 4, no. 5, fig. c; Robinson 1926, 44, fig. 65-66 (= Schauenburg
1955, 46; Karayaka 1998, 182; Matern 2002, 258, kat. no. B 88; Erten 2007, 349, res. 22); Matern 2002, 253, kat. no. B
61, res. 77 (= Erten 2007, 369, res. 25); Bayburtluoglu 2003, 58-59 (= Bayburtluoglu 2006, res. 3; Erten 2007, 212-213,
res. 8); Baldiran 2019a, 68-69, kat. no. 10, 106 foto. 35, 75, kat. no. 16, 115-116, foto. 54-55; Baldiran 2019b, 131, res. 5,
135, res. 15-17.

12 Matern 2002, 356, abb. 76.

13 Robinson 1926, 44-45, fig. 66. Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi'ne tarihlendirilen sunak tizerindeki Helios biistii
bukleli kisa sa¢c modeliyle tasvir edilmistir. Uzerindeki giysi mantodur. Sunagin sag cephesinde kabartma Kybele
biistt yer alir. MAMA 1, 4, no. 5, fig. ¢’deki Helios biistii de 11 1s1nl1 sua demetine sahip olabilir ama tahribat s6z
konusudur.

14 Ornegin Burdur Miizesi'nde korunan Helios sunaginda tanr1 sekiz 1sinli sua demetiyle betimlenmistir. Burada
Helios ciplak tasvir edilmistir. Sunagin sol ytiziine tiztim salkimi, sag ytiziine ise celenk islenmistir, bk. Erten 2007,
369, res. 25. Bagka bir 6rnek olarak Oinoanda’da bulunan bir arsitrav blogu tizerindeki Helios kabartmasi
gosterilebilir. Dokuz 1sinl olarak tasvir edilmistir. Alt tarafinda bir kirba¢ ve muhtemelen bir kartal tasviri vardir.
Yanindaki baska bir blokta ise omuzlari arkasinda hilalin uglar1 goriilen Ay tanricasi (Selene) kabartmasi
bulunmaktadir, bk. Coulton 1986, 76, pl. VIII b-c; Erten 2007, 237-239,res. 10. Kiitahya Miizesi'de korunan, nis
bicimli bir stelde ise Helios biistii yaprak bicimli dokuz 151 demetiyle tasvir edilmistir, bk. Akytirek-Sahin 2005,
189-190, no. 10, fig. 10.
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[HA]o Zo[tipt?]
2 [omog [ p]-
[€én]ovTog.
Ceviri: “P[rep]on oglu Papias, [HeliJos So[ter] i¢cin (adadz).”

Sat. 1: Yazitin ithaf kismi olan ilk satir1 biiytik oranda tahrip olmus, sunagin adandig:
tanr1 adi1 kayiptir. Satir ortasinda lunar formda bir sigma (c) kesin olarak okunmaktadir, onun
her iki yaninda ise el yazisi formunda agik omega (o) harflerine ait izler mevcuttur (fig. 1b). Bu
harf kalintilar1 soter epithetiyle tapinim goren bir tanriya isaret edebilir. Yazitin hemen altinda
yer alan Helios betimi dogrultusunda, kesin olmamakla birlikte, [HAilo Zo[tiip1?]
tamamlamasi hem kalan harf izleriyle hem de kirik kisimlardaki kayip harflerin sayisi ile
uygun gortinmektedir.

Sat. 2-3: Sunag1 adayan kisi Papias’5, yaygmn gortilen yerel bir isimdir. II[.|..Jovtog,
Papias’m babasinin genetivus halde ismi olmalidir ve kayip harf sayis1 da dikkate alinarak en
uygun tamamlama I[p[én]ovtogle (nom. Ilpénwv/Prepon)!’ gortinmektedir. Sunagm masrafli
bir sekilde kaliteli mermerden ve iyi bir iscilikle tiretilmis olmasi, Papias’m varlikli ve taninan
bir ailenin mensubu oldugunu diistindiirmektedir.

Helios'un “Soter” (cwtp) epithetiyle tapmim gordiigii hem antik edebi kaynaklardan
hem de epigrafik belgelerden bilinmektedir!s. Ancak bu epithet Helios icin sik¢a kullanilmaz.
Helios Soter icin adanmis yazitlh ama herhangi bir betimlemesi bulunmayan iki sunak?®
Lydia’da ve Kilikia’da ele gec¢mistir. En ¢nemli kiilt merkezi Rhodos olan Helios'un
Anadolu’da, biri Karia kenti Kidrama’'da digeri Lykia kenti Arykanda’da olmak tizere iki
kiiciik tapmag: bilinmektedir?. Helios tasvirli sikkeler, sunaklar ve bu tanrmimn kutsal
alanlarini ve rahipligini yapmus sahislar1 belgeleyen epigrafik buluntular?, kiiltiin Anadolu’da
genis yayillimini gostermektedir. Helios’a ithaf edilen tapmak yapilarinin sayica ¢ok az olmasz,
Giines tanrisinin dogasma uygun olarak acik kutsal alanlarda tapmim gormiis olabilecegi ile
aciklanabilir?2. Az sayida rastlanmis olsa da “koruyucu, kurtarict” anlamlarmdaki soter
epithetinin Helios icin de kullanilmis olmasi, onun saglik ile iligkili yontine ithafen olabilir.
Dogas: geregi Helios/Giines hem bitkilerin olgunlasmasimi saglayic1 hem de insanlar igin
saglik kaynagidir. Arykanda’daki Helios kutsal alanindan Helios sunaklariyla birlikte saglik
tanrilar1 Asklepios ve Hygieia heykellerinin® de ele gecmis olmasi, bu anlamda dikkat gekici
gorilebilir.

Yan Cepheler: Hilal ve Rozet Motifleri

Sunagin sol cephesinde kabartma olarak islenmis, ucu yukariya dogru acik hilal yer
almaktadir. Hilalin altinda bes yaprag: saglam gerisi kirtk durumda olan kiictik bir rozet
kabartmas1 vardir. Hilalin sag st tarafinda, 6n cephedeki figlirin pelerinin ucu

15 Papias ismi Phrgia, Lykaonia, Kappadokia, Pisidia, Isauria ve Ionia gibi Anadolu'nun cesitli bolgelerinde yaygin
goriilmektedir, bk. Zgusta 1964, § 1199-5; LGPN VC s.v. I[Tamag.

16 Genetivus halde belgelendigi diger bir yazit icin bk. TAM V.2, 1022.

17 Yaygin gortilen bu ismin belgelendigi bolgeler icin bk. LGPN I, II, IIIA, IV ve VA-C s.v. IIpénov.

18 Jessen 1912, 74 s.v. Helios.

19 Lydia’dan Philadelphia yazit1 (MS 2.-3. ytizy1l) icin bk. TAM V.3, 1633: HAio | Zotijpt | Atédotot “Diodotos isimli
kisiler Helios Soter’e (adadi)”; Kilikia’dan Hierapolis-Kastabala yazit1 (ca. MS 200-250) i¢in bk. Sayar et al. 1989, 15 no.
6, abb. 7 (= SEG 39, 1502): ‘H\Aiw | Zotijpt “Helios Soter igin”.

20 Matern 2002, 19.

21 Epigrafik kaynaklar i¢in bk. Matern 2002, 16-18.

22 Matern 2002, 200.

2 Bayburtluoglu 2004, 137-138; Erten 2007, 199. Arykanda’da bulunan Helios tasvirli sikkeler icin bk. Tekinalp ve
Sancaktar 2024, 112, kat. 18-20.
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goriilmektedir (fig. 2). Hilal betiminin hemen altinda, ortasinda kiiciik bir cigek motifi
bulunan, muhtemelen U bi¢ciminde islenmis bir girlandin izleri gortilmektedir. Hilal betimi Ay
tanris1t Men'i ya da biiyiik olasilikla Ay tanricasi Selene’yi sembolize ediyor olmalidir. Bazi
epigrafik belgelerde Helios ile Selene, adak sunulan kiiltler ve mezarlarm koruyucu gticleri
olarak birlikte anilmaktadir?%. Baz1 betimlemelerde de Helios ile Selene birlikte goriilmektedir.
Lykia’da Oinoanda agorasi kalitilari arasinda yan yana bulunan iki bloktan birinde Helios,
digerinde ise Selene kabartmalar1 yer almaktadir?>. Arykanda’da bulunan yazitli bir adak
stelinde?e de Helios ve Selene ayakta durur vaziyette yan yana betimlenmistir. Elimizdeki
sunakta da Helios ile kiz kardesi Selene birlikte temsil edilmis olabilir. Ionia Bolgesi'nde ele
gecen kirik bir stel parcasinda sua demetli Helios biistii, buistiin saginda ise hilal betimi
gortilmektedir. Bu adak stelinde de Selene’nin hilal ile simgelestirildigi diistintilmektedir?’.

Sunagin sag cephesinde alt1 yaprakli rozet (?) motifi goriilmektedir (fig. 3). Alt kismu
kirik oldugundan rozetin ii¢ yaprag tahrip olmus durumdadir. Klasik Dénem’den itibaren
ozellikle Roma Doénemi'nde sunaklar tizerinde yogun olarak kullanilan rozet motifleri mezar
stellerinde, ostothek ve lahit kapaklarinda da sikca rastlanan bir stislemedir. Hristiyan
mezarlarinda da goriilen alt1 yaprakli rozetlerin, Erken Hristiyanlik Donemi'nde I(noodg)
X(potog) Isa Mesih'i  temsil eden monogramin modifikasyonu olabilecegi de
diistiniilmektedir2s.

Ozellikle mezar stellerinde yaygin goriilen alt:
yaprakli motifin bu sunakta da ilk bakista stislemeyi
tamamlayici bir 6ge gibi durdugu soylenebilir. Bunun
yanu sira rozet motifi, Helios ve hilal kabartmalariyla
birlikte dustintildiigiinde, Giines, Ay ve bitkinin dogal
varliklar olarak bir arada vurgulanmas: da s6z konusu
olabilir. Giines tanris1 Helios un tarimla iliskili yontine
isaret eden bazi sunaklar mevcuttur. Heliosun Zeus ile
birlikte yer aldigi, Phrygia’daki Laodikeia kentinde
bulunan bir sunagm? (fig. 8) sol cephesine cift basak Figtir 8: Zeus ve Helios

. . o - . (MAMA1, 4 no. 5)

kabartmasi islenmis olmasi, her iki tanrimn iiriinlerin

bereketi ve korunmasi gibi tarimla iliskili ortak yontinti gosteriyor olabilir. Pisidia kokenli
olup Yalva¢ Miizesi'nde korunan Helios ile Kybele biistlerinin yer aldig1 sunak3 (fig. 7a-b) da
bu anlamda onemlidir. Helios'un bereket tanricas1 Kybele ile birlikte ayni sunak tizerinde
tasvir edilmesi, her iki kiilttin tabiat ile iligkili ortak yoniine vurgu yapildigina isaret edebilir®!.
Kitahya Miizesi'nde korunan, Kybele veya Selene ile birlikte Helios biistiiniin yer aldig1 kiibik
bir sunagin yan ytizlerinden birinde kabartma olarak islenmis tiztim salkimi, digerinde ise bir
boga bas1 yer almaktadir. Bu sunak da Helios'un tarimla olan iliskisini gostermektedir32.

24 SEG 15, 448; Heberdey ve Kalinka 1896, 7-8, no. 20, 23, 52, no. 71; Naour 1980, no. 43; Keil ve Wilhelm 1915, 45-
47; Hicks 1891, 230-231, no. 10; Heberdey ve Wilhelm 1896, 60-61, no. 134.

% Coulton 1986, 76, pl. VIII b-c.

2% Tek ve Sancaktar 2020, 324, 338, fig. 31. Figiirlerin baslar1 kirtk ancak Selene’nin omuzlar arkasindaki hilal
kabartmasi acikca goriilmektedir. Figtirlerin altinda Helios ve Selene isimleri yazilidir.

27 Aring-Ozyilmaz 2024, 152, kat. no. 112.

28 Ramsay 1905, 27, 89-90; Rozet kabartmali sunaklar igin bk. Baldiran 2019a, 61-62, kat. no. 3-4, 71, kat. no. 12, 84,
kat. no. 24; Altun 2019, 823, foto. 1b.

2 MAMA 1, 5. Sunagin 6n cephesindeki Zeus biitiiniin sag eli sol omuzunda, diger eliyle de bir bugday basag: ve
tiztim salkimi tutmaktadir. Sag cephede, basinin tistiinde 151 tactyla Helios kabartmasi, sol cephede ise basak
kabartmasi yer almaktadir.

30 Robinson 1926, 44-45, fig. 66.

31 Erten 2007, 349-351.

32 Akytirek-Sahin 2004, 142-144, no. 5.
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Tarihleme ve Sonug

Sunak, Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi'nde yaygmlasan altar tiplerindendir. Helios
tasvirli eserlerin sayica en yogun goriildiigi donemler MO 4. ve MS 2.-3. yiizyillardir®.
Kaynarca kdytinde bulunan sunagimn tarihlendirilmesi icin, Helios bustiintin ikonografik
ozellikleri ve yazitin paleografisi onem arz etmektedir. Manto ve pelerin giyimli Helios
tasvirlerinin MS 2. ytizyilin 2. yarisindan itibaren yayginlasan bir tip oldugu belirtilmektedir34.
Karsilastirilabilecek en yakin drnek olarak Afyon Miizesi'nde korunan ve MS 2.-3. ytizyillara
tarihlenen, pelerin giyen Helios betimli mermer sunak® gosterilebilir (fig. 9). Afyon Miizesi
ornegi hem sunak tipi hem de ikonografik 6zellikleri bakimindan Kaynarca koytinde bulunan
sunakla oldukca benzerdir.

Sunak tizerindeki yazitin harf karakteri de (6zellikle
lunar sigma ve el yazis1 formundaki agik omega) bu tarihle
ortismektedir. Benzer yazim ozelligi gosteren, Kilikia'da
Hierapolis/Kastabala kentinde bulunan ve Helios Soter’e
adanmis olan sunak MS 3. yizyiin ilk yarisina
tarihlendirilmistir®. Lydia kenti Philadelpheia’da ele gecen
Helios Soter’e adanan diger sunak ise yazitin harf 6zelliklerine
gore (koseli sigma ve el yazis1 formunda acik omega) MS 2.-3.
ylizyila tarihlendirilmistir®”.

Sonug itibariyle, yazitta kullanilan harf karakteri ve
Helios buisttiniin ikonografik 6zelliklerinden hareketle sunagin
MS 2. yuzyillin ikinci yarisma veya MS 3. yiizyila L % e i
tarihlendirilmesi miimkiindiir. Helios'un elimizdeki yeni  Figtr?: HAfI)_’OH Mizesi ndeki
ta'sv1r1, é'zelhkle tar1hlen.1e agsmsian onem arz eden ikonografik (Ma tefnlzzgzrlﬁl‘ 76)
bir 6zellik olarak pelerin giymis olmasidir. Ayrica, yukarida
bahsi gecen, Helios Soter’e adanan iki sunagin yazitlariyla Kaynarca sunagmkinin paleografik
bakimdan benzerligi, Anadolu’daki Helios sunaklarimnin tarihlendirilmesine katk: sunabilecek
nitelige sahiptir. Son olarak, iyi bir iscilik drnegi sergileyen bu sunagin, buluntu yeri olan
Tyana teritoryumu igindeki Kaynarca kéytiniin Roma Imparatorluk Donemi'nde de iskan
edilmis olabilecegini dustindiiren buluntulara eklenen bir yenisi olarak deger tasidig:
soylenebilir.
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33 Matern 2002, 191.

34 Letta 1988, 624.

35 Matern 2002, 253, kat. no. B 59.

3 Ele gecen bir sikkeden hareketle, Helios kiilttintin Hierapolis’e imparator Elagabalus (MS 218-222) ile birlikte
girdigi diistintilmektedir, bk. Sayar et al. 1989, 15, no. 6, abb. 7 (= SEG 39, 1502).

37 TAM V.3, 1633.
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Oz

Kalkolitik Dénem, Anadolu arkeolojisinin az bilinen, tartismali
donemlerinden biridir. Bu doéneme iliskin verilerin sirli olmasi,
dénemin baslangic1 ve bitisinin yani sira alt evreleriyle birlikte buittinctil
bir zeminde anlasilabilmesini zorlastirmaktadir. Doénem ile ilgili
mimariye dair verilerin de dar oOlgekte tespit edilmis olmasi, 6zelde
yerlesimlerin karakterlerini genelde ise Kalkolitik Dénemi anlamamizi
zorlagtirmaktadir. Bu noktada karakteristik ozellikleriyle seramik
gruplari donemi tarihlendirme, tanimlayabilme ve karsilastirmada ilk
sirada gelmektedir. Makalenin konusunu olusturan oluk bezeme
tekniginde yapilmus siislemelere sahip kaplar, Batt Anadolu Bolgesi'nde
Erken ve Orta Kalkolitik Dénem’de goriilmekte olup, bunlar 6zel bir
grubu olusturmaktadir. S6z konusu dénem ve bélgede goriilen oluk
bezeme teknigi ile yapilmis kaplar kendine ozgii {islubuyla,
tarihlendirmede perdah bezemeli kaplar ve diger belirleyici unsurlarla
birlikte destekleyici materyaller arasinda yer almaktadir.

Makale kapsaminda, Cine-Tepecik Hoyiik yerlesiminde bulunan
oluk bezemeli seramik parcalar;; bezemenin kaplarin yiizeyine
uygulanis bigimleri ve motiflerine gore tipolojik bir smiflandirma
dahilinde sunulmakta, bu ornekler cagdas: yerlesimlerde goriilen
benzerleriyle karsilastirilarak, kronolojik agidan degerlendirilmektedir.
Tipolojik ayrim tablo tizerinde gosterilmis olup, karsilastirtlan benzer
seramik parcalart metin igerisinde kullanilan yayinlardan alinmustir.
Karsilastirma kapsaminda yakin ve uzak mesafe kiiltiir bolgelerindeki
benzer unsurlar bezeme teknigi, motif diizenlemesi ve kap formlari
cercevesinde ele alinmistir. Bu dogrultuda, doneme iliskin mevcutta var
olan veriler ve yeni elde edilen sonuglarla birlikte, yeni kronolojik
degerlendirmelere de yer verilmistir. Ana hatlariyla incelenen bu 6nemli
seramik grubunun, son kronolojik 6nerilerle degerlendirildiginde yogun
olarak Erken Kalkolitik Donem’de tiretilmis oldugu goriilmektedir.
Bununla birlikte bu gelenek Orta Kalkolitik’'te de kullanilmaya devam
etmistir. Yukarida kisaca 6zetlenen kapsamda bu galisma, daha 6nce
yayimn {retilmemis olan Kalkolitik Donem’de oluk bezeme {izerine
detayl: bir calisma sunmay1 hedeflemektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kalkolitik Dénem, Bati Anadolu, Oluk Bezeme,
Cine-Tepecik Hoytik, Bezeme Teknikleri.
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Abstract

The Chalcolithic Period represents one of the lesser-known and most
debated phases of Anatolian archaeology. The fact that architectural
evidence pertaining to the period has been documented only on a
limited scale impedes our understanding of settlement character in
particular and of the Chalcolithic Period in general. The scarcity of
architectural evidence identified on a broader scale, and the fact that the
characteristics of settlements remain indistinct, further complicate our
understanding of the period. At this point, ceramic assemblages, with
their characteristic features, take precedence in the processes of dating,
identification, and comparative evaluation. The subject of this article is
groove-decorated vessels produced by incision techniques, which
constitute a distinctive group within Western Anatolia during the Early
and Middle Chalcolithic Period. These vessels, characterized by their
specific decorative practices, form a particular category, and, together
with burnished vessels bearing incised ornamentation and other
defining features, occupy an important place among the supporting
materials employed in chronological assessments.

Within the scope of the article, the incised decorated pottery
fragments from the Cine-Tepecik Mound are presented within a
typological classification based on the forms and motifs of the
decoration applied to the surface of the vessels, and these examples are
compared with similar ones seen in contemporary settlements and
evaluated chronologically. The typological differentiation is presented
in a table, and the comparable ceramic fragments were taken from
publications cited within the text. Within the comparison, similar
elements from both nearby and distant cultural regions are considered
in respect of decoration technique, motif arrangement, and vessel forms.
Accordingly, alongside the existing data pertaining to the period, and
the newly obtained results, new chronological evaluations have also
been included. A preliminary examination of this significant ceramic
group, when assessed in light of the most recent chronological
proposals, indicates that it was predominantly produced during the
Early Chalcolithic period. Nevertheless, this tradition continued into the
Middle Chalcolithic Period. Within the framework briefly summarized
above, this study aims to present a detailed examination of incised
decoration in the Chalcolithic Period, a subject on which no prior
publication has been produced.

Keywords: Chalcolithic Period, Western Anatolia, Groove Decoration,
Cine-Tepecik Mound, Decorative Techniques.
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Giris

Cine-Tepecik Hoytik'te Erken/Orta Kalkolitik Dénem’e tarihlendirilen IV. tabaka
yerlesimi, Cine Cay1 ile beslenen bereketli bir ovada, tarim ve hayvancilikla 6n plana ¢ikan bir
yerlesim karakteri gostermektedir. Her yerlesimde oldugu gibi Cine-Tepecik Hoyiik
Kalkolitik Donem yerlesimi de bulundugu cografyanin sartlarina gore sekillenmis, hakkinda
¢ok az bilineni olan bu donemi anlamamizda 6nemli ipuglar1 vermistir. Yerlesimin bu kultiir
tabakasinda agiga ¢ikan tarim tirtinlerini depolamak icin kullanilan silolar ile 6gtitme taslari,
tarmmsal faaliyetlerin izlerini gosterirken, ele gecen kaplar da giindelik hayatta kullanilan
belirgin formlar1 sunmaktadir. Bunlarin yani sira tarim ve hayvancilikta farkli amaglara
yonelik kullanilan obsidyen ve ¢akmaktasmndan yapilmis ¢ok sayida alet, tas endiistrisi
hakkinda da énemli veriler sunmaktadir!. Tas aletler tizerinde yapilan ¢alismalar, obsidyen
hammaddesinin Melos ve Giali'den elde edildigini gostermistir2. Seramik repertuvarimda
gortilen bezeme teknigi ve motiflerin yani sira mermerden yapilmis konik kaplar da cevre
kiilttir bolgeleriyle yakin benzerlik icinde olup, tarihlendirmede énemli unsurlar arasinda yer
almaktadir.

Cine-Tepecik Hoytik IV. tabakaya ait kalintilar, iki farkli alanda tespit edilmistir.
Bunlardan ilki hoytigiin batisinda yer alan, oluk bezemeli seramik parcalarinin tamamimnin ele
gectigi I-11 agmasidir. Bu alanda yan yana, iki yuvarlak bicimli silo aciga ¢ikarilmistirs. Bunun
disinda belirgin bir plan vermeyen duvar kalintilarmin bulundugu kontekst, yogun yanik
toprak icermektedir. Bu alandan Erken/Orta Kalkolitik Dénem’e tarihlendirilen bezemeli kap
parcalar1 yogun miktarda ele ge¢gmistir. Bunun yani sira bezeme tekniklerinin cesitliligi ve bir
arada bulunmalar: da dikkat ¢ekicidir4. Bezemeli kap parcalarmin disinda ayni alanda boynuz
kulplar ve diiz diplerin altinda hasir izlerinin yer aldig1 parcalar, déonemin karakteristik
ozellikleri olup, bunlar Bat1 Anadolu, Yunanistan anakarasi ve Ege Adalari’'nda yer alan bircok
cagdas donem yerlesimlerden bilinmektedirS. Ozellikle perdah bezemeli parcalar Samos-
Tigani II, Emporio IX, Besiktepe ve Kumtepe IA 6rnekleriyle yakin benzerlik icindedirs.

Kalkolitik Dénem’e ait 6nemli bir kontekstin tespit edildigi ikinci alan, gtiney kesimde
yer alan N-10-14 ve O-13 agmalaridir. Bu alanda kerpig taban ile birlikte, in-situ kap parcalar
da acgiga cikarilmistir. Bu kap parcalar1 arasinda boynuz kulplu, perdah bezemeli bir ¢omlek
yer almaktadir ve bu kap, doneme ait tamami korunmus 6nemli drneklerden biridir’. Bu
kesimde de zengin bezeme ve motif gesitliligi gosteren seramik drnekleri ele gecmis olmakla
birlikte oluk bezemeli kap parcalar1 tespit edilmemistir. Her iki alandan ele gecen seramik ve
kiictik buluntular, tarihlendirmede énemli kriterler olmalarimin yani sira cevre kiiltiir bolgeleri
ile karsilastirlldiginda da bolgeler aras1 baglantilar: gostermektedir®. Dolayisiyla Cine-Tepecik
Hoytik, bolgede az bilinen Kalkolitik Dénem’in anlasilmasinda kilit merkezlerden biridir.

Bat1 Anadolu Bolgesi Kalkolitik Dénem Kronolojisi

Diger donemlerle kiyaslandiginda Kalkolitik Donem ile ilgili bilgilerimiz oldukca
smirlidir ve bunun getirisi olarak tartismali donemlerden biridir. Bolgede doneme iliskin kazi
calismalarmm sirli olmasi, ayrica gergeklestirilen kazi1 ¢alismalarinin birgogunun kisith
alanlarda yapilabilmesi bu soruna yol acan baslica etkenler arasindadir. Dolayisiyla dénemin

1 Giinel 2022, 382.

2 Giinel ve Kiyak 2022, 228.

3 Giinel 2007, 234, ciz. 3.

4 Giinel 2007, 234-235, ¢iz. 1-2.

5 Giinel 2007, 235.

6 Giinel 2006, 21, res. 1.

7 Giinel 2008, 78, res. 6-7; Cayr-Boyiikulusoy 2010, lev. 43.
8 Giinel 2008, 78, res. 9.1.
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baslangici, gelisim stireci ve sona ermesi ile ilgili bilgilerimiz de ayni dogrultuda eksik
kalmaktadir. Bu durum, kronoloji baglaminda donemi tiim yonleriyle anlamamizi
zorlagtirmaktadir. Bununla birlikte son yillarda yeni kazi ve arastirmalarin sayisiin az da olsa
¢ogalmasi, bu doneme dair bilgilerimizin biraz daha artmasimna olanak saglamis, kronoloji
tartismalarma aciklik getirecek imkanlar vermeye baslamustir. Diger taraftan bir diger sorun,
cevre kiiltiir bolgeleriyle karsilastirmada, farkli {tilkelerin farkli kronolojik terminolojiyi
kullanmasidir. Yunanistan ve Balkan prehistoryasinda Kalkolitik terimi kullanilmamaktadir.
Yunanistan’da bu siire¢ “Ge¢ Neolitik” ve “Son Neolitik” olarak tanimlanirken, Balkan
prehistoryasinda Kalkolitik Donem, Neolitik Donem’in devami olarak goriilmekte ve
“Eneolitik” olarak tanimlanmaktadir.

Genis bir cografyaya sahip olan Anadolu’da genel kronolojik terminolojiyi keskin
smirlarla belirleyebilmek zordur. Neolitik Donem ve hatta oncesinden itibaren cografi
kosullar da g6z ontinde bulundurularak, her bolgenin kendine 6zgii bir gelisim stirecine sahip
oldugu unutulmamalidir. Dolayisiyla prehistorik yasam bigimlerinin ortaya ¢ikmasinda her
bir kiilttir bolgesi kendi bulundugu cografyada farkl: tarihlerde baslamis ve gelisim stirecini
tamamlayabilmistir.

Bati Anadolu Bolgesi kronolojisinin temelini 1990°11 yillara kadar basta Troya ve
cevresinde yer alan Kumtepe ve Besik-Sivritepe yerlesimlerinden gelen veriler olusturmustur.
Bu noktada Besik-Sivritepe ve Kumtepe yerlesimleri genel bir cercevede Troya oncesi olarak
tanimlanmustir. Kalkolitik Donem’e tarihlendirilen Kumtepe IA tabakasi, baz1 arastirmacilar
tarafindan Orta Kalkolitik olarak tamimlanirken diger arastirmacilar Geg Kalkolitik olarak
degerlendirmistir®. 1960’1 yillarda ve sonraki stirecte gerceklestirilen ytizey arastirmalar: ve
1995 yilinda baslayan basta Ulucak Hoyiik ve sonrasinda diger yerlesim alanlarmndaki
kazilardan elde edilen yeni veriler, yeni tarihlendirme onerilerini ve degerlendirmeleri de
beraberinde getirmistirl.

Anadolu genelinde 1990'l1 yillarin dncesinde MO 6000, I¢ Anadolu ve Dogu Anadolu
Bolgesi'nde 6nemli kirilma noktasmin yasandig1 bir zaman dilimi olarak kabul gormiis ve
Neolitik Donem’den Kalkolitik Donem’e gegis olarak degerlendirilmistir. Sonrasinda yeni
yerlesim alanlarindaki kazi calismalarindan elde edilen verilerle bu tanimlamadan
vazgecilerek yeni degerlendirmelere gidilmistir. Bat1 Anadolu Bolgesi icin s6z konusu tarihte
keskin bir kirilmadan c¢ok, kiiltirel bir degisim ve belirli bir stirecte bu degisimin
stirekliliginden s6z etmek miimkiindiir. Arkeolojik veriler, Bat1 Anadolu Bolgesi'nde Erken
Kalkolik Dénem’e denk gelen MO 5650-5500 tarihlerinde tiim olgulariyla kiiltiirel bir degisime
isaret etmektedir. Hemen 6ncesinde ise C14 tarihleri alinan yerlesimlere gore, MO 5800-5700
araliginda, Bat1 Anadolu’da baz1 yerlesimlerin terk edildigi ve kisa bir stire iskan gormedigi
belirlenmistir!?.

Giintimuzde de kazi calismalari devam eden iki yerlesim alanindan, bu stirece yonelik
soru isaretlerine agiklik getirecek sonugclar elde edilmistir. Ulucak Hoytik Ge¢ Neolitik Dénem
IV. tabakasi ile Erken Kalkolitik Donem III. tabakas: arasinda kisa stireli bir yerlesim boslugu
belirlenmistir'2. Ancak Gokceada-Ugurlu yerlesiminde IV. kiilttir katinda, Neolitik Dénem: ile
II. kiilttir kat1 Kalkolitik Donem arasinda bir bosluk olmadigy, kesintisiz devam eden stiregte,
biitiin yonleriyle kiiltiirel bir doniistim yagsandig: tespit edilmistir'®. Izmir’de yer alan Ulucak
Hoytik ve Gokgeada’da bulunan Ugurlu yerlesimleri, s6z konusu kritik zaman dilimi igin

9 Sahoglu ve Tuncel 2014, 65.
10 Erdogu ve Cevik 2015, 31.
11 Erdogu ve Cevik 2015, 36.
12 Erdogu ve Cevik 2020, 54.
13 Erdogu ve Cevik 2020, 54.
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farkli sonuglar vermektedir. Bu konuya aciklik getirebilmek ve bolgesel bir degerlendirme
yapabilmek i¢in hi¢ stiphesiz kesintisiz stratigrafi veren yerlesimlerde genis kapsaml kazi
calismalarma ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir. Yakin gelecekte Bati Anadolu Bolgesi'nin farkh
kesimlerinde baslatilan calismalarin konuya aciklik getirecek sonuglar getirmesi {imit
edilmektedir.

Kronoloji konusunda son yillarda Bati Anadolu Bolgesi Kalkolitik Donemi’ni
anlayabilmek adina bir TUBITAK projesi gerceklestirilmistir. Bu proje kapsaminda Ugurluy,
Ulucak, Liman Tepe, Yesilova, Gilpmnar, Besik-Sivritepe ve Kumtepe verileri yeniden
degerlendirilmis ve yayin yapilmistir’4. Bu calisma sonucunda, son iki yerlesim disinda diger
merkezlerden alinan C14 sonuglarma gore yeni kronoloji onerileri sunulmustur’>. Bu yeni
degerlendirme sonucunda hazirlanan kronolojik tabloya gore 6nerilen tarih araliklary; Erken
Kalkolitik 1 MO 5600/ 5500-5300, Erken Kalkolitik 2 MO 5300-4900, Orta Kalkolitik 1 MO 4900-
4500, Orta Kalkolitik 2 MO 4500-4200 ve Gec Kalkolitik 1-3 MO 4200-3000 olarak verilmektedir.
Gortldtigi gibi bu siniflandirmaya gore Erken, Orta ve Geg Kalkolitik donemler kendi icinde
de evrelere ayrilmaktadir. Kalkolitik Dénem arastirmalar1 az oldugu gibi yaymlar da bu
dogrultuda ¢ok fazla degildir. Bu nedenle konuya yonelik bdyle bir calisma yapilmasi oldukca
onemlidir. Bununla birlikte son yillarda farkli bolgelerde magara kazilarmin baslatilmis
olmasi, déneme iligkin farkli boyutlar sunmasmin yani sira kronolojik degerlendirmelere de
onemli katkilar saglayacaktirte.

Erken ve Orta Kalkolitik Donem ayrimini net bir sekilde belirleyebilmek gti¢ olsa da
Kuzeybati Anadolu Bolgesi ve Izmir cevresinde yer alan yerlesimlerde bu ayrima dair izleri
takip edebilmek miimkuindiir. Arkeolojik veriler, Orta Kalkolitik Donem’in Erken Kalkolitik
Donem’den farkli olmayip, ortak 6zelliklerin daha yogun ve belirgin gortildtigii bir donem
oldugunu gostermektedir!”.

Kalkolitik Dénem ile ilgili verilerin buiytik cogunlugu seramiklere dayanmaktadir.
Kazis1 yapilan yerlesimlerden alinan C14 tarihlemeleri ile basta seramik gruplar1 olmak tizere,
karakteristik ozellikler gosteren buluntulardan bu déneme iliskin ¢ikarimlarda bulunmak
miimkindir. Bununla birlikte seramik gruplarmin degisim ve gelisimi de izlenebilmektedir.
Boylelikle donemin erken, orta ve gec olmak tiizere tabakalara ayrilabilen uzun bir stireci
kapsadig1 anlagilmaktadir. Seramik bezeme teknigi ve tislubu da bu ayrimin yapilabilmesinde
baslica etkenlerden biridir.

Bati Anadolu Bolgesi seramik gelisiminin degerlendirilmesinde bezemeli seramik
gruplar1 oldukca onemlidir. Kendine 6zgii teknik, motif tislubu ve kap tipleriyle bezemeli
seramik gruplari, stratigrafik olarak dogru zaman araliklarmna yerlestirilmesinde baslica
unsurlardan biridir. Ayrica bezemeli seramik gruplari, farkli kiltiir bolgeleri arasindaki
etkilesim ve baglantilar1 da gostermektedir.

Bati Anadolu Bolgesi'nde Erken ve Orta Kalkolitik Donem’e tarihlenen seramik
gruplar1 {izerinde diger tekniklerle beraber en yogun goriilen bezeme teknikleri arasinda
perdah, oluk, kazima, ¢izi ve beyaz boya bezeme yer almaktadir. S6z konusu bezeme
tekniklerinin uygulandig1 kaplar, farkli bolgelerde karsimiza ¢ikmakta ve benzerlikleriyle
bolgeler arasi karsilastirma ve kronolojik gelisimi takip edebilme imkan1 vermektedir.

14 Erdogu ve Cevik 2020, 47.

15 Erdogu ve Cevik 2020, 47.

16 Son dénem magara kazilari arasinda; Karadeniz Bolgesi'nde Inonii Magarasi, Kuzey Ege’de Inbogazi-Andik
Magarasi ve Mugla-Antalya arasinda Tavabasi ve Girmeler Magaralari sayilabilir.

17 Erdogu ve Cevik 2015, 37-38.
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Seramik kaplarin yiizeyini cesitli tekniklerle siisleme anlayisi, Neolitik Donem’in
baslarindan itibaren goriilmektedir. Bu durum tarihsel siirecte estetik alginin gelisiminin
izlenebilmesi acisindan da 6nem arz etmektedir. Kalkolitik Dénem’de seramik gruplari, Geg
Neolitik Donem’den kap formlari, hamur yapisi, rengi ve bezeme anlayis: ile belirgin bir
farkliik gostermektedir. Kaplarin yiizeyine uygulanan bezeme geleneginin, Kalkolitik
Donem’in erken safhalarindan itibaren baslayarak gelistigini ve Geg Kalkolitik Dénem’in
sonuna dogru farklilastigini séylemek miimkiindiir. Uzun bir siirece yayilan gelisim ve
degisim; i¢ dinamikler, dis etkenler, go¢ olgusu ya da yerlesimlerin kendi gelisim siirecine
komsu bolgelerden eklenen bazi uygulamalarin benimsenmesi ile aciklanabilir.

Bati Anadolu Bolgesi Kalkolitik Donemi’'nde belirleyici unsurlardan biri olan oluk
bezeme teknigi, Erken ve Orta Kalkolitik Dénem’de bolgede, kendine 6zgii bezeme teknigi ve
motiflerin uygulanis bigimi gibi tislup 6zellikleriyle dikkati cekmektedir. Bu bezeme teknigi
ozellikle perdah bezemenin de yogun olarak gorildiagt kiltiir katmanlarinda ele
gecmektedir. Her iki bezeme teknigi de yerlesimlerde mimarisi cok fazla bilinmeyen, Bati
Anadolu Erken ve Orta Kalkolitik Dénemi'nin tarihlendirilmesinde baslica unsurlar arasinda
yer almaktadir.

Oluk Bezeme Teknigi, Motifler ve Yayilim Alan1

Oluk bezemede dikey ya da egimli hatlar, kap nemini kaybetmeden ucu kiit bir aletle
yapilmaktadir. Bu bezeme tiirti hemen her donemde ve farkli bolgelerde goriilen bir
tekniktir’®. Ancak ¢ogu zaman derin oluklar seklinde olusturulan bu bezeme anlayisi, Bati
Anadolu Bolgesi Kalkolitik Donemi'nde ¢ok daha ytizeyseldir. Negatif bir bezeme yontemi
olarak da tanimlanabilecek bu teknikte, muhtemelen kemik ya da tastan bir seramik kalemiyle
hafifce bastirilarak olusturulan hatlar ya da cizgiler ytizeyde “U” kesitli ¢cok derin olmayan,
s1g ya da ytizeysel oyuklar olusturmaktadir’®. Oluk bezeme, genellikle agik kaplarda ic ytizeye
uygulandiginda derinligi biraz daha fazlayken, dis yiizeydeki orneklerde c¢ok daha
ylizeyseldir. Bu bezeme, ¢anak formundaki agik kaplarin, ice kalinlastirilmis agiz kenarlar
boyunca yapilabildigi gibi, govdenin i¢ kismina da uygulanmaktadir. Comlek gibi kapali
kaplarda ise dis ytlizeyde govde boyunca goriilmektedir. Bu bezeme teknigi Cine-Tepecik
Hoytik'te perdah bezemeden sonra en sik karsilasilan bezeme teknigidir ve seramik
parcalarimin bazilarinda, 6zellikle ¢canaklarin i¢ ytizeylerinde, oluk bezeme ile birlikte perdah
bezeme tekniginin ayn1 kapta bir arada uygulandig1 érnekler de mevcuttur.

Cine-Tepecik Hoytik'te bulunan oluk bezemeli parcalarin malzeme ve teknik
ozellikleri incelendiginde; bezemelerin ince, orta ve kaba nitelikli kaplara uygulandig:
gortilmektedir. Ince nitelikli seramik grubunda ytizey ve hamur siyah, gri ve kahverenginin
degisen tonlarindadir. Hamur iyi pismis, siki ve az gozenekli bir yapidadir. En ¢ok kullanilan
katki maddeleri arasinda mika yer almaktadir. Altin ya da giimiis renginde olabilen mika
zerrecikleri, hem ytizey hem de hamurda yogun bir sekilde gozlenmektedir. Mika disinda
ikinci yogun katki maddesini kum olusturmaktadir. Daha az ve seyrek miktarda tas, kalker ve
kuvars tanecikleri de katki maddesi olarak kullanilmistir.

Oluk bezeme tekniginin uygulandig1 orta nitelikli seramik grubunda ise kahverengi,
grinin tonlar1 ve siyah renkler goriilmektedir. Hamur siki ve az gozenekli bir yapiya sahip
olup iyi pisirilmistir. Bu grupta en sik karsimiza ¢ikan katki maddeleri kum, mika, tas, kuvars
ve samandir.

18 ngilizce ve Almanca yayinlarda terminolojik olarak groove, rippling, fluted, channel, kanellierung, cannelure gibi
farkl isimlerle tanimlanmaktadir.

19 Okse 1999, 31, lev. 7e.

20 Caywr-Boytikulusoy 2010, 117; Cayir-Boytikulusoy 2014, 83.
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Kaba nitelikli seramik grubunda ytizey ve hamur renkleri, diger seramik gruplarinda
oldugu gibi siyah, gri ve kahverengi tonlarindadir. Orta dereceli 1s1da pisirilmis olan bu grupta
katki maddeleri arasinda mika ve tas oldukca yogun miktardadir. Mika, altin ve giimiis
renginde olup hem yiizey hem de hamurda ince zerrecikler ve parcalar halinde yogun bir
sekilde goriilmektedir. Mika disinda kum, kalker ve bitkisel katki maddeleri de kullanilmistir.

[ 39000
N 2

d
Figiir 1: Cine-Tepecik Hoyiik; a-d Tip Ala, d Tip Gla oluk bezemeli agiz kenar1 parcalar:

I¢ Yiizeyde Yer Alan Oluk Bezemeli Ornekler

Kronolojik degerlendirmede hem form hem de bezeme anlayis1 olarak ice
kalinlastirilmis ¢anaklar onemlidir. Cagdas yerlesimlerin hemen hepsinde gortilen bu kap
formunda disa cekik, ice kalinlastirilmis agiz kenar1 boyunca kisa, birbirine parallel oluk
motifleri yerlestirilmistir. Bu grupta yer alan Cine-Tepecik Hoytik drnekleri Tip A kodu ile
smiflandirilmistir. Oluk hatlarmin dikey, egimli ve sevron biciminde diizenlenmesine gore
kendi icinde de iki alt tipe ayrilan iki grup bulunmaktadir? (fig. 12). Tip Ala’da? birbirine
paralel oluk dizisi dikey olarak yerlestirilmistir (fig. 1a-d; 10a). Bu motif tipi ve uygulanis
biciminde benzer ¢rneklere Cine-Tepecik Hoytik disinda Anadolu’da Ege Giibre 2. tabaka?
ve Ulucak Hoytik IlIb tabakasinda?* rastlanmustir (fig. 12).

21 Cine-Tepecik Hoytik'ten ele gecen kap parcalar iizerinde goriilen motif diizenlemesine gore tipolojik ayrima
gidilmis, bu motiflerin Anadolu ve Balkanlar'da goriilen benzerleri ile karsilastirma yapilmustir. Tipoloji
tablolarinda yer alan ¢izim ve gorseller metin icerisinde kullanilan yayinlardan alinmustir.

2 Motif tipleri, bezemelerin ytizeyde uygulandig: ytizeye gore kodlanmustir. Tip A; agiz, Tip G; govde ve Tip D;
dis yiizeyi ifade etmektedir.

2 Caymaz 2013, ¢iz. 8. 5-9.

2 Cilingiroglu et al. 2004, fig. 20. 11; Caymaz 2013, ¢iz. 1. 19; 3. 24-27; 5.10; 6. 13-14, 19-20, 19, 22.
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Tip Alb’de (fig. 2a-d; 3a-d; 4a-c) oluk dizileri egimli bir sekilde yerlestirilmistir ve
ip/halat o6rguisii gortintimii vermektedir. Bu tip ile birlikte Tip Ala, Cine-Tepecik Hoytik'te
bircok agiz kenar1 parcasi tizerinde goriilmektedir. Tip Alb Cine-Tepecik Hoytik disinda
Anadolu’da Mentese Hoytik 1%, Ege Giibre?, Ulucak Hoytik I1Ib7, Asag1 Pinar?s, Ilipmar V%,
Yarimburgaz Magarast 0. tabakada®, Kaymak Tepesi® ve Inbogazi-Andik Magarasi
Erken/Orta Kalkolitik tabakasinda® gortilmektedir (fig. 12). Bu tip motif diizenlemesinin
Anadolu disinda en yogun goriildtigti bolge Balkanlar'dir ve pek ¢ok merkezde bu tip
bezemeli kaplar tespit edilmistir. Bu yerlesimler arasinda; Karanovo III ve III-IV3, Vinga A-B
evrelerine tarihlendirilen tabakalarda®, Ezero%5, Supska3, Damyanitsa 1%, Balgaréevo III%,
Eneolitik yerlesimi olan Kolarovo®, Karanovo Illa evresine tarihlendirilen Veselinovo#,
Karanovo IIIb evresine tarihlendirilen Drama-Gerena B#!, Sanandrei#2, Temes Kubin43,
Borias*, Hodoni*>, Gomolava*, Kazanlak Orta Neolitik Dénem?* ve Anzabegova IV.
tabakada® yer almaktadir®. Yunanistan'min Makedonya kesimindeki yerlesimlerde ise
Paradimi®, Sitagroi®!, ve Romanya’da Banat Bolgesi'ndeki®? yerlesimler sayilabilir.

Cine-Tepecik Hoytik'te li¢ parca tizerinde tespit edilen Tip A2 motifi, sevron/balik
kilgig1 bicimindedir (fig. 12) ve bunlar1 kendi icinde iki alt tipe ayirmak miimkiindiir; Tip
A2a’da oluklar daha inceyken (fig. 5a-b; 10c-d), Tip A2b’de daha genistir (fig. 5c). Nadir
goriilen balik kilgig1 motifinin agiz kenari tizerinde yapildig1 6rneklere baska bir merkezde
rastlanmamustir. Ancak cagdas bircok yerlesimde kaplarin dis ytizeyinde, govdeleri boyunca
bu motif diizenlemesi goriilebilmektedir.

Yukarida goriildiigii gibi ice kalnlastirilmis agiz kenarli canaklarda diizenli sira
halindeki motif diizenlemesinin benzerlerine Bati1 Anadolu Bolgesi, Marmara Bolgesi, Ege
Adalar1 ve Balkanlar’'da, kazis1 yapilmis bircok cagdas yerlesimde ve ytiizey arastirmalarinda
rastlamak mumkiindiir.

% Roodenberg 1999, 25, fig. 10. 3, 4.

26 Caymaz 2013, 97, ciz. 8: 3, 5-6.

27 Caymaz 2013, 93, ciz. 3: 25; ¢iz.6: 14, 19.

2 Parzinger ve Schwarzberg 2005, 70-71, taf. 19. 3; taf. 20. 12; taf. 33. 6; taf. 51. 1, 5; taf. 71. 9; taf. 96. 2, 3; taf. 104. 10,
12; taf. 133. 1.

2 Roodenberg 1990, 91, pl. 2.1: 2.

30 Ozdogan 2013, 221, fig. 36.

31 Kokten 1949, 816, res. 10. 3-4.

32 Yalgikl1 2024, 322, res. 7.

33 Nikolov 2002, taf. III. 3. 1-5, 10; taf. III. 4. 5-7, 9; taf. III. 5. 3-4, 7, 8, 11; taf. III. 6. 2, 7; taf. 1II. 7. 3, 5, 12; taf. III. 8: 11;
taf. III. 9: 6-8, 10; taf. III. 10: 2, 5, 7, 9, 10; taf. III. 11. 12; Schier 2000, 354, abb. 1. 1-25.
34 Schier 2000, abb. 3. 12-20.

35 Nikolov 2010, 100, abb. 2. 2-6; abb. 5. 4, 6; abb. 8. 1-6.

36 Schier 2000, abb. 4. 11-17; Schier 2012, 357, abb. 4. 14-17.

37 Pernitcheva 1990, 101, fig. 7. 217.

3 Pernitcheva 1990, 100, fig. 9. 300-301.

3 Pernitcheva 1990, 101, fig. 13; 459.

40 Lichardus ve Iliev 2000, 95, abb. 4. 5-6.

41 Lichardus ve Iliev 2000, 99, abb. 8.3.

42 Schier 2000, 358, abb. 5.6.

43 Schier 2000, 358, abb. 5.7.

44 Schier 2000, 358, abb. 5.8.

45 Schier 2000, 358, abb. 5.9.

46 Schier 2000, 358, abb. 5.10.

47 Karastoyanova 2004, 112, fig. 3. 2-3.

48 Gimbutas 1974, 57, fig. 26b.

49 Tabloda segilmis yerlesimlerden karsilastirma 6rnekleri alinmistir.

50 Schier 2000, abb. 4. 1-4; Schier 2012, 357, abb. 4. 2-4.

51 Schier 2000, abb. 4. 5, 7, 9-10; Schier 2012, 357, abb. 4. 5, 7-13.

52 Schier 2000, abb.5. 1-5; Schier 2012, 358, abb. 5. 1-5.
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Figiir 2: Cine-Tepecik Hoytik; Tip Alb oluk bezemeli ag1z kenar1 parcalar:

d
Figiir 3: Cine-Tepecik Hoytik; a-d Tip Alb, Tip G1b oluk bezemeli ag1z kenar1 parcalar1
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Figtir 5: Cine-Tepecik Hoytik; a-b: Tip A2a, c: Tip A2b oluk bezemeli ag1z kenar1 parcalar
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Figiir 6: Cine-Tepecik Hoyiik; a-c: Tip G1b; d-g: Tip Glc oluk bezemeli parcalar
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Cine-Tepecik Hoytik’te yogun olarak karsimiza ¢ikan Tip A motif diizenlemesinin yer
aldigr iki ag1z kenar1 ve bir gévde parcasinda oluk bezeme ile birlikte perdah bezeme bir arada
kullanilmistir®. Agiz kenari parcasma ait ilk ornekte, i¢ ytizeyde oluk bezemeli ice
kalinlastirilmis agiz kenarinin hemen altinda, perdah bezeme tekniginde yatay bir bant ve
egimli bir sekilde baglanan ikinci bir bant bulunmaktadir3 (fig. 1b). Ikinci ornekte, yine ice
kalinlastirilmis ag1z kenarmnin {izerindeki oluk bezemenin ytiizeyi kalin bir bant seklinde
perdahlanmustir® (fig. 1c). Govde parcas: {izerinde ise dikey olarak diizenlenmis sevron
motifinin her iki kenar1 muhtemelen kalin bir bant diizenlemesinde olup, parlak perdahlidir
(fig. 8a).

Acik kaplar olan canak ya da kaselerde agiz kenarinda dizi halinde uzanan ve
kalinliklar1 degiskenlik gosteren, oluk bezemeli motifler disinda, govde i¢ ylizeyinde de bu
bezeme tekniginde yapilmis siislemeler vardir. Cine-Tepecik Hoytik'te oluk bezeme
tekniginde en yogun goriilen motif diizenlemesi olan bu tipteki kap parcalariin bazilarinda
ag1z kenar1 tizerinde oluk bezeme goriiliirken, bazilarinda bulunmamaktadir. Tip G olarak
kodlanan bu grupta, i¢ ytizeye islenmis motif bigcimlerinde cesitlilik goze carpmaktadir ve
kendi icinde de varyasyonlara ayrilan bes tip ayirt edilebilmektedir (fig. 13). Tip G1; ige
kalinlastirilmis ag1z kenarli canaklarda, agiz kenarinin hemen altindan baslayarak dibe dogru
uzanan dikey ya da egimli, birbirine paralel cizgi gruplarindan olusmaktadir ve muhtemelen
bu bezeme kabin i¢ kisminda tiim ytizeye uygulanmistir. Tip Gla'da 4’1t ya da daha fazla
cizgi gruplari birbirine paralel ve dikey bir sekilde yerlestirilmistir (fig. 1d). Tip Gla belirgin
olarak bir parca tizerinde goriilmektedir ve benzerleri Anadolu’da Asag1 Pinar 2/3, 3, 3/4 ve
5. evrelerinde%, Ulucak III. tabakada®’, Ege Giibre 2'de* ve Kaymaktepe’de tespit edilmistir.
Anadolu disinda ise Balkanlar’da Borias® ve Anzabegova IV¢! bilinmektedir.

Tip G1b’de oluk dizileri, hafif veya daha egimli bir sekilde diizenlenmistir (fig. 3a-d;
6a-c; 10b, e). Bu tipte oluk dizileri ikili ya da daha fazla olabilmektedir. Tip G1b'nin benzerleri
az sayida merkezde belirlenmistir. Bu merkezler arasinda Kaymaktepe®? ve Ulucak III.
tabaka,® Balkanlar’da ise Supska®* bulunmaktadir.

Tip Glc'de ise verev, tek bant hattina dogru ters yonde siralanmus oluk dizisi
gortilmektedir (fig. 6d-g; 7a-b; 8g; 11 a-b). Tip Glc grubuna giren parcalardan bir tanesi teknik
uygulamalar hakkinda fikir vermektedir (fig. 6f; 11a). Parcanin tist kisim cidarinda oldukca
diizgiin asinma izleri ve ayn1 yonde ince cizgiler dikkat cekmektedir ve parcanin her iki kenar1
da asinmadan dolay1 yuvarlak bir gortintim almistir. Bu 6zellik perdah bezemeli parcalarda
da gortilmektedir ve perdahlama isleminde seramik parcalarmin da kullanildigina dair gtizel
bir ornektir>. Tip Glc kategorisinde yer alan motif biciminin benzerleri ¢ok fazla
bulunmamakla birlikte Arnavutluk-Katundas® yerlesimi Kalkolitik Dénem tabakasmndaki
ornekle karsilastirilabilir.

58 Caywr-Boyiikulusoy 2010, 112, lev. 33e, 56c¢.

54 Cayir-Boytiikulusoy 2010, lev. 33e.

5 Cayir-Boytikulusoy 2010, 56c.

5% Parzinger ve Schwarzberg 2005, taf. 32. 7; taf. 46. 6-7; taf. 47. 1-2, 6; taf. 71.7; taf. 105.1.

57 Caymaz 2013, ¢giz. 1: 20; ¢iz. 3: 27; ¢iz. 6: 4, 13, 14, 22.

% Caymaz 2013, ¢iz. 8.9.

59 Kokten 1949, 815-816, res. 10.

60 Schier 2000, 351, abb. 5.7.

61 Gimbutas 1974, 57, fig. 26.b.

62 Kokten 1949, 815-816, res. 10.

6 Caymaz 2013, 90, giz. 1: 22; ciz. 3: 26.

64 Schier 2000, 358, abb. 5: 7-8.

6 Perdahlama isleminde kullanilan seramik parcalarina Paros-Saliagos 1-3 tabakalarinda azimsanmayacak
miktarda rastlanmis olup, bu grup “burnishers” olarak tanimlanmistir (Evans ve Renfrew 1968, 69-70).
66 Korkuti 1995, taf. 104.22.
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Cine-Tepecik Hoytik'te i¢ ytizeyde yer alan motif tipleri arasinda Tip G2'de “V”
biciminde i¢ ice a¢1 diizenlemesi goriilmektedir (fig. 7c). Tek agiz kenar1 parcasinda goriilen
Tip G2 motifinin benzerleri Asagr Pinar 3¢7, Ulucak Hoytik IlIb% ve Gokgeada-Ugurlu III.
tabakada® yer almaktadir.

Cine-Tepecik Hoytik'te az sayida parcada tespit edilmis olmakla birlikte, dikkat cekici
bir goriintime sahip olan Tip G3, G4a ve G4b motifleri belirgin bir diizende islenmemistir (fig.
13). Tip G3’te ikili oluk bantlar, birbirinin uclari ile kesiserek yerlestirilmis ve {i¢c boyutlu bir
gortinim elde edilmistir (fig. 4a). Tip G4a’da uzunlu-kisali oluk bantlar1 mevcuttur ve bunlar
bitkisel bir gortintime sahiptir (fig. 4b). Bu iki motif tipinin benzerlerine herhangi bir
yerlesimde rastlanmamustir. Tip G4b’de (fig. 4c) ise yatay, birbirine paralel bantlarin ¢evresi
yine oluk bantlarla cevrelenmistir ve bunlarin en yakin benzeri Asag1 Pmar 2. tabakada yer
almaktadir”.

Tip G5 motif bicimi ise bir bant icerisine yerlestirilmis oluk hatlarindan olusmaktadir
ve bu grubu iki alt tipe aymwrmak miimkiindiir. Tip Gba’da, dikey bir bant igerisinde
sevron/balik kilcig1 motifi yer almakta olup, bu bantin her iki tarafi belirgin bir sekilde
perdahhdir (fig. 8a-c, e; 11c). Bu motifin benzerleri bulunamamustir.

Tip G5b motifinde dikey, egimli ya da birbiriyle kesisen bant dtizenlemeleri
gortilmektedir (fig. 13). Bu tipte birbirini kesen bantlarin icinde egimli oluk dizileri yer
almaktadir (fig. 8d, f) ve benzerleri ¢cok az merkezden bilinmektedir. Bu merkezler, Ege-
Giibre” ve 2/3. tabakaya ait Asag1 Pmar’dir72.

Figtir 7: Cine-Tepecik Hoytik; a-b: Tip G1; c: Tip G2 oluk bezemeli parcalar

67 Parzinger ve Schwarzberg 2005, taf. 47.2.
68 Caymaz 2013, ciz. 3. 25.

0 Erdogu 2011, 57, fig. 8.1.

70 Parzinger ve Schwarzberg 2005, taf. 19.4.
71 Yazic1 2009, 105, lev. 76b.

72 Parzinger ve Schwarzberg 2005, taf. 37. 7.
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Figiir 8: Cine-Tepecik Hoytik; a-c: Tip Gba; d-f: Tip G5b; g: Tip Glc oluk bezemeli parcalar

Dis Yiizeyde Yer Alan Oluk Bezemeli Ornekler

Dis ytizeyde oluk bezemelerin oldukca yiizeysel yapildig1 ve hafif dalgali bir
gortiniime sahip oldugu sdylenebilir. Cine-Tepecik Hoytik'te bulunan kaplarin dis ytizeyinde
yer alan oluk bezeme motifleri 4 alt tipe ayrilmaktadir (fig. 14). Tip D1'de iki alt tip
goriilmektedir (fig. 9a-d; 11e). Bu grupta birbirine parallel, dikey ya da c¢ok hafif egimli bir
sekilde diizenlenmis ytiizeysel oluk siralari, sevron ve i¢ ice a¢1 motifleri, kaplarin tiim
ylizeyine ya agiz kenarmimn hemen altindan baslayarak ya da belli bir mesafe birakilarak
uygulanmistir. Oluklarin genisligi dar ya da genis olabilmektedir. Bu tip motiflerin
uygulandig1 kap formlar: basit ag1z kenarli kiiresel govdeli comlekler olabildigi gibi omurgali
formlarda da bulunabilmektedir.
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Tip D1 motif diizenlemesini iki alt gruba ayirmak miimkiindiir. Tip Dla’da dikey,
birbirine paralel oluk gruplar1 goriilmektedir. Bu tip motif Cine-Tepecik Hoytik te iki parcada
yer almaktadir (fig. 9c-d). Tip Dla motifinin benzerleri; Anadolu’da ¢zellikle Asag1 Pinar
yerlesiminde yogunluk gostermektedir ve bu ornekler 2-5/6 tabakalarinda karsimiza
¢ikmaktadir’. Bunun disinda Ulucak Illc tabakasinda, Yarimburgaz Magarasi 0. tabakada?s
ve Kirklareli Hoytigti Orta Kalkolitik tabasinda’ ayni bezeme anlayist tespit edilmistir.
Anadolu disinda Yunanistan’da Atina Agorasi’'nda?’, Balkanlarda Karanovo II donemine ait
Rakitovo’da’® ve Arnavutluk’ta Kalkolitik Donem’e tarihlendirilen kiiltiir katmanlarmnda
benzerlerine rastlamak miimkiindiir” (fig. 14).

Tip D1b’de oluk bezeme gruplar1 Tip Dla’ya gore biraz daha egimli yapilmustir. Bu tip,
Cine-Tepecik Hoytik te iki ag1z kenar1 parcasi tizerinde goriilmektedir (fig. 9a-b). Bu gruba ait
benzer motifler Anadolu’da Asag Pmar 2%, Orman Fidanhg: IV. tabaka$! ve Kirklareli
Hoytigti Orta Kalkolitik tabakasmnda$? bulunmaktadir. Balkanlar’da ise Elesnicas, Karanovo
II. tabakasi ile cagdas Rakitovo’das4, Drama-Gerena C tabakasinda#®> ve Drama-Kajrjaka’dase
gortlmektedir (fig. 14).

Dis ytizeyde goriilen oluk bezemeli motif diizenlemeleri arasinda Tip D2'de balik
kil¢ig1 motifi yer almakta olup bu tip, Cine-Tepecik Hoytikte iki govde parcasi tizerinde tespit
edilmistir (fig. 9e-f; 11d). Bu motif tipinde oluk bezeme motif diizenlemeleri, govde ytizeyinde
yatay ya da dikey yerlestirilmis olup, oluklarin genisligi degisebilmektedir. Bu bezeme tipinin
benzerleri Anadolu’da Besik-Sivritepe®”, Gokceada-Ugurlus®, Orman Fidanlig1®°, Asag1 Pmnar
2/3-6 tabakalarinda®; Yunanistan’da Atina Agorasi®® Geg Neolitik tabakasinda goriltirken
Balkanlar'da Galabnik?, Elesnica®, Karanovo I-III evresine tarihlendirilen Orta Neolitik
Donem Kazanlak’da®* ve Arnavutluk’ta® yer alan bu doneme ait cagdas yerlesimlerden
bilinmektedir (fig. 14).

73 Parzinger ve Schwarzberg 2005, taf. 27.1, taf. 32.5, taf. 56: 9, taf.58. 2, taf. 59. 3, taf. 65. 15, taf. 69. 2, taf. 110: 6, §;
Ozdogan 2013, 254, fig. 124, F.152.

74 Caymaz 2013, 90, fig. 1: 14.

75 Ozdogan 2013, 226, fig. 49.

76 Ozdogan ve Parzinger 1995, 58, ciz. 3: 7029-7030.

77 Immerwahr 1971, 30-31, pl. 6. 70-75.

78 Macanova 2000, 73, taf. V: 2, 5-6.

79 Korkuti 1995, taf. 65. 10, taf. 101. 21, 24, taf. 115. 13, 17.

80 Parzinger ve Schwarzberg 2005, taf. 22. 11, taf. 34: 8-9, taf. 35: 5, 8, 11, , taf. 41. 3, taf. 55: 4, taf. 56. 6, 8, 10, taf. 57.
1, taf.58: 6, taf. 75. 1, 5, taf. 87.1, 5, taf. 88. 4, 10-11, taf. 90. 2, 5, taf. 97. 10-11, taf. 98. 1, 3, taf. 111. 6-8, taf. 115.5.

81 Efe 2001, 101, fig. 13: 222.

82 Ozdogan ve Parzinger 1995, 58, ¢iz. 3: 7033, 7035-7038.

8 Tao 2000, 55, fig. 2: 51.

84 Macanova 2000, 73, taf. V: 1,7, 9.

85 Lichardus ve Iliev 2000, 97, abb. 6: 5.

86 Lichardus ve Iliev 2000, 103, abb. 12: 3, 5, 7, 8.

87 Gabriel 2014, 997, taf. 7.1, 3,9, 11.

88 Erdogu 2014, 24, fig. 24.

89 Efe 2001, 99, fig. 11. 187-189.

9 Parzinger ve Schwarzberg 2005, taf. 31. 3, taf. 58. §, taf. 67. 1, 3, taf. 70. §, taf. 75. 4, 6, taf. 78. 1, taf. 84. 1, 3, taf. 98.
4, taf. 100. 5, taf. 114. 2, 3, taf. 117. 15, Taf. 133. 2.

91 Immerwahr 1971, pl. 3.27.

92 Pavuk ve Bakamska 2000, abb. 1.1-5, abb. 2. 1-8, abb. 5.8.

9 Tao 2000, 55, fig. 1. 12, fig. 2. 36, 40, 42-44.

94 Karastoyanova 2004, 113, fig. 3. 10, 12-13.

95 Korkuti 1995, taf. 65. 5.
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Tip D3, Cine-Tepecik Hoyiik'de tek parca ile temsil edilmektedir. Ornek tizerinde yer
alan bezemede orta genislikteki oluklar volanl bir goriintime sahiptir (fig. 9g). Bu tip motif
cok sik goriilmemektedir ve en yakin benzeri Anadolu’da Orman Fidanlig: IV. tabakada bir
ag1z kenar1 parcasinda karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir® (fig. 14)

Cine-Tepecik Hoytik'te tic govde parcas1 tizerinde tespit edilmis olan Tip D4te ise orta
genislikteki oluklar, asag1 ya da yukar: dogru yonleri degiskenlik gosterebilen, ikili ya da daha
fazla V seklinde oluk dizilerinden olusmaktadir (fig. 9h-i). Tip 4’tin en yakin benzerleri Asag:
Pinar 2 ve 5. tabaka?” ile Orman Fidanlig1 IV tabakada bulunmustur® (fig. 14).

h i

Figiir 9: Cine-Tepecik Hoytik; a-d: Tip D1a-b; e-f: Tip D2; g: Tip D3; h-i: Tip D4 oluk bezemeli parcalar

% Efe 2001, 101, fig. 13.224.
97 Parzinger ve Schwarzberg 2005, taf. 4. 7, taf. 13. 5, Taf. 24. 5, Taf. 30. 2, taf. 65. 14, taf. 89.10, taf. 104. 5.
9 Efe 2001, fig. 13.223, fig. 13.221.
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Figtir 10: Cine-Tepecik Hoytik oluk bezemeli ag1z Figiir 11: Cine-Tepecik Hoytik oluk bezemeli parcalar
kenarlar1 (Cine-Tepecik Kazi Arsivi) (Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi)

Degerlendirme ve Sonug

Bat1 Anadolu Bolgesi Kalkolitik Donemi ile ilgili simdiye kadar elde edilmis veriler
kisithdir. Bununla birlikte kaz1 ve ytizey arastirmalarinda tespit edilmis olan seramik gruplari,
hakkinda bilinmeyenlerin ¢ok fazla oldugu bu dénemi anlamamiza yardimci olmaktadir.
Kendine has 6zellikler gosteren bezeme teknikleri ve motif diizenlemeleri, donemi anlama ve
yorumlayabilmede baslica unsurlardir. Bu doneme iliskin kazis1 yapilmis merkezlerden gelen
arkeolojik kanitlarin orani, yerlesimlerde yapilan calismalarin olgegine gore farklilik
gostermektedir. Bu noktada C14 sonuglar1 alman kazi alanlari, tarihsel stirecte donemin
zaman araligini vermesi agisindan oldukca onemli referanslardir. Oluk bezeme teknigiyle
yapilmis kaplar Kalkolitik Donem’in erken tabakalarinda, perdah bezeme ile birlikte
karakteristik ©zellikleriyle karsimiza c¢ikmaktadir. Bu donemde goriilen oluk bezemenin
tamamen kendine has bir yapida oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Ozellikle ice kalinlastirilmis ag1z
kenar1 tizerinde goriilen, birbirini takip eden bir dizi seklinde yapilmis motif diizenlemesi bu
grubun en belirgin ozelliklerinden biridir. Bu bezemenin, perdah bezeme ile birlikte
goriilmesi, Bat1 Anadolu, Marmara ve Trakya bolgelerinde, yogunlugu degisen oranlarda da
olsa kullanilmis olmasz, farkli cografyalar: etki altna alan kiiltiirel bir kusagin tanimlanmasin
mimkin kilmaktadir (fig. 15).

Yayinlar cercevesinde bolge ve yerlesimlere gore kronolojik siirece baktigimizda,
Erken Kalkolitik Donem’de {tiretilmeye baslayan oluk bezeme, Orta Kalkolitik Dénem’de de
devam etmekte, Gec¢ Kalkolitik Donem’de ise yerini bir baska bezeme teknigine
birakmaktadir. Ge¢ Kalkolitik Dénem’de Bati Anadolu Bolgesi'nde, 6zellikle sahil kesimi
yerlesimlerinde daha ¢ok koyu ytizey tizerine mat beyaz boya bezeme geleneginin hakim
oldugu soylenebilir.
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Bolgelere gore oluk bezemenin goriildiigii yerlesimlerin kronolojik smiflandirmasina
baktigimizda (fig. 16); bu calismanin ¢ikis noktasini olusturan, Aydin smurlar: igerisinde yer
alan Cine-Tepecik Hoytik, oluk ve beraberinde perdah bezemeli parcalarn goruldigi IV.
tabaka, C14 sonuglarma gére MO 5378-5291 tarihlerini vermektedir®. Cine-Tepecik Hoyiik
yerlesiminin kazi bagkanligini yiirtiten Prof. Dr. Seving Giinel tarafindan IV. tabaka Orta
Kalkolitik Donem olarak tanimlanmaktadir?0.

[zmir-Ulucak Hoyiik III. tabakanin (MO 5600/5500-5300-Erken Kalkolitik 1) ttim
evrelerinde oluk bezeme goriilmektedir. Ulucak Illc evresinin tist seviyelerinden itibaren oluk
bezeme teknigi, ice kalinlastirilmis ag1z kenarlarinda goriilmeye baslamustir. IIIb evresinde ice
kalinlastirilmis canaklarda artis oldugu ve bu ¢anaklarda oluk bezemenin karakteristik bir
ozellik olarak gortildugii belirtilmektedir. Ulucak Hoytik IIb evresiyle birlikte perdah bezeme
teknigi de kullanilmaya baslamistir’®. Ulucak Hoytiik Illa evresinde ise bezemeli seramik
oraninda artis gozlenmistir. Bu evrede de ige kalinlastirilmis ag1z kenarlarinda oluk bezeme
teknigi yaygin bir sekilde kullanilmaya devam etmistir. Bunun yani sira ¢oémleklerin dis
ylizeyinde de oluk bezemenin kullanildig1 anlasilmaktadir. Ulucak Illa evresinde, Cine-
Tepecik Hoytik’te oldugu gibi ayn1 kap ytizeyinde oluk ve perdah bezemenin bir arada
kullanuldig1 6rnekler de vardir102,

[zmir-Ege-Giibre yerlesimi 2. tabakada (Erken Kalkolitik) oluk bezemenin en yaygin
kullanilan teknik oldugu belirtilmektedir. Bu tabakada oluk bezeme, biiyiik oranda ice
kalinlastirilmis ag1z kenarlar tizerinde ve bir ¢comlekte tespit edilmistirl®.

Kuzeybat1 Anadolu Bolgesi'nde 1990'l1 yillarin baslarinda referans merkezler arasinda
yer alan Besik-Sivritepe’de Erken Kalkolitik Donem’in sonlarina tarihlenen tabakada kaplarin
i¢ ve dis ytizeyinde oluk bezeme yer almaktadir!04.

Kuzeybati Anadolu Bolgesi'nde son donem gerceklestirilen kazilardan biri olan
[nbogazi-Andik Magarasi'nda Kalkolitik Dénem’in erken evrelerine iliskin 6nemli veriler elde
edilmeye baslanmistir. Bu magarada tespit edilen arkeolojik veriler arasinda Erken/Orta
Kalkolitik Donem’e tarihlendirilen ice kalinlastirilmis ag1z kenarli bir ¢canak parcasi tizerinde
oluk bezeme motifi goriilebilmektedir?®,

Dogu Ege Adalarindan Gokceada’da yer alan Ugurlu yerlesimi III. tabakada (MO
5600/5500-5300-Erken Kalkolitik 1) ice kalinlastirilmis agiz kenar1 ornekleri aciga
cikarilmigtir’os, I1. tabakada da (MO 4500-4200- Orta Kalkolitik 2) oluk bezemeli &rneklerin
gortilmeye devam ettigi belirtilmektedirlo7.

Marmara Bolgesi'nin dogusunda yer alan merkezlerden, Ilipmar VB (Erken
Kalkolitik)1%8 ve Mentese 1. tabakada'® benzer nitelikte oluk bezemeli seramikler yer
almaktadir. Bolgenin bir bagka onemli Kalkolitik yerlesimlerinden olan Orman Fidanlig: I-V
(Erken Kalkolitik) tabakalarinda, 6zellikle ¢comleklerin dis ytiizeyine oluk bezeme motifi
islenmistir!10,

9 Giinel ve Kiyak 2022, 222.

100 Giinel ve Kiyak 2022, 226-227.
101 Caymaz 2013, 42.

102 Caymaz 2013, 43.

108 Caymaz 2013, 44-45.

104 Gabriel 2014, 1017.

105 Yalcikli 2024, 321.

106 Erdogu 2011, 49, fig. 8. IL.1.

107 Erdogu 2014, 164, fig. 24.

108 Roodenberg 1990, 91, pl. 2.1:2.
109 Roodenberg 1999, 25, fig. 10.3, 4.
110 Efe 2001, 99, 101, fig. 4. 73, fig. 9. 136, fig. 11. 187-189, fig. 13. 221-224.
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Oluk bezeme motifinin en yogun goruldugi merkezlerden biri, Trakya Bolgesi
yerlesimlerinden Asag1 Piar’dir. Bu yerlesimin Kalkolitik Donem tabakalarinda oluk bezeme
teknigini kademeli bir sekilde izlemek miimkiindiir. Asagr Pmar 2. tabakada oldukca az
belirlenmis olan bu bezeme, 3. tabakada biraz daha artis gostermis, 4. tabakada en yogun
kullanildi81 seviyeye ulasmistir. 5. tabakada ise oluk bezemenin azaldig1 ve diger evrelere gore
bu bezeme uygulamasinda daha si1g ve genis oluklarm yapilmis oldugu anlasilmistir. Asag:
Pinar 2-5 evreleri MO 5500/5400-4900e tarihlendirilmektedir1.

Balkanlar’da, Anadolu Erken/Orta Kalkolitik tabakalariyla cagdas bircok yerlesimde
oluk bezeme teknigiyle stislenmis kaplar yer almaktadir ve bunlar genis bir yayilim
gostermektedir. Balkan arkeolojisinde anahtar yerlesimlerden biri olan Karanovo bu
yerlesimlerin basinda gelmektedir. Karanovo’'da II-III gecis evresinde goriilmeye baslayan
oluk bezemeli ige kalmnlastirilmis ¢anaklar, III. tabakada yogunlasmistir’2. Bunun yani sira
II/1II gecis evresinde de bu bezeme ile yapilmis kaplar: gormek miimkiind{ir’3. Bu tabakalar
Erken Kalkolitik Donem’e tarihlendirilmektedir.

Yerlesimlerin stratigrafilerine bakildiginda, oluk bezeme tekniginin gortldigu
tabakalarin cogunlukla Erken Kalkolitik Donem’e ait oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Orta Kalkolitik
Donem’de de goriilmeye devam eden bu bezeme teknigi, tespit edildigi yerlesimlerde diger
bezeme teknikleriyle birlikte goriilmektedir. Yukarida da belirtildigi gibi donemin belirleyici
bezeme teknigi olan perdah bezemenin ele gectigi tabakalarda diger bezemelerle birlikte oluk
bezemenin de goriilmesi, bolgede Neolitik Donem’in ardindan yeni kiilttirel olusumun baslica
unsurlaridir. Yakin ve uzak mesafede cagdas yerlesimlerde ortak 6zelliklerin goriilmesi, suan
icin boyutlarmi ve olusum stirecini tam olarak bilemedigimiz bir iletisim ve etkilesim agim
ortaya koymaktadir. Glinimiizde devam eden kazilar ile birlikte gelecekte yeni kazi
alanlarinin da eklenmesi, doneme iliskin var olan bilgilerimizin yeni bakis acilartyla genis bir
perspektiften degerlendirilmesine olanak saglayacaktir.
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Figiir 12: Ice kalmlastirilmis ag1z kenarlar tizerinde oluk bezeme tipleri
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Katalog

Kat. No.: 1 (Fig. 1a)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢gmasi

Tanim: ice kalinlastirilmus canak ag1z kenart.
Tip: Ala.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 5/4 (yellowish brown).
Yiizey Islenisi: Kendinden astarli.

Ag1z Capr: 31 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 2 (Fig. 1b)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Ice kalinlastirilmus canak ag1z kenari.
Tip: Ala.

Hamur Rengi: 7.5 YR 3/2 (dark brown).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarli ve perdahli.

Agi1z Cap1: 32 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 3 (Fig. 1c)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: ice Kalmnlastirilmis canak ag1z kenart.
Tip: Ala.

Hamur Rengi: 2.5 Y 5/3 (light olive brown).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarli ve perdahli.

Ag1z Capr: 30 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 4 (Fig. 1d)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Ice kalinlastiriimis ag1z kenari.
Tip: Ala ve Gla.

Hamur Rengi: 7.5 YR 3/2 (dark brown).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarli.

Ag1z Cap1: 38 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 5 (Fig. 2a)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 agmasi.

Tanim: ice kalinlastirilmus canak ag1z kenart.
Tip: Alb.

Hamur Rengi: 5 YR 2.5/1 (black).

Yiizey Islenisi: Astarl.

Ag1z Capr: 31 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 6 (Fig. 2b)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Ice kalinlastirilmis ag1z kenari.
Tip: Alb.

Hamur Rengi: 5Y 4/2 (olive gray).

Yiizey Islenisi: Astarli.

Ag1z Capr: 30 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 7 (Fig. 2c)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Ice kalinlastiriimus ag1z kenart.
Tip: Alb.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 3/3 (dark brown).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarl.
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Agi1z Capr: 20 cm.
Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 8 (Fig. 2d)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: ice kalinlastirilmus ag1z kenart.

Tip: Alb.

Hamur Rengi: 7.5 YR 3/2 (dark reddish brown).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarl.

Ag1z Capr: 18 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 9 (Fig. 3a)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Ice kalinlastirilmis ag1z kenar1.
Tip: Alb ve G1b.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 3/1 (brownish black).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarli.

Ag1z Cap1: 36 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 10 (Fig. 3b)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: ice kalinlastirilmus ag1z kenart.

Tip: Alb ve G1b.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 4/4 (dark yellowish brown).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarli, perdahli.

Ag1z Capr: 32 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 11 (Fig. 3¢c)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Ice kalinlastirilmis ag1z kenart.
Tip: Alb ve G1b.

Hamur Rengi: 2.5 YR 5/2 (weak red).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarli.

Ag1z Capr: 34 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 12 (Fig. 3d)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢mast

Tanim: ice kalinlastirilmus ag1z kenart.

Tip: Alb ve G1b.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 4/2 (dark grayish brown).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarl.

Ag1z Cap1: 35 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 13 (Fig. 4a)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Ice kalinlastiriimis ag1z kenart.
Tip: Alb ve G3.

Hamur Rengi: 7.5 YR 2.5/1 (black).

Yiizey Islenisi: Astarli, perdahli.

Ag1z Capr: 30 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 14 (Fig. 4b)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: ice kalinlastirilmus ag1z kenart.

Tip: Alb ve G4a.

Hamur Rengi: 5 YR 3/3 (dark reddish brown).
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Yiizey Islenisi: Astarli, perdahli.
Ag1z Capr: 32 cm.
Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 15 (Fig. 4c)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Ice kalinlastirilmis ag1z kenart.
Tip: Alb ve G4b.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 3/2 (brownish black).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarl.

Agi1z Cap1: 27 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 16 (Fig. 5a)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: ice kalinlastirilmus ag1z kenart.
Tip: A2a.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 3/3 (dark brown).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarli, perdahli.

Ag1z Capr: 31 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 17 (Fig. 5b)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Ice kalinlastirilmis ag1z kenart.
Tip: A2a.

Hamur Rengi: 2.5 Y 3/2 (very dark grayish brown).

Yiizey Islenisi: Perdahli.
Agi1z Cap1: 31 cm.
Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 18 (Fig. 5¢)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: ice kalinlastirilmus ag1z kenart.
Tip: A2a ve A2b.

Hamur Rengi: 7.5 YR 3/2 (dark brown).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarli.

Ag1z Capr: 30 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 19 (Fig. 6a)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Ice kalinlastirilmis ag1z kenart.
Tip: Glb.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 4/6 (brown).

Yiizey Islenisi: Astarli.

Agi1z Cap1: 30 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 20 (Fig. 6b)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: ice kalinlastirilmus ag1z kenart.
Tip: Glb.

Hamur Rengi: 5Y 3/2 (olive black).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarl.

Ag1z Capr: 35 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 21 (Fig. 6¢)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Ice kalinlastiriimus ag1z kenari.
Tip: Glb.
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Hamur Rengi: 7.5 YR 3/2 (dark brown).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarl.

Ag1z Cap1: 30 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 22 (Fig. 6d)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: ice kalinlastirilmus ag1z kenart.

Tip: Glc.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 4/6 (dark yellowish brown).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarli.

Ag1z Capr: 31 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 23 (Fig. 6e)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Ice kalinlastirilmus ag1z kenart.
Tip: Glc.

Hamur Rengi: 2.5 Y 3/2 (brownish black).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarl.

Agi1z Capr: 20 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 24 (Fig. 6f)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Govde pargasi.

Tip: Glc.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 5/3 (dull yellowish brown).
Yiizey Islenisi: Kendinden astarl:.

Ag1z Capr: -

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 25 (Fig. 6g)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: ice kalinlastirilmus ag1z kenart.
Tip: Glc.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 3/1 (very dark gray).
Yiizey Islenisi: Kendinden astarl:.

Ag1z Capr: 32 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 26 (Fig. 7a)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Ice kalinlastirilmis ag1z kenart.
Tip: Glc.

Hamur Rengi: 2.5Y 3/2 (brownish black).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarl.

Agi1z Cap1: 31 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 27 (Fig. 7b)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: ice kalinlastirilmus ag1z kenart.
Tip: Glc

Hamur Rengi: 7.5 YR 5/8 (bright brown).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarli.

Ag1z Capr: 34 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 28 (Fig. 7c)
Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.
Tanim: Ice kalinlastiriimis ag1z kenart.
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Tip: G2.

Hamur Rengi: 5 YR 3/2 (dark reddish brown).

Yiizey Islenisi: Astarli, perdahli.
Ag1z Capr: 28 cm.
Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 29 (Fig. 8a)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Govde parcasi.

Tip: Gba.

Hamur Rengi: 5 YR 5/2 (reddish gray).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarli, perdahli.

Ag1z Capr: -

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 30 (Fig. 8b)
Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.
Tanim: Govde pargasi.
Tip: Gba.

Hamur Rengi: 2.5 Y 4/2 (dark grayish yellow).

Yiizey Islenisi: Astarli.

Ag1z Capr: -
Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 31 (Fig. 8c)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Govde parcasi.

Tip: Gba.

Hamur Rengi: 7.5 YR 5/8 (bright brown).
Yiizey Islenisi: Kendinden astarl.

Ag1z Capr: -

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 32 (Fig. 8d)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: ice kalinlastirilmus ag1z kenart.
Tip: G5b.

Hamur Rengi: 7.5 YR 4/2 (brown).

Yiizey Islenisi: Kendinden astarl:.

Ag1z Capr: -

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 33 (Fig. 8e)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Govde parcasi.

Tip: G5b.

Hamur Rengi: 5 YR 4/6 (yellowish red).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarl.

Ag1z Capr: -

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 34 (Fig. 8f)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Goévde Parcasi.

Tip: G5b.

Hamur Rengi: 5Y 4/3 (dark olive).

Yiizey Islenisi: Astarli.

Ag1z Capr: -

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 35 (Fig. 8g)
Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.
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Tanim: Govde pargasi.

Tip: Glc.

Hamur Rengi: 2.5 YR 3/1 (dark reddish gray).
Yiizey Islenisi: Kendinden astarl.

Ag1z Capr: -

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 36 (Fig. 9a)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Ag1z kenari.

Tip: D1.

Hamur Rengi: 2.5 YR 5/6 (red).

Yiizey Islenisi: Perdahli.

Ag1z Capr: 14 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 37 (Fig. 9b)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Ag1z kenart.

Tip: D1.

Hamur Rengi: 2.5 4/3 (olive brown).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarl.

Agi1z Cap1: 14 cm.

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 38 (Fig. 9¢c)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Govde parcasi.

Tip: D1.

Hamur Rengi: 5Y 5/3 (olive).

Yiizey Islenisi: Perdahli.

Ag1z Capr: -

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 39 (Fig. 9d)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Govde pargasi.

Tip: D1.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 4/1 (dark gray).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarli, perdahli.

Ag1z Capr: -

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 40 (Fig. 9e)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Govde pargasi.

Tip: D2.

Hamur Rengi: 2.5 Y 4/2 (dark grayish brown).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarli, perdahli.

Ag1z Capr: -

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 41 (Fig. 9f)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Govde parcasi.

Tip: D2.

Hamur Rengi: 5Y 4/3 (olive).

Yiizey Islenisi: Astarli, perdahli.

Ag1z Capr: -

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.
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Kat. No.: 42 (Fig. 9g)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Govde pargasi.

Tip: D3.

Hamur Rengi: 5 YR 3/3 (dark reddish brown).
Yiizey Islenisi: Astarli, perdahli.

Ag1z Capr: -

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 43 (Fig. 9h)
Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.
Tanim: Govde parcasi.
Tip: D4.

Hamur Rengi: 5 YR 3/3 (dark reddish brown).

Yiizey Islenisi: Astarl.

Ag1z Capr: -
Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.

Kat. No.: 44 (Fig. 9i)

Buluntu Yeri: I-11 A¢masi.

Tanim: Govde pargasi.

Tip: D4.

Hamur Rengi: 5 YR 3/1 (very dark gray).
Yiizey Islenisi: Hafif perdahl.

Ag1z Capr: -

Bulundugu Yer: Cine-Tepecik Kaz1 Arsivi.
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Oz

Asagiseyit Hoyiik, Denizli ili Cal ilcesinde, Yukar1 Menderes
Havzasi'ni cevreleyen dogal gecis glizergahlar1 tizerinde stratejik bir
konuma sahip, yaklasik 6 hektarlik bir yerlesimdir. Ge¢ Kalkolitik
Cag’dan Roma Doénemi'ne kadar uzanan tabakalarin yer aldig: hoytikte,
2021 yilindan itibaren ytirtitiilen kazilar Ge¢ Tun¢ Cagi'na ait 6nemli
mimari ve buluntu gruplarim ortaya koymustur. Bu calismanin odak
noktasini, 2021-2024 kaz1 sezonlarinda Ge¢ Tung Cag1 tabakalarinda ele
gecen hilal bi¢imli pismis toprak agirliklar olusturmaktadir. Stratigrafik
veriler, Ge¢ Tun¢ Cagi'nin dort yapr katinda da bahsedilen agirliklarin
kullanildigin1 gostermektedir. Yerlesimde, terasli mimariye sahip konut
yapilar: icerisinde hem tekil hem de toplu halde ele gecen 6rnekler, bu
buluntu grubunun giindelik tiretim faaliyetleriyle iliskili oldugunu
ortaya koymaktadir. Ozellikle taban tizerinde in situ bulunan agirliklar,
agirsaklar ve diger kiiciik buluntular, s6z konusu mekéanlarin domestik
nitelikte oldugunu ve tekstil tretiminin yerlesim olgeginde
orgitlendigini diistindtirmektedir.

Hilal bicimli agirliklar, tipolojik ve bezeme 6zellikleri agisindan Erken
ve Ge¢ Tung Cagr evreleri arasinda belirgin farkliliklar gostermektedir.
Erken evrelerde daha yuvarlak hatli ve bezemesiz drnekler goriiliirken,
gec evrede daha biiytik, koseli ve stmirli da olsa nokta bezemeli 6rnekler
one ctkmaktadir. Bu degisim, tiretim teknikleri ve estetik tercihlerdeki
dontistimii yansitmakta; agirlik ve boyut cesitliligi ise farkl niteliklerde
tekstil tirtinlerinin tiretildigine isaret etmektedir. Karsilastirmali
degerlendirmeler, Asagiseyit Hoytik buluntularimn ozellikle ic Bati
Anadolu ve Orta Anadolu yerlesimleriyle giiclii benzerlikler
gosterdigini, buna karsilik kiy1 Ege’de yaygin olan makara ya da Minos
tipi agirliklarin yerlesimde bulunmadigint ortaya koymaktadir. Bu
durum, Yukar1 Menderes Havzasi'nin Ge¢ Tun¢ Cagi'nda kiiltiirel ve
ekonomik etkilesim aglari ierisinde Orta Anadolu ile daha yakin iliskiler
gelistirdigini diistindiirmektedir. Sonug olarak, Asagiseyit Hoyiik'te ele
gecen hilal bi¢imli tezgdh agirliklari, bolgenin kokli tekstil tiretim
gelenegini belgeleyen onemli veriler sunmakta; Yukar:1 Menderes
Havzasinin Ge¢ Tung Cagi Anadolu’sundaki kiiltiirel ve ekonomik
konumunun anlagilmasina anlamli katkilar saglamaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Agsagiseyit Hoyiik, MO 2. Binyil, Bat1 Anadolu, Geg
Tung Cagi, hilal bigimli tezgdh agirliklari, tekstil tiretimi, Yukar:
Menderes Havzasi.
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Abstract

Asagiseyit Hoytik is a strategically located settlement in the Upper
Maeander Basin, within the borders of Cal district (Denizli, western
Ttirkiye), occupying a naturally elevated hill that controls major natural
routes connecting inland Western Anatolia. Excavations conducted since
2021 have revealed a well-stratified occupation sequence ranging from the
Late Chalcolithic to the Roman period. This study focuses on crescent-
shaped baked clay weights recovered from the Late Bronze Age levels
during the 2021-2024 excavation seasons. Stratigraphic evidence
demonstrates that crescent-shaped weights were in use throughout all
four Late Bronze Age architectural phases at the site. These objects were
found both as isolated examples and in clustered contexts within domestic
spaces, often in association with spindle whorls and other household
artifacts. In situ finds on floor surfaces indicate that these weights
functioned primarily as loom weights and that textile production was
organized at the household level within the settlement.

Typological analysis reveals clear diachronic changes between the
early and late phases of the Late Bronze Age. Earlier examples are
characterized by smaller dimensions, rounded profiles, and an absence of
decoration, whereas later specimens tend to be larger, more angular, and
occasionally decorated with dot motifs. These variations reflect changes
in production techniques and aesthetic preferences, while differences in
size and weight suggest the manufacture of textiles of varying thickness
and quality. Comparative analysis indicates strong parallels between the
Asagiseyit Hoyiik assemblage and examples from Inland Western
Anatolia and Central Anatolia, whereas weight types commonly
encountered in coastal Aegean contexts—such as spool-shaped or
Minoan-type weights —are notably absent. This pattern suggests that
during the Late Bronze Age, the Upper Maeander Basin was more closely
integrated into the cultural and economic interaction networks within
Central Anatolia, rather than those of the Aegean coast. In conclusion, the
crescent-shaped loom weights from Asagiseyit Hoytik provide significant
new data on textile production practices during the Late Bronze Age and
contribute to a better understanding of the long-term continuity of textile
traditions and the cultural and economic position of the Upper Maeander
Basin within second-millennium BCE Anatolia.

Keywords: Asagiseyit Hoytik, Second Millenium BC, Western Anatolia,

Late Bronze Age, crescent-shaped loom weights, textile production,
Upper Maeander Basin.
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Giris

Asagiseyit Hoytik, Denizli ili Cal ilgesi smirlar1 igerisinde yer alan Asagiseyit koytuniin
yaklasik 1,5 km giineydogusundadir. Deniz seviyesinden 828 m yiikseklikte bulunan
yerlesim, kuzeybati-gtineydogu dogrultusunda uzanan dogal bir tepe tizerine
konumlanmustir (fig. 1). Yaklasik 6 hektarlik bir alanm1 kapsayan hoytik, bulundugu konum
itibariyla cevreye hakim bir noktada yer almaktadir. Asagiseyit Hoytik, Civril ve Baklan
ovalarmi Seyitler Gecidi tizerinden Cal Havzasi’na baglayan dogal vadilerin birlesme
noktasinda yer alir (fig. 2). Bu konum giintimiizde de kismen kullanilan énemli bir gegis hatt1
tizerindedir. S6z konusu dogal gtizergahlar
aracihigiyla Bekilli, Usak, Giiney ve
Alasehir yerlesimleri ile Gediz Havzasi,
Lykos Vadisi ve Buldan tizerinden Bati
Anadolu'nun farkli cografi birimleri ile
iligki kurmak miimktindiir.

BLACK SEA

Asagiseyit Hoyiik'tin konumlandig:
alanin dogal bir tepe olmas1 ve bu tepenin
cevreye hakim konumu, vadi sistemleri
boyunca gerceklesen iletisimin izlenmesine
olanak taniyacak bir yerlesim diizenine
isaret etmektedirl. Bu ozellik, Asagiseyit
Hoytk’tin yalnizca ekonomik anlamda bir
gecis ve dolasim noktasi olarak degil, ayni
zamanda bolgesel askeri hareketliligin
denetlenmesi agisindan da elverigli bir
konumda bulundugunu gostermektedir.
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Asagiseyit Hoyiik, ilk olarak E.
Abay’in Yukar1 Menderes Havzasinin
ovalik kesiminde yurtttiigt arastirmalarda

kesfedilmis ve ardindan F. Dedeoglu ‘ MEDITERRANEAN
tarafindan ayni alanin platoluk ve daglhk -

kesiminde stirdiirtilen proje kapsaminda r @Settlement Locations e —
incelenmeye devam edilmistir. 2003-2015 Figtir 1: Asagiseyit Hoytik'tin konumu (Konakgt et al.
yillar1  arasmmda  Yukar1 = Menderes 2025, 243, fig. 1)

Havzasi'nin daglik ve ovalik kesimlerinde

belirtilen ytizey arastirmalarinda toplam 250'nin tizerinde yerlesim yeri kayit altina
almmustir2. S6z konusu yiizey arastirmalarmin tamamlanmasmin ardindan, Asagiseyit
Hoytik'teki arkeolojik kazi ¢alismalarina 2021 yili itibariyle bu satirlarin yazari tarafindan
baslanmistir.

Asagiseyit Hoytik'te yiiriitiilen ytizey arastirmalarinda ve arkeolojik kazilarda, Geg
Kalkolitik Cag’dan, Roma Doénemi'ne kadar uzanan tabakalar ortaya konmustur?. Makalenin
odak noktasini olusturan hilal bigimli agirliklar ise 2021-2024 kazi sezonlar1 arasinda Geg Tung
Cag1 tabakalarinda ortaya cikarilmistir. S6z konusu objeler bicimsel ozellikleri ve kullanim
izleri dogrultusunda buiyiik olctide tekstil tiretimiyle iliskili tezgah agirliklar1 olarak kabul
edilmektedir. Bununla birlikte, hilal bicimli 6rnekler yalnizca islevsel yonleriyle degil,

1 Dedeoglu 2009, 241-257.
2 Abay ve Dedeoglu 2005, Abay ve Dedeoglu 2007; Dedeoglu 2008.
3 Abay et al. 2020; Konakg1 2020.
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tipolojik cesitlilik ve bezeme unsurlariyla da dikkat cekmektedir. Bu 6zellikler, sz konusu
buluntu grubunun hem kronolojik degerlendirmeler yapilmasina hem de Bati Anadolu ve
cevre bolgelerle olan kiiltiirel etkilesimlerinin incelenmesine olanak taniyan bir veri
olusturdugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

Figiir 2: Asagiseyit Hoyiik ve Biiyiik Menderes Nehri

Hilal Bi¢imli Agirliklarin Stratigrafik Baglami

Asagiseyit Hoytik'te tespit edilen Ge¢ Tung Cagi yapi katlar1 bir buitiin halinde
degerlendirildiginde, yerlesimin topografyasina uygun bir bicimde konutlarin yapildigy, tas
temel ve taban diizlemlerinin egimli bir bicimde konumlandig1 ve terasli olarak
tanimlanabilecek dortgen planli yapilarin insa edildigi tespit edilmistir. Ge¢ Tung Cag1 evreleri
icerisinde onemli kronolojik farkliliklar olmasma karsin, yap1 temel duvarlarmin on yillar
boyunca kullanildig1 ve ilgili evrenin terk edilmesinin ardindan tas temelin {izerine yeni bir
duvar daha insa edilerek kullanilmaya devam edildigi anlasilmistir.

Asagiseyit Hoytik'te hilal bicimli agirliklar Ge¢ Tung Cag1 tabakasinin dort evresinde
de tespit edilmistir. Yiizeye yakin konumlanan Ge¢ Tung Cag1 tabakalari, kismen Hellenistik
Donem dolgular: tarafindan tahrip edilmis olmakla birlikte, I. ve II. evrelerde iyi korunmus
mimari kalintilara sahiptir. Ge¢ Tun¢ Cagi'min I. evresine iliskin mekan duvarlariyla birlikte
in situ buluntulara sahip tabanlar bulunmustur. II. evrede, uzun evlere ait temeller, bir sokak
ve drenaj sistemi saptanmustir. Ge¢ Tung Cagi'nin III. ve IV. evrelerinde ise kerpi¢ duvarlar ve
tas dosemeli zeminler gibi konut mimarisine ait unsurlar agiga ¢ikarilmistirt. Yerlesimin Geg
Tung Cag1 evreleri, radyokarbon analiz sonuglar1 ve seramik tipolojisine dayanarak, IIL-IV.
evreleri yaklasgtk MO 1650-1400, IL-I. evreler ise yaklastk MO 1400-1200 yillarina
tarihlenmektedir.

Asagiseyit Hoytik Ge¢ Tung Cagr tabakasinda yogun oranda ele gegen pismis toprak
eser toplulugunu ¢anak ¢omleklerden sonra agirsaklar ve tezgah agirliklar: olusturmaktadir.
Yerlesimde Ge¢ Tung Cag1 tabakalarinda hilal bicimli agirliklar biiytik oranda tekil 6rnekler
halinde bulunmustur. Bununla birlikte iki noktada hilal bi¢imli agirliklar toplu olarak ele
gecmistir.

4 Konakgt ef al. 2024.
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Asagiseyit Hoytlik'te Ge¢ Tung Caginin I. evresi Hellenistik Dénem yapilarmin
yarattig1 tahribattan dolay1 smnirli bir bicimde korunmustur. Bu evreye iliskin bir mekana ait
duvar ve s6z konusu mekanin tabani bulunmustur. Ge¢ Tun¢ Cagi'nin I. evresine tarihlenen
taban tizerinde 8 adet hilal bicimli tam agirligin yani sira 3 adet agirsak, 1 adet dilgi, 1 adet kil
obje ve 1 adet bronz obje tespit edilmistir (fig. 3-4). S6z konusu buluntular ve tabanin dogu
kisminda yer alan pithos parcalart mekanmn domestik karakterde oldugunu ortaya
koymaktadir.

Hilal bi¢cimli agirliklarin toplu halde ele gectigi bir diger nokta AA21 plankaresinde
Gec¢ Tung Cagi'nin III. evresi ile cagdas, icerisinde kil bir konteynerin yer aldig1 mekandir (fig.
3, 5). 2,80x3,60 m boyutlarindaki kismen tahrip olmus mekanin icerisinde, taban {izerine
depolama amagh bir konteyner yapilmistir. 51x50 ¢cm boyutundaki konteynerin yakin
cevresinde ¢ok sayida Ge¢ Tung Cag1 canak ¢omlegi, agirsaklar ve 7 adet hilal bicimli agirlik
toplu halde bulunmustur. Bu hilal bicimli agirliklar yer yer korunmus olan sert kille stvanmus
taban tizerinde ortaya cikartilmustir.

Ge¢ Tung Cagi'min I. ve III. evresinde toplu halde agiga ¢ikan hilal bicimli agirliklarin
bulundugu mekéanlarm genel karakteri, bunlarin giinliik islevlere hizmet eden domestik
yapilarla iliskili oldugu yoniindedir. Bu baglamda stz konusu buluntu toplulugunun islevini
giinliik yasam ve depolama alanlari ile ayrismadig1 anlasiimaktadir.

Asagiseyit Hoyiik Hilal Bicimli Agirliklar; Tipoloji ve Bezeme

Asagiseyit Hoytik IV. tabakadaki hilal bicimli agirliklarda tam ¢rneklerin yani sira cok
sayida kirik parcada bulunmustur. Keskin hatlarin ve herhangi bir bezeme unsurunun
bulunmadigr 6rneklerin bir boliminin 6n ytizti qukurlastirilarak yapilmistir. Geg Tung
Cagr'nin en geg evresinde bulunan hilal bi¢imli agirliklarin hilal ¢aplar: daha genis ve koseli
hatlara sahipken (fig. 6.1-4, 7-8), Ge¢c Tung¢ Cag1'nin erken evrelerinde bulunan (III-IV) 6rnekler
nispeten daha yuvarlak hathdir (fig. 6.5-6, 9-10).

Asagiseyit Hoytik'te bulunan hilal bi¢cimli agirliklarin iki 6rnek disinda hepsi
bezemesizdir (fig. 6-11). Agirliklardan birinin ytizeyinde birbirini takip eden bes nokta
bezeme, diger yiizeyinde sadece bir nokta korunmustur (fig. 11.37). Ikinci bezemeli ornekte
ise bes ya da dort nokta bezemenin tist tiste gelecek bigcimde kullanimiyla nokta dizeleri
olusturulmustur. Agirligin diger yiiztinde ise ayni motif ti¢ sira halinde bes ya da ti¢ nokta
yerlestirilerek tekrar etmektedir (fig. 11.48). Bezeme anlayis1 benzer olmakla birlikte kullanilan
sira say1s1 ve nokta adeti her iki ytizde farklilik gostermektedir.

Asagiseyit Hoyiik'te bulunan hilal bigimli agirliklarin benzerleri ozellikle I¢ bati
Anadolu yerlesimlerinde bulunmaktadir. Beycesultan Orta Tung Cag1® ve Ge¢ Tung Cagr
tabakalarinda®, Laodikeia Asopos Tepesi Orta ve Ge¢ Tung Cag: tabakalarinda?, Aphrodisias
Orta Tung Cag® ve Ge¢ Tung Cag tabakalarnda®, Kusura’da®, Cine Tepecik Hoytik'te!! ve
Seyitomer Hoytik'te 12 benzer nitelikte hilal bigimli agirliklar tespit edilmistir. Ayrica Orta

5 Mellaart ve Murray 1995, 177, fig. 027: 239-241; Ergiin 2013, 113, sek. 48.

6 Mellaart ve Murray 1995, 165, fig. O15: 170; 169; fig. 205, 206; 170, fig. 207; 171, fig. 212, 172 fig. 0.22: 215, 216;
173, fig. 0.23: 217-220; Maner et al. 2024, 8, fig. 4.

7 Konakg1 2014; Konakg1 2017, 259-269.

8 Joukowsky 1986, 624, fig. 451: 9, 18, 26, 634; fig. 455.20, 459.6; 664; fig. 471.3, 473.2.

9 Joukowsky 1986, 624, fig. 451: 9, 18, 26, 634, fig. 455: 20, 459.6; 664, fig. 471: 3, 473: 2; Marchese 1976, 405, fig. 23.
10 Lamb 1936, 35, fig. 15: 1-4.

11 Y1lmaz 2016, 100, res. 5: 42, 43.

12 Bilgen ve Bilgen 2015, fig. 110-111.

Arkhaia Anatolika 8, 2025 Doi: 10.32949/Arkhaia.2025.75



Asagiseyit Hoylik (Denizli-Cal) Ge¢ Tung Cag1 Tabakalarinda Bulunan 195
Hilal Bi¢imli Agirliklar

Anadolu’da; Demircihoytik’?, Alacahdyiik4, Karahoytik!s, Kiiltepel® ve Bogazkoy’'del” de
Asagiseyit Hoytik ornekleriyle benzer bicimde tezgah agirliklari bulunmustur. Bununla
birlikte hilal bicimli tezgah agirliklar: Tiryns gibi yerlesimlerde bulunan az sayidaki érnek
disinda’® kiy1 Ege yerlesimlerinde yogun bicimde bulunan bir agirlik tipi degildir.

Sonug

Asagiseyit Hoytk'tiin konumlandigi Yukar1 Menderes Havzasinin Neolitik
Donem’den itibaren tekstil tiretiminde ayricalikli bir yeri oldugu bilinmektedir. Asagiseyit
Hoytk'tin hemen 5 km uzaginda bulunan Eksi Hoytikte Neolitik Dénem’de tekstil tiretiminin
varligmni ortaya koyan verilerin tespit edilmis olmasi, bolgenin koklii tekstil tiretimini ortaya
koymaktadir’. Diger yandan Asagiseyit Hoytik'e yaklasik 35 km uzaklikta yer alan
Beycesultan’da kenevir gibi bitki liflerinden yararlanilarak egzotik ve liiks kumaslarin
tiretildigine dair verilerin tespit edilmesi Asagiseyit Hoyiik'tin konumlandig1 cografyanin
tekstil tiretimindeki ayricalikli yerini drneklendirmektedir?. Asur, Hitit ve Miken kaynakl
metinlerden tekstilin MO 2. biny1l ekonomisinde énemli bir yer tuttugu bilinmektedir. Cagdas
stirecte Asagiseyit Hoyuik'tin konumlandig1 Yukar1 Menderes Havzasi ise genis bir tanimlama
ile Arzava topraklarinin parcast konumundadir. Her ne kadar Arzava Kralligi'nin tekstil
tiretimi ve ticaretine iliskin dogrudan yazili belgeler mevcut olmasa da egemenlik alanindaki
yerlesimlerde agirsak ve tezgah agirliklarinin yaygin bigcimde bulunmasi, en azindan yerel
ihtiyaclara yonelik bir tiretim organizasyonunun varligina isaret etmektedir.

Asagiseyit Hoytik'te Ge¢ Tung Cagi'nin erken ve geg evreleri arasinda seramik
buluntularda gozlenen degisimin, tezgah agirhiklarinin formu, yiizey ozellikleri ve bezeme
anlayisma da yansidig tespit edilmistir. Geg evrede ¢rneklerin daha biiytik, keskin hatl1 ve
bezeme agisindan daha zengin olmasi, tiretim teknikleri ve estetik tercihlerdeki dontistimii
yansitan onemli bir gostergedir. Ayrica agirlik ve boyutlardaki cesitlilik, yerlesimde farklh
kalinlik ve niteliklerde tekstil tirtinlerinin tiretildigini diistindtirmektedir.

Bolgeler arasi etkilesim acisindan degerlendirildiginde, Asagiseyit Hoyiik buluntular:
kiy1r Ege yerlesimlerinden ziyade Orta Anadolu ile daha giiclii bir kiiltiirel iliskiye isaret
etmektedir. Kiy1 Ege’de yaygin olan Minos tipi ya da makara bi¢cimli agirliklarin?! yerlesimde
bulunmamasi, buna kargilik hilal bicimli agirliklarin sayica fazla olmasi, bu yonelimi acik
bicimde ortaya koymaktadir. Bu durum, Yukar1 Menderes Havzasi'nin Ge¢ Tung Cagi'nda
kiilttirel etkilesim aglar1 icinde Orta Anadolu ile daha yakin bir konumda yer aldigim
gostermektedir.

Sonug olarak, Asagiseyit Hoyiik'te ele gecen hilal bicimli tezgah agirliklari, MO 2.
binyilin baslarindan Demir Cagi'na kadar uzanan genis bir zaman diliminde kullanim goren
buluntu grubunun Ge¢ Tung Cagi'ndaki roliine dair 6nemli ve yeni veriler sunmaktadir. Bu
buluntular, hem bolgesel tekstil tiretim geleneginin stirekliligini hem de Yukar1 Menderes
Havzas1i'nin Ge¢ Tung Cag1 Anadolu’sundaki kiiltiirel ve ekonomik aglar icindeki konumunu
anlamamiza katki saglamaktadir.

13 Kull 1988, taf. 36: 14; taf. 39: 1-3, 8; taf. 40: 1-4; taf. 41: 2-5; taf. 43: 1-8; taf. 44: 1-6; taf. 46: 7-11; taf. 48: 8-15.
14 Kosay ve Akok 1973, XLVIII.

15 Alp 1972, lev. 146, 154, 166, 174, 181.

16 Ozgiig ve Ozgiic 1953, 73.

17 Fischer 1963, taf. 126: 1203, 1207, 1208.

18 Rahmstorf-Siennicka et al. 2015, 274.

19 Dedeoglu ve Temur 2025.

20 Maner et al. 2024, 14.

21 Erdem 2016, 69-77.
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Figiir 6: Hilal bi¢imli agirliklarin fotografi
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Figtir 8: Hilal bi¢imli agirliklarin fotografi
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Figiir 7: Hilal bigimli agirliklarin ¢izimi
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Figtir 9: Hilal bi¢imli agirliklarin ¢izimi
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Katalog

Kat. No.: 1 (Fig. 7.1; 6.1)

Buluntu Yeri: BB21

Olgiileri: U.: 6,5 cm; G.: 14,4 cm; K.: 2,4 cm; Ag.: 157 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 7,5 YR 6/4

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve tamdir. Her iki kosede 0,6 cm boyutunda birbirine es
hizali iki adet ip deligi bulunmaktadir. Ortasinda 0,4 cm capinda ici bos daire vardir. On yiizde kirig
bulunmaktadir. Y{izeyi bezemesizdir.

Kat. No.: 2 (Fig. 7.2; 6.2)

Buluntu Yeri: BB21

Olgiileri: U.: 6,7 cm; G.: 16 cm; K.: 2,3 cmy; Ag.: 151 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 5 YR 5/4

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve tamdir. Alt kissmda kirig vardir. Her iki kosede birbirine
es 0,5 cm olciilerinde ip deligi bulunmaktadir. Yiizeyi bezemesizdir.

Kat. No.: 3 (Fig. 7.3; 6.3)

Buluntu Yeri: BB21

Olgiileri: U.: 6 cm; G.: 16 cm; K.: 2,1 cmy; Ag.:154 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 2,5 YR5/6

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirhik iyi pisirilmis ve tamdir. Her iki kosesinde 0,3 cm, 0,4 cm 6l¢tide birbirine
hizali ip deligi bulunmaktadir. Yiizeyi bezemesizdir.

Kat. No.: 4 (Fig. 7.4; 6.4)

Buluntu Yeri: BB21

Olgiileri: U.: 6,4 cm; G.: 16,6 cm; K.: 2,4 cm; A.: 166 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 7,5 YR7/3

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirhik iyi pisirilmis ve tamdir. Her iki kdsesinde birbirine es 0,4 cm 6lgiilerinde
ip deligi bulunmaktadir. Merkezinde 0,4 cm capinda ici bos daire bigiminde bezeme vardir.

Kat. No.: 5 (Fig. 7.5; 6.5)

Buluntu Yeri: BB21

Olgiileri: U.: 7,2 cm; G.: 12,5 cm; K.: 4,4 cm; Ag.: 351 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 5 YR 6/4

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirhik iyi pisirilmis ve tamdir. Her iki kdsesinde birbirine es 0,4 cm 6l¢iilerinde
ip deligi bulunmaktadir. Alt kismi diizlestirilmistir. Yiizeyi bezemesizdir.

Kat. No.: 6 (Fig. 7.6; 6.6)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 14,5 cm; G.: 4,9 cm; K.: 41 cm; Ag.: 453 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 7,5 YR 7/3

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirhik iyi pisirilmis ve tamdir. Her iki kdsesinde birbirine es 0,5 cm 6l¢iilerinde
ip deligi bulunmaktadir. Bezemesiz olan ytizeyinde yer yer kalker izleri goriilmektedir.

Kat. No.: 7 (Fig. 7.7, 6.7)

Buluntu Yeri: BB21

Olgiileri: U.: 53 cm; G.: 15,1 cm; K.: 2,3 cmy; Ag.: 151 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR7/3

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirhik iyi pisirilmis ve tamdir. Her iki kdsesinde birbirine es 0,4 cm 6l¢iilerinde
ip deligi bulunmaktadir. Bezemesiz yiizeyinde yer yer yanik izleri goriilmektedir.

Kat. No.: 8 (Fig. 7.8)

Buluntu Yeri: BB21

Olgiileri: U.: 44 cm; G.: 15,1 cm; K.: 2,3 cmy; Ag.: 127 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 5 YR 5/4

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirhik iyi pisirilmis ve tamdir. Her iki kdsesinde birbirine es 0,6 cm 6lgiilerinde
ip deligi bulunmaktadir. Yiizeyi bezemesizdir.

Kat. No.: 9 (Fig. 7.9; 6.9)
Buluntu Yeri: BB20
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Olgiileri: U.: 5,7 cm; G.: 16 cm; K.: 2,8 cmy; Ag.:172 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 7,5 YR 4/1

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirhik iyi pisirilmis ve tamdir. Her iki kdsesinde birbirine es 0,4 cm 6lgiilerinde
ip deligi bulunmaktadir. Bezemesiz yiizeyinde yer yer yaniklar goriilmektedir.

Kat. No.: 10 (Fig. 7.10; 6.10)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 10 cm; G.: 16,1 cm; K.: 5 cm; Ag.: 486 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 4/2

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirhik iyi pisirilmis ve tamdir. Her iki kdsesinde birbirine es 1,1 cm 6lgiilerinde
ip deligi bulunmaktadir. Bezemesiz ytizeyinde kiriklar vardir.

Kat. No.: 11 (Fig. 7.11; 6.11)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 10 cm; G.: 16,1 cm; K.: 5 cm; Ag.: 635 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 6/4

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirhik iyi pisirilmis ve tamdir. Her iki kdsesinde birbirine es 1,2 cm 6l¢iilerinde
ip deligi bulunmaktadir. Bezemesiz ytizeyinde kiriklar vardir.

Kat. No.: 12 (Fig. 9.12)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgl’ileri: U.:6,2cm; G.:2,3 cm; K.: 2,3 cm; Ag.: 40,57 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 7,5 YR 5/3

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir. Kosede 0,5 ecm 6lgiilerinde ip deligi
bulunmaktadir. Bezemesiz yiizeyinde yanik izleri vardir.

Kat. No.: 13 (Fig. 9.13; 8.1)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgl’ileri: U.:75cm;G.:2,7cm; Ki: 2,2 cm; Ag.: 57,28 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 2,5 YR7/6

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir. Késede 0,5 cm 6l¢tilerinde ip deligi
bulunmaktadir. Bezemesiz yiizeyinde yanik izleri vardir.

Kat. No.: 14 (Fig. 9.14; 8.2)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgl’ileri: U:79cm; G:2,9 cm; Ki: 2,5 cm; Ag.: 75,34 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 2,5 YR 7/5

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir. Kosede 0,5 ecm 6lgiilerinde ip deligi
bulunmaktadir. Bezemesiz yiizeyinde astar yer yer korunmustur.

Kat. No.: 15 (Fig. 9.15; 8.3)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 7 cm; G.: 2,6 cm; K.: 2 cm; Ag.:76,85 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 5 YR7/6

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir. Kosede 0,5 ecm 6lgiilerinde ip deligi
bulunmaktadir. Bezemesiz yiizeyinde astar yer yer korunmustur.

Kat. No.: 16 (Fig. 9.16; 8.4)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 9,8 cm; G.: 2,9 cm; K.: 2,3 cmy; Ag.: 100,09 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 5/6

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik yarimdir. Yiizeyinde yer yer korunmus astar izleri vardir. 0,5 cm 6l¢tide
hizali ip deligi bulunmaktadir.

Kat. No.: 17 (Fig. 9.17; 8.6)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 9,6 cm; G.: 3 cm; K.: 2,4 cmy; Ag.:101,53 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 5 YR 5/6

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir. Kosede 0,7 cm 6l¢tilerinde ip deligi
bulunmaktadir. Bezemesiz yiizeyinde yer yer korunmus astar izleri goriilmektedir.
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Kat. No.: 18 (Fig. 9.18; 8.7)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 7,1 cm; G.: 2,7 cm; K.: 2,3 cm; Ag.: 61,03 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 2,5 YR5/6

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmus agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir
bulunmaktadir. Bezemesiz yiizeyinde yer yer astar izleri goriilmektedir.

Kat. No.: 19 (Fig. 9.19; 8.11)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 7,5 cm; G.: 2,9 cm; K.: 2,2 cm; Ag.: 73,60 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 2,5 YR 4/6

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmus agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir
bulunmaktadir. Y{izeyi bezemesizdir.

Kat. No.: 20 (Fig. 9.20; 8.12)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgl’ileri: U.:7cm; G:2cm; Ki: 2,3 cm; Ag.: 55,28 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 7,5 YR7/6

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmus agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir
bulunmaktadir. Bezemesiz yiizeyinde yer yer yanik izleri mevcuttur.

Kat. No.: 21 (Fig. 9.21; 8.8)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgl’ileri: U.:75cm;G.:2,7cm; Ki: 2,2 cm; Ag.: 57,28 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 2,5 YR7/6

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilms agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir
bulunmaktadir. Bezemesiz yiizeyinde yer yer yanik izleri mevcuttur.

Kat. No.: 22 (Fig. 10.22)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgl’ileri: U.:48cm; G.:3,4cm; K.: 2,6 cm; Ag.: 57,28 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 8/3

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmus agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir
bulunmaktadir. Y{izeyi bezemesizdir.

Kat. No.: 23 (Fig. 10.23)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 5,3 cm; G.: 4,3 cm; K.: 4,1 cmy; Ag.: 68,84 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 7/3

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir
izleri mevcuttur.

Kat. No.: 24 (Fig. 10.24)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 6 cm; G.: 4,3 cm; K.: 4,5 cm; Ag.:753 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 7/4

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir
izleri mevcuttur.

Kat. No.: 25 (Fig. 10.25)

Buluntu Yeri: Z21

Olgiileri: U.: 8 cm; G.: 5 cm; K.: 5,3 cm; Ag.: 83,6 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 7,5 YR 5/4

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir
izleri mevcuttur.

Kat. No.: 26 (Fig. 10.26)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgl’ileri: U.:12em; G:5em; Ki: 4,1 cm; Ag.: 346,25 gr.
Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 7/2
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Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir. Kosede 0,7 cm 6lgiilerinde ip deligi
bulunmaktadir. Bezemesiz yiizeyinde yer yer yanik izleri mevcuttur.

Kat. No.: 27 (Fig. 10.27)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 5,3 cm; G.: 4,3 cm; K. 4,1 cmy; Ag.: 68,84 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 7/3

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik kotii pisirilmis ve kirik durumdadir. Bezemesiz yiizeyinde yer yer yanik
izleri mevcuttur.

Kat. No.: 28 (Fig. 10.28)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 6,8 cm; G.: 3,5 cm; K.: 2,6 cm; Ag.: 49,03 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 8/3

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir. Késede 0,4 cm 6lctilerinde ip deligi
bulunmaktadir. Bezemesiz yiizeyinde astar izi yoktur.

Kat. No.: 29 (Fig. 10.29)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 53 cm; G.: 4,3 cm; K.: 4,1 cm; Ag.: 68,84 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 7,5 YR7/3

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik kot pisirilmis ve kirik durumdadir. Bezemesiz yiizeyinde yer yer yanik
izleri mevcuttur.

Kat. No.: 30 (Fig. 10.30)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 13,6 cm; G.: 9 cm; K.: 5 cm; Ag.: 433 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 6/2

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik kotii pisirilmis ve kirik durumdadir. Kosede 0,8 cm 6lctilerinde ip deligi
bulunmaktadir. Bezemesiz yiizeyinde yer yer yanik izleri mevcuttur.

Kat. No.: 31 (Fig. 10.31)

Buluntu Yeri: Z21

Olgl’ileri: U.:11,1em; G: 2,8 cm; Ki: 2,7 ecm; Ag.: 63,78 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 5 YR 6/6

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik yarimdir. Kosede 0,5 cm olctide hizali ip deligi bulunmaktadir.
Yiizeyinde yer yer korunmus astar izleri ve yanuk izleri goriilmektedir.

Kat. No.: 32 (Fig. 11.32)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgl’ileri: U.:6,2cm; G.:2,8cm; K.: 2,4 cm; Ag.: 59,04 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 2,5 YR5/6

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir. Kosede 0,5 em 6lgiilerinde ip deligi
bulunmaktadir. Y{izeyi bezemesizdir.

Kat. No.: 33 (Fig. 11.33)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 6 cm; G.: 2 cm; K.: 3 em; Ag.: 55 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 7,5 YR 6/6

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirik durumdadir. Késede 0,5 cm 6l¢tilerinde ip deligi
bulunmaktadir. Y{izeyi bezemesizdir.

Kat. No.: 34 (Fig. 11.34)

Buluntu Yeri: Yiizey

Olgiileri: U.: 9,1 cm; G.: 3 em; K.: 2,5 cm; Ag.: 80 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 7,5 YR 6/4

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir. Kosede 0,5 cm 6lctilerinde ip deligi
bulunmaktadir. Yiizeyi bezemesizdir.

Kat. No.: 35 (Fig. 11.35; 8.15)
Buluntu Yeri: AA21
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Olgiileri: U.: 9,6 cm; G.: 3,2 cm; K.: 2,4 cm; Ag.:76,2 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 2,5 YR5/6

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir. Kosede 0,6 cm 6lgiilerinde ip deligi
bulunmaktadir. Y{izeyi bezemesizdir.

Kat. No.: 36 (Fig. 11.36; 8.10)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgl’ileri: U.:62cm; G.:2,8cm; K.: 2,4 cm; Ag.: 59,04 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 6

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir. Kosede 0,5 em 6lgtilerinde ip deligi
bulunmaktadir. Y{izeyi bezemesizdir.

Kat. No.: 37 (Fig. 11.37)

Buluntu Yeri: Z21

Olgiileri: U.: 6-6,2 cm; G.: 3,5-4 cm; K.: 2,2 cmy; Ag.:58,76-61,23 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 4/3

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iki parca halindedir. Kosede 0,5 cm 6lctilerinde ip deligi bulunmaktadir.
Yiizeyinde 0,5 cm ¢lctilerinde yedi adet dairesel kazima bezekler vardir.

Kat. No.: 38 (Fig. 11.38)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgl’ileri: U.:6,6cm; G.:4,4 cm; K.: 2,2 cm; Ag.: 69,51 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 4/3

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir. Késede 0,5 cm 6l¢tilerinde ip deligi
bulunmaktadir. Yiizeyinde 0,5 cm olgiilerinde 5 adet dairesel kazima bezeme bulunmaktadir.

Kat. No.: 39 (Fig. 11.39)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 3,2 cm; G.: 2,8 cm; K.: 2 cmy; Ag.: 52,04 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR5/6

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir. Yiizeyinde yer yer astar izleri vardir.

Kat. No.: 40 (Fig. 11.40)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 3,3 cm; G.: 2,6 cm; K.: 2,2 cmy; Ag.: 5341 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 4/6

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir. Yiizeyi bezemesizdir.

Kat. No.: 41 (Fig. 11.41)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 7 cm; G.: 2,8 cm; K.: 2,4 cmy; Ag.:32 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 2,5 YR5/6

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir. Yiizeyi bezemesizdir.

Kat. No.: 42 (Fig. 11.42; 8.11)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 6,3 cm; G.: 3 cm; K.: 2,1 cm.

Hamur Rengi: 5 YR 6/4

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir. Yiizeyi bezemesizdir.

Kat. No.: 43 (Fig. 11.43)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 6,2 cm; G.: 5 cm; K.: 2,4 cm; Ag.: 110,03 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 2,5 YR5/6

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir. Kosede 0,4 cm 6lgiilerinde ip deligi
bulunmaktadir. Yiizeyi bezemesizdir.

Kat. No.: 44 (Fig. 11.44; 8.9)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 5 cm; G.: 2 cm; K.: 3,1 cm; Ag.: 59,04 gr.
Hamur Rengi: 7,5 YR 6/2
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Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir. Kosede 0,5 ecm 6lgiilerinde ip deligi
bulunmaktadir. Y{izeyi bezemesizdir.

Kat. No.: 45 (Fig. 11.45; 8.13)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 8 cm; G.: 3,5 cm; K.: 2,2 cm; Ag.: 82,3 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 4/2

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir. Kosede 0,5 ecm 6lgiilerinde ip deligi
bulunmaktadir. Y{izeyi bezemesizdir.

Kat. No.: 46 (Fig. 11.46)

Buluntu Yeri: 221

Olgiileri: U.: 10,8 cm; G.: 4,6 cm; K.: 3,6 cm; Ag.: 97,84 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 5 YR 8/2

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir. Kosede 0,3 cm 6lgtilerinde ip deligi
bulunmaktadir. Y{izeyi bezemesizdir.

Kat. No.: 47 (Fig. 11.47)

Buluntu Yeri: AA21

Olgiileri: U.: 8 cm; G.: 3,6 cm; K.: 2,4 cm; Ag.: 98,78 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 8/2

Tanimi: Pismis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirtk durumdadir. Késede 0,6 cm 6lgtilerinde ip deligi
bulunmaktadir. Y{izeyi bezemesizdir.

Kat. No.: 48 (Fig. 11.48; 8.5)

Buluntu Yeri: Yiizey

Olgiileri: U.: 12,3 cm; G.: 4,3 cm; K.: 2,7 cm; Ag.: 455,6 gr.

Hamur Rengi: 7,5 YR 6/4

Tanimu: Pigmis topraktan yapilmis agirlik iyi pisirilmis ve kirik durumdadir. Ust yiizeyinde yatay sekilde
konumlandirilmis bezeme grubunda ilk sirada ¢ukur seklinde dort nokta, ikinci sirada bes nokta, tigtincii sirada
bes nokta, dérdiincii sirada dort nokta, besinci sirada bes nokta bezek uygulanmustir. Alt yiizeyinde ise ip deligine
yakin ilk sirada gukur seklinde alt alta siralanmus ti¢ nokta, ikinci sirada ti¢ nokta, tigtincii sirada ise bes nokta motifi
vardir. Yiizeyi astarsiz ve perdahsizdir.
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Abstract

In this article, an architectural practice seen in some of the Ionic
rock-cut tombs of the Lykio-Karian borderland, mostly in the ancient
city of Kaunos, is reinterpreted. This practice is distinguished by the
positioning of the capitals belonging to the pilasters, which serve the
purpose of antae in most of the rock-cut tombs mentioned, which
project beyond the bottom level of the architraves. Since the antae and
the columns are usually positioned below the architrave, this feature
has until now been considered by researchers to be an architecturally
erroneous practice specific to rock-cut architecture. The research
conducted here has revealed that the practice most likely originated
from wooden architecture and may have had a place in Ionic
architecture, especially in the Archaic and Classical periods. Through
this practice, vertical and horizontal elements must have been
interlocked. Although the findings indicate that this practice goes back
a long way, they also show that it may be in harmony with both the
structural and historical context of the Late Classical period, especially
in the Lykian region. Therefore, it is understood that the new
explanation put forward here can be valid without much, if any, need
for revision of the dating of the rock-cut tombs. Although the new
interpretation does not allow for definitive conclusions in terms of
discussions on the geography to which the Ionic rock-cut tombs are
related, or to the buildings which they imitate, it will, however, put
forward some hypotheses. The results obtained are also important in
providing, clues that may help researchers interpret finds from early
periods, about which little is currently known.

Keywords: Rock-cut Tomb, Wooden Architecture, Ionic Architecture,
Lykia-Karia, Kaunos, Anta, Architrave.
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Oz

Bu makalede, Lykia ve Karia'nin olusturdugu smur bolgesinde -
cogunlugu Kaunos antik kentinde olmak tizere- yer alan Ion
diizenindeki kaya mezarlariin bazilarinda goriilen bir mimari
uygulama yeniden yorumlanmustir. Bu uygulama, belirtilen kaya
mezarlarinin ¢ogunda anta kimliginde olan pilasterlere ait basliklarin,
arsitravlarin bir bolumiinin de {izerine ¢kacak kadar yiiksekte
konumlanmasiyla ayirt edilmektedir. Antalarin da tipki siitunlar gibi
arsitravin hemen altinda olmasi beklendiginden bu 6zellik, bugtine
kadar arastirmacilarca kaya mimarisine 6zgii bir uygulama hatas1
olarak gorulmustiir. Burada yapilan arastirma ise sozii edilen
uygulamanin biiytik olasilikla ahsap mimariden koklenip ozellikle
Arkaik ve Klasik donemlerin Ion mimarisinde yeri olabilecegini ortaya
koymaktadir. Bu uygulama araciligiyla dikey ve yatay elemanlar
birbirine kenetlenmis olmalidir. Bulgular, s6z konusu uygulamanin
oldukca eskiye gittigine isaret etse de 6zellikle Lykia Bolgesi'nin Geg
Klasik Donem igerisindeki hem yapisal hem tarihsel baglamiyla uyum
icerisinde olabilecegini de gostermistir. Dolayisiyla burada 6ne siirtilen
yeni ag¢iklamanin, kaya mezarlarmin tarihlendirilmesinde degisiklige
fazlaca ya da hi¢ gerek olmadan gegerli olabilecegi anlasilmustir.
Yapilan yeni yorum, Ion diizenindeki kaya mezarlarmnin ilgili oldugu
cografya ya da taklit ettigi yapilar tizerine tartismalar agisindan her ne
kadar kesin ¢ikarimlar yapmaya elvermese de fikir verici sonuglar da
icermektedir. Ulasilan sonuglar, ozellikle tizerine az sey bilinen erken
donemlerden buluntularin arastirmacilarca yorumlamasina yardimci
olabilecek ipuclar1 icermesi bakimindan da énemlidir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kaya Mezari, Ahsap Mimari, lon Mimarisi, Lykia-
Karia, Kaunos, Anta, Arsitrav.
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Introduction

Some of the Ionic rock-cut
tombs in the Lykio-Karian
borderland (southwestern Asia
Minor) have a feature that seems
unusual. While the anta capitals are
expected to be positioned under
the architrave, those of seven rock-
cut tombs from Kaunos (B2, 4, 6, 8-
10; C12) and one from Dalaman

(opposite the Fevziye | ___oooo G D000
Neighbourhood)!, are positioned ~ e N

under or close to the upper fascia of | X i J

the two-fasciae architrave? (fig. 1). " 1

Similar practices are seen in two | D
rock-cut tombs from Lyrnai and Hil—)
one from Telmessos, although not ’ D

|
as clearly as in the aforementioned | | ’ | ( 4

examples’. Variations of this |

practice have been detected (see ’

next chapter), in the rock-cut tombs \

from Mergenli, Somacik, and [
Araksa (the last tomb is a little east 0 _2m
of the Lykio-Karian borderland)  Figure 1: Tomb C12 at Kaunos (Kaya 2018, pl. 27.2, after Roos 1972,

(fig. 2). It should be noted that in pl. 36.1)

Tomb B10 at Kaunos, as well as in the largely unfinished tombs at Kaunos (B2), Telmessos,
and Lyrnai, the column capitals also rise slightly above the lower surface of the architrave
(by 2 cm in B10)%. The anta-architrave practice at Kaunos and Dalaman has so far been
regarded as a mistake5 specific to rock-cut architecture. However, it seems unusual to repeat
an incorrect practice with such frequency. This suggests a conscious preference. Therefore,
the precursor to this practice should be sought in freestanding structures, and a new
interpretation should be brought to the issue from this standpoint.

1 The outer sides of some of these tombs (B2, 4; Dalaman) may not be deep enough for the definition of anta (for
relevant criteria, see Kaya 2024, 1-2). However, since the work was not completed at these points, it may be that
the pilasters in these tombs were planned as antae, as in other examples. There is no problem in defining these as
imitations of antae.

2 In Tomb B10, the capitals reach 3 cm above the upper fascia, while in C12 they are 3 cm below it. In B4, the
capitals only reach 2/3 of the height of the lower fascia and extend significantly forward from the architrave (Roos
1972, 28, 34, 72, 96, fn. IV.34; for Dalaman see Roos 1985, 38-39).

3 In the Telmessos example (Benndorf and Niemann 1884, taf. XVI) and one of the tombs at Lyrnai, this situation
can be thought to be due to the work not being completed. However, the fact that work on the tomb adjoining
that at Lyrnai was more advanced, raises the possibility of this being intentional detail. Although this feature was
not shown on the drawings in P. Roos” (1985, pl. 14-15, 50-53) publication, this determination is made by using
more up-to-date photographs than the one in the mentioned publication. Regarding the localization of the tombs
at Lyrnai, which are stated to be at Oktapolis in the publications, see Kaya 2024, 112-113, no. 5-6.

4 Roos 1972, 69, pl. 25, 32.1, 55. Since the capitals of the tombs other than B10 are rough (moreover, it is doubtful
that the capitals of B10 were completed), it is highly doubtful that the relevant practice was intended for these
tombs. However, it can be understood from both the front and rear sections of the protomes crowning the columns
of some Paphlagonian rock-cut tombs (von Gall 1966, 58, 106, taf. 4, 14.1-2) that such uses could also be applied
with columns.

5 ...misinterpretation of architectural features... (Roos 1972, 72, 96); ...konstruktiv widersinnige Detail... (Schmaltz 2009,
198); ...uygulama hatasi... (Kaya 2018, 172, 178); see also Henry 2009, 162.
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Figure 2: Map showing the locations of the mentioned tombs or their cities (after Henry 2009, fig. 14)

Wooden Origin

Theories on the wooden origins of the antae and architraves suggest a solution to the
questions raised in this article. So much so that if it is assumed that the vertical and
horizontal elements in wooden architecture are intertwined as a clamping systems¢, it is
possible to create an image similar to that seen in rock-cut tombs (fig. 3). At this point,
concrete evidence can be found in Lykian-type tombs that reflect wooden architecture in
stone’. In the famous drawing illustrating this type of structure (fig. 4), the protrusion of the
beam “D” at the front end corresponds to the location
of the anta capitals in the Ionic rock-cut tombs. The
beam (E), which corresponds to the architrave, is
rebated onto “D” just behind this protrusion. Just as
“D” rises slightly above “E” in the rear section also,
the anta capitals of the Ionic rock-cut tombs from
Somacik® and Araksa rise slightly above the
architrave? by reaching up to the ceiling (fig. 5). The
front sections of these tombs could not be inspected . :

: . . Figure 3: Theoretical sketch of the prodomos
properly in this respect due to damage. quever, it e Mycenaean palace (Perrot and Chipie:
should be noted that the one at Araksa, which could 1898, 356-357)
be directly observed by me, did not show any trace of
the same feature in the front section. Nevertheless, it is possible to assume that there were
structures with this practice both to the front and rear. On the other hand, the pilaster
capitals of a prostylos rock-cut tomb from Mergenli rise slightly above the architrave, at least
on the inner sides!, by reaching up to the ceiling (fig. 6). The fact that the capitals can be

6 Brockmann 1968, 18-19, 28-29.

7 The reflections of wooden architecture are seen not only in the Lykian type, but also in the rock-cut tombs with
the architectural order discussed here (Henry 2010; see also Roos 1976, 109-110).

8 This feature, which can be seen in the drawings and photographs in O. Henry’s doctoral dissertation (where the
tomb is named “Alacain Tepe T01”), cannot be observed in the publication (Henry 2009, 259) produced from the
mentioned dissertation.

9 cf. practice made with the column capital of Tomb B10 at Kaunos (Roos 1972, pl. 55.1).

10 The outer sides of the tomb could not be inspected in this respect. Cf. practices carried out with columns
crowned with protomes in Persian royal tombs (Schmidt 1970, pl. 19-21.A, 40-41, 48-50, 56-57, 64-65.A, 70). It
should also be noted that there may be similar practices to the one that is the subject of this article between the
entablature and the lateral posts in these Persian rock-cut tombs.
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observed on the sides of the architrave, not in
front of and/or behind it, can be easily
explained by the plan of the structure.

In this case, the anta capitals of the
rock-cut tombs discussed here could be
expected to be of Asiatic-Ionic type, as the
profiles in the early examples of this type of
capitals’’ have been associated with
architrave fascize in relation to wooden
architecture’2. Although Asiatic-Ionic capitals
are not seen in the tombs mentioned?3, it can
be said that there are relations between the
capital profiles and architrave fasciae of some
tombs. For example, the central main profiles
of the capitals of Tomb C12 at Kaunos are aligned with the bottom of the architrave. In this
case, the flatness of the central profiles would make the upper parts of the capitals appear as
complete extensions of the architrave fascia, if there were no kymation at the top of the
capitals (fig. 1, 7). It should not be a coincidence that while flat profiles are unusual for
capitals, the central main profiles in tombs B6 and 9 at Kaunos, as well as the tomb in
Dalaman, are also flat'* (although the fascia and profiles are not fully aligned). It should also
be noted that the pulvinus-like profiles of the capitals of the rock-cut tomb at Araksa (fig. 5)
can be considered a reference to wooden architecture.

Figure 4: Reconstruction of a Lykian wooden
structure (Benndorf and Niemann 1884, fig. 53)

) T !
e N sy
Figure 5: Araksa, anta capital Figure 6: Mergenli, pilaster capital Figure 7: C12, anta capital and
and the underside of the and the underside of the architrave architrave (Kaya 2018, pl. 13.1)
architrave (Kaya 2024, 41, pl. (Kaya 2018, pl. 13.6)
13.e)

Relation to Archaic Ionic Architecture

The solution that A. Mallwitz produced!> while trying to explain the fact that the
column in antis of the old temple of Athena at Miletos is behind the antae, based on the L-
shaped?® (or hook-shaped) pilaster capitals known from Didyma is also suggestive for this

11 A. D. Brockmann (1968, 63-70, 82-86) evaluated these among Archaic-Ionic type capitals.

12 Wiegand and Knackfuss 1941, 143; see also Voigtlander 1973, 100, abb. 3-4.

13 Only for Tomb B8 at Kaunos a partial similarity with the Asiatic-Ionic type was mentioned (Roos 1972, 73).

14 Roos 1972, 72; Roos 1985, 38; Kaya 2018, 69-70, kat. no. 4, 6, 10, 23.

15 Mallwitz and Schiering 1970, 133-135.

16 There were also L-shaped anta shafts in Archaic Ionic architecture (Hulek 2018, 105-113; see also Daux and
Hansen 1987, 80, 118, fig. 66, 83, pl. 8). Their capitals have mostly not been revealed holistically. However, the
treasury of Massalia at Delphoi [Demangel and Daux 1923, 57-59, fig. 62-63, fig. 71 (hors-texte), which appears to
have a similar arrangement, does not seem to have an L-shaped capital. But this capital is not of the Asiatic-lonic
type. Walls worked in the same block with Asiatic-Ionic capitals from the Archaic Period or the 5th century BC, if
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article. Accordingly, the architrave was placed in the hollows cut

behind the anta capitals!”. There is a very similar image in Tomb

B4 at Kaunos (fig. 8-9). On the other hand, the architraves of the

other rock-cut tombs considered, are not as far behind (fig. 7),

similar to what is seen in some Archaic house models from

Samos!s. If there were a practice similar to these examples in

freestanding stone structures, the front parts of the anta capitals

would be rather fragile. Therefore, if the appearances in house

models and rock-cut tombs are not related to wooden architecture,

they may be related to superficial imitation. On the other hand, if e VG

the practice is carried out as in Tomb B4, the antae would be |

significantly protruding from the frontage. In this case, it is _

possible that the upper surfaces of the capitals were filled with Figure 8: Hypothetical
reconstruction (Mallwitz

ornamental elements such as sculptural works. Such use was 44 Schiering 1970, abb. 15)

encountered on a find from the sanctuary of Zeus at Amnisos in

Crete, which resembles Asiatic-Ionic capitals from the Archaic period®. Attention can also be

drawn to the protome tradition in the Aegean. As for Karia and Lykia, sculptural works on

pilaster capitals have been identified in examples from the Late Classical period, perhaps as

a continuation of Archaic examples, and related to Achaemenid art2.

Relation to Classical Ionic Architecture

The large-sized tombs in Group B (except B4) at
Kaunos are dated to the Hekatomnid era?!, within the
Late Classical period. Both similarities and differences
have been mentioned between these tombs and some
Hekatomnid buildings, as well as Lykian funerary
monuments from the Late Classical period and the
L— . Classical Athenian buildings?2. The anta-architrave
practice in question is one of the features that differ at
this point. However, certain features that may be related
to this issue —such as those shown above through some
Lykian examples and a Hekatomnid building from

Figure 9: B4, section (Roos 1972, pl. 26.2)

any, usually occupy very little space. Some of these, like the L-shaped ones, are associated with altars, but there is
no certainty on this point (the Abdera examples, which provide the best idea thanks to their state of preservation,
and in general see Skarlatidou 2006). Therefore, it may be thought that architraves were placed behind some of
them.

17 A similar restitution has also been suggested for the Archaic temple of Athena at Phokaia by claiming that there
was an anta capital where the architrave entered the cella wall. However, there is no evidence of an anta capital
belonging to the temple (Ozyigit 2020, 205, 260, pl. 389). Therefore, the reason for the restitution proposal is not
clear.

18 Schattner 1990, 144, abb. 25, 46, taf. 14-15.

19 Ohnesorg 2005, 199-200, abb. 104.

20 Examples come from the andron of Maussollos at Labraunda, a capital from Limyra of uncertain structure, and
the “Lion Tomb” of Myra. The examples from Limyra and Labraunda are thought to be similar (probably griffin-
shaped). In this regard, it has been stated that “the griffin protomes could conform to power symbols of the
Achaemenid Empire”. Similar practices are also seen in some architectural elements of doubtful identification. On
this subject, see Hellstrom and Blid 2019, 257-261.

21 Roos 1972, 96.

2 Schmaltz 2009, 198-202; Kaya 2018, 174-180. It has been mentioned that the Mezargedigi Heroon near Kaunos,
which is similar to and contemporary with the rock-cut tombs (big tombs of Group B) at Kaunos, has L-shaped
monoliths. However, as far as it can be understood from the plan, (Varkivang 1995, 102, 104-105, abb. 1) the L-
shape here is different from the other examples (see fn. 16).
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Labraunda (see fn. 20)—also merit consideration. For example, one may ask whether the
image formed by the epikranitis and the wall frieze adjacent to the pilasters in buildings such
as the Nike Temple (fig. 10) and the Erekhtheion at Athens was inspired by the fact that antae
and architraves (or their predecessors, the posts and beams), were interlocked in the past. It
may even be asked whether the ornaments seen on the architraves of structures such as the
Tomb B8 at Kaunos, the Erekhtheion, and the Limyra Heroon?, which are mostly known
from pilasters such as antae, are traces of ornaments that formerly coincided with the same
alignment of these elements. Beyond these hypothetical associations, no connection can be
established with the freestanding structures of Attika on the subject. However, a votive relief
from the south of the Ilissos River, dating to the 4t century BC2, deserves attention because
it clearly reflects the practice in question (unless there is an optical illusion caused by the

Figure 10: Temple of Nike at Athens, Figufe 11: Nereid Monument, Figure 12: Pilaster capital from

painted ornaments on the anta and wall anta capital (Coupel and Patara (Kaya 2024, pl. 7.b)
(Ross et al. 1839, pl. X.3) Demargne 1969, pl. 49)

The Nereid Monument from Ksanthos in Lykia, which is not only Attic in influence
but is also shown as a prototype? for the rock-cut tombs at Kaunos due to some Archaic or
Asiatic features, is also important at this point. Behind one of the anta capitals of this
monument, which can be observed in detail, there are hollows that seem structurally
unnecessary (fig. 11), whilst none are seen in the other. It has been suggested that craftsmen
from different workshops may have worked on these two capitals, which differ from each
other in other points as well?¢. As a result of a lack of coordination arising from this, it may
be that the hollows in one of the capitals were cut for the relevant anta-architrave practice
and subsequently had to be filled in?. A pilaster capital from Patara, influenced by
Erekhtheion?, also has a hollow on the rear (fig. 12). This capital, which dates to the period
when Lykia was under the rule of the Karian Hekatomnids, was used as spolia?. Therefore,
the hollow part seems to be related to the new function (a staircase block) of the capital.
However, it may be that the inspiration for this function was the presence of one or two (as
in the Nereid Monument) hollows, perhaps smaller, also in the original block?0.

23 Roos 1972, 90.

A LIMCIV.2, fig. 1388.

25 Roos 1972, 68, 70, 77, 82, 95.

2 The relevant feature is seen in the capital, which is associated with craftsmen from Hellas rather than Asia
Minor (Kaya 2024, 83, dn. 192, no. 1.KD6 and KB7?).

27 For the restitution proposal of the block see Coupel and Demargne 1969, 114-115, BM 935, pl. LVL If the
hollows were cut with this intention, since they number two, it will be understood that the relevant practice can
also be realized with the wall architraves on the lateral faces.

28 Kaya 2024, 85.

2 Sahin 2020.

30 The possibility that the Pataran find belongs to a door pilaster has been mentioned (Kaya 2024, 84, fn. 104). At
this point, it should be noted that the feature that is the subject of the article may also be applied to a lintel. Cf.
Voigtlander 1973, 100, abb. 2-5.
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Ultimately, although the connection of this practice with Attika cannot be proven,
Classical Ionic architecture was nourished by the same roots, whether in Attika or in Asia
Minor. Therefore, it is possible that such a practice also existed in the memory of craftsmen
from Hellas. On the other hand, the fact that Attic-lonic architecture began to become
canonical in the 2nd half of the 5t century BC, while Asiatic-Ionic forms began to do so in the
4th century BC3!, supports the Asiatic connection of the practice in question. Canonization in
Asia Minor was taking place under the leadership of architects such as Pytheos and Satyros,
in Karia. In the same period in Lykia, the fact that architects, probably brought in from
outside (moreover, it is doubtful that the construction of the rock-cut tombs was even
supervised by architects’?), worked with craftsmen of different origins who worked
independently to a certain extent®, suggests that the Archaic diversity in Asiatic-Ionic
architecture was still widespread in this region and that the practice discussed may be a
reflection of this.

After the Classical Period (?)

It has been suggested that two of the relevant rock-cut tombs at Kaunos (B4 and C12)
and one in Dalaman may be later in date than the big tombs of Group B at Kaunos. If this is
indeed the case, this feature seen in these tombs may be explained by the influence of Group
B34,

Examples that have this feature without being obvious, or in the form of variations,
are also usually associated with the Hellenistic period?>. However, it may be noted that, in
addition to Attic features, features reminiscent of Asiatic-Ionic architecture from the Archaic
period (and even wooden architecture), are also seen in the anta capitals of one rock-cut tomb
each from Lyrnai and Araksa (for reference see fig. 5). The combination of features from
different periods and schools fits well into the context of Ionic architecture in the Lykian
region from the Late Classical period shown above. On the other hand, although there are
doubts concerning these features, another study (see fn. 36) has presented data indicating
that the tomb at Araksa may be associated with the period of Ptolemaios II. According to the
same study it is possible that the two Ionic rock-cut tombs from Telmessos also belong to this
period. Therefore, the unfinished Telmessos example, which vaguely possesses the feature
discussed here, may also be associated with the period of Ptolemaios II. If the relatively late
dating of these rock-cut tombs is correct, the traces of the relevant anta-architrave practice
can be explained by the continuation of the features of Late Classical Ionic architecture in the
period of Ptolemaios II%* or by the influence of—maybe contemporary—wooden
architecture.

31 Koenigs 2007, 677.

32 Henry 2009, 66; Kaya 2018, 173-174, 185; see also Roos 1972, 96; Schmaltz 2009, 200.

3 Although it is generally thought that the Nereid Monument dates somewhat earlier than the Pataran find, it has
also been shown that it is highly probable that the craftsmen in question worked on both of these examples and
therefore that they are contemporary. It has also been suspected that there may be a workshop connection
between these examples and the related rock-cut tombs at Kaunos. The article titled The Ornamented Pilaster
Capitals from the Late Classical Period in Lycia which grew out of the unpublished doctoral dissertation (Kaya 2024,
81-85) can also be seen on these issues.

34 Roos 1972, 96-97; Roos 1985, 39; Kaya 2018, 178.

% For tombs from Lyrnai [early Hellenistic (Oktapolis)] and Mergenli see Roos 1985, 51; late 4th century BC in
Henry 2009, 157.

3 For discussions on the dating of the tombs at Araksa and Telmessos, along with the influence of the Nereid
Monument (locally) and the Hekatomnid architecture during the reign of Ptolemaios II, see Kaya 2024, 41, 86-88,
95.
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Historical Context

Although Kaunos, where the practice in question is most prevalent, is geographically
located west of the Indos River in the Karian region, it is noteworthy that the rock-cut tombs
there appear to be more related to the Ionic architecture from the Late Classical period in the
Lykian region. This may be explained historically. It appears that Kaunos was ruled by
Lykian dynasts in the late 5t century BC, and this probably continued during the reign of
Dynastes Erbbina (Arbinas) in the early 4t century BC?¥. Since the Nereid Monument is
generally assumed to be the tomb of Erbbina, it may be that the rock-cut tombs at Kaunos—
shown above as having a possible workshop connection with this monument—may also be
from the period of Erbbina. On the other hand, it is also possible to make an explanation that
is more compatible with the dating of the rock-cut tombs. So much so that it is also debated
whether the Nereid Monument itself may date from the time when Lykia was under
Hekatomnid rule (see fn. 33). As for Kaunos, it is stated that this place came under the rule of
the Hekatomnid dynasty after the King’s Peace (387 BC), but no definitive evidence has been
presented for this. Considering the inscriptions®, it can be thought that the city changed
sovereignty at the latest during the reign of Maussollos. Therefore, this change of hands may
have occurred at a time when Lykia came under Karian rule after the suppression of the
Great Satraps’ Revolt?, or shortly before. If this is the case, the Hekatomnids must have
considered Kaunos in the same context as the newly captured Lykian cities, and
incorporated it into their building program in Lykia.

Conclusion

In this study, a new theory is
proposed to replace one that has become
communis opinio in the more than half-
century since it was first introduced.
Accordingly, the anta-architrave practice in
rock-cut tombs reflects the architectural
petrification of an arrangement that served
to clamp elements together in wooden or
half-timbered structures. The association of
such practices, in which load-bearing
elements and the entablature are
intertwined, with a material like wood—
which is easily perishable—and with early
periods makes it difficult to firmly
substantiate the new theory. However, from
the opposite perspective, the practices
observed in rock-cut tombs may be seen as
evidence supporting theories about early
Ionic architecture (fig. 8). Secondary
evidence from examples where architectural
forms can be identified outside of actual
buildings, such as house models and votive Figure 14: Hypothetical prototype

37 Konuk 2009.

38 Marek 2006, 94.

3 At this point, it can be noted that P. Roos questions the possibility that the rock-cut tombs at Kaunos, which he
thinks are influenced by Lykian funerary monuments, can be dated from ca. 360 BC onwards as a result of this
political development (Roos 1976, 109, fn. 4).
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reliefs, also strengthens the theory. As for the logical framework of the theory, it can be based
on the idea that such a prominent feature is unlikely to appear in the imitation (the rock-cut
tomb) if it does not exist in the prototype (the freestanding structure). Since the petrification
of wooden architecture is a phenomenon that also applies to freestanding structures*,
determining the identity of the structure(s) being imitated at the junction between the anta
and the architrave is difficult (fig. 13-14). However, it may be considered that in the 5t
century BC, when monumental architecture in Asia Minor seems to have halted*!, there were
structures still being produced, probably in the Archaic tradition, that resembled the rock-cut
tombs in question and were at least partially constructed of wood. It is tempting to imagine
that half-timbered structures of this type also existed in the Late Classical period, when
Greek architecture was beginning to become widespread in Lykia, as they would suggest an
eclecticism familiar in the region. From this perspective, the presence of the relevant practice
in the rock-cut tombs of the Lykio-Karian borderland appears entirely plausible.
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amaclamaktadir. Hellenistik Dénem’e tarihlenen bu buluntular, form,
bezeme ozellikleri ve stratigrafik baglamlariyla Kizilirmak Havzasi
Boyali Seramiklerinin tiretim, kullanim ve yayilim alanlarma iliskin

literatiire yeni katkilar sunmaktadur.

Biiyiik Deller'de tespit edilen Kizilirmak Havzast Boyali
Seramiklerinin formlar1 kése, tabak/meyvelik ve amphoradan
olusmaktadir. Bu formlar, havza repertuvarinda yaygin olarak goriilen
bant, balik iskeleti, ¢izgi kiimeleri, tiggen motifleri, sarmasik dallar1 ve
agaccik motifinin yani sira literatiirde ilk kez tanimlanan ¢engel motifi
ile bezelidir. Bunun yan1 sira amphoranin omuz kisminda yer alan
yuvarlak apliklerin “meme” biciminde tasarlandig1 belirlenmistir. Bu
ozellik, Kizilirmak Havzasi seramik repertuvarinda simdiye kadar
belgelenmemis bir uygulama olup, olasilikla Ana Tanrica kiiltiiyle
iligkili sembolik bir gelenege isaret etmektedir. Ayrica, literatiirde
tanimlanmis biiytik hacimli 6rneklerle karsilastirildiginda da bu kiigtik
hacimli form, Kizilirmak Havzasina 6zgii meme aplikeli kaplarin
yalmizca biiytik degil, aym1 zamanda kiiciik formlar halinde de
tretildigini ortaya koymaktadir.

Kazist yapilan alanlardaki stratigrafik veriler, degerlendirmeye
alinan seramiklerin tarihlendirilmesine guvenilir temel
olusturmaktadir. Yerlesimin erken evre kontekstlerinde ele gecen
ornekler MO 4. yiizyilin son ceyregi-MO 3. yiizyil arasina; geg evre
kontekstlerinde bulunanlar ise MO 2. yiizyll-MS 1. yiizy1l basina
tarihlenmektedir. Bu stratigrafik veriler, Kizilirmak Havzas1 Boyali
Seramiklerinin Ge¢ Demir Cagi'min sonlarindan itibaren, Erken
Hellenistik Donem’in basiyla birlikte herhangi bir kesintiye
ugramadan tiretildigini dne stiren goriisleri destekleyen yeni bir kanit
niteligindedir. Sonug olarak calisma kapsaminda ele alinan seramikler
hem geleneksel formlarmn siirekliligini hem de bolgesel motif
cesitliligini belgelemekte; Biiyiik Deller’i Kizilirmak Havzasi Boyali
Seramiklerinin yayilim haritasina eklenen yeni ve 6zgiin bir merkez
olarak 6ne ¢ikarmaktadar.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Hellenistik Donem, Biiytik Deller, Kizilirmak

Havzasi, Kizilirmak Havzasi Boyali Seramikleri, Meme Aplikeli
Kaplar.
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Abstract

This study aims to introduce and evaluate the Painted Pottery of
the Kizilirmak Basin unearthed during the excavations conducted
between 2021 and 2024 at the Biiyiik Deller settlement, located in the
Giilagag district of Aksaray Province. Dated to the Hellenistic Period,
these finds contribute new insights to the literature on the production,
use, and distribution of Kizilirmak Basin Painted Pottery through their
form, decorative features, and stratigraphic context.

The forms of the Kizilirmak Basin Painted Pottery identified at
Biiytik Deller consist of bowls, plates/fruit bowls, and amphorae.
These forms are decorated with bands, fish skeleton motifs, clusters of
lines, triangular motifs, vine branches, and tree motifs, which are all
commonly seen in the basin repertoire, as well as a hook motif, which
is defined for the first time in the literature. In addition, it has been
determined that the round appliqués on the shoulder of the amphorae
were designed in the form of “breasts.” This feature represents an
application that has not been documented before within the ceramic
repertoire of the Kizilirmak Basin and likely points to a symbolic
tradition associated with the Mother Goddess cult. Furthermore, when
compared to large-scale examples defined in the literature, this small-
scale form reveals that breast-appliquéd vessels, which are unique to
the Kizilirmak Basin, were produced in both large and small forms.

The stratigraphic data from the excavated areas provide a reliable
basis for dating the ceramics under consideration. The examples found
in the early phases of the settlement date to the last quarter of the 4th
century BCE - 3rd century BCE, while those found in the late phases
date to the 2nd century BCE - 1st century CE. These stratigraphic data
constitute new evidence supporting the view that the Kizilirmak Basin
Painted Pottery was produced without interruption from the late Iron
Age to the beginning of the Early Hellenistic Period. In conclusion, the
ceramics examined in this study document both the continuity of
traditional forms and regional motif diversity and highlight Biiytik
Deller as a new and unique centre added to the distribution map of the
Kizilirmak Basin Painted Pottery.

Keywords: Hellenistic Period, Biiytik Deller, Kizilirmak Basin,
Painted Pottery of the Kizilirmak Basin, Breast-Appliquéd Vessels.
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Giris

Biiyiik Deller Tepesi Aksaray ili, Giilagac ilgesi, Demirci kasaba merkezinin yaklasik
1,5 km kuzeyinde yer almaktadir (fig. 1). Tepe, zirve yiiksekligi 1235 m, cevresinden toplam
yiiksekligi ise 65 m olan volkanik bir kaya kiitlesidir’. Bu kaya kiitlesi {izerinde literatiirde
Biiytiik Deller? olarak taninan, I. ve III. Derece Arkeolojik Sit alan1 bulunmaktadir. Sit alaninda
ylizeyden goriilebilen arkeolojik kalintilar arasinda sur ile baglantili duvarlar, kayaya
oyulmus sarnig, mezar, olast sunak alani ve tahrip edilmis bir tiimiiliis yer almaktadir.

Buiytik Deller ilk kez 1994 yilinda Prof. Dr. Sevil Giilcur baskanliginda ytrttiilen
“ Aksaray, Nigde, Nevsehir Illeri Yiizey Arastirmas1” sirasinda tespit edilmistir®. Buradaki ilk
bilimsel kazi calismalar1 ise Dr. Pmar Cayl baskanhiginda 2021 yilinda baslatilmistir.
Sistematik olarak devam ettirilen kazilardan elde edilen ilk sonuglara gore Biiytik Deller’deki
yerlesim Orta-Geg Kalkolitik Donem ve Hellenistik Dénem’e tarihlenmektedir.

Biiyikdollor
&,

Figiir 1: Biiytik Deller'in konumu ve Kizilirmak Havzasi Boyali Seramiklerinin ele gectigi yerlesimler

Bu makalenin konusunu olusturan seramiklerin zamansal cercevesini olusturan
Hellenistik Donem’de Biiytik Deller, yogun bir seklide iskan edilmistir. Yiizeyde goriilebilen
ve zirve diizltigtinde takip edilen kesme taslardan insa edilmis sur kalintilar1 ve gevresine
hakim, stratejik konumu Biiyiik Deller'in bu donemde bir kale olarak kullanildigim
dusundurmektedirs (fig. 2a-b).

Biiytik Deller’de sur ve icindeki yapilarin anlasilmasina yonelik farkli plankarelerde
ylriitiilen kazilar hentiz biitiinciil bir plan ortaya koymasa da calismalar bu mimari
olusumlara dair ipuclar1 elde edilmesini saglamustir (fig. 3). Arkeolojik kazilar, ayn1 zamanda
stratigrafik olarak seramik malzemenin dagilimmin ve yerlesimin tarihsel siirecinin

1 Cayl1 2025, 47.

2 Giilgur 1999; Giilgur et al. 2010, 9; Cayli et al. 2023; Cayl1 ve Demirtas 2023, 61-62; Cayl1 2025.
3 Giilgur 1999.

4 Cayl et al. 2024; Cayli 2025.

5 Cayli et al. 2023, 423.
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anlasilmasma da énemli katkilar sunmustur. Bu baglamda sur hattinin dis ytizeyinde yapilan
calismalarda, sur duvarmin giintimiize ulasan ytiksekligi simdilik 3,40 m olarak kaydedilmis
ve belirli araliklarla yerlestirilmis bastiyon benzeri mimari unsurlar agiga ¢ikartilmistir (fig. 4a).
Sur hattinin i¢ ytizeyinde gerceklestirilen kazilarda ise ilk etapta ytizey topragmin 20 ile 30 cm
altinda duvarlara ve bu duvarlarla baglantili zeminlere ulasilmistir (fig. 4b, d). Yaklasik 1 m
genisliginde olan bu duvarlar diizenli ve diizensiz kesilmis taslardan oriilmiis, aralar
harclarla doldurulmustur. Farkli yonlerden uzanarak birbirine yaslanmis sekilde aciga
¢ikartilan duvarlar bu alanlarda mekénlarin dikdoértgen planli oldugunu gostermistir.
Hellenistik dolgunun simdilik en derin oldugu 14/0O plankaresinde 2,80 m derinlikte tas
doseli bir zemine ulasilmistir (fig. 4). Tas dosemenin belli bir boliimii kaldirilarak kiiltur
dolgusunun anakayaya kadar devam ettigi, bu dolgunun Kalkolitik tabakalara ait oldugu
anlasilmistir (fig. 4b-c). Dolayistyla Hellenistik kiiltiir dolgularinin, tesviye edilerek kapatilan
Kalkolitik dolgu tizerine oturdugu anlagilmaktadiro.

Figiir 2a: Biiytik Deller yerlesimi kuzey Figiir 2b: Biiytik Deller yerlesimi kiiltiir dolgusunu sinirlayan
gorintimi kayalik sirtin kuzeybat1 géruntimii

Kazisi baslayanve d
devam edecek alanlar

—ay Sur hatti

Kaya oyma mezarlar
(&5 ya oy, ezarla /

Sur girigi

A B [ D 3 F G H I J K L M NO P R S T U v

Figiir 3: Biiytik Deller yerlesimi kazi alanlar1 ve Kizilirmak Havzasi Boyali Seramiklerinin ele gectigi
plankareler

6 Cayli 2025.
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Kazilar sirasinda tespit edilen mimari bulgular ve arkeolojik buluntulara gore
Hellenistik yerlesimin mevcut verilerle iki evreli bir tabakalanmaya sahip oldugu
anlagilmistir. Ozellikle seramikler iizerinde yapilan calismalara gore erken evre MO 4.
yiizyilin son geyregi ile MO 3. yiizyila; geg evre ise MO 2. yiizyil ile MS 1. yiizyilin bagina
tarihlenmektedir”.

Yukarida bahsi gecen kazi calismalari sirasinda ele gecen arkeolojik materyaller
arasinda en yogun grubu Hellenistik Donem’e tarihlenen seramikler olusturmaktadir.
Seramikler tizerinde yapilan 6n degerlendirmelerde, ithal ve yerel olmak tizere farkli seramik
gruplarmim varligi tespit edilmistir. Ithal seramikler arasinda Pergamon ve Ionia/Ephesos
tiretimi ornekler bulunmaktadir. Yerel tiretim seramikler ise Kizilirmak Havzasi Boyali
Seramikleri, Basit Astarli Seramikler, Kirmiz1 Astarli Seramikler ve Bantli Seramiklerden
olusmaktadirs. Bu gruplar arasinda yer alan Kizilirmak Havzas1 Boyali Seramikleri ¢alismanin
ana odak noktasimi olusturmaktadir. S6z konusu seramikler, ilk kez bu ¢alismada detayl bir
sekilde ele alinmustir.

Figtir 4a: 14 /P-R plankaresi sur hattinin dis ytizeyi bastion benzeri mimari unsur; 4b: 14/0O plankaresi
Hellenistik Dénem erken yerlesim evresine ait mimari buluntular; 4c: 6/ M plankaresi Hellenistik Dénem geg
yerlesim evresine ait mimari buluntular; 4d: 17 /M plankaresi Hellenistik Dénem ge¢ yerlesim evresine ait
mimari buluntular

7 Tuiystiz et al. 2024.
8 Ttystiz et al. 2024.
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Kizilirmak Havzas1 Boyal1 Seramikleri

Kizilirmak Havzasi Boyali Seramikleri literatiirde “Galat Seramikleri”?, “Kapadokya
Seramikleri”19, “Yerli Pontus Keramigi”!!, “Kizilirmak Havzas1 Boyali Kaplar1”12, “Kizilirmak
Kavisi Hellenistik Cag Yerel Boya Bezekli Canak Comlegi”® ve “Orta Anadolu Boyal
Seramikleri”* gibi farkli isimlerle amilmaktadir. Terminoloji cesitliliginin nedeni
arastirmacilarin farkli merkezlerde ele gegcen buluntulara dayanarak, seramik grubunun
kokeni ve tiretim merkezi hakkinda cesitli gortisler sunmasidir. Literattirdeki bu farkl
tanimlamalara ragmen gitincel ¢calismalarda tiretim ve yayilim cografyasi temel alinarak, L.
Zoroglu tarafindan onerilen Kizilirmak Havzasi Boyali Kaplari/Seramikleri tanimlamasi
yaygin bicimde kabul edilmektedir?s.

S6z konusu seramik grubu, Kizilirmak kavisinin kuzeyde Karadeniz’e kadar uzanan i¢
kesimi ile kavise yakin dis bolgelerde Hellenistik Donem’de tiretilmis ve yogun olarak bu
havzadaki yerlesimlerde kullanilmais polikrom bezemeli bir stile ait drnekleri temsil etmektedir.
Bu seramiklerin {iretim anlayis1 hem gelenekci hem de yenilikci unsurlar1 barindirmaktadir?e.
Seramikler bezeme ve form agisindan incelendiginde, Orta Anadolu'nun MO 2. binyil ve
Demir Cagi'na ait boya bezemeli seramik gelenegini stirdtirdtigii gortilmustiir!”. Hellenistik
kilturtin etkisiyle donemin bat1 kdkenli popiiler formlarindan bazi orneklerin de havza
repertuvarmna eklendigi ve bu yeni formlarin havzanin bezeme gelenegi ile dekore edildigi
tespit edilmistir’s. Bu sentez, Kizilirmak Havzas1 Boyal1 Seramiklerini hem geleneksel bezeme
tarzlarimi devam ettiren hem de Hellenistik etkilerle sekillenen dinamik bir tiretimin tiriinii
haline getirmistir.

Bu seramiklerin bezenmesinde iki teknik uygulanmustir’®. Ik teknikte, kabin ana
astarinin tizerinde beyaz veya krem tonlarinda bir friz olusturulmus, motifler bu friz tizerine
kirmizi, kahverengi, siyah tonlarnda islenmistir. Ikinci teknikte ise yine ayni tonlardaki
motifler dogrudan kabin ana astar1 tizerine yapilmistir. Kompozisyonda kullanilan motifler
ise yatay-dikey seritler, capraz cizgiler, cizgi kiimeleri, ici taranmus ticgenler, cift ve paralel
cizgili zikzaklar, balik iskeleti, benek, kafes ve dama gibi geometrik motifler; yaprak-
tomurcuk, dal, sarmasik, zeytin-defne celengi, agaccik gibi bitkisel motifler; kus, balik, dag
kecisi, boga, kopek, leopar, at ve insan figiirti gibi figtiratif bezeme unsurlarindan
olusmaktadir20,

Grup, zengin bir form repertuvarina sahip olup her biri kendi iginde alt tiplere ayrilan
acik ve kapali kaplar ile temsil edilmektedir?l. Bu kapsamda ana formlar arasinda kantharos,
skyphos, kadeh, kase, tabak, krater, lagynos, oinochoe, matara, minyattir vazo, amphora, pithos,
thyminaterion ve rhytonlar yer almaktadur.

9 Zahn 1907, 226-234; Ozsait ve Ozsait 2003, 323.

10 Genouillac 1926, 147.

11 Akarca 1956, 142-146.

12 Zoroglu 1976; Zoroglu 1978; Zoroglu 1979; Zoroglu 1983; Zoroglu 1986.

13 Dénmez 2001, 94.

14 Korsulu 2014, 91; Koker-Gokge ve Barat 2022, 139-164.

15 Zoroglu 1976; Zoroglu 1978; Abdioglu 2007, 2; Uysal-Tezer 2011, 24; Yorulmaz 2019, 127; Tiystiz 2022, 218;
Tuystiz et al. 2024, 299.

16 Zoroglu 1987, 65.

17 Akarca 1956, 145; Zoroglu 1987, 65; Donmez 2001, 91.

18 Zoroglu 1987, 65; Tiiystiz 2022, 263-265.

19 Akarca 1956, 144.

20 Zoroglu 2005, 519-520.

21 Formlar igin bk. Maier 1963; Bittel 1974; Ozsait ve Ozsait 2003; Zoroglu 2005; Tiysiiz 2022, 262-369.
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Cesitli merkezlerden elde edilen stratigrafik verilere gére grubun iiretimi MO 4.
yiizyilin son geyreginden itibaren baglamis yogun olarak da MO 2. yiizyil ile MS 1. yiizyilin
baslarinda gerceklesmistir?2.

Kizihirmak Havzasi’'nda bu seramiklerin tiretildigi dort ana tiretim bolgesinin var
oldugu dustintilmektedir?®. Makroskobik gozlemler ile mineralojik ve petrografik analizlere
dayal1 yapilan smiflandirmada?4, havzada ele ge¢mis seramiklerin kil 6zellikleri, form gruplar1
ve bezemelerindeki degisimler gtz oniinde bulundurularak, kendi aralarinda gruplamalar
olusturulmustur. Buna gore birinci bolge kuzeyde Amisos ve Amaseia arasina; ikinci bolge ilk
bolgenin giineyine, havzanin ortasma konumlandirilmistir. Ugtincti bolge, Kizilirmak'mn
giliney kesimine, dordiincti bolge ise Kayseri ile Sivas arasina yerlestirilmistir?.

Bu tip seramiklerin buluntu merkezleri Karasamsun Amisos, Giimiishacikoy,
Hamamozii, Merzifon ilgeleri ve gevreleri, Cavuskdy, Eskiyapar, Bogazkoy ve cevresi,
Comlekkaya, Cengeltepe, Alisar, Kesikkoprii, Kirsehir Hoytigti, Topakli, Sulucakarahoytiik,
Kiltepe, Tavium/Nefeskoy olarak kayitlara gecmistir?®. Ancak son yillarda bolgede
Hellenistik Donem’e yonelik kazi calismalarinin ¢cogalmasiyla bu seramik grubuna iliskin veri
cesitliligi de artmistir. Bu stirecte hem yeni buluntu merkezleri tespit edilmis hem de form ve
bezeme repertuvari belirgin bicimde zenginlesmistir?’. Bu kapsamda hentiz dort sezonluk bir
kaz1 ge¢misine sahip olan Biiytik Deller s6z konusu gruba ait literatiirde tanman ya da ilk kez
tespit edilen buluntulariyla Kizilirmak Havzasi Boyali Seramiklerinin yayilim haritasina
eklenen yeni bir merkez olarak 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir.

Biiyiik Deller’de Bulunan Kizilirmak Havzas1 Boyal1 Seramikleri

Biiyiik Deller’de bulunan Kizilirmak Havzas: Boyali Seramikleri, 6M (fig. 5: 10; kat.
no.10); 7M (fig. 6: 16; kat. no. 16); 9M (fig. 5: 1; kat. no.1); 10M (fig. 5: 3, 5, 6; kat. no. 3, 5, 6);
14/0 (ftig. 5:7, 8, 9; fig. 6: 11, 12, 14, 15; kat. no. 7, 8, 9; fig. 6: 11, 12, 14, 15) ve 17M (fig. 5: 2, 4;
fig. 6:13; kat. no. 2, 4, 13) plankarelerinde yapilan stratigrafik kazilar sirasinda ele gegmis olup,
sadece iki 6rnek bulunduklar1 plankarelerde (fig. 5: 7; fig. 6: 15; kat. no. 7, 15) ytizey topragimin
temizligi sirasinda tespit edilmistir (fig. 3).

Makaleye konu olan seramiklerin tamamui pargalar halinde olup toplamda on alt1 farkl
kaba ait buluntular1 icermektedir. Her ne kadar bu grup simdilik sinirli sayida drnekle temsil
edilse de Biiyiik Deller’de tespit edilen yeni formlar ve stratigrafik veriler, havzada bilinen
form cesitliligi, grubun tiretim tarihi ile yayilim alan1 hakkindaki bilgilerimize énemli katkilar
sunmaktadir.

Hamur ve Astar Ozellikleri

Degerlendirmeye alman seramiklerin hamurlar1 homojen bir yapiya sahip olup,
renkleri kirmizimsi sar1, sarimsi kirmizi, kahverengi ve pembe tonlarinda degismektedir. Bazi
orneklerin hamur cekirdeklerinde pisirmeden kaynakli grilesme gortilmektedir (fig. 6: 11, 15,

2 Zoroglu 2005, 520; Tiiystiz 2022, 395.

B Zoroglu 2005, 515, fig. 1; Tuystiz 2022; 399-401.

24 Tiysiiz 2022, 112-120.

% Tiiystiz 2022, 389-401.

26 Amisos: Akarca 1956; Giimiishacikdy: Zoroglu 1978, kat. no. 89-97; Hamamozii-Merzifon ilgeleri ve gevreleri:
Ozsait ve Ozsait 2003; Cavuskdy: Zoroglu 1978, kat. no. 51-52; Eskiyapar: Zoroglu 1976; Bogazkdy ve cevresi: Maier
1963; Bittel 1974; Comlekkaya: Zoroglu 1978, kat. no. 54; Cengeltepe: Unal 1968, 126, 136, res. 46; Alisar: von der
Osten 1937; Kesikkoprii: Zoroglu 1978, kat. no. 131-133; Kirsehir Hoytigti: Alkim 1956, 75, res. 20-23; Topaklr:
Polacco 1972; Sulucakarahoytik: Balkan ve Stimer 1970, 43, res. 2-3; Kiiltepe: Zoroglu 1981; Tiiystiz 2022.

27 Son donemlerde eklenen merkezler ve yeni buluntular i¢in bk. Ordu Kurul Kalesi: Yorulmaz 2019, 127-135; Sivas
Ziyaretsuyu: Abdioglu 2007, 39-44; Biiyiik Deller: Kurt 2025, 102.
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16; kat. no. 11, 15, 16). Hamurlar1 mika, mineral, kireg ve tasgik katkili olup, katki maddelerinin
yogunluk oranlar1 degiskenlik gostermektedir. Astar renkleri ise ya hamurlarinin renginde ya
da hamur renklerinin birkag ton koyusudur.

Astar tizerine dogrudan uygulanan bezemeler kaplarin bazilarinin dis (fig. 5: 5; fig. 6:
11-16; kat. no. 5, 11-16) bazilarinin ig (fig. 5: 9, 10; kat. no. 9, 10) bazilarinin ise hem i¢ hem de
dis (fig. 5: 1-4, 6-8; kat. no. 1-4, 6-8) yiizeylerine islenmistir. Cift ya da tek renkli olan
bezemelerde genellikle siyah (fig. 5: 1; fig. 6: 16; kat. no. 1, 16) kirmizimsi siyah (fig. 5: 10; fig.
6: 14; kat. no. 10, 14), koyu kirmuz1 (fig. 5: 3, 6, 7; fig. 6: 11, 16; kat. no. 3, 6, 7, 11, 16), koyu
kahverengi (fig. 5: 2, 9; fig. 6: 15; kat. no. 2, 9, 15), sarims1 kahverengi (fig. 5: 3; fig. 6: 13; kat.
no. 3, 13) ve kirmuz (fig. 5: 4, 5, 8; fig. 6: 12; kat. no. 4, 5, 8, 12) tonlar1 kullanilmastir.

Bezeme Ozellikleri

Biiyiik Deller seramiklerinde, geometrik ve bitkisel motiflerden olusan bezeme tgeleri
kullanilmistir. Geometrik motifler arasinda bant, balik iskeleti, tiggen, ¢izgi kiimeleri ve cengel
motifleri yer alirken, bitkisel motifler sarmasik, dal ve agag¢ik motifleri ile temsil edilmektedir.
Bu motifler arasinda en yaygin olarak karsilasilan geometrik bezeme 6gesi bant motifidir.
Hemen hemen her dénemde cgesitli merkezlerde farkli seramik formlari tizerinde goriilen bu
motif birincil (ana bezeme) ve ikincil (doldurucu bezeme) derecede bezeme 6gesi olarak
kullanilmustir. Motif, Kizilirmak Havzasi Boyal1 Seramiklerinde de erken 6rneklerden itibaren
hem birincil hem de ikincil derecede bezeme unsuru olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir?s. Havzanin
bezeme repertuvarinda en sik tercih edilen motiflerden biri olan bu bantlar, yer aldig1 kabin
formuna ve bezeme alanmnin genisligine gore farkli kalinliklarda ve sayilarda olmak {izere hem
ic hem de dis yiizeye uygulanmistir. Bu motif tek ya da cok renkli olarak ya dogrudan kabin
astarinin tizerine ya da kabm astarmin {izerine yapilan beyaz/krem renkli bezeme frizi
iizerine islenmistir.

Biiyiik Deller 6rneklerinde, bant motifi ile bezeli form gruplarinin énemli bir kismin
kaseler ve tabaklar olusturmaktadir? (fig. 5: 1-10; kat. no. 1-10). Bu motif, kase ve tabaklarda
farkli kaliliklarda ve sayilarda olmak tizere kaplarin hem i¢ hem de dis yiizeylerine birincil
ve ikincil derecede bezeme 6gesi olarak uygulanmistir. Bantlarin birincil derecede bezeme
ogesi olarak kullanildig1 anlasilan fig. 5: 2-8 numarali 6rneklerde motif, kaplarin i¢ ve dis
ylizeylerinde agi1z kenar1 ve govdeye; fig. 5: 9-10 numarali parcalarda ise tondo kismina
yerlestirilmistir. Her iki ytizeyde de motifler dogrudan kabmn astarmin {izerine kirmizi ve
kahverenginin tonlarinda yapilmistir. Havza i¢inde, Biiytik Deller 6rnekleriyle benzer bezeme
semasina sahip bant motifli kdse ve tabaklar Hellenistik Dénem boyunca goriilmekte olup,
Bogazksy (MO 3. yiizyilin ikinci yarisi-Augustus Donemi (MO 27-MS 14), Kiiltepe (MO 3.-1.
yiizyil), Alisar (MO 4. yiizy1l), Kirsehir Hoyiik (MO 3.-1. yiizyil), Cavuskoy (MO 2.-1. yiizyil),
Amasya ve gevresinde (MO 3.-1. yiizy1l) ele gegmistir®. Bant motifinin ikincil derecede bezeme
ogesi olarak kullanild1g1 6rneklerde ise fig. 5: 1 (kat. no. 1) numarali kdsede motif dis ytizeyde
tek basina, i¢ yiizeyde ise balik iskeleti motifiyle birlikte kullanilmistir. S6z konusu 6rnekte
bant, balik iskeletini tistte ve altta simnirlandirilarak dekoratif bir cerceve olusturmustur.

28 Zoroglu 2005, 519-520.

2 Biytik Deller seramikleri ile ilgili 2023 yilinda yapilan 6n degerlendirmelerde, Biiyiik Deller seramikleri arasinda
yer alan bant bezemeli ¢rnekler, basit astarli seramiklerin bir alt grubu olarak siniflandirilmustir. Ancak kazi
calismalarimin ilerlemesiyle birlikte elde edilen yeni veriler, bu seramiklerin Kizilirmak Havzasi Boyali
Seramiklerinin karakteristik o6zelliklerini tasidi§1 ve bu repertuar icerisinde ayr1 bir alt grup olarak
degerlendirilmesi gerektigini ortaya koymustur, bk. Ttiysiiz et al. 2024.

30 Kaseler icin bk. Bogazkoy: Maier 1963, 228, abb: 10, 2-7; Kiiltepe: Tiiystiz 2022, lev. 26, 166-168; lev. 28, 186-189;
lev. 31-32, 219-231; lev. 34, 242-248; lev. 35, 252-255; Alisar: Zoroglu 1978, lev. IX, 2; Kirsehir Hoytik: Alkim 1956,
98, res. 12; Cavuskoy: Zoroglu 1978, X, 2; Amasya ve cevresi: Ozsait ve Ozsait, 2003, pl. V, 2-3. Tabaklar i¢in bk.:
Kululu: Jones 1969, 89, fig. 12; Kiiltepe: Tiiystiz 2022, lev. 41, 304, 312; lev. 47; Bogazkoy: Zoroglu 1978, lev. XVI, 2.
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Biiyiik Deller’de, bant motifinin ikincil derece bezeme 6gesi olarak kullanildig1 bir
diger form grubu kapali kaplardir (fig. 6: 11-13, 16; kat. no. 11-13, 16). Bu 6rneklerden fig. 6: 11
(kat. no. 11) bir amphora formuna aitken, fig. 6: 12, 13 ve 16'mun (kat. no. 12, 13, 16) hangi form
grubuna ait oldugu belirlenememistir. Motif, bu parcalarda kaplarmn farkl bolgelerinde farkl
kalinliklarda kullanilmistir. Bu baglamda bantlar, fig. 6: 11'in ag1z kenarinda ve hemen altinda
tek basina bir bezeme 6gesi olarak, govde tizerinde ise farkli motifleri birbirinden ayiran sinir
motifi olarak kullanilmustir. Fig. 6: 12 ve 16 da olasilikla farkli bezeme gruplarin birbirinden
aywran bir motif olarak tercih edilirken, fig. 6: 13’tin omuz kisminda tek basma farklh
kalinliklarda ti¢ bant seklinde kullanilmistr.

Degerlendirilen seramikler {izerinde tespit edilen bir diger geometrik bezeme 6gesi
balik iskeleti motifidir (fig. 5: 1; kat. no. 1). Balik iskeleti motifi, cok fazla 6rnegine rastlanmasa
da Kizilirmak Havzasi bezeme repertuvarinda MO 2.-1. yiizyillara tarihlendirilen motiflerden
biridir3!. Motif, merkezde ince yatay bir ana bant ile bu bandi her iki yanindan paralel olarak
cevreleyen ve tek yone egim gosteren kisa cizgilerin olusturdugu bir kombinasyondur. Biiytik
Deller’in balik iskeleti motifi yukarida bahsedildigi gibi bant motifi ile simirlandirilan alana
yerlestirilmistir. Bu alan arasindaki motif ortada yatay bir bant ile bu banttan ¢ikarak yukari
ve asag1 uzayan birbirine paralel egimli cizgilerden olusmaktadir.

Biiyiik Deller seramikleri {izerinde goriilen bir diger geometrik bezeme 6gesi ¢izgi
kiimeleri motifidir (fig. 6: 12; kat. no. 12). Cizgi kiimeleri motifi genellikle bir bant motifinin
tizerine ya da iki bant motifinin arasma yapilmis birbirine paralel kisa dikey cizgi
gruplarindan olusmaktadir. Demir Cag1®2 seramiklerinden itibaren yaygin kullanilan bezeme
ogelerinden biri olan motif, havzanin Hellenistik Dénem bezeme repertuvarinda da sevilerek
kullanilmus ve farkli formlardaki kaplarin ytizeyine uygulanmistir3. Biiytik Deller seramikleri
icinde cizgi kiimeleri motifi, kapali bir kaba ait omuz parcas: {izerinde tespit edilmistir.
Parcanin korunan kismina gore ¢izgi kiimeleri diizensiz bir sekilde yapilmis olup, dokuz adet
dikey cizgiden olusmaktadir.

Degerlendirmeye alman seramiklerde tespit edilen bir diger geometrik bezeme 6gesi
sirali tiggen motifidir (fig. 6: 11; kat. no. 11). Sirali tiggen motifi havza ve havzanin yakmn
cevresinde 6zellikle Demir Cagi'nda farkli formlar tizerinde farkli varyasyonlariyla siklikla
tercih edilen bir motiftir®*. Havzanin Hellenistik Donem orneklerinde daha smirli bir
kullanima sahip olmakla birlikte, genellikle ikincil bir motif olarak, i¢leri boyali, boyasiz ya da
taranmus olmak tizere farkl sekillerde kullanilmistir®s. Biiytik Deller’in sirali tiggen motifi ise
fig. 5: 11 numarali amphoranin gévde boltimiine islenmistir. Yatay bir bandin hemen tizerine
yerlestirilen tiggenler diizenli bir sekilde siralanmistir. Cogunlukla igleri bos birakilmus, sadece
birinin ici boyanarak doldurulmustur.

Calismanin konusunu olusturan seramikler tizerindeki son geometrik motif ¢engeli
andiran bir bi¢cime sahiptir (fig. 6: 11, 15; kat. no. 11, 15). Bu motif, havzanin bezeme
repertuvarinda ilk kez goriilmektedir. Iki farkli kap {izerinde yer alan motifin bulundugu
orneklerden ilki fig. 6: 11 numarali amphoradir. Amphoranin goévde bolumiinde yer alan

31 Bogazkoy; Maier 1963, abb. 12, 2; Eskiyapar: Zoroglu 1978, 69-71, lev. L, 1-3 ve LI, 2-3; Cavuskdy: Zoroglu 1978,
69-71, lev. LI, 1.

32 Ozgiic 1971, res. 8, 108.

3 Alisar: von der Osten 1937, fig. 32; Eskiyapar: Zoroglu 1976, res. 1; Bogazkoy: Maier 1963, abb. 19; abb. 29, 5;
Tavium: Strobel ve Gerber 2000, abb. 16b; Kesikkoprii: Zoroglu 1978, lev. XLVII], 1; Kiiltepe: Tiiystiz 2022, lev. 49,
361, lev. 89, 638; Kurul Kalesi: Yorulmaz 2019, lev. XXVIII, 188; Ziyaretsuyu: Abdioglu 2007, lev. 20, 4; Ceklicek-
Dikmentepealtr: Ozsait ve Ozsait 2003, pl. V, 2-6.

3 Von der Osten 1937, fig. 58, 1, fig. 62, 1, 2, 14, fig. 71,7, fig. 72, 8-9.

3% Kiiltepe: Zoroglu 1981, res. 3-4; Tiiystiz 2022, lev. 89, 638; Sulucakarahoyiik: Balkan ve Stimer 1970, res. 2-3;
Camihdytik: Uysal-Tezer 2011, lev. 1, 5; Kurul Kalesi: Yorulmaz 2019, lev. XXVII, 182.
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motif, hemen tizerinde bulunan yatay banda bagh olup, banttan asagiya sarkar bicimde
betimlenmistir. Farkli kalinliklarda yapilan motifler, bas kisimlarinda bir serit halinde asagiya
dogru uzanmakta ve ug kisimlarinda da farkli oranda ice dogru kivrilmaktadir. Motifin yer
aldig: ikinci ornek ise fig. 6: 15 numarali kapali govde parcasidir. Bu parca tizerindeki motif,
amphorada oldugu gibi tam anlamiyla bir ¢engel formuna sahip olmamakla birlikte, stilize
edilmis bir varyasyon olarak degerlendirilebilir. “C” veya “<” seklinde diizensiz olarak tasvir
edilen bu motifler, iki sira halinde diizenlenmis olup, bunlar arasma baski teknigiyle yapilmis
sirali daireler eklenmistir. Yukarida bahsedildigi gibi s6z konusu motiflerin tam benzerine
rastlanmamakla birlikte, Hellenistik Donem’de havza repertuvarinda bilinen dalga
motiflerinin u¢ kisimlari ile karsilastirilabilir®e. Dalga motifi tabandan kalin olarak baslayan,
ti¢ggen bir govde ile ug kisimda ige dogru sivrilerek spiral olusturan bir motiftir. Bu baglamda
dalga motiflerinin u¢ kismindaki spiral detaylari, Biiyiik Deller'de cengel motifi olarak
tanimlanan bezemeyle benzerlik tasimaktadir. Bu benzerliklerle fig. 6: 11 ve 15’in, havza icinde
zamanla motiflerde meydana gelen cesitlenmeyi ortaya koyan orneklere yeni bir temsil
olusturdugu soylenebilir.

Biiyiik Deller’'de bulunan Kizilirmak Havzasi Boyali Seramikleri stilinde boyanmus
kaplar tizerinde tespit edilen bitkisel bezeme unsurlar1 sarmasik, agaccik ve dal motifinden
olusmaktadir (fig. 6: 11, 14, 16; kat. no. 11, 14, 16). Sarmasik dali, dalgal1 bir ana dal ve bu ana
dala bagli ucunda kalp seklinde sarmasik yaprag: bulunan bitkisel bir bezeme tiirtidiir.
Havzada Ge¢ Demir Cagi'ndan itibaren kullanildig: bilinen motifin Hellenistik Dénem ile
popiilerligi artmistir®”. Biiytik Deller’in fig. 6: 14 numarali sarmasik motifli drnegi dikey bir
ana dal ve bu ana daldan ¢ikan uclar1 kalp yaprakli daha ince dallardan olusan bir agac
seklinde tasvir edilmistir3s.

Degerlendirmeye alman seramikler tizerindeki bir diger bitkisel bezeme unsuru
agaccik motifidir (fig. 6: 16; kat. no. 16). Havzanin bezeme repertuvarinda 6zellikle Demir Cag:
seramiklerinde yaygm olarak goriilen bu motifin®, Ge¢ Demir Cagi'ndan sonra belirli
degisimler gecirerek kullanilmaya devam ettigi bilinmekteydi#. Buna gore, motif ya farkl bir
tslupla ele alinarak zamanla merkezi tomurcuklu yaprak motifine ya da alternatif bir agac
motifine dontiserek kullanilmaya devam etmistir. Ancak son donemlerde Karadeniz
Bolgesi'ndeki farkli merkezlerde ele gecen ornekler, agaccik motifinin Demir Cagi'na ait
geleneksel bezeme semasimni koruyarak Hellenistik Donem’de de kullanildigini ortaya
koymustur#. Biiyiik Deller’in agagcik motifi ise fig. 6: 16 numarali kapali kap tizerinde alt
kisimda iki renkli bant ile sinirlandirilmis alana yerlestirilmistir. Dikey yerlestirilen motif, bir
ana dal ve bu daldan karsilikli olarak yukari yonde uzanan kiiciik ve ince yaprak
kombinasyonu seklinde yapilmistir. Bu 6rnek, kompozisyon semas: ve tislup 6zellikleriyle,
agaccik motifinin Hellenistik Dénem’de geleneksel bicimini koruyarak kullanilmaya devam
ettigini gosteren yeni buluntularla ortiismektedir.

Buytik Deller seramikleri tizerinde tespit edilen son bitkisel bezeme unsuru, kivrik
dallardan olusan motiftir (fig. 6: 11). Bu motif, Kizilirmak Havzas1 Boyali Seramiklerinin
bezeme repertuvarinda bilinen siisleme 6geleri arasinda yer almaktadir2. Genellikle yaprak,
filiz ve tomurcuk gibi bitkisel unsurlarla birlikte kullanilan kivrik dallar, 6zellikle sarmasik ve

36 Cengeltepe: Unal 1968, res. 46, sek. 20; Kiiltepe: Zoroglu 1981, res. 2-3; Ziyaretsuyu: Abdioglu 2007, lev. 25, 2.

37 Dénmez 2001, 92-93; Koker-Gokge 2023, 125-127.

3 Tuystliz et al. 2024, fig. 4,1.

% Kiiltepe: Ozgiig 1971, pl. XIX, 1; Masathoyiik: Ozgiig 1982, pl. 71, 4-6.

40 Zoroglu 1986, 463; Ttiystiz 2022, 375.

41 Orta Karadeniz Bolgesi: Ozsait ve Ozsait 2003, pl. 111, 4, pl. I, 8; Kurul Kalesi: Yorulmaz 2019, lev. XIX, 190, lev.
XXVII, 182.

42 Tiysiiz 2022, lev. 84-85, 596-597.
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dal motiflerinde farkl kalinliklarda ve farkli yonlerde hareketli bir kompozisyon olusturacak
sekilde tasvir edilmistir. Bunlarin yani sira, kivrik dallar bazi ¢rneklerde tek basina birincil
bezeme 6gesi olarak da kullanilmistir®3. Biiytik Deller’in kivrik dal motifleri, daha 6nce bahsi
gecen fig. 6: 11 numarali amphoranin boyun kismi tizerinde tespit edilmistir. Oldukga smirh
bir boltimii korunmus olan motif, merkezde yer alan bir ana dal ile bu dalm altina ve tisttine
yerlestirilen daha ince, hareketli dallardan olusmaktadir. Kabm korunan kismi, bu motiflerin
bagimsiz bir stisleme unsuru olarak m1 yoksa sarmasik yapragy, filiz ya da tomurcuk gibi diger
bitkisel ogelerle birlikte mi kullanildigini kesin olarak belirlemeye yeterli degildir. Simdilik
eldeki veriler, s6z konusu dallarin bitkisel karaktere sahip bir motif oldugunu
diistindiirmektedir.

Form Ozellikleri

Biiytiik Deller’de ele gecen Kizilirmak Havzasi Boyali Seramikleri grubuna ait 6rnekler,
kase, tabak ve amphora formlarina ait parcalardan olusmaktadir. Bu formlar arasinda sayisal
olarak en yogun grubu kase 6rnekleri tegkil etmektedir (fig. 5: 1-6, 9-10; kat. no. 1-6, 9-10). Kase
formlarina iliskin tim parcalar ag1z kenari, govde (fig. 5: 1-6) ve kaide (5: 9-10) seklinde ele
gecmistir. Ag1z caplar1 14-20 cm, kaide caplari ise 8-12 cm arasinda degismektedir. Bu 6rnekler
govde yapilarma gore derin ve sig olmak tizere iki gruba ayrilmaktadir. Derin govdeli
ornekler (fig. 5: 1-4) genel olarak basit a1z kenarina ve konik bir gévde yapisina sahiptir. Bazi
orneklerde govde duvari oldukca egik olup, ag1z kenarlar1 disa agilan bir form sergilemektedir
(fig. 5: 1-2). Baz1 6rneklerde de govde duvarlar1 daha dik, ag1z kenar1 ise hafif ice dogru cekik
yapidadir (fig. 5: 3-4).

Buiytik Deller ornekleri ile benzer sekilde konik bir govdeye sahip kaseler hem
Hellenistik Dénem seramik repertuvarinin hem de havzanin form repertuvarinin yaygin
kullanilan bir tipi olup, bezemeli ya da bezemesiz ornekleri ile karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.
Hellenistik Dénem’in her evresinde goriilen ancak kontekstleri ile kesin tarihlenebilen bant
bezemeli trnekleri Amasya ve gevresinde (MO 3.-1. yiizyil), Cavuskéy (MO 2.-1. yiizyil),
Eskiyapar (MO 2. yiizyil sonu-1. yiizyil basi), Bogazksy (MO 3. yiizyilin ikinci yarisi-Augustus
Donemi (MO 27-MS 14), Alisar (MO 4. yiizy1l), Kiiltepe (MO 3.-1. yiizy1l) ve Tavium’da (MO
1. ytizyil) yapilan kazilar sirasinda ele gecmistir. Havza disinda da tespit edilen bant
bezemeli ornekler Catalhdyiik TP alani (Hellenistik Dénem) ve Imikusagi kazilarmda® (MO
3.-2. ytizyil); bezemesiz 6rnekler ise Tarsus, Asvan Kale (Geg¢ Hellenistik Dénem), Kurul Kalesi
(MO 2. yiizy1l sonu-MO 1. yiizyilm ilk yarisi) ve yine imikusaginda bulunmustur®. Ayrica
Konya-Karaman (MO 3.-2. yiizyillar) ve Ceyhan Ovas’'nda (MO 2. yiizyil) yapilan yiizey
arastirmalarinda da konik govdeli benzer tipolojik ozelliklere sahip oOrnekler tespit
edilmistir4’.

4 Tuystiz 2022, lev. 42, 320.

4 Amasya ve gevresi: Ozsait ve Ozsait 2003, pl. L 1,3; Cavuskdy: Zoroglu 1978, lev. X, 2; Eskiyapar: Zoroglu 1976
res. 2, ¢iz. 2; Bogazkdy: Maier 1963, abb. 10, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18; Alisar: Schmidt 1933, pl. II, a; von der Osten 1937, 276,
pl. IX; Kiiltepe: Tiiystiz 2022, lev. 26, 166-167; Tavium-Biiytik Nefes: Lohner-Urban 2016, abb. 2; Strobel ve Gerber
2000, abb. 16a. Havza yerlesimlerinde ele gecen benzer formlu bezemesiz kaseler i¢in bk. Kirsehir Hoytigii: Alkim
1956, res. 7, res. 8 (MO 3.-2. yiizyil); Topakli: Pecorella 1975, fig. 20, A1; Kiiltepe: Tiiystiz 2022, lev. 25, 156-159, lev.
26, 160-165.

4 Catalhoytiik: Zoroglu 2007, lev. 10, ciz. 16; imiku@aglz Derin 1995, res. 32, 3-4.

4 Agvan Kale: Mitchell 1980, fig. 21, 1; fig. 27, 127, 128, 130, 131, 133, 134, 140, 141; fig. 32: 331-332; fig. 33: 346-347;
fig. 35: 393; Tarsus: Jones 1950, fig. 181 D; Kurul Kalesi: Yorulmaz 2019, lev. V. 35, lev. VI, 40; imiku§ag1: Derin 1995,
res. 38, 1,4.

47 Karaman: Bilgin 2004, ciz. 4, 1, 2, giz. 8, 2-5 (MO 3-2. yiizyillar); Ceyhan Ovast: Ozdemir 2008, kat. no. 48-52 (MO
2. ylzyil).
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Figiir 5: Biiyiik Deller’de ele gecen Kizilirmak Havzas1 Boyali Seramikleri
(Fig. 5: 1-6 Kase; Fig. 5: 7-8 Tabak/Meyvelik; Fig. 5: 9-10 Kase kaide parcalar1)
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Biiyiik Deller’de ele gecen govdesi sig kaselerin (fig. 5: 5-6) agiz kenarlar1 hafif ice
cekiktir ve yuvarlatilarak yapilmistir. Ag1z kenarindan s1g gévdeye gegis belirgin bir dontis ile
saglanmistir. Saglam orneklerine gore bunlar halka kaide ya da diiz bir dip ile sonlanmalidirs.

S1g govdeli ice dontik agiz kenarli kadseler Hellenistik Donem’in en karakteristik ve
bilinen formalarindan biri olup, bezemeli ve bezemesiz ornekleri hemen hemen her
yerlesimde ele gegmektedir. Kizilirmak Havzasi’'nda da benzer tipolojik 6zelliklere sahip bant
bezemeli kaseler Bogazksy (MO 3. yiizyilin ikinci yarisi-Augustus Dénemi (MO 27-MS 14),
Topakli (Hellenistik Donem), Kiiltepe (MO 3.-1. yiizyil), Yassidag (MO 3. yiizyil ile MO 2.
yiizyillin ortalari), Yozgat (Hellenistik Dénem) ve Ziyaretsuyu'nda (MO 3.-1. yiizyil) ele
gecmistir®. Havza icindeki bezemesiz ornekleri ise Cengeltepe (Hellenistik Donem),
Ziyaretsuyu (MO 2. yiizyil) ve Topakli (Hellenistik Dénem) yerlesimlerinde bulunmustur3.

Biiytik Deller’de bulunan bir diger form grubunu, agiz kenar1 disa uzatilmis, s1g
govdeli kaplar olusturmaktadir (fig. 5: 7-8; kat. no. 7-8). Bu tiir ag1z formu hem tabak hem de
meyveliklerde goriilmekte olup, her iki form da Kizilirmak Havzasi Boyali Seramikleri
repertuvarinda bilinen agik kaplardirsl. Disa uzayan agiz kenarlarmin sekillendirilisi kendi
icinde farklilik gosterse de genel olarak disa dogru cekilerek uzatilmis ag1z kenarly, s1g ya da
derin govdelidirler. Ag1z kenarindan govdeye gecis baz1 6rneklerde keskin bazi 6rneklerde ise
yumusak bir profille saglanmustir. Alt govdeleri eksik olan bu parcalar halka kaide, diiz bir
dip ya da ytiksek bir ayak boynuna sahip olmalidir. Bu 6zellikleri ile form Orta Anadolu
Bolgesinde Demir Cagi'nda yaygin olarak goriilen tabak ve meyveliklerle benzerlik
gostermektedirs2,

Benzer ag1z kenarina sahip tabak ve meyvelik formlarmim bezemeli tipleri Kizilirmak
Havzast yerlesimlerinden ¢ogunlukla Bogazksy (MO 2.-MO 1. yiizyil), Eskiyapar (MO 2.
yiizy1l), Sulucakarahoyiik (MO 4. yiizy1l), Kiiltepe (MO 4. yiizyilin son geyregi-MO 3. yiizyil)
ve Yassidag' dan (MO 3. yiizyil ile MO 1. yiizyilin ortalar1) bilinmektedirs. Havza diginda
Biiyiik Deller'in yakin cografyasinda yer alan yerlesimlerden Porsuk Zeyve Hoyiik (MO 2.
yiizy1l), Gordion (MO 4. yiizyil), Cingirt Kayasi, Nagidos (MO 4.-3. yiizyil), Tarsus (MO 3.-2.
yiizy1l) ve Imikusagi'nin (MO 3. yiizyil sonu-MO 2. yiizyil) Hellenistik Dénem tabakalarinda
da benzer ag1z kenarina sahip formlar ile karsilasilmaktadir5.

Calisma kapsaminda degerlendirmeye alinan son form amphoradir (fig. 6: 11; kat. no.
11). Parcalar halinde ele gecen bu amphoranin agiz cap1 10 cm olup, korunan parcalar temel
almarak yaklasik 30-35 cm yiiksekliginde oldugu tahmin edilmektedir. Form ozellikleri

48 Tuystiz 2022, lev. 28, 184; lev. 29, 201.

49 Bogazkoy: Maier 1963, abb. 10, 2-9; Topakl1: Pecorella 1975, fig. 13, 1, fig. 16, 10; Kiiltepe: Ttiystiz 2022, lev. 28,
lev. 31; Yassidag: Emre 1973, sek. 38, 39 (IL. yap1 kat;, MO 3. yiizyil ile MO 2. yiizyilin ortalar1); Yozgat: Sancaktar et
al. 2021, fig. 10 St. Y. 18-19 (Hellenistik Dénem); Ziyaretsuyu: Abdioglu 2007, lev. 3, 5.

50 Ziyaretsuyu: Abdioglu 2007, lev. 2, 1-4, lev. 3, 1-4, 7-8 (MO 2. yuizyil); Cengeltepe: Unal 1968, sek. 23, 2; Topakl:
Pecorella 1975, fig. 13, 1, fig. 15, 1-2 (Hellenistik Dénem).

51 Havza iginde form ait 6rnekler Bogazkoy, Eskiyapar, Sulucakarahoytiik ve Kiiltepe’de bulunmustur. Agiz kenar1
disa uzatilmis tabaklar havza disindaki yerlesimlerde de kullanilan bir formdur. Ayakli meyvelikler; Topakli
Hoytik: Polacco 1969, 54-71 fig. 25-26; Porsuk Zeyve Hoytiik: Koker-Gokee ve Barat 2022, fig. 3a-c; Kiiltepe: Tiiysiiz
2022, lev. 45, 336, lev. 46, 337; Alisar: von der Osten 1937, pl. IX, b784; Gordion: Stewart 2010, fig. 228, 336.

52 Zoroglu 1978, 36; von der Osten 1937, abb. 435, 444.

5 Bogazkoy: Maier 1963, abb. 12; Kiinhe 1969, 36, pl. 22b-c (MO 2-MO1. ylizyil): Eskiyapar: Zoroglu 1978, 34, lev.
XVI, 1, lev. XVII, 1-2; Sulucakarahdyiik: Zoroglu 1978, 34-68, lev. XVII, 135; Kiiltepe: Tiiystiz 2022, lev. 46, 338, lev.
47,341, 342, 344, lev. 48, 350 (MO 4. yiizyihn son geyregi MO 3. yiizyil); Yassidag: Emre 1973, fig. 34-36 (MO 3.
ytizy1l ile MO 1. yiizyilin ortalari).

54 Gordion: Toteva 2007, pl. 3, 26 MO 4. yiizyil); Stewart 2010, fig. 203, 105, 108, 111 (Erken Hellenistik Dénem), fig.
225, 305, fig. 226, 321, fig. 227, 331, fig. 228, 304 (Orta Hellenistik Donem); Nagidos: Kérsulu 2015, kat. no.18-22;
Tarsus-Kesbiikii: Korsulu ve Kilig 2021, kat. no.29-31 (MO 3.-2. yiizyil); Fatsa Cingirt Kayasi: Erol ve Aydm 2021,
lev. 18, 106-108; imikusag1: Derin 1995, res. 35, 3-14 (MO 3. yiizy1l sonu-MO 2. yiizyil).
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bakimindan boyunlu amphora grubuna ait olan kap, disa dogru acilan yayvan bir agiz
kenarma sahiptir ve bu kenar dis ytizeyde yuvarlatilarak kalmlastirilmistir. Boyun dar,
silindirik ve uzundur. Boyundan omuza gecis ise yumusak bir profille saglanmistir. Gévde
ovoid formda olup, en genis kismu tist karm, en dar kismu ise alt karm bolgesidir. Kaide,
oturma diizleminde disa dogru genisleyen halka formundadir. Kulp kisimlar1 korunamamais
olup benzer orneklerle karsilastirildiginda, boyundan omuza baglanan karsilikli dikey
kulplara sahip oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Sadece tist govde bolimii bezemeli olan ve bezeme
ozellikleri baghg altinda detayli bir sekilde incelenmis olan bezeme &geleri agizda bant,
boyunda kivrik dallar, omuzda ise ticgen, yatay bant ve ¢engel motiflerinden olusmaktadir.
Bezemelerin hemen altinda aplike edilmis bir ¢ift kabartma yer almaktadir.

Havzada form ve hacim 6zellikleri bakimindan Biiyiik Deller amphorasi (fig. 6: 11) ile
oldukca yakin benzerlik gosteren tek saglam ornek Kiiltepe’de bulunan amphoradir®.
Literattirde “Kiiltepe amphoras1” olarak bilinen ve tizerindeki panter avi sahnesiyle
Kizilirmak Havzast stilinin énemli bir temsilcisi olan amphora MO 3. yiizyilin sonu-MO 2.
ylzyilin ilk yarisina tarihlendirilmistir. Tipolojik agidan her iki eser de dis ytizeyde
yuvarlatilarak kalinlastirilmis disa acilan agiz kenarlari, gorece uzun silindirik boyunlars,
ovoid govdeleri ve halka kaideleriyle belirgin benzerlik gostermektedir. Form 6zelliklerinin
yanu sira her iki eserin de hamur ve astar tzellikleri oldukca yakin benzerlik tasimaktadir.
Kiiltepe amphorasi disinda, havza yerlesimlerinde Biiytik Deller 6rneginin ag1z sekline benzer
nitelikte ¢ok sayida ag1z kenar1 parcasi ele gecirilmistir. S6z konusu buluntularin yaygmligs,
bu ag1z tipinin havzada sik kullanildigin gostermekte olup, benzer rnekler Bogazkoy (MO
3. ytizyilin ikinci yarisi-Augustus Dénemi (MO 27-MS 14), Karasamsun¥” (MO 3.-1. yiizy1l),
Topakli® (Hellenistik Dénem), Kiiltepe>® (MO 2.-1. yiizyil) kazilarinda ve Amasya cevresinde
yapilan yiizey aragtirmalarinda Ceklicek’te®® (MO 3.-1. yiizyil) tespit edilmistir.

Yukarida da belirtildigi tizere, Biiyiik Deller amphorasinin iist karmn bolgesinde, aplike
teknigiyle yapilmus bir cift yuvarlak kabartma yer almaktadir. Benzer nitelikteki kabartmalar
hem Kizilirmak Havzasi’'nda hem de Orta Anadolu Bolgesi'nde Kalkolitik Donem’den itibaren
farkli bicimlerde tanimlanan bir siisleme ogesi olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadiré!. Bir gelenek
halini alarak Hellenistik Dénem boyunca da kullanilmaya devam eden bu kabartmalara,
Klasik Dénem arastirmacilar1 antropomorfik bir anlam yiiklemis; s6z konusu kabartmalar:
kadna ait anatomik bir detayla iliskilendirerek meme olarak tanimlamislardir. Bu nedenle de
bu tiir kabartmalara sahip kaplar literatiirde “meme aplikeli kaplar” olarak adlandirilmistire2.

Hellenistik Dénem’e ait meme aplikeli kaplar cogunlukla havzanin i¢ kisimlarinda ele
gecmistir. Topakly, Sulucakarahoytiik, Alisar ve Comlekkaya bu tiir kaplarin buluntu
merkezleridir®. Bu merkezlerdeki meme aplikeli kaplar amphora ya da kiip olarak tanimlanan
formlarla temsil edilmektedir. Tamami karindan kulplu olan bu kaplar biiyiik hacimli olup,
50 ile 60 cm civarinda ytikseklige sahiptir. Form 6zellikleri bazi detaylara gore kendi iclerinde
farklilik gosterse de genel olarak yayvan agizli, kisa boyunlu, alta dogru daralan govdeli ve

5 Zoroglu 1981, 239.

56 Maier 1963, abb. 15, 1-2, 4-5.

57 Zoroglu 1978, lev. XXII, 5.

58 Pecorella 1975, fig. 22, 14-19.

% Tiysiiz 2022, lev. 72, 502-508.

60 Ozsait ve Ozsait 2003, pl. V, 6.

61 Prehistorik ve Protohistorik donemlerde benzer kabartmalar diigme/memecik/yumru; Hellenistik Dénem’de
ise meme olarak adlandirilmistir. Bk. Giilgur 2004, 146, fig. 13, 18; Demirtas 2019, 91; Ozgﬁg ve Ozgﬁg 1953, lev.
XXIII 95, 97, lev. XXIV 113, 114; Zoroglu 1981; Donmez 2014; Koker-Gokge 2023.

62 Zoroglu 1978; Dénmez 2014; Koker-Gokge 2023.

6 Topaklr: Polacco 1971, tav. XIII, 20; Koker-Gokge 2023, 121-144; Sulucakarahoyiik: Balkan ve Stimer 1970, res. 2-
3; Alisar: von der Osten 1937, pl. X, 184; Comlekkaya: Zoroglu 1978, lev. XXXI, 3-4.
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diiz diplidirler. Karsilikli dikey kulplar1 omuzun alt boliimii ile karnin en genis oldugu
kisimda bulunmaktadir. Meme aplikeleri ise tiim ¢rneklerde karnimn ist boltimiinde ve tek
yonde olacak bicimde yerlestirilmistir.

14

0 10cm.
"™ BB

15 16

Figtir 6: Biiytik Deller’de ele gecen Kizilirmak Havzas1 Boyali Seramikleri
(Fig. 6: 11 Amphora; Fig. 6: 12-16 kapal1 kap parcalari)
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Kaplar tizerindeki meme apliklerinin neden yapildigina dair kesin bir veri
bulunmamakla birlikte, konuya iliskin farkli goriisler mevcuttur. Bunlardan ilki meme aplikeli
amphoralarm 6lii gomme gelenekleri ile alakali oldugu yoniindedir®*. Bu goriis, Kizilirmak
Havzas1 Boyali Seramikleri stilinde boyanmis; hacim ve form agisindan meme aplikeli kaplara
benzeyen, ancak tizerinde aplik bulunmayan boyundan kulplu Bogazkoy amphorasinin
buluntu durumuna dayandirilmaktadir. Hellenistik Dénem’e ait bu amphora in situ bigcimde
icinde cocuk iskeletleriyle birlikte ele gegmistir. Bu durum, meme aplikeli kaplarin da havzada
bulunan benzer formlu biiyiik hacimli Hellenistik kaplar gibi mezar kabi olarak kullanilmis
olabilecegi fikrini akla getirmistir®>. Uzerindeki aplikler ise kadin anatomisinden yola ¢ikilarak
gogis seklinde yorumlanmis ve kap icindeki bireyin cinsiyeti ile iliskilendirilmistir. Bir diger
gortis meme aplikeli kaplarin Ana Tanrica kiiltii ile baglantili oldugu yontindedirt. Bu goriis
ise Magat Hoyiik'te bulunan ve Demir Cagi'na (MO 600-550) tarihlenen karindan kulplu iki
kiip parcasinin ikonografisi esas alinarak gelistirilmistir®’”. Bu kaplarin her birinin dis
ylizeyinde iki yuvarlak aplike, apliklerin ortasinda da boyali Ana Tanrica tasviri yer
almaktadir. Boyali Ana Tanriga tasvirinden hareketle, yuvarlak aplikeler de Ana Tanricanin
bolluk ve bereketinin gostergesi olan gogiisleri olarak yorumlanmistir. Havzada en erken
ornekleri Demir Cagi'nda gortilmeye baslanan bu ikonografik yorumlama Hellenistik
Donem’in sonuna kadar devam etmistir. Ancak Hellenistik Dénem ile birlikte ikonografide
bir sadelesme gozlemlenmis ve bu dosnemde Ana Tanrica yalnizca aplike kabartmalarla temsil
edilmistir. Bu durum, Ana Tanricanin Hellenistik Dénem’de sembolik bir dontistim gegirerek,
sadelesmis bicimde ifade edilmesiyle aciklanmistir. Bu temsillerin kaplar tizerinde yer
almasmin iki ana nedeni oldugu ileri stirtilmektedir: ilki, s6z konusu kaplarin boyun ve
govdeleriyle insan formunu kabaca animsatmalars; ikincisi ise, depolama islevi goren bu
kaplarda saklanmis olabilecek tohumluk tahillarin Ana Tanricanin bereket ve bolluk
ozellikleriyle bereketlenmesinin beklenmesidir.

Buytik Deller amphorasinda bulunan aplike kabartmalar arastirmacilarin da belirttigi
tizere, Ana Tanrica kiiltiiyle baglantili olmalidir. Ana Tanrica, Anadolu’da Neolitik
Donem’den®® itibaren, donemsel ve bolgesel farkliliklara bagh olarak cesitli adlarla anilmus;
oziinde disi bir figiir etrafinda sekillenmis, bereket, bolluk ve dogurganlik kavramlariyla
Ozdesglestirilmis en eski tanrisal varliklardan biri olarak kabul edilmektedirt®®. Onun
temsillerine bakildiginda, zaman icerisinde soyut ve simgesel anlatimlarla da ifade edildigi
gortilmektedir”’?. Bu baglamda ¢zellikle omuzun hemen altina yerlestirilmis olan birbirine
yakin cift ¢ikinti, ana tanricanin dogurganlik ve bereketle 6zdeslestirilen gogiislerini temsil
eden sembolik 6geler olarak degerlendirilmelidir. Bu tiir bir yerlesim ve bigimsel ifade,
yalnizca anatomiye gonderme yapmakla kalmaz; aynm1 zamanda tanricanin besleyici ve
tretken dogasini kap formu tizerinden gortiniir kilar. Bu nedenle, s6z konusu kabartmalarin
gogsii simgelemesi hem ikonografik hem de kiiltiirel agidan anlamli, kabul edilebilir ve bilingli
bir tasarim tercihi olmalidur.

Ana Tanrica figtirtiniin islevi, yalnizca bolluk ve bereket ile smirli kalmamis; aym
zamanda savascl, koruyucu ve zafer getiren nitelikler de tasimistir. Bu yonitiyle 6zellikle

64 Bittel 1938, 25-28.

65 Zoroglu 1978, 45.

66 Donmez 2000; Donmez 2014, 289-304.

67 Ozgiic 1982, 49-63, lev. 78-2, 3.

68 Mellart 2003, 137-160; Hodder 2006, res. 21-24; 90, 94, 109; Duru 2008, 93, a-f; res. 153-187; Isik 2012, 337-345.

0 Ana Tanrica figiirti Phryglerde Matar, Mater, Matar Kubileya, Matar Areyastan ya da Agdistis; Assur Ticaret
Kolonileri Cagi, Hitit ve sonrasindaki Ge¢ Hitit cografyasinda Kubaba; Lykia’da Kybebe; Yunanlilarda ve
Hellenistik Anadolu’da Kybele; Romalilar’da ise Magna Mater (Biiyiik Ana) olarak isimlendirilmistir, bk. Schwenn
1922, 2250-2291; Erhat 2003, 183-187; Grimal 2012, 395-396.

70 Naumann 1983, 92-95, taf. 9-11; Roller 1999, 77-78; Dénmez 2014.

Arkhaia Anatolika 8, 2025 Doi: 10.32949/Arkhaia.2025.77



Burcu TUYSUZ — Tutku KURT 234

kentlerin, surlarin ve kapilarin koruyucu tanricas: olarak savunma yapilarinda ve askeri
cevrelerde 6nemli bir tapinim odag1 haline gelmistir”!. Mevcut veriler dikkate alindiginda,
farkli donemlerde, farkli cografyalarda, farkli isimlerle karsimiza ¢ikan Ana Tanricanin
savunma yapilarinda ve askeri alanlarda kilttintin var oldugu goriilmektedir”2. Nitekim
ozellikle Ordu ili sinirlar icerisindeki Kurul Kalesi'nde ele gecen Kybele heykeli ve Kybele
kiltt ile iliskili arkeolojik buluntular”?; Kapadokya Bolgesi'ndeki yerli bir Ana Tanricay1
temsil eden Ma hakkindaki antik kaynaklarda yer alan bilgiler ve epigrafik veriler’#, yakin
cografyada cagdas donemlerde bir disi figlir etrafinda toplanan Ana Tanrica figiirtintin
koruyucu-savasci yoniiyle askeri baglamda da kiiltik bir 6nem tasidigini agik bicimde ortaya
koymaktadir.

Bu cercevede, stratejik konumuyla bolge savunmasinda onemli bir rol tistlenmis
olabilecek Biiyiik Deller Kalesi'nde, Aksaray’da’> ve bolgede’ varligi arkeolojik ve yazili
verilerle kanitlanan Ana Tanriga kiiltiinti yansitan simgelerin ve seramiklerin ele gegmis
olmasy, olagan bir durum olarak kabul edilmelidir. Biiyiik olasilikla Ana Tanrica, bu kalede
koruyucu kimligiyle kutsanmuis ve ritiiel pratikler icerisinde tapinim gérmiistiir. S6z konusu
amphora da 30-35 cm’lik gorece kiigiik hacmi ile Ana Tanriga ritiielleri sirasinda kullanilan
ozel bir sunum amphorasi olmalidir.

Tarihlendirme

Calismanin konusunu olusturan seramiklerin biiytik bir bolimi stratigrafik kazi
calismalarinda ele ge¢mis olup, kontekstleri baglaminda saghkli bir sekilde
tarihlendirilebilmektedirler.

Yapilan kazi calismalar: sonucunda, yerlesmenin iki evreli bir kullanim stirecine sahip
oldugu anlasilmistir. Bu evrelerin tarihlendirilmesi, stratigrafinin ve kontekstlerin kazi
stirecinde saglikli bicimde takip edilmesi sayesinde mumkiin olmustur. Biiytik Deller
yerlesiminin erken evresine ait mimari ogelerle iliskili olarak ele gecen seramik kontekstleri,
basta basit astarli seramikler olmak {izere Kizilirmak Havzas1i Boyali Seramiklerini
icermektedir. Basit astarli seramikler grubuna ait ice dontik ag1z kenarli kase, ag1z kenar1 disa
uzayan tabak ya da meyvelik, canak, testi, pithos ve unguentarium gibi formlar, tipolojik
ozellikleri dogrultusunda MO 4. yiizyilin son ceyregi ile MO 3. yiizyila tarihlendirilmektedir.
Ayni tabakada yer alan ve Kizilirmak Havzas1 Boyali Seramikleri grubuna dahil olan sarmasik
dali motifli bir parca da bezeme 6zellikleri agisindan bu tarih araligin1 desteklemektedir. Buna
karsilik, daha gec bir donemi temsil eden mimari kontekstlerle baglantili seramikler ise

7L LIMC VIII 1997, 744-766.

72 Demir Cagi'ndan Roma Dénemi’ne kadar-Kubaba, Kybele, Ma- 6ziinde Ana Tanricay1 tasvir eden tanrisal giictin
kentlerin, surlarin ve kapilarin koruyucusu olarak yazitlarda, kabartmalarda ele gecmis simgeleri, nis icindeki
heykeller ve yazitlar1 icin bk. Bogazkoy-Biiytikkale: Bittel 1983, 204-205, fig. 104; Kerkenes Dag1: Summers ve
Summers 2006, taf. 1 a-c, 2a-c; Ovaodren-Yassihoytik: Akcay 2015, res .5; Ordu Kurul Kalesi: Senyurt ve Akgay 2017,
179; Senyurt ve Durugoniil 2018; Pergamon: Bagh 2012, 32-67; Pull. Sull. 9.

73 Senyurt ve Akcay 2017, 179; Senyurt ve Durugoniil 2018.

74 Ma Kapadokya Bolgesi'nde bolluk, bereket ve koruyucu vasiflar: ile Ana Tanriga figiiriiniin 6zelliklerini tasryan
ve antik kaynaklarin hakkinda bilgi verdigi yerel bir Ana Tanrica olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Kapadokya
Bolgesi'nde Ma kiiltii i¢in bk. Strab. 12.3.32; Pull. Sull. 9.

75 M. Tekocak tarafindan Aksaray’da 2011 yilinda yapilan yiizey arastirmalari sirasinda Aksaray’in Sariyahsi flcesi
Sipahiler Koyii'nde, ana kayaya yapilms basamaklar, nisler ve sunu gukurundan olusan agik hava kutsal alam
tespit edilmistir. Bilinen 6rneklerine gore Ana Tanrica kiiltii ile iligkili olmas1 gereken bu alan Aksaray’da Ana
Tanriga kiilttintin varligint kanitlayan énemli bir veridir. Tekocak 2013, 124.

76 Havzadaki ana tanrica kiiltii ile ilgili ele gecen veriler icin bk. Bittel 1970, 152-153, fig. 38; Ozgﬁg 1982, 61, lev. 78,
2, sek. 152; Naumann 1983, pl. 9 a-e; Roller 2012, 204; Donmez 2014; Aversano 2019, vii, ix; Koker-Gokge 2023;
Yildizhan 2024, 130.
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Pergamon ve Ephesos tiretimi ithal 6rnekler ile kirmizi astarli ve ince cidarli seramiklerden
olusmaktadir. Form ve iiretim merkezlerine gére bu gruplar MO 2. yiizy1l ile MS 1. yiizyilin
basina tarihlendirilmektedir. Seramiklerden elde edilen bu verilerle Hellenistik yerlesimin
erken evresi MO 4. yiizyilin son geyregi ile MO 3. yiizyila; geg evresi ise MO 2. yiizy1l ile MS
1. ytizyilin basma tarihlendirilmistir?7.

Bu bilgiler dogrultusunda, Biiytik Deller’in erken evre yerlesiminde ele gecen fig. 5: 8
ile fig. 6: 11, 12, 14 (kat. no. 8, 11, 12, 14) numaral1 6rnekler MO 4. yilizyilin son geyregi ile MO
3. ylizyila; gec evre yerlesiminde ele gecen fig. 5: 1-4, 6, 9, 10 ile fig. 6: 13, 16 (kat. no. 1, 2, 3, 4,
6, 9, 10, 13 ve 16) numarali ornekler ise MO 2. ylizyil ile MS 1. ytizyillin baslarma
tarihlenmektedir. Bunlarin disinda ytiizey topraginda ele gegen fig. 5: 7 ile fig. 6: 15 (kat. no. 7,
15) numarali pargalar ise genel olarak MO 4. yiizyilin son ceyregi ile MS 1. yiizyilin baslarina
tarihlendirilebilir. Ayrica form ve bezeme 6zelinde yapilan karsilastirmalar diger merkezlerde
ele gecen benzer buluntularin da bu tarihlemeyi dogrular nitelikte oldugunu gostermistir.

Sonug

Buytik Deller, Aksaray ili Giilagag ilcesinde, dogal savunma avantajlar1 sunan volkanik
bir yiikselti tizerinde konumlanmis stratejik bir yerlesim alanidir. Kizilirmak Havzasinin
giliney kenarma yakin bu konum, antik yollar tizerindeki gecis noktalarina yakinligi, cevresine
hakim yiiksek topografyasi ve su kaynaklarina erisim olanaklariyla dikkat cekmektedir.
Aksaray ilinde 20. ytizyil ortalarinda baslayan arkeolojik calismalarmn biiyiik olctide
prehistorik ve protohistorik dénemlere odaklanmis olmasi nedeniyle Hellenistik Dénem’e
dair sistematik veri eksikligi uzun yillar boyunca devam etmistir’s. Bu baglamda, Biiyiik
Deller’de baslatilan kazilar, yalnizca bu 6zgiin yerlesim alanmin degil, Aksaray’in Hellenistik
Donem kiiltiir tarihinin aydinlatilmasi agisindan da 6nem tasimaktadir.

2021 yilinda baslayan ve sistematik bicimde siirdiiriilen kazilar, MO 4. yiizyilin son
ceyreginden MS 1. ytiizyil baslarina kadar kesintisiz bir yerlesim stirecini belgeleyerek Buiytik
Deller’in Hellenistik Dénem’de yogun iskana ugradigini ortaya koymustur. Bu iskanmn en
onemli maddi gostergesi olan seramik buluntular, yerel tiretim karakteri tasiyan ornekler ile
ithal ornekleri ayni baglamda sunarak, bolgesel tiretimin ozelliklerine ve kiiltiirler arasi
baglantilara dair 6nemli veriler saglamustir.

Biiytiik Deller’in yerel tiretim seramikleri arasinda dikkat ¢eken bir grubunu Kizilirmak
Havzas1 Boyali Seramikleri olusturmaktadir. Makalenin de konusunu olusturan s6z konusu
grup kase, tabak/meyvelik ve amphora formlarina ait parcalarla temsil edilmektedir. Bu
seramikler tizerine islenen geometrik ve bitkisel bezemeler bant, balik iskeleti, ¢izgi kiimeleri,
tg¢gen ile sarmasik, dal ve agaccik gibi havzada bilinen motiflerden olusmaktadir. Ancak
bunlarin yani sira literattirde ilk kez tanimlanan bir motife de rastlanmistir. Cengel motifi adi
altinda degerlendirilen bezeme 6gesi, havzanin bezeme repertuvarina eklenen yeni bir 6gedir.
Bununla birlikte, Biiyiik Deller'de ele gecen kiigiik hacimli meme aplikeli amphora, form,
ikonografi ve kullanim baglami agisindan 6zgiin bir drnek olarak 6éne gikmaktadir. Olii
gomme geleneklerine ya da sivi depolamaya yonelik oldugu diustintilen biiytik hacimli
benzerlerinden farkli olarak, bu ©ornek kii¢iik hacimli olarak tretilmistir. Bu yoniiyle,
Kizilirmak Havzas1 Boyali1 Seramikleri arasinda meme aplikeli amphoralarin yalnizca biiytik
hacimli degil, kiictik formlar halinde de tiretildigini gosteren ilk somut 6rneklerden biri olarak
degerlendirilmelidir. Ayrica, omuzun hemen altma yerlestirilmis gogiis cikintilar1 —yukarida

77 Tuiystiz et al. 2024.

78 Aksaray’in Klasik donemlerine yonelik ilk sistemli arastirmalar, M. Tekocak tarafindan 2010-2011 yillar: arasinda
gerceklestirilmistir. Ancak s6z konusu arastirmalarda, esas olarak Roma ve Ge¢ Antik Cag’a ait bulgular elde
edilmistir, bk. Tekocak 2012a; Tekocak 2012b; Tekocak 2013.
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ayrintili bigcimde ele alindigi {izere—Ana Tanriganin sembolik bir betimlemesi olarak
yorumlanmalidir. Bu ¢ercevede s6z konusu amphora, Hellenistik Donem kale yerlesimlerinde
ozellikle askeri niifus arasinda koruyucu nitelikleriyle tapinim goéren Ana Tanrica kiilttintin,
Biiyiik Deller’de de varlik gosterdigine isaret eden ¢nemli bir arkeolojik kanit niteligi
tasimaktadir.

Seramikler stratigrafik olarak giivenilir tabakalardan gelmekte olup, yerlesimin erken
evresine tarihlenen 6rnekler MO 4. yiizyilin son ceyregi-MO 3. yiizyil arasina; gec evreye
tarihlenenler ise MO 2. yiizy1l-MS 1. yiizyil basina yerlestirilmektedir. Bu stratigrafik veriler,
Kizilirmak Havzas1 Boyali Seramiklerinin Ge¢ Demir Cagi'nin sonlarindan itibaren, Erken
Hellenistik Dénem’in bastyla birlikte herhangi bir kesintiye ugramadan tiretildigini 6ne stiren
goriisleri destekleyen yeni bir kanit niteligindedir.

Makaleye konu olan seramiklerin tiretim bolgeleri hakkinda kesin yorumlarda
bulunmak simdilik oldukca gtictiir. Ancak, mika, mineral, kire¢ ve tasqik katkily; kirmizimsi
sar1, sarimsi kirmizi, kahverengi ve pembe tonlarinda hamura sahip olan bu 6rneklerin, hamur
rengiyle uyumlu ya da birkac ton koyusu astar renkleriyle 6zellikle Kizilirmak Havzasi'nin
ticlincti ve dordiincti iiretim bolgelerinde ele gecen seramiklerle benzerlik gosterdigi
gozlemlenmistir. Ozellikle amphoralar 6zelinde degerlendirildiginde, Kiiltepe amphorast ile
Biiyiik Deller amphoras: arasindaki form ve tiretim 6zelliklerine dair yakin benzerlik, Biiyiik
Deller 6rneklerinin dordiincii tiretim bolgesine ait olabilecegini diistindiirmektedir. Ayrica,
amphora disindaki diger seramiklerde goriilen bezeme renkleri ve bezeme stilleri de bu
olasiligi destekler niteliktedir. Bununla birlikte, tim bu degerlendirmelerin yalnizca
makroskobik gozlemlere dayandigi unutulmamalidir. Oniimiizdeki dénemlerde yapilacak
olan mineralojik ve petrografik analizler, bu seramiklerin tiretim merkezine iliskin daha
detayli sonugclara ulasilmasini saglayacaktir.

Sonug¢ olarak, Biiyiik Deller kazilarinda ele gecen seramik buluntular, yalnizca
Kizilirmak Havzas1 Boyali Seramiklerinin yayilim haritasini genisletmemis; ayn1 zamanda
form, motif ve ikonografi diizeyinde yenilikler sunarak, bolgesel seramik tiretiminin
anlasilmasina katkida bulunmustur.
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Katalog

Katalogda Munsel Soil-Color Charts 2009 kullanilmistir. Kisaltmalar: A.C.: Agiz Capy, D.C.: Dip Capy; K.C.: Kaide
Capy; Y.: Yiikseklik; C.: Cidar. Aksi belirtilmedigi stirece biittin 6lctiler cm’dir.
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Fig. | Kat. | B.Yeri | AC. | K.C. |Y. C. Hamur I¢ Astar Dis Astar Bezeme
No. No.

5:1 1 9/M 14 6 0.6 5YR6/6 5Y8/2 5Y8/2 5Y25/1
5:2 2 17/M 20 3,8 0.4 10YR8/3 | 10YR8/3 | 10YRS8/3 | 5YR4/6
5:3 3 10/M 14 5,8 0.4 10YR8/3 | 10YR8/3 | 10YRS8/3 | 5YR4/6
5:4 4 17/M 19 34 0.6 5YR5/6 5YR5/6 5YR5/6 10R3/4
5:5 5 10/M 18 3 0.6 10YR8/3 | 10YR8/3 | 10YRS8/3 | 10R3/4
5:6 6 10/M 18 3,6 0.8 5YR5/6 5YR5/6 5YR5/6 10R3/4
5.7 7 14/0 18 4,6 0.6 75YR7/6 | 75YR7/3 | 75YR7/3 | 25YR4/6
5:8 8 14/0 24 44 0.6 75YR7/6 | 75YR7/3 | 75YR7/3 | 25YR5/6
5:9 9 14/0 7 3,2 0.4 10YR7/2 |10YR7/2 | 10YR7/2 | 10YR3/2
510 |10 6/M 7,5 24 0.5 10R4/6 10R4/6 10R4/6 10R25/2
6:11 | 11 14/0 6 30-35? | 0.7 10R6/6 5Y8/1 5Y8/1 10R3/4
6:12 | 12 14/0 - 12,4 1.2 75YR7/4 | 75YR7/4 | 25YR7.6 75YR4/6
6:13 | 13 17/M - 9,2 0.5 10YR6/2 | 10YR6/2 | 10YR6/2 | 5YR4/4
6:14 | 14 14/0 - 15,9 0.7 5YR5/6 5YR4/4 10R4/6 10R25/1
6:15 | 15 14/= - 7 1 10R5/8 5YR5/2 25YR5/4 | 75YR4/6
6:16 | 16 7/M - 5,8 0.8 25YR6/8 | 25YR6/8 | 25YR6/8 | 75YR3/4
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city of Comana/Hierapolis

Mehmet CAVUS* D Abdullatif ALTUNDAG*®

Abstract

This article deals with three funerary stelae found in the city of
Comana/Hierapolis and now held in Adana Archaeological Museum.
Like Zela, Ameria, Venasa, Kabeira, Pessinus and the eponymous
Comana in Pontus, Cappadocian Comana was one of the most
important temple states in Asia Minor during the Hellenistic period,
and owed its fame to being the cult centre of Ma, a goddess of war and
victory. The ancient geographer Strabon reports from his own
experience that the Cappadocian Comana was visited by numerous
pilgrims, and that the sanctuary included considerable land holdings,
attended by over 6,000 temple slaves of both genders. He also notes that
Comana was the largest and most important temple state in the whole
of Cappadocia. During the reign of Archelaos, the last king of
Cappadocia, Comana was transformed into a polis city-state. The city
was renamed Hierapolis, meaning sacred city, in respect of its ancient
sanctity. According to the inscription on the first grave stele, the
brothers Oclatius Sacerdos, Oclatius Apollinarios and their sister
Oclatia Iulia built the grave stele for their father Iulius. The names of
the Oclatia/Oclatius gens names appear for the first time in the
Comana/Hierapolis settlement. In the second inscription, a man named
Antigonus built a grave stele for his son Mamas. The name Mamas,
apparently originating from Asia Minor, became a popular name in
Hierapolis/Comana. In the third and last inscription, a woman named
Claudia Philtate erected a grave stele in memory of her brother
Claudius Bachylos. The names Philtate and Bachylos are new to the
Comana/Hierapolis settlement.

Keywords: Cappadocian Comana, Hierapolis,
Oclatia/Oclatius, Mamas, Bachylos, Sacerdos.

temple state,
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Yazit1

Mehmet CAVUS* D Abdullatif ALTUNDAG*®

Oz

Bu makale, Komana/Hierapolis kentinde bulunmus ve sonradan bir
sekilde Adana Arkeoloji Miizesi'ne getirilmis olan {i¢c adet mezar stelini
ele almaktadir. Zela, Ameria, Venasa, Kabeira, Pessinus ve Pontus’taki
aym adi1 tasiyan Komana gibi, Kappadokia’daki Komana da Hellenistik
Donem’de Kiiciik Asya’nin en 6nemli tapmak devletlerinden biriydi.
Kent tintinti savas ve zafer tanricas1 Ma'nin kiilt merkezine borcluydu.
Antik cografyact Strabon, Kapadokya’daki Komana yerlesiminin gok
sayida kisi tarafindan ziyaret edildigini ve tapmagm 6.000'den fazla
koleye ve genis arazilere sahip oldugunu belirtir. Ayrica Komananin
Kapadokia'nin en biiyiik ve en 6nemli tapmak devleti oldugunu da
ekler. Burasi son Kappadokia krali Arkhelaos zamaninda polis kent
devletine doniistiiriilmiis, yerlesimin yeni ad1 eski kutsalligindan 6tiirii
“kutsal kent” anlamina gelen Hierapolis olmustur.

Mezar stelinin birincisinin {izerindeki yazita gore, Oclatius
Sacerdos, Oclatius Apollinarios ve Oclatia Iulia isimli kardesler kendi
babalar1 Iulius igin bir mezar steli yaptirmislardir. Oclatia/Oclatius
gens isimleri Komana/Hierapolis yerlesiminde ilk defa karsimiza
ctkmaktadir. Tkinci yazitta ise Antigonos ismindeki bir sahis kendi oglu
Mamas icin mezar steli yaptirmistir. Kiiciik Asya kokenli Mamas ismi
Komana’da siklikla kullanim goren bir isim olmustur. Uciincii ve son
yazitta ise, Claudia Philtate ismindeki bir kadin, kendi kardesi Claudius
Bakhylos’'un anisina bir mezar steli diktirmistir. Gerek Philtate ve
gerekse Bakhylos isimleri Komana yerlesimi igin yeni isimlerdir.
Burada ele alinan mezar stelleri, Komana/Hierapolis yerlesiminden
daha 6nceden bilinen alinlikli ve akroterli mezar tipolojisine sahiptir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kappadokia Komanasi, Hierapolis, Tapinak
Devleti, Oclatia/Oclatius, Mamas, Bakhylos, Sacerdos.
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Introduction

Two ancient settlements with the name Comana are known in eastern Asia Minor.
One is in the north, in the Pontic region!; the other is located in the Anti-Tauros region of
Cappadocia. Like Zela, Ameria, Venasa, Kabeira, Pessinus and the eponymous Comana in
Pontus, Cappadocian Comana was one of the most important temple states in Asia Minor
during the Hellenistic period and owed its fame to the cult centre of Ma, a goddess of war
and victory2. The ancient geographer Strabon reports from his own experience that the
Cappadocian Comana was visited by numerous pilgrims and that the sanctuary included
considerable land holdings, attended by over 6,000 temple slaves of both genders?. He also
notes that Comana was the largest and most important temple state in the whole of
Cappadocia®.

Figure 1: Sarkdy (Comana/Hierapolis)

According to Strabon’s geographical description, Comana was located in the Anti-
Taurus region in a deep and narrow valley directly on the banks of the Saros River (fig. 1)>.
This geographical information fits well with the village of Sarkoy (Tufanbeyli district, Adana
province), a village in the Turkish highlands of Asia Minoré. Here, the Sarus River (now
Sariz) flows south through a narrow, deeply incised valley formed by the Karsikaya-
Giimene, Candirintepe and Cataltepe hills. The remains of an ancient settlement can be
found on the banks of the Sariz - partly under the modern settlement of Sarkdy. The imperial
inscriptions and coins from Sarkdy give Hierapolis as the ancient city name’. It is the only

1 For Pontic Comana see Olshausen 1980, 188-190; Marek 2003, 109-111, Amandry and Rémy 1999; Erciyas 2021,
335-344.

2 On the temple states of Asia Minor in general, e.g. Jones 1971, 155; Debord 1982, 58-62; Olshausen 1980, 187-199;
Olshausen 1990, 1886; Mitchell 1993, 81; Dignas 2002, 227-233; Marek 2003, 108-111.

3 See Strab. 12, 2, 3.

4 Strab. 12, 2, 5-6; Métivier 2005, 132.

5See Strab. 12, 2, 3.

6 Ruge 1921, 1126-1128; Hild and Restle 1981, 208-209.

7 For coins see I.Komana, TNom1 and 2; for inscriptions see I.Komana, no. 2, 3, 5.
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place with evidence of the cult of the deity Ma; in addition, there are numerous personal
names here that allude to this deity8. There are historical reasons why the name Hierapolis
appears on the imperial inscriptions and coins of the city. Probably only a few years after
Strabon’s visit, the temple state of Comana was transformed into a Greek polis under the last
Cappadocian king Archelaos’, and was given the name Hierapolis (= sacred city). The city
today contains a temple (fig. 2), a theatre (fig. 3), and a tomb belonging to a Roman senator
named Aurelius Claudius Hermodoros (fig. 4)1°.

The following tomb stelae were found in and around Sarkdy, and were moved to the
Adana Archaeological Museum at different times. These tomb stelae not only increase the
number of archaeological artefacts from the city, but also increase our knowledge about the
onomastics of the city of Comana/Hierapolis, especially in terms of personal names. In
particular, as will be seen below, gens names such as Oclatius, Oclatia, are attested here for
the first time for the settlement. The personal names Sacerdos, Philtate and Bachylos are also
documented in the city for the first time.

M » . i

7 ? 1) 4

s -
A&

o P ““_.‘&4

Figure 4: Tomb Building of Aurelius Claudius Hermodorus

8 ].Komana, Index. See also about Ma Hartmann 1928, 77-91; Proeva 1983, 165-183; Baz 2009, 65-69; Mutlu 2016,
311-322.

9 Syme 1995, 298; Winter 1996, 220; Panichi 2000, 524; Van Dam 2002, 24; I.Komana, 47-48.

10 For the buildings in the city see Hild and Restle 1981, 208-209.
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1) Funerary stele of Iulius

Well-preserved marble funerary stele with
indicated pediment. A circle with floral decorations
covers the centre of the pediment; the inscription
field is closed at the top and bottom by a profile. The
script is highly meticulous; the letters are of the same
size and spacing (fig. 5-6).

Inv. no.: 14606.

Dimensions: H.: 101 cm; W.: 46 cm; T.: 10 cm; L.H.: 2
-3,3 cm.

Date: 1st-2nd century AD (based on the letter forms).

OxkAdrtioc Xaké-

2 [0]dwe kat OkAdTtiog
AmoAAwvagrog kat O-
4 rAatio TovAa, TovAi- Figure 5: No. 1; Funerary stele of Iulius

W TQ KLOLW TA-

vacat TQ( vacat

Oclatius Sacerdos and Oclatius Apollinarios and Oclatia
Iulia (built this stele ) for their master father Iulius.

L. 5. The term xbdpiog was mostly used in
Comana/Hierapolis as an epithet for deities such as
Apollo, Asclepius, Hermes and Men!!l. It was also
used, albeit rarely, to enhance the prestigious
positions of deceased citizens!2. Records indicating :
that this term was also used in other cities were Figure 6: No. 1 (detail)
compiled and interpreted by L. Robert!3.

The name Oclatius was used in Roman onomastics both as a gens name and as a
cognomen. One of the most famous people to bear this name, as a gens name, was Tiberius
Oclatius Severus. He was governor of the Provincia Pontus et Bithynia in AD 173-1744. His
name also appears on a lead weight that was probably found in Nicomedia'5. We also know
that a soldier named L(ucius) Oclatius Severus erected a funerary monument to his colleague
in Macedonia’é. This name also appears as a cognomen in the cities of Nicopolis ad Istrum in
Moesia and Nicomedia in Bithynia'?. On the other hand, the name Sacerdos is attested in
Kaisareia in Cappadocia’s. However, this name, which is rare in Cappadocia, was used more
frequently in other regions of Asia Minor?. The gens names Oclatius and Oclatia were not
previously attested in Comana/Hierapolis. While the children, who had the stele built for
their father, were referred to by the gens names, it is noteworthy that their father was
mentioned only by his name Iulius, without the gens name.

11 J.Komana, no. 87, 89, 92, 95, 98.

12 ]. Komana, no. 120, 124, 170. See also for the uses and meanings of this term Dickey 2001, 5-11.
13 Robert 1969, 1607-1611.

14 For information on this person see Eck 2000, 1094; Haensch and Weiss 2007, 212.

15 JGR I, no. 524; see also SEG 55, no. 1381.

16 | Philippes 111, no. 79.

17 SEG 37, no. 629; TAM 1V ], no. 200.

18 LGPN VA, 396 s.v.

19 LGPN VA, 396 s.v; LGPN VC, 381 s.v.
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2) Funerary stele of Mamas

Well-preserved marble funerary stele with
indicated pediment and acroteria. A circle fills the centre
of the pediment; the inscription field is closed at the top
by a profile. The top acroter, the right acroter and the
lower part of the stele are broken off. The lettering is of
mediocre accuracy; the letters vary in size, are
irregularly spaced and are thinly carved (fig 7-8).

Inv. no.: 13661.

Dimensions: H.: 58 cm; B.: 23 cm; T.: 10,5 cm; L.H.: 2 -
2,4 cm.

Date: 1st-2nd century AD (based on the letter forms).

Avtiyovo[c]
2 Mapa Tt Vot

Antigonos (built this stele) for his son Mamas.
L. 2. baw=viwL.

The Greek personal name Antigonos was
widely used in the Eastern Mediterranean World. The
same name also appears in other inscriptions from
Comana/Hierapolis?. The son of the dedicant,
Mamas, bears an indigenous personal name which is
attested several times both in Comana / Hierapolis

Figure 7: No. 2; Funerary stele of
and in other regions of Asia Minor2. Mamas

3) Funerary stele of Cl(audius) Bachylos

Well-preserved limestone grave stele with
indicated pediment and acroteria. The centre of the
pediment fills a triangle and the inscription field is
closed at the top and bottom by a profile. Little care
was taken with the writing on the stele; its letters,
which are inclined to the right, have different spacing
and sizes (fig. 9-10).

Inv. no.: 14603.
Dimensions: H.: 64.5cm; B.: 24,5cm; T.: 16 cm; LH.: 2 -2,4 cm.
Date: 1st-2nd century AD (based on the letter forms and nomenclature).

Figure 8: No. 2 (detail)

KA(avdia) PiAtdTn
2 KA(avdiw) BaxVAw
XQNoT® a-
4 deApw p-
VNG XAQLY.

Cl(audia) Philtate (built this stele) in memory of her kind brother Cl(audius) Bachylos.

20 [.Komana, no. 95,113, 114, 148, 234, 255, 269, 335.

2l Zgusta 1964, § 850-3; Robert 1963, 526; Laminger-Pascher 1985, 87; I.Komana, no. 71, 83, 129, 275, 286, 287, 328;
Hall 1968, no. 19; Schwertheim 1985, no. 1; Ricl 1997, 37; . Westkilikien Rep., no. Korykos 342 and 468; Solin 1996,
607; French 2024, no. 39, 40, 72.

Arkhaia Anatolika 8, 2025 Doi: 10.32949/Arkhaia.2025.78



Ferit BAZ — Mehmet CAVUS — Abdullatif ALTUNDAG 248

L.1. mny L. 5. vrjung in ligature.
L.3. The term xonotdc is often used in Comana/Hierapolis?2.

The personal names Philtate and Bachylos have not been previously attested in
Comana/Hierapolis. As far as can be seen, the name Bachylos is more commonly known as
BaxybvAog (Bacchylos). This name is known in Asia Minor, mainly from Ionia, Mysia, Phrygia
and Pisidia?. The form of the name as Bachylos, as in the inscription above, is rare2.
Additionally, an example of this name without kappa is known from Phrygia?, Philtate, on
the other hand, is a name documented in Phrygia and Pisidia?¢. The family possessed Roman
citizenship, which they or their ancestors probably acquired during the reign of Emperor
Claudius, as indicated by the gens name Claudius. Other members of the Claudii family are
also mentioned in other inscriptions of the city?’.

Figure 9: No. 3; Funerary stele of Claudius Bakhylos Figure 10: No. 3 (detail)

Conclusion

The funerary stelae evaluated here are typologically almost identical to other
funerary stelae found in the Comana/Hierapolis settlement?. They have indicated
pediments and acroteria. A circle of triangles fills the centre of the pediments; the field of
inscriptions is closed at the top or bottom by profiles. The inscriptions on these Stelae
contribute to the onomastics of the Cappadocian Comana/Hierapolis settlement. Personal
names such as Philtate, Bachylos, Sacerdos, Oclatia and Oclatius are documented for the first
time in Hierapolis, whereas the name Mamas, which originates in Asia Minor is found
frequently in Comana/Hierapolis.

22 [ Komana, no. 121, 126, 128. For the feminine form of this term, see I.Komana, no. 193, 214, 239, 246, 248.
23 LGPN VA, 97 s.v; LGPN VC, 84 s.v.

24 LGPN VA, 97 s.v.

%5 LGPN VC, 84 s.v. BaxytAog (3).

26 LGPN VC, 441 s.v.

27 |. Komana, no. 5, 66, 67, 156, 166.

28 E.g. see Baz and Erten 2013, abb. 1, 3, 4, 9a.
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