1970 YILINDA YALOVA’DA YAPILAN ARASTIRMA?1!

Yalova’nin 5 km. kadar dogusundaki
Engin plaj sitesinden Istanbul Arkeoloji
Miizesine getirilen bir adet pismis toprak,
Ge¢ Roma devrine ait kandilden bagka ay-
m yerde bulunan iizeri monogramli sii-
tun bagligl ile kaidesi alinmak iizere gidil-
diginde, yakinindaki Ankaralilar sitesi in-
saat cukurlarindan birinde Bizans dev-

rine ait bazi duvarlarin oldugu goriildi.
(res. 1).

Esasen burasi Erken ve Orta Bizans
devirlerinde sayfiye yeri olan antik Pylai
sehrinin siirlan igine girmektedir2. Cev-
rede yapilan sorusturmada bu duvarlarin
biitiiniiniin eskiden tas ocag: olarak kul-
lanildig1 6grenildi. Biiyiik bir kismi evvel-
ce, az bir kism1 da sitenin hafriyat: sira-
sinda tahrip oldugu anlagilan yapmnimn eli-
mizde kalam ile ne oldugu hakkinda bir
bilgi edinmek ve ayni zamanda planini
yapmak ve fotograf igin hazir hale getir-
mek lizere Agustos aymin son, Eyliil ayi-
nimn ilk giinleri burada istanbul Arkeoloji
Miizelerinin fotografcisi Siikrii Birkan ve
insaatin mimart Cahit Duru ile birlikte
caligilda.

Yapi; temelden yukar: blokaj tas dizi-
leri ilizerinde stva, bunun tizerinde kalinlik-

1 Yalova Ankaralldar Sitesi temel hafriyati sira-
sinda ¢ikan yap: lizerinde ¢ahigmam igin gerekli izni
veren Istanbul Arkeoloji Miizeleri Miidiirii Saymn
Necati Dolunay’a burada tesekkiir ederim.

2 A. M. Mansel, Yalova ve civari, istanbul, 1936,
sah. 6.

Mehmet I. Tunay, “Yalova’nin Tarihi ve Arkeo-
lojisi Arkitekt, No: 342, 2-1971, sah. 85-86.

Mehmet 1. Tunay, “Yalova” Pirelli, s. 106, 1973,
sah: 8-9,
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lar1 5 sm. olan tugla ile 7 sm. olan harg di-
zisinden ibarettir. Duvar kahnlig 80 sm’-
dir. Duvarlardaki tuglalarin 6lgiileri 40x40
sm. ve ¢ift tugla kullanilmigtir. Bu da ya-
pinn en az iki katl olabilecegi gibi, fay
sahasinda bulunan binanin zelzelelere kar-
s1 emniyet tedbiri olarak c¢ift tugla kulla-
nilmig olabilecegini de akla getirmektedir.

Yapinin elimizdeki mevcut imkénlara
gore cikarilan plininda; bir uzun kori-
dor (hol) ile buna dik biri kuzeyde digeri
giineyde olmak {izere, yanyana iki odadan
ibarettir (plan. 1), (res. 2, 3 ve 4). Doguda
acik avlu vardir. Kuzey - dogusunda ise,
gec devirde yapilmig bir ildve yap1 pargast
gorilmektedir (res. 5). Yapimn bir sira
blokaj tas dizisi lizerindeki bir sira siva
tabakasi lizerine, ge¢ devirde ilive olarak
bir sira blokaj tag ve bir sira siva gekilmisg-
tir. Kuzey - dogu istikametinde disar1 dog-
ru c¢ikintili olarak yapilmig olan bu geg de-
vir yapisinin bir evvelkinden seviye yiik-
sekligi yanindaki farkindan bagka, kalin-
Iiklan 4,5 sm. olan tugla ile 6 sm. olan
hargda bu farkliligi dogrulamaktadir. I¢
yiizli Marmara Adasimin mermeri ile kapl
olan ve iyice tetkik edildiginde bir oda ka-
Imtis1 oldugu, bir evvelki yapinin duvarina
yapisik olarak yapildigt halde onunla be-
raber ayni devirde yapilmadigi kolayca
anlagilmaktadir. (res. 6 ve 7). Buldugumuz
yapinin cephesinin dar olmasi sebebiyle
bugiin site’nin yaptirdig1 tek katli bina-
larla, eski yapiy1 bir an icin karsilastira-
cak olursak, site’'nin binalarinin cephe-
lerinin Marmara denizinin kuzey - dogu
ve kuzey - bati istikametlerindeki riizgr-



186

MEHMET i. TUNAY

larindan etkilenmemek iizere bu istika-
metlere bakan cephelerinin eski yap1 da
oldugu gibi dar yapildig: goriildii.

Yukarida s6zii edilen tag ¢ikarma isi-
nin en ¢ok kuzey tarafta oldugu diisiinii-
lebilir. Zira en miisait kuzey tarafta olmasi
lAzim gelen girig yeri ve bir giris yerinde
bulunmasi ldzim gelen lento ve kapi s6ve-
lerinin bulunmamasi ve bir tas sokiiciisii
tarafindan en ¢ok istenen de mermer olan
bu taglar olmasindan dolay1 yine en ¢ok
tahribatin burada oldugu ve kapmin lento
ile sovelerinin yok oldugunu sdéyleyebi-
liriz (plan. 1).

Bat: tarafta 70 sm. kalinlifinda yan
yiizleri siva ile o6rtiilii bir duvar gériilmek-
tedir (res. 8). Bu duvar ile yap:1 arasinda
25 sm. genisliginde bir kanal vardir. Ka-
nalin iistliniin kiremit dizisi ile ortiilii ol-
masindan, denize ulagsan su kanalizasyonu
oldugu anlasilmaktadir (res. 9). Muhak-
kakki birka¢ binanin miisterek kanalizas-
yonu olan burasi, imkansizliklar sebebiyle
agilmayan diger sahalarda da goriilen baz
duvar pargalari, burada bir bina degil bir-
kag binanimnin olabilecegini ve genis kana-
lizasyonun da bu binalarin miisterek su
yolu oldugu fikrini dogrulamaktadir.

Yapmin giiney - bat1 tarafinda bir ta-
mirat gegirdigine dair izler vardir. Burada
gayet kotii isgilik gbsteren bir duvar ka-
lintist goriilmektedir (res. 10).

Giiney - dogu kenarmin bir pargas:
iyi durumdadir (res. 4).

3 W. Wroth, Imperial Byzantine Coins, B.M.C.
vol I, 1908, lv. xxx1. 19.

4 Excavations in the Hippodrom, London, 1928,
res. 36.

D.T. Rice, Byzantine Glazed Pottery, Oxford,
1930, lv. VI.d.

Yapinin neresinde bulundugu tam ola-
rak bilinmeyen II. Constans (M. S. 641-
648) devrine ait bir sikke’den, binanin
M.S. 7. yiizyilda var oldugu veya yapil-
dig1 anlasilmaktadir3. (res. 11 a, b). Bina
sikke’nin tarihinden daha erken bir devire
ait olsa bile en ge¢ M.S. 7. yiizyilda bura-
simnin var oldugu bir gercektir. Evin tugla
isciligi de asag yukari sikke’nin tarihini
verdiginden M.S. 7. yiizyilda yapildigim
diisiinebiliriz. (res. 7 ve 10). Evin kuzey-
dogu kosesindeki gikintinin ise, bu sikke
ile bir ilgisi olmadigt bu tarihten daha geg
bir devirde belki bir zelzele nedeniyle ¢ok-
mesi neticesi yeniden yapilmig bir kisim
olmasit muhtemeldir (res. 5).

Kazi yerinde bulunmus bir tabak alt1
pargasmin i¢ kismindaki 9-11. yiizyillar
arasinda ¢ok goriilen bir tezyinat’tan bina-
nin bu tarihler arasinda da var oldugu or-
taya ¢ikmaktadir®. (res. 12) Bu tarihler
belki de kuzey - dogu cikintisinin yapil-
dig: zamandur.

Yapitam bir plan vermediginden Ana-
dolu ve Yunan diinyasinin diger antik
sehirlerindeki bu tip yapilarla karsilag-
tirllabilme imkéni elde edilemedi.

Bina; Pylai sayfiye sehrinin sakinle-
rinden 6nemli bir gahsin koskii veya kaz
sirasinda bulunan bir bronz cerrahlik alet-
tinden tahmin edilecegine gére bir heki-
min evi olabilir®. (res. 13 c).

C.H. Morgan II, The Byzantine Pottery, Corinth,
vol. XI, Cambridge, 1942, sah. 47, res. 32 e, 107.

istanbul Arkeoloji Miizesi, Bizans ¢anak — ¢omlek
eserler salonu, virin 61, env. 6040,

5 istanbul Arkeoloji Miizesi, Bronz eserler salonu,
vitrin 49, env. 912.



A SURVEY AT YALOVA 19701

When we went to Engin summer resort
campus 5 km. east of Yalova, to get the
reported capital with a monogram on it
and base of it, we found out that there were
some Byzantine wall fragments in one of
the construction soundings digged at the
new establishing campus. (fig. 1).

In fact, this is a site which is in the
territory of ancient Pylai which was a sum-
mer resort city during Early and Middle
Byzantine eras®. This building in ruins is
surveyed throughly to understand it and
to get a plan and picture of it.

What is left of the building is some
walls consisting of an upper structure made
of boulders and mortar and bricks laid
on them with varying thickness from 5
cm. to 7 cm. The thickness of the wall is
80 cm. The dimensions of the bricks are
40 x 40 cm. and double brick row is used.
This evidence may point to a two storied

building or a precaution against earthqua-
kes.

The plan we get shows a long entran-
ce, and perpendicular to it two adjacent
rooms placed one at the, north the other
at the south (pl, 1), (fig. 2-4). On the east

1 T kindly like to thank to Mr. Necati Dolunay,
Director of Istanbul Archaeological Museum who
gave me the permission to work on the site dugrin
the foundation operations.

2 A. M. Mansel, Yalova ve civari, istanbul, 1936,
p. 6.

Mehmet I. Tunay, “Yalova’mn Tarihi ve Arkeo-
lojisi” Arkitekt, No: 342, 2-1971, p. 85-86.

Mechmet 1. Tunay, “Yalova”, Pirelli, No: 106,
1973, p. 8-9.
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there is an open courtyard. An additional
building constructed at a later period is
seen on the north - east. (fig. 5). On this
section, there is a second course of boul-
ders, in the wall.

Besides the difference of levels bet-
ween this projecting additional building
and the original one, the difference bet-
ween the height of mortar layers between
the two buildings, suggests, that the for-
mer one is later than the other. It is seen
clearly that, this building is constructed
adjacent to a wall of a building but it is
later than it. (fig. 6-7).

When we examine the lay out of the
modern site, we observe that the narrow
facades of the houses were placed at direc-
tions of north - east and north - west becau-
se of the severe winds coming from that
directions and as the narrow facade of our
ancient building is also directed to the sa-
me position we may suggest that the aim
was the same as the modern one :

On the north side as it is the most con-
venient place for an entrance, we were ex-
pecting to find the doorway with its lintel
and socket stone, but we couldn’t find
any one of them, because the building was
used as a quarry. (pl. 1).

On the left, there is a plastered wall
with a 70 cm. thickness. (fig. 8). Between
this wall and the building there is a drai-
nage covered with tiles and going to the
sea. (fig. 9).

Some other wall fragments scatered
along the site, suggest that there were
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more than only one building and this drai-
nage was shared by them.

On the south - west side of the buil-
ding there are traces showing that it was
repaired. There is a wall with a very rude
workmanship. (fig. 10).

The south - east side is in good con-
dition. (fig. 4).

As a coin belonging to Constans II.
(A. D. 641 - 648) found in the building,
it is understood that the building was con-
structed in A.D 7. century or it was pre-
sent at that time3. (fig. 11 a, b). Even if
the building is earlier than the coin, its
post quem date can’t be later than the
coin’s.

As the brick work of the building gi-
ves the same date as the coins we may think

3 W. Wroth, Imperial Byzantine Coins, B.M.C.,
vol. T, 1908, pl. XXXI. 19.

4 Excavations in the Hippodrom, London, 1928,
fig. 36.

D.T. Rice, Byzantine Glazed Pottery, Oxford,
1930, pl. VI. d.

that it was constructed during 7. century
A. D. (fig. 7 and 10).

The projecting section at the north-
east corner is later than the original sec-
tion perhaps reconstructed after an earth-
quake. (fig. 5).

The design with a motive seen during
9-12 th centuries on a fragment of a plate,
gives the date of this additional section¢
(fig. 12). As the building wouldn’t give
the whole plan, we can’t look for analo-
gies for that kind of buildings in the cities
of Ancient Anatolia and Greece.

The building may belong to an im-
portant citizen of Pylai or to a doctor gues-
sed from a bronze medical instrument fo-
und there during the excavation?®.(fig 13 ¢).

C.H. Morgan II, The Byzantine Pottery, Corinth,
vol. XI, Cambridge, 1942, p. 47, fig. 32 e, 107.

iIstanbul Archaeological Museum, Byzantine Pot-
tery Room, window 61, inv. 6040.

5 fstanbul Archaeological Museum, Bronze Ob-
jects Room, window 49, inv. 912,
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Res. 6

Res. 7
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Res. 9

Res. 10
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Res. 11 a Res. 11 b

Res. 12




