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ABSTRACT

This study evaluates a group of Early Bronze Age pottery kept in the istanbul
Archaeological Museums. Within the scope of this study, the material, which can
be dated to the Early Bronze Age I-ll, has been divided into two different ware
groups according to their periods, taking into account the consistency of the paste,
surface-slip colours, firing and production techniques. The material examined
was divided into main form groups such as beak spouted jugs, jars, a miniature
vessel and a duck vase (askos). The beak spouted jugs and pots were subsequently
divided into subtypes, according to mouth, neck and body differences. Amongst
the Ware 1 and Ware 2 pottery examined, beak spouted jugs with well burnished
glossy surfaces, and decorated oblique/vertical reliefs dating to the EBA |, besides
a very successfully fired beak spouted jug with well burnished glossy surface
and grooved horizontal band and zigzag motifs dated to EBA Il are most likely
imitations of metal vessels. Apart from the mentioned jugs, a miniature vessel in
the form of a pot with a swastika, a‘Medallion; a circle between waves/snakes and
possibly a plant motif is also remarkable. The investigated duck vase (askos), which
can be dated to the EBA Ill, has some similarities to examples within Phylakopi |
Culture pottery. While presuming these 20 pieces of pottery originated from the
Lakes District and Western Anatolia, the exact excavation sites of most of them are
unknown. For this reason, comparisons shall be made between the pottery of Early
Bronze Age settlements from the mentioned regions and the material examined,
whereas an attempt shall be made to ascertain the probable origins of the vessels.

Keywords: Lakes District, Western Anatolia, Early Bronze Age, Pottery, Ware Groups
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Some Remarks on a Group of Early Bronze Age Pottery Kept in the Istanbul Archaeological Museums

Introduction

20 vessels that were acquired by and donated to the Istanbul Archaeological Museums
will be examined in this study.

Dated to the Early Bronze Age I-II, this material has been divided into two different ware
groups according to their periods, taking into account the consistency of the paste, surface-
slip colours, firing and production techniques.

The find location of most of this material is uncertain. For this reason, comparisons were
made between the pottery of the Early Bronze Age settlements found in Anatolia and the
samples we examined, whereby it was determined these vessels were similar to the materials
of the Lakes District! and Western Anatolia? (Fig. 1). In comparing the pottery with similar
examples from other settlements the vessel forms were taken as the main criteria.

The material consists of beak spouted jugs (Fig. 2; 3; 5/1-7; 6/1-8; 7/1; 8/1-13; 9/1-3),
jars (Fig. 3; 7/2, 3; 9/4, 5), a miniature vessel (Fig. 7/4; 9/6) and a duck vase (askos) (Fig.
7/5; 9/7). The beak spouted jugs (Fig. 2; 3) and jars (Fig. 4) are subsequently divided into
subtypes, according to mouth, neck and body differences. Differences such as the splayed,
pointed or cut of the jugs, the narrow/wide necks and the squat/spherical bodies of the pots
made this distinction necessary.

The jugs called “beak spouted” became a common tradition in the Lakes District and
Western Anatolia at the beginning of the Early Bronze Age. The jars with a plain rimmed,
an everted mouthed and a pair of strip handles were usually found in the vicinity of Burdur
—Antalya in the Early Bronze Age II. Duck vases were identified in the Lakes District and
Western Anatolia at the end of the Early Bronze Age.

Ware Groups

Within the scope of this study, the material, which can be dated to the Early Bronze Age
I-11, has been divided into two different ware groups3.

1 see Karatag — Semayiik (Eslick, 2009; Mellink, 1967; 1969; Warner, 1994), Bademagaci Hoyiik (Duru, 2008;
2016; Umurtak & Congur, 2021), Kurugay Hoyiik (Duru, 1996) and Hacilar Biiyiik Hoyiik (Umurtak, 2020;
2021; Umurtak & Duru, 2013; 2016).

2 see Beycesultan (Lloyd & Mellaart, 1962), Laodiekeia-Kandilkir1 (Oguzhanoglu-Akay, 2015) Kusura (Lamb,
1937; 1938), Kiilliioba (Efe & Ay, 2000; Sar1 2004; Tirkteki, 2004), Demircihdyiik (Efe, 1988; Secher, 1987),
Seyitémer Hoyiik (Kuru, 2016), Hoyiiktepe (Unan, 2015; 2020), Yortan (Kamil, 1982), Liman Tepe (Sahoglu,
2002), Bakla Tepe (Boyiikulusoy, 2016; Ozkan & Erkanal, 1999) and Troy (Blegen et al. 1950; Blegen, Caskey
& Rawson, 1951).

3 The Early Bronze Age I — II pottery ware groups are described separately, but different ware groups number
(Ware 1, 2) are not preferred for each period. The miniature vessel (Fig. 7/4; 9/6) and duck vase (askos) (Fig.
7/5; 9/7) are not included in these ware groups.

2 Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, 28, 2023
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Early Bronze Age 1

Ware 1: This is a carefully made ware group with a high-quality appearance. The paste of
this group is beige and buff and shades/tones of these colours, and it is very well refined, with
fine mineral tempers and has extremely good texture. The firing is successful for the pottery,
although yellow, brown, grey and black mottling of the surface is visible on the vessels. All
the pieces are orange, buff, and tones of red slipped and very well burnished. The Ware 1
beak spouted jugs (Fig. 5/1-4; 8/1-4) are especially striking and the quality of the paste, the
fine rims of the jugs, the standard of the firing and the well burnished glossy surfaces would
suggest these could be an imitation of metal jugs. The pottery is decorated with shallow
oblique/vertical reliefs. Similar examples to the Ware 1 group determined at Beycesultan
(Lloyd & Mellaart, 1962, pp. 126, 127, Fig. 18/1, 2).

Ware 2: There is one beak spouted jug in this ware group (Fig. 5/5; 8/5). The paste and
production technique in this group are similar to the Ware 1 group. The well refined paste is
beige in colour, and has extremely good texture. The firing is very successful. The surface is
brown slipped and very well burnished. The body section of the jug is decorated with shallow
vertical reliefs.

Early Bronze Age I1

Ware 1: The fine (Fig. 6/3-6; 7/1; 8/10-13; 9/3) or medium-sized (Fig. 6/7, §; 9/1, 2)
vegetal and fine mineral tempered paste of this ware is orange in colour and is very compact.
The firing is generally successful. The colour of the slip is red* (Fig. 6/3-8; 7/1; 8/10-13; 9/1-
3) and lightly (Fig. 6/3, 5-7; 8/10, 12, 13; 9/1) or well (Fig. 6/4, 8; 7/1; 8/11; 9/2, 3) burnished.
Colour fluctuations of the black (Fig. 6/5, 6; 8/12, 13) can be seen on the surfaces due to
variations in the firing process. Ware 1 is only represented by beak spouted jugs (Fig. 6/3-8;
7/1; 8/10-13; 9/1-3). They are decorated with a knob and grooved designs.

Ware 2: This ware group consists of two pottery types, which are fine carefully made
beak spouted jugs and more roughly made jars. The fine mineral particles (Fig. 5/6, 7; 8/6, 7)
and vegetal (Fig. 6/2; 7/2, 3; 8/9; 9/4, 5) tempered, well refined paste of this ware is grey in
colour and always has a good consistency. The quality of the firing is variable, and blackish
colour fluctuation (Fig. 5/7; 6/1; 7/2, 3; 8/7, 8; 9/4, 5) is visible on the surface of some of
the pieces. The vessels are grey (Fig. 5/6, 7; 6/1; 7/2, 3; 8/6-8; 9/4, 5), brown-black (Fig.
6/2; 8/9) slipped and very well burnished. The pottery forms identified include varieties of
beak spouted jugs (Fig. 5/ 6, 7; 6/1, 2; 8/6-9) and jars (Fig. 7/2, 3; 9/4, 5). The examples are
decorated with incised, encrusted and grooved designs.

4 Asingle example is black on the interior surface (Fig. 6/6; 8/13).

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, 28, 2023 3
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Forms

The pottery repertoire below will be introduced in chronological order and forms.

Early Bronze Age |
This group of beak spouted jugs is divided into three main sub-groups (Fig. 2).

Type a — Wide, Narrow Necked

This form made from Ware 1 is represented by three splayed spout, spherical bodied
jugs (Fig. 5/1-3; 8/1-3) with a strip handle and a flat (Fig. 5/2) or a round (Fig. 5/1, 3) base,
decorated with a horizontal grooved band (Fig. 5/1-3) and shallow oblique (Fig. 5/2, 3) or
vertical reliefs (Fig. 5/1).

Parallel Examples: Hacilar Biiyiik Hoyiik (Umurtak, 2021, p. 42, Fig. 9), Beycesultan
(Lloyd & Mellaart, 1962, pp. 126, 127, Fig. 18/1, 2, Level XVIIa), Kusura (Efe, Ilash &
Topbas, 1995, p. 390, Fig. 26/105), Akoren/ihsaniye (Efe, ilash & Topbas, 1995, p. 390, Fig.
26/105), Usak Archaeological Museum? (Hiiryilmaz, 1998, Sek. 1), Sadberk Hanim Museum
(Anlagan, 1990, p. 53, Res. 19).

Type b — Narrow, Straight Necked

An example with a spherical body, a strip handle and a round base, and is made from
Ware 1 fabric (Fig. 5/4; 8/4). The beak spouted jug is decorated with a horizontal grooved
band, shallow oblique relief designs on the body section and a vertical relief design on the
handle.

A similar one to this example was not found..

Type ¢ — Wide, Straight Necked

The beak spouted jug that resembles jars with a splayed spout, a strip handle and a round
base and is made from Ware 2 fabric (Fig. 5/5; 8/5). The body section of the jug is decorated
with a horizontal grooved band and shallow oblique relief designs.

Parallel Examples: Bademagact Hoyiik (Umurtak & Congur, 2021, p. 23, Fig. 13/2,
EBA 11/2), Beycesultan (Lloyd & Mellaart, 1962, pp. 126, 127, Fig. 18/18, Level XVIIa),
Hoyiiktepe (Unan, 2015, p. 281, Kat. No. 83, EBA II).

Early Bronze Age 11

5 Itis stated that the aforementioned beak spouted jug was found in Karbasan Village, Karahanl District of Usak
Province (Hiiryilmaz, 1998, p. 713).

4 Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, 28, 2023
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The Early Bronze Age II pottery repertoire consists of beak spouted jugs, jars and a
miniature vessel.

Beak Spouted Jugs

This form will be studied under three main sub-groups (Fig. 3).

Type a — Long, Narrow Necked, Squat Bodied
This group of jugs is divided into two sub-types (Fig. 3).

Type a1 — Beak Spouted, with a Splayed Spout

An example of a long, narrow necked, a squat bodied jug with a strip handle and a flat
base and is made from Ware 1 fabric (Fig. 5/6; 8/6). The body section of the jug is decorated
with adjacent short, three vertical grooves, while the handle is decorated with a vertical relief.
Under the mouth rim of the example, there are two protrusions that resemble ears or eyes and
are not fully pierced but may have had rings attached to them.

A similar one to this example was not found.

Type an — Beak Spouted with a Long, Pointed Spout

The second sub-type the beak spouted jug with a long, narrow neck, a squat body, a strip
handle and a round base and is seen among the pottery of Ware 2 (Fig. 5/7; 8/7). The example
is decorated with rows of horizontal groove decorations on the neck and triple zigzags, two
short “V” shapes on the body section and a “window’ hole on the lower section of the handle
and not fully perforated two protrusions (one on each side) under the mouth rim.

Parallel Examples: Bademagaci Hoyiik (Umurtak & Congur, 2021, p. 23, Fig. 10/1,
EBA 11/2), Yortan ?¢ (Kamil, 1982, Fig. 81/279, Class C).

Type b — Long, Narrow Necked, Spherical Bodied
The jugs that make up this group will be studied under two sub-types (Fig. 3).

Type b1 — Beak Spouted with a Long, Pointed Spout

An example with a long, narrow neck, a spherical body, a strip handle and a flat base
and is made from Ware 2 fabric (Fig. 6/1; 8/8). The jug is decorated with rows of horizontal
groove decorations on the neck and triple long “V” shapes on the body section and two
protrusions (one on each side) under the mouth rim.

Parallel Examples: Karatas — Semayiik (Eslick, 2009, Plt. 40/KT 311, KT 329, Period

6  Turhan Kamil stated that its provenance as Yortan is not certain (Kamil, 1982, p. 109, Fig. 81/279).
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V:1); Mellink & Lawrence, 1968, Plt. 84, Fig. 33), Bademagaci Hoyiik (Umurtak & Congur,
2021, p. 23, Fig. 13/6, 7, 14, EBA 11/2; 13/15, EBA 1I/1), Kurugay Hoyiik (Duru, 1996, Lev.
121/19, EBA 11/2), Harmanoren (Unlﬁsoy, 1993, p. 307, Ciz. 2a; p. 309, Ciz. 4a; p. 310, Ciz.
Sa; p. 311, Ciz. 6a, b), Karahisar (Yaylali & Akdeniz, 2002, Lev. 5/Fig. 17), Kusura (Lamb,
1938, LXXXIII/2, Period B), Karaoglan (Topbas, Efe & Ilasli, 1998, p. 59, Fig. 45/68).

Type bun — Beak Spouted with a Cut, Pointed Spout

The second sub-type is the beak spouted jug with a long, narrow neck, a spherical body and a
flat base was found among the Ware 2 fabric (Fig. 6/2; 8/9). White filling of the incised decoration
consists of two horizontal bands and single and double zigzags lines filled in with small dots on
the body of the jug. The vessel has two protrusions (one on each side) under the mouth rim.

Parallel Examples: Beycesultan (Lloyd & Mellaart, 1962, p. 176, 177, Fig. 39/5, Level
XIV; p. 178, 179, Fig. 40/1, Level XIV), Yortan (Kamil, 1982, Fig. 67/221/a, b, Class C;
Orthmann, 1966, p. 11, Abb. 5/26), Babakdy (Bittel, 1939-1941, p. 9, Abb. 7/1, 2).

Type ¢ — Wide Necked

Beak spouted jugs with wide necks are a large group among the beak spouted examples and
have been divided into six sub-types according to their beak and neck characteristics (Fig. 3).

Type c1— Beak Spouted with a Splayed Spout and a Spherical Body

The small jug with a strip handle and a round base is of Ware 1 fabric (Fig. 6/3; 8/10). It is
decorated with two knobs on the body section and thin, adjacent two vertical groove designs
on the handle.

Parallel Examples: Bademagaci Hoytik (Congur, 2019, Lev. 47/4, EBA 11/2), Hacilar
Biiyiilk Hoylik (Umurtak & Duru, 2013, p. 18, Res. 39, EBA I), Beycesultan (Lloyd &
Mellaart, 1962, pp. 174, 175, Fig. 38/11, Level XVI), Kusura (Lamb, 1937, Plt. VII/3, Period
B), Kaklik Mevkii (Efe, Tlash & Topbas, 1995, p. 394, Fig. 21/52).

Type cn — Beak Spouted with a Splayed Spout and a Wide,
virtually Straight Neck

The example of Ware 1 group has a spherical body and a round base (Fig. 6/4; 8/11).

Parallel Examples: Karatas — Semayiik (Eslick, 2009, PIt. 17/KA 851, Period 1),
Bademagac1 Hoyiik (Umurtak & Congur, 2021, p. 23, Fig. 10/20, EBA 11/3; 10/25, EBA 11/2),
Kurucay Héyiik (Duru, 1996, Lev. 121/5, EBA 11/2), Hoyiiktepe (Unan, 2015, p. 276, Kat. No.
059, EBA 1I), Ciledir Hoyiik (Tiirktiiziin, Unan & Unal, 2014, p. 57, Res. 14, EBA II), Troy
(Blegen et al. 1950, Fig. 228/35.759, Troy I), Thermi (Lamb, 1936, Fig. 28/7, Class B).
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Type ¢ — Beak Spouted with a Splayed Spout and a Wide,
Straight Neck

The jug has a spherical body, a strip handle and a flat base, and is made from Ware 1 fabric
(Fig. 6/5; 8/12). The decoration consists of three horizontal grooved bands and undulating
lines on the body of the jug, and three vertical grooves on the handle.

Parallel Examples: Karatas — Semaytiik (Eslick, 2009, Plt. 55/KA 77, Main Cemetery
Trench), Bademagaci Hoylik (Umurtak & Congur, 2021, p. 23, Fig. 11/19, EBA 11/2),
Kiilliioba (Sar1, 2004, Lev. 6/2, Phase III).

Type c1v — Beak Spouted with an Upright Spout

This group consists of examples with wide necks, spherical bodies, strip handles (Fig. 6/6;
8/13), and flat (Fig. 6/6; 8/13) or round (Fig. 6/7; 9/1) bases. These vessels are seen among
the pottery of Ware 1 fabric. The jugs are decorated with horizontal grooved bands and long,
oblique, vertical grooves (Fig. 6/7; 9/1) and a knob (Fig. 6/6; 8/13) on the body sections, and
short parallel grooves and a horizontal “V” design on the handle (Fig. 6/6; 8/13).

Parallel Examples: Karatag — Semayiik (Eslick, 2009, Plt. 61/KA 215, 134, Mixed
Deposits), Bademagaci Hoyiik (Umurtak & Congur, 2021, p. 23, Fig. 12/1; p. 24, Fig. 14/13,
EBAII/2), Hacilar Biiyiik Hoytik (Umurtak & Duru, 2016, p. 35, Res. 30, EBA II), Hoyiiktepe
(Unan, 2020, p. 121, Kat. No. 055, EBA II).

Type cv — Beak Spouted with an Upright, Pointed Spout

The jug has a long, wide neck, a spherical body and a flat base (Fig. 6/8; 9/2). This
example was found among the Ware 1 fabric. The neck section of the jug is decorated with
a horizontal grooved band, while the body is decorated with three zigzags and a protrusion.

Parallel Examples: Bademagacit Hoyiik (Congur, 2019, Lev. 56/3, EBA 11/2), Kaklik
Mevkii (Topbas, Efe & Tlasli, 1998, p. 67, Fig. 51/112).

Type cvi — Beak Spouted with obliquely Cut Spout

A jug with a long, wide neck, a spherical body and a flat base and is of Ware 1 fabric (Fig.
7/1; 9/3). It features three knobs on the body section.

Parallel Example: Yortan (Kamil, 1982, Fig. 36/120-122; 37/125, 132; 38/137; 39/140;
43/154a, b, Class A).
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Jars

In the material we examined, the jars are divided into two main sub-groups according to
their body features (Fig. 4).

Type a — Squat Bodied

The jar with a plain rimmed, an everted mouthed, a pair of strip handles (one on each
side) and a flat base belongs to the Ware 2 fabric (Fig. 7/2; 9/4). Decoration on the jug
includes triple zigzag lines and two knob designs.

Parallel Example:” Yortan (Kamil 1982, Fig. 70/228, Class A).

Type b — Spherical Bodied

A jar with a plain rimmed, an everted mouthed, a pair of strip handles (one on each side)
and a flat base and is seen in the Ware 2 fabric (Fig. 7/3; 9/5). The example has horizontal
grooved bands and undulating decorations.

Parallel Examples: Karatag — Semaytik (Eslick, 2009, Plt. 37/KT 283, 1V; 49/KT 446,
Period V:3), Bademagaci Hoyiik (Congur, 2019, Lev. 79/2, 3, EBA 11/2), Kurugay Hoyiik
(Duru, 1996, Lev. 123/2; 128/5, EBA 1I/2; 137/1, EBA 1I/1), Capalibag (Oguzhanoglu —
Pazarci, 2020, p. 205, Sek. 8/11, EBA IB), Kaklik Mevkii (Efe, Tlash & Topbas, 1995, p.
387, Fig. 23/66), Demircihdyiik (Seeher, 1987, Taf. 31/2, Phase D; 36/6; 41/3, Phase E; 47/7,
Phases F, — F,; 50/15, Phases F,, ;), Kiilliioba (Efe & Ay, 2000, Plt. 7/12, 4; p. 57, Plt. 12/7,
Phase 3).

Miniature Vessel

The fine vegetal tempers and mineral particles, the well refined paste of this vessel is
grey in colour and has a good consistency (Fig. 7/4; 9/6). Miniature vessel with a corrected
surface that is rough in appearance and is not slipped or burnished. The firing is unsuccessful.
This vessel has externally thickened rimmed, a long, wide neck, a spherical body, a pair of
cylindrical handles (one on each side) and a flat base. An outstanding group of motifs has
been identified on the surface of the vessel. The incised and white filled motifs include one
with two well preserved swastika motifs, a ‘Medallion’$, a circle between waves/snakes and
possibly a plant motif on the body of the vessel. In addition, there are two lozenge patterns
between three horizontal bands on the neck as well as a vertical wave/snake motif on one of
the handles.

7  Similar jars are found in phase EBA II/2 at Bademagac1 Hoyiik (Congur, 2019, Lev. 78/7) and among the
surface finds from Yakaemir in the Isparta Province (Ustiin-Tiirkteki, 2012, Lev. 107/4), although these
examples have more baggy bodies than the jar we examined.

8  This motif consists of multiple concentric circles made with the technique of incise.
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Parallel Examples: Karatas — Semayiik (Eslick, 2009, Plt. 66/KA 326, Mixed Deposits),
Izmir Archaeological Museum (Ozkan, 1999, p. 5, Res. 2).

Early Bronze Age 111

Among the material examined, one vessel belongs to this period.

Duck Vase (Askos)?

The well refined paste of this vessel is orange in colour and has a good consistency (Fig.
7/5; 9/7). The exterior surface of the example is slipped in the same colour as the paste and
well burnished. The firing is very successful with the exception of some grey stains. This
vase has a splayed spout, a narrow neck, a pointed body, a strip handle and a flat base. The
white filled incised decoration consists of two oblique bands on the neck of the vase and four
or six short “V” shapes between “+” shape on the upper body and three horizontal bands and
four or five short inverted “V” shapes between double vertical bands on the middle body.

Parallel Examples: Karatas — Semayiik (Mellink, 1967, Plt. 76, Fig. 12), Aphrodisias
(Joukowsky, 1986, p. 587, Fig. 425/34), Beycesultan (Lloyd & Mellaart, 1962, p. 214, 215,
Fig. 53/1, Level IX), Troy (Blegen, Caskey & Rawson, 1951, Fig. 238/D 29), Kalymnos
(Benzi, 1997, p. 389, Fig. 5665, 5666, 5731), Asomatos (Marketou, 2009, p. 57, Fig. 3a),
Heraion (Milojcic, 1961, Taf. 38/10), Thera (Renfrew, 2011, pp. 590, 614, Plt. 12/1), Aegina
(Renfrew, 2011, pp. 590, 614, Plt. 12/3), National Archaeological Museum, Athens (Sahoglu
& Sotirakopoulou, 2011, pp. 242/20).

Discussion and Conclusion!?

There are some difficulties in evaluating the pottery, which has been acquired by the
museums via donation and purchase. Regarding the form and decoration features of this
material, an analogical evaluation was attempted with the contemporary pottery assemblages
from Anatolian settlements.

In the material we examined, the splayed beak spouted jugs (Fig. 2; 5/1-5), which can
be dated to the Early Bronze Age 11, are divided into two ware groups. The vessels are
especially striking and the quality of the paste, the fine rims of the jugs, the standard of the
firing and the well burnished glossy surfaces, decorated with oblique/vertical reliefs would
suggest these could be an imitation of metal jugs. Murat Tiirkteki compared the surface
colours of the metal vessels and pottery belonging to the EBA. In this context, grey coloured,

9  This vessel was first published in Beycesultan Vol. I, The Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age Levels (Lloyd &
Mellaart, 1962, pp. 214, 215, Fig. 53/2).

10 All of the references given in the previous section will not be repeated here.

11 Examples of these beak spouted jugs are seen at Beycesultan in the EBA I period (Lloyd & Mellaart, 1962,
p-117).
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well burnished examples uncovered at Beycesultan, Kusura and Kiilliioba (Tiirkteki, 2021,
pp. 155, 156, Fig. 3/a-h), as well as some red slipped beak spouted jugs of Western Anatolian
origin (Tiurkteki, 2021, p. 156, Fig. 5/b, c) were evaluated. M. Tiirkteki emphasized that the
grey coloured, well burnished, vertical groove decorated pottery could be associated with
silver and lead, and the red slipped examples may be related to vessels made of copper
and bronze (Tiirkteki, 2021, pp. 154-157). Halime Hiiryi1lmaz reported that a beak spouted
jug from Usak Archacology Museum shares common features with the metal vessels found
at Alacahoylik, Mahmatlar and Horoztepe. According to H. Hiiryilmaz, the beak spouted,
well burnished and shallow relief decorated jugs are probably the precursors of the metal
vessels dated to the EBA II-III (Hiiryilmaz, 1998, pp. 713, 714, 718). Some of the high
quality, well burnished, vertical shallow groove decorated jugs, which are quite similar in
terms of material and production techniques, were found in a shrine/temple at Beycesultan
level XVIIa. According to Seton Lloyd and James Mellaart, these vessels were used for ritual
purposes (Lloyd & Mellaart, 1962, pp. 32, 34, Plt. 18/9, 10). It is not possible to infer the
certain role of these jugs in religious ceremonies because of the questionable functions of
the building!2. There are some questions that cannot be answered in terms of the intended
use of these jugs. Why were these jugs, which have high quality and display more careful
workmanship than vessels used for daily purposes, produced in EBA 1? Were the elites using
these high quality ceramics with metal vessels? Could the use of metal vessel imitations in
the general populace be an indicator of prestige? (Tiirkteki, 2021, pp. 160, 161) Were these
jugs used for special/sacred purposes for the people of the period? Were metal imitation jugs
used only for the presentation or service of certain liquids?

The location(s) where the beak spouted jugs, imitations of metal vessels, which we
evaluated in type a-c, are unknown (Fig. 5/1-5). However, these were settlements where
similar beak spouted jugs were found within the borders of Denizli, Afyonkarahisar and
Usak provinces (Fig. 1). The samples we examined were probably recovered from the EBA 1
settlement(s) located in the aforementioned provinces.

Constituting the large group in the material we studied, beak spouted jugs are seen among
the pottery of Ware 1 and Ware 2 fabric (Fig. 5/6, 7; 6/1-8; 7/1). The splayed/upright/upright,
pointed/cut spout, a long, narrow/wide/virtually straight neck, a squat/spherical body, a strip
handle, a flat/round based jugs feature horizontal incised bands, vertical/oblique/zigzags
and dots/“V”’/downward hanging grooves, protrusions and knobs (Fig. 3). Examples with a
similar tradition were identified in the EBA II pottery of the settlements found in the Lakes
District and Western Anatolia. Therefore, the beak spouted jugs we examined should be dated
to the said period. A squat bodied, splayed spouted jug with a long, narrow neck (Fig. 5/6;

12 Bleda Diiring and Erkan Fidan think that the megaron in Beycesultan XVII is probably a domestic structure
(Diiring, 2011, p. 269; Fidan, Sar1 & Tiirkteki, 2015, p. 68; Fidan, 2020, p. 171; 2022, p. 315).
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8/6, Type a;) has not been encountered in the presented regions. The paste and production
technique of this vessel and the two protrusions, which are not fully drilled just below the
mouth rim, are frequently encountered in EBA 1II settlements in the vicinity of Burdur —
Antalyal3. Parallels to this jug with a long, pointed spout, a long, narrow neck, a squat body,
and a strip handle and a flat base (Fig. 5/7; 8/7, Type a;;) were identified at Bademagac1
Hoyiik and Yortan (Fig. 1). Type b; consists of a well fired beak spouted jug with elaborately
burnished glossy surfaces and grooved horizontal and zigzag decoration (Fig. 6/1; 8/8). The
closest parallels to these jugs with a long, pointed spout, a narrow neck, a spherical body,
a strip handle are seen in many EBA settlements in the Lake District and Western Anatolia.
There are horizontal shallow groove decorations on the necks of very thin-walled, well fired
vessels found at Karatas — Semayiik (Eslick, 2009, Plt. 40/KT 329) and Bademagaci1 Hoyilik
(Congur, 2019, Lev. 63/1, 3, 5; Umurtak & Congur, 2021, p. 23, Fig. 13/14). Giilstin Umurtak
stated that this type of beak spout jugs, identified as Ware 4 in Bademagaci1 Hoyiik, EBA 11
pottery (Umurtak & Congur, 2021, p. 8), may be an imitation of metal vessels (Umurtak &
Congur, 2021, p. 2). There are a pair of protrusions (one on each side) under the mouth rim.
The protrusions are probably not ordinary decorations. In this context, different opinions
can be evaluated. A ring is attached to the fully pierced protrusions found on a jug with a
long, pointed spout, a spherical body, a strip handle and a round base, which is kept in the
Antalya Archaeological Museum (Congur, 2019, p. 176). As with the jug we examined, it is
very difficult to add an attachment to the not fully pierced protrusions. An anthropomorphic
vessel was found in a pit, dated to the EBA II at Laodikeia — Kandilkiri, the vessel has
two protrusions (one on each side) on the neck section. According to Umay Oguzhanoglu,
these protrusions are meant to represent ears (Oguzhanoglu — Akay, 2015a, p. 78, Lev. 20/2;
Oguzhanoglu, 2015b, pp. 425, 426, Res. 5). Two protrusions were identified just under the
mouth rim of a beak spouted jug holding a bowl in its hands considered to be a libation vessel
within the Temple VA, dated to EBA III at Seyitmdmer Hoyiik (Bilgen & Kapuci, 2018, pp.
155, 157; Kuru, 2016, p. 436, Kat. No. 456, Lev. 30/1-3). Considered in conjunction with
the Seyitomer example, these protrusions located under the mouth rim of the jugs may have
represented the eyes!4 or ears of a stylized human being. Could the fact that such vessels
are burial objects at Karatag — Semayiik (Mellink & Lawrence, 1968, Plt. 84, Fig. 33) and
Harmaéren (Unliisoy, 1993, p. 307, Ciz. 2a; p. 309, Ciz. 4a; p. 310, Ciz. 5a; p. 311, Ciz. 6a, b)
cemeteries indicate that some jugs might have a place in the cult of the EBA tradition? Were
these protrusions made to make jugs resemble metallic vessels? In the material we studied,

13 see Hacimusalar Hoyiik (Ozgen, Baughan & Unlii, 2021, p. 624, Fig. 21/r), Karatas - Semayiik (Eslick, 2009,
PIt. 40/KT 311, 329, Period V:1; 44/KT 399, Period V:2; 63/KT 565, Mixed Deposits), Bademagacit Hoyiik
(Umurtak & Congur, 2021, pp. 23, 24, Fig. 10/8; 12/11, 12; 13/6/14, 15; 14/8), Yasst Hoyiik II (Burdur)
(Mellaart, 1954, p. 230/344) and Harmanéren (Unliisoy, 1993, p. 308, Ciz. 3a; p. 311, Ciz. 6b).

14 Aliye Oztan has stated that the two circles on a bifoil spouted jug, which found in Level III dated to Assyrian
Colony Period at Acemhdyiik, are said to be eyes in the style of Syro/Cilician (Oztan, 2008, pp. 25, 26, Fig.
la-b).
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the cut beak spouted jug, which was found in Kepsut District of Balikesir Province (Fig. 6/2;
8/9, Type byy), is similar to examples identified at Yortan and Babakdy. A large number of
cut beaked jugs were uncovered on the EBA cemeteries in the vicinity of Balikesir (Bittel,
1939-1941, p. 9, Abb. 7; Kamil, 1982, Fig. 35-64). On the other hand, the small dots seen on
the jug we examined, within two horizontal incised bands, between one zigzag decoration
on the top and two on the bottom, were not seen on the jugs found at Yortan. Beak spouted
jugs with wide necks are a large group among the beak spouted examples (Fig. 3; 6/3-8; 7/1;
8/10-13; 9/1-3, Type ¢}, ¢, S Crys Cys Cyp)- Parallel vessels of these red slipped jugs were
found at Karatag — Semayiik (Type cy;, ¢y, €1v), Bademagact Hoyiik (Type ¢, ¢y, iy Cpvs Cv)
and Hacilar Biiyiik Hoytik (Type c;, ¢py). The obliquely cut spouted and knobs decorated jug
in Type cyy is nearly the same as the Yortan examples (Fig. 7/1; 9/3).

In the material we examined, a plain rimmed, an everted mouthed, a squat/spherical
bodied, flat based jars are decorated with horizontal bands, zigzags, undulating decorations
and knobs (Fig. 7/2, 3; 9/4, 5, Type a, b). These two jars are quite similar to each other in
terms of paste and production techniques. The spherical bodied jar (Type b) originated in
Hacilar Village of Burdur Province. Examples very similar in form to this jar were found at
Karatas — Semayiik, Bademagaci1 Hoyiik, Kurugcay Hoyiik and Hacilar Biiyiik Hoyiik. Some
double handled jars, dated to the EBA IB, have been identified at the Capalibag cemetery.
U. Oguzhanoglu and S. Pazarci have stated that spherical bodied and round based jars are a
form seen in Caria (Oguzhanoglu & Pazarci, 2020, pp. 204, 205, Sek. 8/11), and have been
found in cemeteries such as lasos (Pecorella, 1984, p. 52, Fig. 4) and Kumyeri (Kara, 2013,
Lev. 93/b). The settlements of squat bodied (Type a) examples are not known. Although a
similar piece of pottery was uncovered at Yortan in terms of form, the paste and production
technique of this jar features common with samples determined in the vicinity of Burdur —
Antalya (Fig. 1). These examples, we examined are presumed to date to EBA 11, as with the
aforementioned settlements.

A miniature vessel in the material we examined is quite intriguing (Fig. 7/4; 9/6). The
closest parallels of the vessel in terms of forms and dimensions are at Karatag — Semayiik'3,
a miniature vessel of Yortan origin from a private collection!6, as well as a vessel kept in the

15 The jar has externally thickened rimmed, a long neck, a spherical body and a flat base. The burnishing is
successful. The example is decorated with two horizontal bands, lozenge patterns and zigzags (Eslick, 2009, p.
195, Plt. 66/KA 326, Mixed Deposits).

16 The vegetal tempers and mica particles, well-refined paste of this vessel is grey and black in colours. This
vessel with the corrected surface that is rough in appearance is not slipped or burnished. The miniature vessel
has externally thickened rimmed, a spherical body, two horizontal string pierced lugs, and a round base. The
example is decorated with swastikas, a tree? and ‘hooks’ motifs (Hockmann, 1984, pp. 126, 127, Abb. 6/2).
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Izmir Archaeological Museum!”. Large sized jars similar to this miniature vessel with the
same pottery form features but used for daily purposes have been encountered in the vicinity
of Burdur — Antalya and some settlements in Western Anatolia (Karatas — Semayiik (Eslick,
2009, PIt. 37/KT 290 Period IV; 46/KT 394 Period V:2), Bademagaci Hoyiik (Congur, 2019,
Lev. 84/1, EBA 11/2), Beycesultan (Lloyd & Mellaart, 1962, pp. 148, 149, Fig. 25/24, Level
XVI), Kusura (Lamb, 1937, Plt. VII/13; Lamb, 1938, Plt. LXXXIII/3, Period B).

In terms of dimensions, miniature vessels are unsuitable for the storage of some goods and
liquids. G. Umurtak stated that the functions of the roughly shaped, poorly fired, miniature
vessels at Hoyiicek dated to the Neolithic Age, must have been different from that of the better
quality examples (Umurtak, 2005, pp. 27, 28). Franz Fischer assessed the miniature vessels
from the Imperial Hittite Period at Bogazkody to be votive vessels. According to F. Fischer,
these vessels were unsuitable for more than one use, like everyday use pottery. In stating
some miniature vessels were found inside the temple at Bogazkdy, he emphasized that they
were used for ritual purposes (Fischer, 1963, p. 69). It was reported that the miniature vessels
dated to the Late Bronze Age at Alalah (Agcana Hoyiik) were not suitable for everyday use.
While it was determined the miniature vessels could be models of large sized pottery, it was
also stated that such examples could have been used for toys or ritual purposes. Claudia Glatz
mentioned that some miniature vessels from the Late Bronze Age in North-Central Anatolia
had ritual functions (Glatz, 2009, p. 130, Fig. 2/1, 2).

The closest parallels to the lozenge shaped decorations between two incised bands on
the neck section of this vessel are identified from Hacimusalar Hoyiik (Ozgen, Baughan
& Unlii, 2021, p. 609, Fig. 7/d), Karatas — Semayiik (Eslick, 2009, p. 42, Motif 54; p. 115,
PIt. 36/KT 592; 66/KA 326), Bademagaci Hoyiik (Congur 2019, Lev. 80/1; 107/1; 111/17),
Kurugay Hoytik (Duru, 1996, Lev. 128/7, 10), Hoyiiktepe (Unan 2015, pp. 263, 304, Kat
No. 233) and a vessel kept in the izmir Archaeological Museum. (Ozkan, 1999, p. 5, Res. 2).
Possibly made for decoration, the lozenge patterns are entirely surrounding the neck of the
vessel. In addition, two swastikas found on the vessel body are unlike ordinary decorations.
Similar swastika motifs were also determined on a miniature vessel of Yortan origin from
a private collection (Hockmann, 1984, p. 126, Abb. 6/2) as well as Karatas — Semayiik
(Eslick, 2009, PIt. 38/KT 591, Period IV; Mellink, 1969, Plt. 73/Fig. 13; Wheeler, 1973,
Fig. 2/C), Bademagac1 Hoyiik (Congur, 2019, Lev. 104/1), and on a vessel kept in the izmir
Archaeological Museum (Ozkan, 1999, p. 5, Res. 2). The swastika motif identified in the
settlements in the Lakes District and Western Anatolia in the EBA was generally formed with
horizontal lines on the four arms of the 4+’ sign. Apart from the four arms of the “+” sign,

17  The jar has externally thickened rimmed, a spherical body, pair of cylindrical handles (one on each side) and
a flat base. It is decorated with two horizontal bands, lozenge patterns and swastika motifs (Ozkan, 1999, p. 5,
Res. 2)
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horizontal and vertical lines were also present in certain parts of the swastika motifs of the
example we examined. The swastika motif probably represents an animal. Lines ascending
upwards on the front of the swastika may represent a stylized head, vertical lines behind
them the horns, and the part formed with slightly curved lines downwards on the back may
have represented the tail of an animal. There are stylized goat motifs with horns and tails
on some pottery at Karatag — Semayiik (Eslick, 2009, Plt. 15, Motifs 142, 143) and Hacilar
Biiytik Hoytlik (Umurtak & Duru, 2016, p. 35, Res. 31) in the vicinity of Burdur — Antalya.
However, there is no similarity between the swastikas on the miniature vessel and the goats.
Therefore, it is not known which animal this swastika represents. Among the swastika motifs
is a ‘Medallion’!8 motif. The ‘Medallion’ motif may have some symbolic meanings (Congur,
Forthcoming). Sedat Alp thinks that some signs on the pottery can provide information
regarding the ownership, production, and in rare cases, the object or capacity indicators of
the vessels (Alp, 1994, p. 264). Ursula Seidl determined that earlier examples of the circular
reliefs with knobs in the centre seen on some vessels identified at Kiiltepe (Ib and II) and
Aligar date to the Assyrian Trade Colonies Period as well as at Bogazkdy date to Imperial
Hittite Period, whereas she emphasized that an earlier example can be found at Karatas —
Semayiik (Mellink & Angel, 1966, Plt. 66, Fig. 22), it may be one of the local symbols
seen in Anatolia before the 2, ; millennium BC. According to Seidl, this sign found on some
vessels from the Assyrian Trade Colonies Period to the end of the Imperial Hittite Period is
that Signe Royal. Moreover, Seidl believes the symbolic meanings of the mentioned are not
exactly known, but that the circular reliefs seen on the cult vessels are probably not simple
decorations (Seidl, 1972, pp. 66, 67, 79). In addition, this vessel features a circle between
the waves/snakes and possibly a plant motif. A similar plant motif was found at Karatas —
Semayiik (Eslick, 2009, Plt. 49/KT 384, Period V:3).

Hypothetical debates regarding the belief system and cultic activities of the EBAII people
of Lakes District and Western Anatolia have been formed based on the interpretation of very
limited archaeological findings. In this context, the so-called temples at the Beycesultan
XVI-XIV layers (Lloyd & Mellaart, 1962, p. 36-53), burial customs of the period (Uhri,
2006), and the idols and figurines (Bilgi, 2012, pp. 202-259) unearthed from settlements
dated to the EBA II in the Lakes District and Western Anatolia provide insight into the social
structure of these communities. As with the miniature vessel we discussed, it is possible
that every mark on the artefacts in question, such as pottery, seals, spindle whorls, or loom
weights, was not made for ornamental purposes (Umurtak, 2009, p. 7). All the motifs on the
body, except for the lozenges surrounding the neck of the vessel, were most likely not made

18 A motif found on some pottery recovered from the EBA levels of Karatag — Semayiik was called ‘Medallion’
for the first time by Machteld J. Mellink (Mellink 1967, p. 253; Mellink & Angel 1966, pp. 253-254; 1968, pp.
248,254, 259). This motif consists of one or multiple decorations made with the technique of relief/groove and
the knob/protrusion in the centre (Eslick 2009, 44, Motifs 122-130, DC4). In addition to this, some examples
do not bear a centre knob in the circular decorations.
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for decorative purposes. The detection of the wave/snake motif on only one handle further
supports the idea. It should be discussed why these signs, which are not ordinary filling
motifs, were included. Can these motifs provide information about the beliefs or religions of
the people of the period? Did these motifs have symbolic meanings for the people of the EBA
11?7 Could the motifs found on the vessel be a visualization of a mythological scene? Was the
miniature vessel used in rituals?

Among the materials we examined was a duck vase (askos) (Fig. 7/5; 9/6) that was
acquired from the vicinity of Izmir. This vessel has similar counterparts at Karatas —
Semayiik, Aphrodisias, Kalymnos, Asomatos, Heraion, Thera, and Aegina (Marketou, 2009,
pp. 51, 52). M. Mellink stated that a black slipped askos found at Karatas — Semayiik, next
to a child’s tomb numbered 167, was locally produced. However, she emphasized that in
terms of form, this vessel was similar to the samples found in the Aegean (Mellink, 1967,
pp. 253, 254, Plt. 76, Fig. 12). It was determined that an example found in the Schliemann
Collection at Troy, which could not be identified as imported or locally produced, is of the
Cycladic type (Blegen, Caskey & Rawson, 1951, pp. 109, 110). Toula Marketou suggested
that the Aegean type duck vases may have also been produced in Cyprus (Marketou, 2009,
p. 52). Jeremy Rutter reported that duck vases from the ‘Phylakopi I Culture’ were generally
found on mainland Greece. While they were few in number, such askoi were also found in
the Cyclades. According to Rutter, the duck vases were significant in showing the relations
between mainland Greece and the Cyclades in the early stages of the Middle Bronze Age
(Rutter, 1983, p. 74). Colin Renfrew emphasized that the duck vases he evaluated in the
‘Phylakopi I Culture’ are quite similar to some samples found in Anatolia (Renfrew, 2011,
pp- 192, 193, Fig. 12.4).

Marija Gimbutas reported that askoi were observed in southeastern Europe in the mid-7,,
millennium BC and that this form was found in some settlements during the Neolithic and
Bronze Ages (Gimbutas, 1989, p. 6). According to Gimbutas, Bird Goddesses and askoi of
the Cotofeni Culture were incorporated into Old European beliefs during the last quarter of
the 4y, millennium BC (Gimbutas, 1977, p. 264). Moreover, it was suggested that askoi were
used as votive vessels in a sanctuary located at Level Ila of the Sarata —~Monteoru settlement
(Gimbutas, 1965, p. 228). M. Mellink stated that the black slipped askos found next to a
child’s grave numbered 167 at Karatag — Semayiik could be a toy or a burial object (Mellink,
1967, pp. 253, 254, Plt. 76, Fig. 12). The askoi dating to the EBA III levels brought to light at
the Seyitomer Hoyiik are believed to have been used in rituals (Kuru, 2016, p. 182).

Duck vases have been discovered in EBA IIIB settlements throughout Western
Anatolia, the Dodecanese Islands, the Cyclades, and Cyprus (Marketou, 2009, pp. 51, 52).
The askos we examined show parallels with examples from the ‘Phylakopi I Culture,” both
in terms of form and decoration, suggesting it was likely imported from the Cyclades,
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where the ‘Phylakopi I Culture’ thrived, within the framework of trade routes proposed
by archaeologists (Renfrew, 2011, pp. 192, 193, Fig. 12.4). Vasif Sahoglu reported a very
complex trade line between Anatolia and Mesopotamia during the third quarter of the
3,4 millennium BC. This trade network covered regions stretching from Cyprus, Coastal
Western Anatolia to the Cyclades, mainland Greece, Thrace, and the Balkans. V. Sahoglu
stated that this trade included raw minerals and goods, leading to inter-regional cultural,
technological, and economic relations (Sahoglu, 2005; 2019). M. Massa and V. Sahoglu
reported that this trade network collapsed in the 2200s BC due to a natural disaster that
affected the entire Mediterranean (Massa & Sahoglu 2015). According to Turan Efe, the
Menderes Valley served as a trade route between Western Anatolia, the Cyclades, and
eastern mainland Greece in the early phase of EBA III, with the trade being primarily
maritime (Efe, 2020, pp. 127, 128, Fig. 4). T. Marketou stated that liquid products were
often transported in duck vases (Marketou, 2009, p. 52). The liquid product within the
askos we examined may have been transported from the Cyclades to Izmir in EBA III, but
the vessel’s exact purpose and the context in which it was recovered are unclear. Therefore,
it is challenging to determine the askos’ specific use.

The material we have discussed so far has only been evaluated by analogical examination,
as its origin is unclear. The fact that vessels with very similar form and decoration were
found in settlements in the Lakes District and Western Anatolia suggests that the origin of the
pottery in question is likely from these regions.
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Catalogue

Object type: Beak Spouted Jug (Fig. 5/1; 8/1)
Find location: Unknown.

Period: EBA 1

Ware Group: 1

Condition: Some parts of the handle missing.
Measurements:!? H. 18.3 cm; W. body 13.7 cm.
Museum Inventory Number: 09.13

Object type: Beak Spouted Jug (Fig. 6/7; 9/1)
Find location: Unknown.

Period: EBAII

Ware Group: 1

Condition: Some parts of the handle missing.
Measurements: H. 13.6 cm; W. body 11.9 cm.
Museum Inventory Number: 09.10

Object type: Beak Spouted Jug (Fig. 5/1; 8/1)
Find location: Unknown.

Period: EBA 1

Ware Group: 1

Condition: Some parts of the handle missing.
Measurements: H. 18.3 cm; W. body 13.7 cm.
Museum Inventory Number: 09.13

Object type: Beak Spouted Jug (Fig. 6/8; 9/2)

Find location: Unknown.

Period: EBATI

Ware Group: 1

Condition: The handle and a small part of the spout
missing.

Measurements: H. 12.8 cm; W. body 9.7 cm.

Museum Inventory Number: 77.267

Object type: Beak Spouted Jug (Fig. 5/2; 8/2)
Find location: Unknown.

Period: EBAT

Ware Group: 1

Condition: Intact.

Measurements: H. 17.7 cm; W. body 12.7 cm.
Museum Inventory Number: 9187

Museum Inventory Number: 09.12

Object type: Beak Spouted Jug (Fig. 6/4; 8/11)
Find location: Unknown.

Period: EBA II

Ware Group: 1

Condition: Handle missing.

Measurements: H. 9.3 cm; W. body 7.4 cm.
Museum Inventory Number: 09.20

Object type: Beak Spouted Jug (Fig. 5/3; 8/3)

Find location: Unknown.

Period: EBA T

Ware Group: 1

Condition: The handle and some parts of the spout
missing.

Measurements: H. 17.6 cm; W. body 11.5 cm.

Museum Inventory Number: 09.08

Object type: Beak Spouted Jug (Fig. 6/5; 8/12)
Find location: Unknown.

Period: EBA 1T

Ware Group: 1

Condition: Intact.

Measurements: H. 21.8 cm; W. body 16.1 cm.
Museum Inventory Number: 9846

Object type: Beak Spouted Jug (Fig. 5/4; 8/4)
Find location: Unknown.

Period: EBA 1

Ware Group: 1

Condition: Spout missing.

Measurements: H. 12.6 cm; W. body 11.4 cm.
Museum Inventory Number: 09.07

Object type: Beak Spouted Jug (Fig. 6/6; 8/13)
Find location: Unknown.

Period: EBAII

Ware Group: 1

Condition: Intact.

Measurement: H. 15.3 cm; W. body 11.5 cm.

Object type: Beak Spouted Jug (Fig. 5/5; 8/5)
Find location: Unknown.

Period: EBA 1

Ware Group: 2

Condition: Intact.

Measurements: H. 12.8 cm; W. body 14.7 cm.
Museum Inventory Number: 10434

Museum Inventory Number: 09.06

Object type: Beak Spouted Jug (Fig. 7/1; 9/3)
Find location: Unknown.

Period: EBATI

Ware Group: 1

Condition: Some parts of the spout missing.
Measurements: H. 18.5 cm; W. body 13.9 cm.
Museum Inventory Number: 09.05

19 H. Height; W. Width; D. Diameter.
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Object type: Beak Spouted Jug (Fig. 5/6; 8/6)
Find location: Unknown.

Period: EBAII

Ware Group: 2

Condition: Some parts of the spout missing.
Measurements: H. 15.9 cm; W. body 9.2 cm.
Museum Inventory Number: 2018.19

Object type: Jar (Fig. 7/2; 9/4)
Find location: Unknown.

Period: EBA 1T

Ware Group: 2

Condition: Intact.

Measurements: D. rim 12 cm.
Museum Inventory Number: 8289

Object type: Beak Spouted Jug (Fig. 5/7; 8/7)
Find location: Unknown.

Period: EBATI

Ware Group: 2

Condition: Intact.

Measurements: H. 21.9 cm; W. body 13.9 cm.
Museum Inventory Number: 8292

Object type: Jar (Fig. 7/3; 9/5)

Find location: Hacilar Village of Burdur Province.
Period: EBA 1T

Ware Group: 2

Condition: Intact.

Measurement: D. rim 13 cm.

Museum Inventory Number: 10131

Object type: Beak Spouted Jug (Fig. 6/1; 8/8)
Find location: Unknown.

Period: EBAII

Ware Group: 2

Condition: Some parts of the spout missing.
Measurements: H. 19.6 cm; W. body 13.3 cm.
Museum Inventory Number: 2018.18

Object type: Miniature Vessel (Fig. 7/4; 9/6)

Find location: Unknown.

Period: EBAII

Condition: Some parts of the rim missing and the body
cracked.

Measurement: D. rim 5.5 cm.

Museum Inventory Number: 77.271

Object type: Beak Spouted Jug (Fig. 6/2; 8/9)

Find location: Kepsut District of Balikesir Province.
Period: EBAII

Ware Group: 2

Condition: The handle and a small part of the spout
missing.

Measurements: H. 25.9 cm; W. body 15.5 cm.

Museum Inventory Number: 9251

Object type: Duck Vase (Askos) (Fig. 7/5; 9/7)
Find location: Vicinity of izmir Province.
Period: EBA 111

Condition: Some parts of the spout missing
Measurements: H. 10.6 cm; W. body 9.4 cm.
Museum Inventory Number: 80.46

Object type: Beak Spouted Jug (Fig. 6/3; 8/10)
Find location: Unknown.

Period: EBAII

Ware Group: 1

Condition: Intact.

Measurements: H. 7.5 cm; W. body 8.5 cm.
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Fig. 5. Early Bronze Age I (1-5) and Early Bronze Age II (5-7), Beak Spouted Jugs (Drawing: F. Congur)
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Fig. 6. Early Bronze Age II (1-8), Beak Spouted Jugs (Drawing: F. Congur)
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Fig. 7. Early Bronze Age 11 {1-4) and Early Bronze Age 1114{5), Beak Spouted Jug (1), Jars {2, 3),
Miniature Vessel (4), Duck Vase {Askos) (3) { Drawing: F. Congur)
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Fig. 8. Early Bronze Age I (1-5) and Early Bronze Age II (6-13), Beak Spouted Jugs (Photo: Simge Giires)
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Fig. 9. Early Bronee Age 11({1-6) and Early Bronee Age 111({T), Beak Spouted Jugs (1-3),
Jars (4, 5), Miniature Viessel (6), Duck Vase (Askos) (7) (Photo: Simge Gires)
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ABSTRACT

The emergence of pottery has been regarded as the hallmark of the cultural
changes explicitly related to the late 8th and the first quarter of the 7th millennium
BCE in Southwest Asia. Accordingly, the initial pottery; mineral-tempered, hole-
mouth-shaped, burnished and dark-surfaced vessels with lugs close to the mouth
on both sides, appeared almost simultaneously in a series of settlements in Upper
Mesopotamia and the Northern Levant in the first quarter of the 7th millennium
BCE. Pottery production increased in the second quarter of the millennium,
followed by the appearance of plant-tempered pottery after ca. 6.500 BCE.
Plant-tempered pottery, spreading throughout Southwest Asia, symbolizes the
diversification of pottery as much as we can speak of regional traditions. This study
aims to define plant-tempered Proto-Hassuna pottery from Sumaki Hoyiik, located
in the Upper Tigris Basin, to understand better the similarities and differences
between the initial mineral-tempered and plant-tempered pottery groups, thus
pointing out the possible regional characteristics of the assemblage.
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OO

This work is licensed under Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International License BY _NC


https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4465-6952

The Proto-Hassuna Pottery of the Upper Tigris Basin, Evidence from Sumaki Hoytik

Introduction

Pottery is an essential indicator of the cultural similarities and relationships between
prehistoric societies and their subsistence strategies, social values, and attitudes. The
invention of pottery had long been recognized as a marker of farming communities and the
Neolithic way of life. Over the last decades, research has revealed that pottery was invented
long before settled life and agriculture began. Although pottery was invented independently
by hunter-gatherers in various regions of the world in the Upper Palaeolithic (Kuzmin,
2015; Close, 1995), the beginning of pottery use is still a vital distinction for the Neolithic
period in Southwest Asia. Pottery production in Southwest Asia started approximately three
thousand years after the Neolithic settled life emerged. Traditionally, the Neolithic in this
region has been divided into two periods: Pre-Pottery and Pottery Neolithic. This distinction
also underlines large-scale social changes in the last quarter of the 8th and first half of the 7th
millennium BCE. Agriculture and animal husbandry became the primary modes of subsistence
in this period. This transformation did not begin and was not limited to pottery production.
However, after the invention! of the technique, it spread throughout Upper Mesopotamia and
the Northern Levant and became an integral part of daily life.

A considerable amount of literature has been published on the beginning of pottery
production in Southwest Asia (Tsuneki et al. 2017 and references herein). Research conducted
in the last 20 years clearly outlines that pottery production began in the first centuries of
the 7th millennium BCE. The initial pottery has been found in several sites throughout the
Northern Levant and Upper Mesopotamia: Yumuktepe (Balossi-Restelli, 2017), Tell al
Judaidah (Braidwood & Braidwood, 1960), Tell el-Kerkh (Miyake, 2003), Kumartepe (Le
Miére, 2017), Mezraa-Teleilat (Ozdogan, 2009), Akargay Tepe and Tell Halula (Cruells et al.
2017) in Upper and Middle Euphrates Valleys, Tell Sabi Abyad (Nieuwenhuyse 2017) and
Tell Damishliyya (Akkermans 1988) in Balikh Valley, Tell Seker al-Aheimar (Nishiaki & Le
Micére, 2005) in Habur Valley, Salat Cami Yani (Miyake, 2011) and Sumaki Hoytiik in Upper
Tigris Basin. Despite the differences in the cultural elements of these sites, Early Mineral
Tempered Pottery has similar features: mineral tempered (generally volcanic minerals), hole-
mouth-shaped, well-burnished, and mostly dark-surfaced vessels with lugs close to the mouth
on both sides. A few mineral-tempered potsherds were found in the Initial Pottery Neolithic
(hereafter PN) levels at almost all mentioned sites (except at Sumaki), which became more
numerous towards the middle of the 7t millennium BCE. Because of their shapes, mineral
tempers, and lugs, which could be used for placing and lifting pots on the fire, this initial
mineral-tempered pottery was quite suitable for cooking (Le Miére, 2017) and even probably
made for that purpose (Miyake, 2016).

1 The invention of pottery mentioned here is not referring to fired-clay vessels made for various purposes in
the PPN, but it refers to a production cycle in which pottery technology shows a particular development and
continuity, which is related to the daily practices and subsistence of the Neolithic societies.
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According to the summarised data above, pottery production in Upper Mesopotamia and
Northern Levant started in the first centuries of the 7t millennium BCE. It was produced for
approximately 500 years without significant technological and typological change. Plant-
tempered pottery traditions emerged in the second half of the millennium and rapidly spread
throughout SW Asia. Plant-tempered pottery differs from the mineral-tempered tradition
of the previous period in terms of the choice of temper, paste colour, surface treatments,
form, size, and, hence, the purpose of use (Le Miére & Picon, 1998). Plant-tempered pottery
symbolizes increased production, the diversification of ware types, and the birth of regional
traditions, so-called Pre-Halaf in Northern Levant, Proto-Hassuna in Upper Mesopotamia
-especially Tigris Basin- and Zagros Group in Western Iran (Bader & Le Miere, 2013).

Pre-Halaf is characterized by convex bodies, collar necks, painted surfaces, and incised
decorations (Le Miére 2013: 325-327). The Proto-Hassuna pottery includes various sizes
of carinated (double-ogee form) and everted-rimmed red slips, paint, or appliqué-decorated
vessels. This group was accepted as the predecessor of Hassuna and was named Proto-
Hassuna (Merpert et al. 1978: 49). Proto-Hassuna primarily refers to plant-tempered pottery
that appeared in the Tigris Basin. However, after Braidwood (1945) identified Hassuna Ia
as an early Neolithic phase, Proto-Hassuna and its characteristic plant-tempered pottery
were adopted by Soviet archaeologists to encompass the initial Neolithic culture as a whole
(Bader, 1993a). Although an earlier Pottery Neolithic phase has been identified over the last
few decades, Proto-Hassuna is still a proper term for describing the Neolithic cultures that
emerged in the last quarter of the 7th millennium BCE.

Aurenche and Kozlowski (1999: 141) suggested that closed-form vessels were dominant
in the Proto-Hassuna, and open forms were dominant in Pre-Halaf. Nevertheless, some
researchers have argued that the morphological differences between the two traditions may
be related to vessel function rather than culture (Nieuwenhuyse, 2013). Finally, Zagros Group
pottery in western Iran is uniquely painted and plant-tempered. However, it shares some
features with Neolithic pottery groups in Mesopotamia (Bader & Le Miére, 2013). Because
few sites represent continuous layers, the relationship between mineral and plant-tempered
traditions is not fully understood. At some Neolithic sites in the Khabur and Euphrates
valleys, plant tempers were used in small quantities and combined with volcanic minerals,
then gradually replaced by them (Le Micre, 2009).

The coarse, unburnished, buff-coloured Proto-Hassuna pottery was first found in the
layers just above virgin soil at Tell Sotto, Kiiltepe (Bader, 1989), Yarim Tepe (Merpert &
Munchaev, 1987), Telul et-Thalathat (Fukai & Matsutani, 1981), Tell Kashkashok (Furuyama,
1991) and Umm Dabaghiyah (Kirkbride, 1972) dating back to the second half / last quarter
of the 7t millennium BCE. Subsequent research has revealed many Proto-Hassuna sites in
the Tigris Basin and provided more comprehensive information on the general characteristics

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, 28, 2023 33



The Proto-Hassuna Pottery of the Upper Tigris Basin, Evidence from Sumaki Hoytik

of the culture (Figure 1). However, fewer studies have been conducted on this period in the
Upper Tigris. All three sites? -Salat Cami Yani1, Kendale Hecala (Okse, 2022), and Sumaki
(Erim-Ozdogan, 2011)- in the region have continuous layers from the first half to the end of
the millennium and generate valuable data regarding the Proto-Hassuna pottery. This study
aims to show the general characteristics of plant-tempered pottery from Sumaki Hoyiik in the
Upper Tigris Basin, determine its place within the Proto-Hassuna culture, and reveal possible
regional or interregional differences and similarities.

The Neolithic Occupation of Sumaki Hoyiik

Sumaki Hoytik is one of the earliest Pottery Neolithic sites in the Tigris Basin and situated
northwest of the lower Garzan River, one of Tigris’s longest tributaries. The Neolithic
settlement is located on low terraces, and seasonal streams flow north and south of the site
(Figure 2). The Kiradagi basalt flow composed of Upper Miocene claystone, sandstone, and
conglomerates located south of the settlement currently extends over the Selmo Formation.
The Neolithic layers are just below the Medieval occupation. The Neolithic cultural deposit
is approximately 1.90 m thick. It was opened to 2180 m? in the three sectors, making Sumaki
an essential site for a better understanding of the beginning and development of pottery
production during the Neolithic. The site’s layers are divided into seven architectural phases

(N7-N1).

From the earliest N7 to N3, significant changes have been observed in the settlement
patterns and building types. The last two layers cover approximately 1204 m? in these phases.
The buildings in Phase N2 were temporary, rectangular, and single-roomed. No pottery was
found in any of the buildings. The hearths and fire pits were similar to those of the preceding
phases. Phase N1 corresponds to the end of the Neolithic period in Sumaki. The architecture
of N1 differs from the earlier layers in terms of using stones as construction materials. The
large basalt ground stones from earlier phases were reused to construct rows of foundations.
No fire pits were found in this phase, and the lower floors of the seven oval or round hearths
were paved with stones (Erim-Ozdogan & Sarialtun, 2018).

According to thirteen 4C dates obtained from phases N7-N3, it is possible to date the
Neolithic occupation of Sumaki from the beginning to the end of the 7t millennium BCE
(Gluindiizalp 2021, Table 3.1). A single *C date ascribes the earliest phase N7 to 7327-
7036 cal. BCE. However, Phase N7 is more accurately dated to the first quarter of the 7th
millennium BCE, according to statistical modelling of 4C dates, given the plateau of the
carbon curve. On the other hand, radiocarbon dates indicate that mineral-tempered pottery
was produced for an extended period, approximately 750 years. Although no absolute dates

2 Although no extensive archaeological excavations have been carried out, recent surveys indicate that Proto-
Hassuna pottery can be found at other sites in the Upper Tigris Basin (Kodas, 2022).
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have been obtained from phases N2 and N1 thus far, pottery assemblages and small finds
suggest they belong to the last centuries of the 7th millennium BCE.

During the first half of the 7t millennium BCE (Phases N7-N3), only Early Mineral
Tempered Pottery was produced in Sumaki. There is no significant change in the typology
and technology of the mineral-tempered pottery during the N7-N4 phases. A few necked jars
first appeared in Phase N3, which dated back to 6534-6368 cal. BCE. Similar forms were also
present in the plant-tempered Proto-Hassuna group in Phases N2-N1. The mineral-tempered
necked jars do not differ from the other mineral-tempered pottery in terms of temper choice
and construction technique.

On the other hand, there are no plant-tempered sherds in Phase N3. Very few mineral-
tempered potsherds (n=147) were found in phases N2-N1. They are typologically and
technologically similar to the wares produced in the previous phases, but their walls are
slightly thicker than earlier ones. However, no evidence exists of a direct relationship between
mineral and plant-tempered vessel groups.

General Features of the Proto-Hassuna Pottery from Sumaki Hoyiik

The latest settlement layers of Sumaki Hoyiik contain vast quantities of Proto-Hassuna
pottery. The paste components, temper choice, building, and firing techniques of the Proto-
Hassuna pottery are considerably different from those of the initial mineral-tempered pots.
The most remarkable change lies in the produced amount; in about 200 years, three times
more plant-tempered pottery than mineral-tempered pots was produced in over 700 years.
This study is based on 32,184 potsherds (11,051 sherds studied in detail) found in open spaces
in the N2 and N1 phases. The Proto-Hassuna pottery is divided into two groups according
to their typology, size, and pastes conditions: Plant Tempered Plain Ware (80.55% of the
assemblage) consists of relatively large vessels with thick-walled and coarse paste. The red
slip is associated with the Red Slipped Ware (19.45% of the assemblage) and applied mainly
on the exterior surface. The Red Slipped Ware vessels are small, quite elaborate and have thin
walls. Small carinated bowls, oval- and open-shaped pots, carinated jars, oval cooking wares,
and trays are other typical forms in the assemblage. The carinated vessels and open forms are
characteristic of Proto-Hassuna pottery, and the small numbers of knobbed decorations close
to the vessels’ mouths are remarkable.

Morphology

Although Proto-Hassuna pottery is divided into two groups, they share many similar
features. Chemical analyses showed that the plant-tempered pottery of Sumaki was produced
from calcareous clays containing various types of calcium and high amounts of Fe, Ni, and
Ba. (Giindiizalp et al. forthcoming). A large number of sherds (weighing 639.75 kg), and the
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fact that the large vessels in the assemblage were unsuitable for transportation all suggest that
the plant-tempered pottery was produced locally.

Paste condition is nearly the same in the two ware types. Most of the sherds have a porous
and sandy paste. Sand grains are present in 53% of the Proto-Hassuna pottery from Sumaki
and are less than 0.5 mm in diameter. It is uncertain whether sand was deliberately added to
the vessel paste. Lime and mica particles are also visible. The lime particles are generally
larger than mica particles. The proportion of lime particles in both Plain and Red Slipped
wares ranges between 4 and 6% (Giindiizalp, 2021).

The Proto-Hassuna pottery is mostly plant-tempered. Only a few sherds contain small
amounts of basalt, lime, and grit in their paste. Plant tempers were never added to the Early
Mineral Tempered Pottery; thus, it is impossible to discuss the gradual transition from mineral
to plant tempers at Sumaki Hoyiik. The plants used for temper were initially chopped in
various sizes. The proportion of plants is above 50% in most sherds, and traces of burnt plants
can be seen on the inner and outer surfaces of the vessels because they were not burnished.
The proportion of temper with diameters larger than 3 mm is higher in the Plain Ware sherds
than in the Red Slipped sherds.

Nevertheless, the quantity of temper is similar between the two types, and ware size and
wall thickness are related to the size of the temper. The most distinct difference between the
groups is the more frequent use of grit temper in Plain Ware, which might have been selected
to increase porosity and improve resistance to thermal stress (Giindiizalp, 2023).

The Proto-Hassuna pottery from Sumaki was shaped using multiple techniques, while
the most applied technique was sequential slab construction (Vandiver, 1985). The bases and
bodies of the vessels were shaped mainly by connecting slabs with similar dimensions. Coils
were applied only to the upper part of the body. Moulds might have been used to support
the bodies of vessels at wide angles (Giindiizalp, 2023). These results are consistent with
previous studies on plant-tempered Neolithic pottery from Southwest Asia (Vandiver, 1985;
Petrova, 2022).

Typology and Function

Sumaki Hoyiik plant-tempered pottery has typical characteristics of the Proto-Hassuna
culture; however, some features are unique to the site. More than 70% of the Sumaki samples
consist of broken body fragments. Diagnostic sherds (rim, neck, base, and carination) make
up 21.77% of the assemblage, and the proportion of sherds for which the vessel form can
be determined is 10.44%. Proto-Hassuna pottery is divided into four primary vessel forms;
bowls, pots, jars and oval vessels/trays (Table 1).
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Carinated and oval open-shaped bowls constitute 17.33% of the sample (Figure 3-4). The
average rim diameter of the bowls is approximately 10 cm. The proportion of bowls in the
Red Slipped group (36.09% of the sample) is almost three times higher than that of the Plain
Ware (12.66%). In other words, bowls are more prevalent in the Red Slipped group. There
are no traces on the surface of the bowls to determine their function. Considering their size,
the bowls were unsuitable for transport, storage, or cooking and were probably used for food
consumption. Currently, it is difficult to determine the exact shape of the base of the bowls,
as sherds rarely have a complete profile. The bowls were produced from the same paste and
probably had similar functions in both ware groups.

Almost all pots (10.83% of the assemblage), including rectangular vessels, belonged to
the Plain Ware group. The Oval Pots are elliptical and slightly low-bellied, similar to modern
cooking earthen wares (Figure 5). The base of these pots is nearly round, and the rim is
asymmetrical. The rims are relatively flat and slightly inclined inwards on both vessels’ sides.
The approximate volume of the Oval Pots is between 6-91. The identified rim fragments are
usually more than 7cm long, and many have finger flutings on their inner or outer surfaces.
The finger flutings may have been made while pressing and rubbing larger slabs or strips to
make them fit more securely into the body. There are no traces on these vessels’ interior and
exterior surfaces to determine their function. However, their oval-contoured bases, bodies,
and open-mouth shapes are suitable for cooking as suggest the shapes of modern cooking
pots. Such forms as in the Oval Pots from Sumaki were not found in other Proto-Hassuna
sites in Upper Mesopotamia. However, the elliptical vessels with a rounded rim, recorded
at Umm Dabaghiyah (Kirkbride, 1972) and the Late Neolithic site of Aknashen/Armenia
(Harutyunyan, 2014) have vague similarities to Sumaki’s Oval Pots.

Furthermore, Rectangular Vessels are characterized by shallow, straight, or steeply angled
base turns with sides rising at nearly vertical angles (Figure 6). Depending on their size, body
height changes between 10 and 14cm. These vessels had relatively thick walls; the average
wall thickness was 2.7 cm. All these samples were in the Plain Ware group. Considering all
their characteristics, it can be assumed that these vessels were used for cooking. However, their
angular shapes reduce thermal stress resistance. There is no soot trace on the outer surfaces due
to direct contact with fire. Therefore, if Rectangular Vessels were used for cooking, it is possible
that cooking was carried out in ovens. Similar vessel types were found at Tell Kashkashok II
(Matsutani, 1991), Telul eth-Thalathat Levels XV and XVI (Hori, 1981), and Tell Sotto (Bader,
1993b). It has also been reported that some rims and base fragments indicating rectangular
shapes were found in Salat Cami Yan1 Phase 2 (Miyake, 2011).

A single Carinated Pot (Red Slipped) was identified at Sumaki (Figure 7). The pot’s form
is slightly open, and the rim diameter is 20cm. The wide-angled carination is on the center of
the body. This type of pot was found at almost all PN sites in the Upper Tigris.
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The jars were the most common vessel form (67.16% (n=775) of the identified sherds)
in the Proto-Hassuna assemblage, whereas they belong to 68.07% (n=629) of the Plain Ware
group and 63.48% (n=146) of the Red Slipped Ware. Four jar types, which were divided into
subgroups, were identified. Narrow Rimmed Jars (two sub-types were identified — Figure 8)
comprise 25.04% of the identified sherds. Their relatively thin walls (average wall thickness
being 1,10 cm), dimensions, narrowed rims, and possibly carinated or low-bellied bodies
indicated that these jars were used for liquid(?) or food storage.

Globular Jars (Figure 9) constitute 2.92% of the Plain Ware and 7.39% of the Red Slipped
Ware. The exact dimensions of the vessels could not be determined. However, the convex and
slightly closed-rim fragments indicated that these jars had globular bodies. The average wall
thickness of these vessels is 1.06 cm, and the average rim diameter is ~20 cm. The function
of the vessels is uncertain.

Necked Jars (Figure 10) were the most commonly produced vessels in the Proto-
Hassuna sample (31.72% of the identified sherds). There are two necked (short and long-
necked) jar types. These jars are relatively big, carinated or low-bellied vessels, suggesting
they could have been used for storage instead of transportation. The average rim diameter
of the necked jars is ~18 cm, and the wall thickness is 1.08 cm. Although short-necked
jars are typical of plant-tempered pottery traditions in SW Asia, they first appeared in the
mineral-tempered pottery group during Phase N3 in Sumaki, dating back to 6.476-6.206
cal BCE. These jars have the same features as mineral-tempered pottery except for their
shape, indicating a possible relationship between them. Both necked jars are characteristic
of Proto-Hassuna and Pre-Halaf pottery and were found at all PN sites in SW Asia in the
late 7t mill. BCE.

Flat Rimmed Jars were only observed in the Plain Ware group (6.59% of the identified
sherds). The upper part of the rim was flattened and, in some cases, widened to be slightly
curved. The body of the vessels probably rises steeply; the average wall thickness is 1.4
cm, and the rim diameter is 19.45 cm. Flat Rimmed jars first appeared in the Early Mineral
Tempered Pottery group in Phase N3, and these jars are similar in both groups (Figure 11).

Oval Vessels/Trays (Figure 12) are shallow and splayed vessels with a height between 9
and 14cm, width between 14 and 18cm, and length between 25 and 40cm. The oval vessels’
shape is similar to the Husking Trays, the well-known form dating back to the beginning of
the 6 millennium BCE. The internal surfaces of the Husking Trays were crossed by scored
patterns. It has been suggested that the Husking Trays were used for cereal processing (Lloyd
& Safar, 1945) or bread baking (de Contenson, 1992; Voigt, 1983). Sumaki’s Oval Vessels
are smaller than the standard Husking Trays. The inner surfaces of the Oval Vessels were not
crossed or incised, and no other traces could determine their function. However, Oval Vessels
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are unsuitable for storage and transportation. They were only found in the Plain Ware group,
as in other cooking vessels, indicating that Oval Vessels were used for cooking.

It is uncertain whether the Oval Vessels from Sumaki are precursors of Husking Trays.
The fact that oval shapes are primarily associated with Husking Trays makes it challenging
to understand their place in the early PN. The first examples of oval-turned and tray-shaped
vessels are known from stone vessels from the PPN levels of Ali Kosh (Ali Kosh Phase) in
the Deh Luran Plain in the Central Zagros (Hole et al. 1969: 107-Fig. 42s). In the second
half of the 7th mill. BCE, plant-tempered oval-shaped vessels were found at Akar¢ay Tepe
Level 1 (Arimura et al. 2000), Salat Cami Yan1 Level 3 (Miyake, 2011), Umm Dabaghiyah
(Kirkbride, 1972), Yarim Tepe I Levels 12-7 (Merpert & Munchaev, 1987), Telul eth-Thalathat
Levels XV-XVI (Hori, 1981), and Tell Kashkashok IT (Maeda, 1991). However, oval and
shallow potsherds were found in the Later Manifestation group from the PN phase of Jarmo
(McAdams, 1983) and the Buff Ware group from Level R of Tepe Guran (Mortensen, 2014).

One of the essential differences between plant-tempered Proto-Hassuna pottery and Early
Mineral Tempered Pottery was the disappearance of lugs. There are seven lugs in the Plant
Tempered Plain Ware group from Sumaki (Figure 13). On the other hand, lugs were not a
functional addition because the jars, which have been used for long- or short-term storage,
did not need to be transported or moved frequently. The Coarsely Made Plant Tempered Ware
group at Tell Sabi Abyad had lugs close to the rim (Akkermans et al. 2006). A small number
of vertical perforated lugs were found in the plant and basalt-tempered pottery at Tell Seker
al-Aheimar (Nishiaki &Le Miére, 2017, Fig. 5.9-3), Salat Cami Yan1 Phase 2 (Miyake, 2007),
and Telul eth-Thalathat II (Fukai & Matsutani, 1981). Moreover, there are few horizontal
lugs in the Hassuna la phase at Tell Hassuna (Lloyd & Safar, 1945), the Coarse Pottery group
at Tell Kashkashok II (Matsutani, 1991), and Umm Dabaghiyah (Kirkbride, 1972).

The appearance of carinated forms is vital for Proto-Hassuna pottery. Two hundred and
twenty two carination fragments, categorized as narrow and wide based on the rotation angle,
were found in Sumaki Hoyiik (Figure 14). Twenty five of them belonged to bowls and pots.
The other carination fragments were larger and probably belonged to the necked jars. The
carinas were mainly located near the middle of the vessel’s body. At the other Proto-Hassuna
sites, especially at Umm Dabaghiyah and Tell Sotto, carinated jars have relatively small
bases, their body opening with a wide angle and narrowing through to the rim with sharply
angled carination. These vessels were probably used to store or preserve various liquids or
foods. Because of the sharp body turns, they were fixed to the ground or placed in a pit. The
carination angles at Sumaki Hoyiik were softer and more oval. This difference may be related
to the function or how they are used.
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Decoration

Pottery decoration in various ways has become one of the defining features of pottery
traditions within the Proto-Hassuna in SW Asia. In particular, paint decoration became
widespread in the late 7th millennium BCE and became one of the defining features of
Hassuna, Samarra, and Halaf cultures in the 6th millennium BCE (Bader & Le Micére, 2013).
The painted decoration is not typical in Proto-Hassuna pottery and varies from site to site.
Although appliqué decoration has been accepted as a significant feature of Proto-Hassuna
pottery, it has rarely been applied (Nieuwenhuyse, 2013).

A red slip is usually applied to the entire surface of the vessel and does not contain any
motifs. In some examples, it was applied to limited areas on the inner or outer surface of
the wares (Figure 15). In addition, the red slipped vessels are smaller and thinner than the
plain ones. From this point of view, red slip is also a paint decoration. In addition to the red-
slipped wares, 39 potsherds of Sumaki Hoylik Proto-Hassuna pottery yielded three types of
decoration: knobbed, appliqué/relief, and painted.

Knobbed decoration added near the rim of the vessels constitutes 84.61% (n=33) of the
decorated sherds. This type was found only on bowls and jars and was not added to cooking
wares. Because the knobs were found only on the broken body and rim fragments, it is
uncertain whether the vessels were decorated with a single figure or more than one. The
knobbed decoration was applied to most Proto-Hassuna sites in SW Asia. There was mostly
a single knob, but two or three knobs were laid side-by-side in some examples. A similar
knobbed decoration with Sumaki was found at Tell Hassuna Ia (Lloyd & Safar, 1945), Umm
Dabaghiyah (Kirkbride, 1972), Tell Sotto (Bader, 1989), Yarim Tepe I (Merpert & Munchaev,
1987), Telul eth-Thalathat II (Hori, 1981), Tell Kashkashok IT (Matsutani, 1991), Salat Cami
Yani Phase 3 (Miyake, 2011), and Mezraa-Teleilat Phase IIB (Aytek, 2008).

A skeuomorphic relationship can be established between the knobbed decoration of the Proto-
Hassuna and the Early Mineral Tempered Pottery lugs. It is challenging to talk about a continuous
connection between the two. However, the EMTP was produced at Sumaki Hoyiik during the
7t millennium BCE, even in small numbers in the Proto-Hassuna phases. We can speak of a
connection between the two pottery cultures that influenced each other to a certain extent in the
late 7th millennium BCE. In this respect, it can be assumed that the knobbed decorations near the
rim have a skeuomorphic relationship with the lugs in the EMK group (Figure 16).

Relief and appliqué decorations were found only in four body sherds in Sumaki. Although
appliqué and relief decorations are uncommon in Proto-Hassuna culture, the number
of decorated sherds at Sumaki Hoyiik is significantly lower than at other Proto-Hassuna
sites. The relief decorations resemble splayed lugs (Figure 17). Appliqué decorations
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in the form of crescents/horseshoes (Figure 18) were present at all Neolithic sites where
knobbed decorations were found. In addition, there are also examples where the crescent/
horseshoe motif is painted on the vessel surface at Umm Dabaghiyah (Kirgbride, 1972),
Tell Sotto (Bader, 1989), Tell Kaskashok II (Matsutani, 1991: P1. 65.32), and Tell Shimshara
(Mortensen, 1970: Fig. 96a-b) in the last quarter of the 7th millennium BCE. The ‘T’ shaped
appliqué decoration is one of the typical figures of Proto-Hassuna, and different versions are
known from Proto-Hassuna sites in the Tigris Basin.

Although paint decoration is typical in Proto-Hassuna pottery culture, only two painted
body fragments are in the Sumaki Hoyiik sample (Figure 19). Because the body fragments
are tiny, the decoration motif could not be entirely determined. However, a geometrical
pattern resembles a filled triangle with vertical and horizontal lines.

Conclusions

Pottery production began in SW Asia in the first centuries of the 7t millennium BCE.
The initial pottery was mineral tempered, well-burnished, mostly hole mouth-shaped, and
spread over a wide area from the Upper Tigris Basin to the Mersin region. It was produced
without significant technological or typological changes until the middle of the millennium.
Although it is possible to mention some local differences in the use of temper and vessel
forms, especially at sites in the northern Levant, mineral-tempered pottery was similar at all
sites in the regions mentioned above.

Plant-tempered pottery traditions appeared during the second half of the 7th millennium
BCE. This pottery rapidly spread throughout SW Asia, symbolizing the emergence of
different ware types and regional traditions. The Proto-Hassuna pottery group in the Tigris
and Khabur valleys does not have hole-mouth-shaped or steep-rising-sided jars. In addition,
lugs, a typical feature of initial mineral-tempered pottery, almost disappeared. The plant-
tempered pottery yielded several bowls, pots, and jars, each produced for specific purposes,
in contrast to multi-purposed mineral-tempered pottery. In this respect, although Proto-
Hassuna pottery is traditionally referred to as ‘coarse’ at many sites, it is more advanced than
Early Mineral Tempered Pottery.

Most of the Proto-Hassuna sites do not have preceding periods (initial PN) in their
stratigraphy, and therefore their earliest occupation started with plant-tempered pottery.
Sumaki Hoyiik, one of the sites which contain both Early Mineral Tempered Pottery and
Proto-Hassuna, has the advantage of being widely excavated and having a large pottery
assemblage, making it an important site for understanding the relationship between the
two pottery cultures. Studies in the Khabur Valley suggest a gradual transition between
mineral- and plant-tempered pottery manifested in temper choices (Le Micére, 2009). At
Sumaki Hoytik, however, there was no gradual transition between the two groups using
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tempers. One remarkable fact from the settlement is that the production of mineral-tempered
vessels continued during the Proto-Hassuna layers (N2 and N1). Although there are few
mineral-tempered potsherds from Phase N2-N1, they are typologically and technologically
indistinguishable from the wares produced in the earlier phases of Sumaki. In this context, it
is noteworthy that while there was a technological transformation in Upper Mesopotamia in
the second half of the 7th millennium BCE, especially in temper and construction techniques,
mineral-tempered pottery continued to be produced using the same technique. This result
shows that two different construction and bodily techniques could have been applied together
and that construction techniques could have changed according to the raw materials used.

On the other hand, there were some typological changes in mineral-tempered pottery
in the second half of the 7th millennium BCE in Sumaki. The appearance of Short Necked
Jars indicates introducing features specific to plant-tempered pottery. Although there was
no continuous transition between the two, the Flat Rimmed Jars seen in both pottery groups
from Sumaki suggest that the two pottery groups influenced each other typologically.

Although the Proto-Hassuna culture represents a regional tradition, it is not homogenous
(Bader, 1993a). In terms of pottery, Oval Pots, Rectangular Vessels, and rounded carinas
from Sumaki, which are thought to have been produced for cooking purposes, show some
forms specific to the settlement. These vessels do not have lugs or handles, and there is no
evidence of contact with fire on their exterior surfaces. Therefore, it can be concluded that
there has been a change in cooking techniques with the emergence of plant-tempered pottery.
However, whether this change is unique to Sumaki or a general feature of the Upper Tigris
region is unclear. Further studies of pottery from other sites in the area shall provide a better
understanding of these regional and interregional relationships.

Peer-review: Externally peer-reviewed.
Conlflict of Interest: The author has no conflict of interest to declare.
Grant Support: The author declared that this study has received no financial support.

References

Akkermans, P. M. M. G. (1988). The Soundings at Tell Damishliyya, In M. N. van Loon (Ed.), Hammam
et-Turkman I, Report on the University of Amsterdam’s 1981-84 Excavations in Syria I, (pp. 16-68).
Istanbul: Nederlands Historisch-Archeologisch Instituut Te Istanbul.

Akkermans, P. M. M. G., Cappers, R., Cavallo, C., Nieuwenhuyse, O., Nilhamn, B. & Otte, I. R. (2006).
Investigating the Early Pottery Neolithic of Northern Syria: New Evidence from Tell Sabi Abyad,
American Journal of Archaeology, 110/1, 123-156.

42 Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, 28, 2023



Sidar Gunduzalp

Arimura, M., Balkan-Atli, N., Borell, F., Cruells, W., Duru, G., Erim-Ozdogan, A., Tbanez, I., Maeda, O.,
Miyake, Y., Molist, M. & Ozbasaran, M. (2000). A New Neolithic Settlement in the Urfa Region, 1999,
Anatolia Antiqua, VIII, 227-255

Aurenche, O. & Kozlowski, S. K. (1999). La Naissance du Néolithique au Proche-Orient, Paris, Editions
Errance.

Aytek, O. (2008). Mezraa-Teleilat Kazist Bulgulart Isiginda Giineydogu Anadolu ve Kuzey Suriye Ik Canak
Comlekli Donem Bitkisel Katkili Canak Comlek Sorunu, (Master Thesis), Istanbul, Istanbul Universitesi
Prehistory Department.

Bader, N. O. (1989). The Initial Farmers of Upper Mesopotamia, (Russian) Moscow, Nauka.

Bader, N. O. (1993a). Summary of the Earliest Agriculturalists of Northern Mesopotamia, In N. Yoffee, J. J.
Clark (Eds.), Early Stages in the Evolution of Mesopotamian Civilization, (pp. 63-71). Tucson-London,
The University of Arizona Press.

Bader, N. O. (1993b). The Early Agricultural Settlement of Tell Sotto, In N. Yoffee, J. J. Clark (Eds.), Early
Stages in the Evolution of Mesopotamian Civilization, (pp. 41-54). Tucson-London: The University of
Arizona Press.

Bader, N. O. & Le Miére, M. (2013). From Pre-Pottery Neolithic to Pottery Neolithic in Sinjar, In O. P.
Nieuwenhuyse, P. Bernbeck, P. M. M. G. Akkermans, J. Rogasch (Eds.), Interpreting the Late Neolithic
of Upper Mesopotamia, (pp. 513-520). Brepols Publishers.

Balossi-Restelli, F. (2017). Yumuktepe Early Ceramic Production: Dark versus Light Coloured Wares and the
Construction of Social Identity, In A. Tsuneki, O. Nieuwenhuyse, S. Campbell (Eds.), The Emergence of
Pottery in West Asia, (pp. 83-96). Oxford & Philadelphia: Oxbow Books.

Braidwood, R. J. (1945). Prefatory Remarks, In S. Lloyd, F. Safar (Eds.) Tell Hassuna Excavations by the
Iraq Government General of Antiquities in 1943 and 1944, Journal of Near Eastern Studies, 4, 255-259.

Braidwood, R. J., Braidwood, L. S. (1960). Excavations in the Plain of Antioch I: The Earlier Assemblages
Phases A-J, Chicago Illinois: The University of Chicago Press.

Close, A. E. (1995). Few and Far Between: Early Ceramics in North Africa, In W. K. Barnett, J. W. Hoopes
(Ed.), The Emergence of Pottery: Technology and Innovation in Ancient Societies, (pp. 23-37). Washington
and London: Smithsonian Institution Press.

Cruells, W., Faura, J. M. & Molist, M. (2017). Akarcay Tepe and Tell Halula in the Context of the Earliest
Production of Ceramics in West Asia, In A. Tsuneki, O. Nieuwenhuyse, S. Campbell (Eds.), The
Emergence of Pottery in West Asia, (pp. 27-42). Oxford & Philadelphia: Oxbow Books.

de Contenson, H. (1992). Préhistoire de Ras Shamra, Ras Shamra-Ougarit VIII, Paris, Editions Recherche
sur les Civilisations.

Erim-Ozdogan, A. (2011). Sumaki Hoyiik: A New Neolithic Settlement in the Upper Tigris Basin, In M.
Ozdogan, N. Basgelen, P. Kuniholm (Eds.), The Neolithic in Turkey: The Tigris Basin, (pp. 19-60).
Istanbul: Archaeology and Art Publications.

Erim-Ozdogan, A. & Sarialtun, S. (2018). Sumaki Hoyiik Batman / Besiri. In F. Bas (Ed.), Batman Miizesi
Ilisu Baraji HES Projesi Arkeolojik Kazilart, (pp. 55-88). Batman: Fikirzen Ajans Reklameilik.

Fukai, S. & Matsutani, T. (1981). Telul eth-Thalathat: The Excavation of Tell II, The Institute of Oriental
Culture, The University of Tokyo, The Tokyo University Iraq-Iran Archaeological Expedition, Report 17.

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, 28, 2023 43



The Proto-Hassuna Pottery of the Upper Tigris Basin, Evidence from Sumaki Hoytik

Furuyama, M. (1991). The Survey-The Hassuna la Period Constructions, In T. Matsutani (Ed.), Tell
Kashkashok the Excavations at Tell No. 11, (pp. 4-17). Tokyo: the University of Tokyo Press.

Gundizalp, S. (2021). Sumaki Héoyiik Verileri Isiginda Yukar: Mezopotamya 'da Canak Comlek Kullaniminin
Baglangici ve Gelisimi, (Ph.D. Dissertation), Istanbul: Tstanbul University Prehistory Department.

Gindiizalp, S. (2023). The Techniques of Proto-Hassuna Pottery Production at Sumaki Hoytk, Turkish
Journal of Archaeological Sciences, in press.

Giindiizalp, S., Thirion-Merle, V. & Le Miere, M. forthcoming. The chemical and mineralogical analyses of
Sumaki Hoyiik Neolithic Pottery

Harutyunyan, A. (2014). On Neolithic Pottery from the Settlement of Aknashen in the Ararat Valley, In B.
Gasparyan, M. Arimura (Eds.), Stone Age of Armenia, Monograph of the JSPS-Bilateral Joint Research
Project, Center for Cultural Resource, (pp. 191-204). Kanazawa Japan: Kanazawa University.

Hole, F., Flannery, K. V. & Neely, J. A. (1969). Prehistory and Human Ecology of the Deh Luran Plain: An
Early Village Sequence from Khuzistan, Iran, Memoirs of the Museum of Anthropology I, Ann Arbor,
University of Michigan.

Hori, A. (1991). Remaining Objects: 1 Pottery, Telul eth-Thalathat: The Excavation of Tell I, The Institute of
Oriental Culture, The University of Tokyo, The Tokyo University Iraq-Iran Archaeological Expedition,
Report 17, 35-39.

Kirkbride, D. (1972). Umm Dabaghiyah 1971: A Preliminary Report. An Early Ceramic Site in Marginal
North Central Jazira, Iraq, Iraq, 34/1, 3-15.

Kodas, E. (2022). Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi’nde Bulunan Sere Sippe Hoyiik Uzerine ilk Gézlemler (Dargegit /
Mardin / Tiirkiye), Anadolu Arastirmalari, 26, 1-25. https://doi.org/10.26650/anar.2022.1074847

Kuzmin, Y. V. (2015). The Origins of Pottery in East Asia: Updated Analysis (The 2015 state-of-the-art),
Documenta Praehistorica, XLII, 1-11. https://doi.org/10.4312/dp.42.1

Le Miere, M. (2009). Question of Temper and its Implications, In L. Astruc, A. Gaulon, L. Salanova (Eds.),
Meéthodes d’approche des premieres productions céramiques, (pp. 73-80). Rahden/Westf. VML GmbH.

Le Miére, M. (2013). Uniformity and Diversity of Pottery in the Jezirah and the Northern Levant During the
Early Pottery Neolithic, In O. P. Nieuwenhuyse, P. Bernbeck, P. M. M. G. Akkermans, J. Rogasch (Eds.),
Interpreting the Late Neolithic of Upper Mesopotamia, (pp. 323-330). Brepols Publishers.

Le Miére, M. (2017). The Earliest Pottery of West Asia: Questions Concerning Causes and Consequences, In
A. Tsuneki, O. Nieuwenhuyse, S. Campbell (Eds.), The Emergence of Pottery in West Asia, (pp. 9-16).
Oxford & Philadelphia: Oxbow Books.

Le Miére, M. & Picon, M. (1998). Les débuts de la céramique au Proche-Orient, Paléorient, 24/2, 5-26.

Lloyd, S. & Safar, F. (1945). Tell Hassuna Excavations by the Iraq Government General of Antiquities in
1943 and 1944, Journal of Near Eastern Studies, 4, 255-289.

Maeda, A. (1991). Artifacts from Layers 3 and 4, In T. Matsutani (Ed.). Tell Kashkashok: The Excavations at
Tell No 11, (pp. 19-40). Tokyo: the University of Tokyo Press.

Matsutani, T. (Ed.) (1991). Tell Kashkashok: The Excavations at Tell No.Il, Tokyo, the University of Tokyo
Press.

McAdams, R. (1983). The Jarmo Stone and Pottery Vessel Industries, In L. S. Braidwood, R. J. Braidwood, B.
Howe, C. A. Reed, P. J. Watson (Eds.). Prehistoric Archaeology Along the Zagros Flanks, (pp. 209-232).
Chicago: The University of Chicago Oriental Institute Publications 105.

44 Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, 28, 2023


https://doi.org/10.26650/anar.2022.1074847
https://doi.org/10.4312/dp.42.1

Sidar Gunduzalp

Merpert, N. I. & Munchaev, R. (1987). The Earliest Levels at Yarim Tepe I and Yarim Tepe II in Northern
Iraq, Iraq, 49, 1-36.

Merpert, N. 1., Munchaev, R. & Bader, N. O. (1978). Soviet Investigations in the Sinjar Plain 1975, Summer
1978,27-71.

Miyake, Y. (2003). Pottery, In T. Iwasaki, A. Tsuneki (Eds.). Archaeology of the Rouj Basin. A Regional Study
of the Transition from Village to City in Northwest Syria. Vol. 1, (pp. 119-141). Tsukuba: University of
Tsukuba Press.

Miyake, Y. (2007). Salat Camii Yani: Dicle Havzasinda Bulunan Canak Comlekli Neolitik Doneme Ait Yeni
Bir Yerlesme, In M. Ozdogan, N. Basgelen (Ed.), Tiirkiye'de Neolitik Dénem, (pp. 37-46). Istanbul:
Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayinlari.

Miyake, Y. (2011). Salat Cami Yan1. A Pottery Neolithic Site in the Upper Tigris Basin, In M. Ozdogan,
N. Basgelen, P. Kuniholm (Eds.), The Neolithic In Turkey: The Tigris Basin, (pp. 129 149). Istanbul:
Archaeology and Art Publications.

Miyake, Y. (2016). Origins of Pottery as Technological Innovation in Southwest Asia, In U. Yalgin (Ed.),
Anatolian Metal VII, (pp. 115-125). Bochum: Blémeke Druck SRS GmbH.

Mortensen, P. (2014). The Excavations at Tepe Guran, In P. Mortensen (Ed.). Excavations at Tepe Guran —
The Neolithic Period, (pp. 13-88). Paris: Acta Iranica 55, Peeters-Leuven.

Mortensen, P. (1970). Tell Shimshara: The Hassuna Period, Kebenhavn, Munksgaard.

Nieuwenhuyse, O. P. (2013). The Proto-Hassuna Culture in the Khabur Headwaters: A Western Neighbour’s
View, In Y. Nishiaki, K. Kashima, M. Verhoeven (Eds.), Neolithic Archaeology in the Khabur Valley,
Upper Mesopotamia and Beyond, Studies in Early Near Eastern Production, Subsistence, and
Environment, (pp. 110-138). Berlin: ex oriente.

Nieuwenhuyse, O. P. (2017). The Initial Pottery Neolithic at Tell Sabi Abyad, Northern Syria, In A. Tsuneki,
O. Nieuwenhuyse, S. Campbell (Eds.), The Emergence of Pottery in West Asia, (pp. 17-26). Oxford &
Philadelphia: Oxbow Books.

Nishiaki, Y. & Le Miére, M. (2005). The Oldest Pottery Neolithic of Upper Mesopotamia: New Evidence
from Tell Seker al-Aheimar, the Khabur, Northeast Syria, Paléorient, 31/2, 55-68.

Nishiaki, Y. & Le Miére, M. (2017). The Oldest Neolithic Pottery from Tell Seker al-Aheimar, Upper Khabur,
Northeastern Syria, In A. Tsuneki, O. Nieuwenhuyse, S. Campbell (Eds.), The Emergence of Pottery in
West Asia, (pp. 43-54). Oxford & Philadelphia: Oxbow Books.

Okse, T. A. (2022). New Data on the Late Neolithic Pottery from the Northern Upper Tigris Region: The
Ambar Dam Reservoir, In R. Ozbal, M. Erdalkiran, Y. Tonoike (Eds.), Neolithic Pottery from the Near
East: Production, Distribution and Use, The International Workshop on Ceramics from the Late Neolithic
Near East 7-9 March 2019 Antalya Proceedings, (pp. 307-321). Istanbul: Kog University Press.

Ozdogan, M. (2009). Earliest Use of Pottery in Anatolia, In D. Gheorghiu (Ed.), Early Farmers Late Foragers
and Ceramic Traditions, (pp. 22-43). Cambridge Scholar Publishing.

Petrova, N. Y. (2022). Neolithic Pottery Technology of the Sinjar Valley, Northern Iraq (Proto-Hassuna and
Archaic Hassuna Periods), In R. Ozbal, M. Erdalkiran, Y. Tonoike (Eds.), Neolithic Pottery from The
Near East: Production, Distribution and Use, The International Workshop on Ceramics from the Late
Neolithic Near East 7-9 March 2019 Antalya Proceedings, (pp. 213-228). Istanbul: Kog University Press.

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, 28, 2023 45



The Proto-Hassuna Pottery of the Upper Tigris Basin, Evidence from Sumaki Hoytik

Tsuneki, A., Nieuwenhuyse, O. & Campbell, S. (Eds.) (2017). The Emergence of Pottery in West Asia, Oxford

& Philadelphia, Oxbow Books.

Vandiver, P. B. (1985). Sequential Slab Construction: A Near Eastern Pottery Production Technology, 8.000-
3.000 B.C., (PhD. Dissertation). Massachusetts, Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Voigt, M. M. (1983). Hajji Firuz Tepe, Iran: The Neolithic Settlement, The University Museum Monograph
50, University of Pennsylvania, Hanover Pennsylvania: The Sheridan Press.

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, 28, 2023

46



Sidar Gunduzalp

Figures

Figure 1: The map of Pottery Neolithic Sites: 1- Yumuktepe, 2- Judaidah, 3- Tell el-Kerkh,
4- Ras Shamra, 5- Tabbat al Hammam, 6- Byblos, 7- Tell Ramad, 8- Labweh, 9- Kumartepe, 10-
Mezra-Teleliat, 11- Akargay Tepe, 12- Dja’de, 13- Tell Kosak Shamali, 14- Tell Halula, 15- Tell
Damishliyya, 16-Tell Sabi Abyad, 17- Abu Hureyra, 18- Tell es-Sinn, 19- Tell Bougras, 20- Tell
Seker al-Aheimar, 21- Tell Kashkashok, 22- Tell Hazna, 23- Salat Cami Yani, 24- Sumaki Hoyiik, 25-
Ginnig, 26- Kiiltepe, 27- Tell Sotto, 28- Yarim Tepe, 29-Telul eth-Thalathat, 30- Tell Hassuna, 31- Tell
Nader, 32- Matarrah 33- Umm Dabaghiyah, 34- Kendale Hecala

Figure 2: Neolithic Settlement of Sumaki Hoyiik
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Figure 4: Carinated Bowls
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Figure 5: Oval Pots
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Figure 10: Necked Jars
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Figure 12: Oval Vessels/Trays
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Figure 15: Red-slipped sherd
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Figure 17: Relief Decoration
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ABSTRACT

This paper presents a detailed examination of a cretula found in situ during the
excavations at Killtioba, situated in the westernmost part of Central Anatolia. A
series of at least three sealings were impressed side by side on this piece of clay that
covered the mouth of a bottle or a narrow-necked jar. The same seal, which created
these sealings at the rim of the vessel, was also used to roll impressions on the
bottom part of the cretula. The find, which is a first in Kiillioba, where excavations
have been carried out for many years, is compared with the few examples found
in Anatolia. Their similarities and differences are discussed in this paper. Although
various types of stamp seals unique to Anatolia have been unearthed in many
settlements where the Early Bronze Age (EBA) is well represented, the functions
of sealings are scarce. The abovementioned cretula found in Killtioba will play a
part in re-examining the function of stamp seals that have no associated sealings
discovered so far and in understanding the mechanisms of commerce and
economics emerging in Anatolia during the Early Bronze Age.
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Introduction

The 3™ millennium BCE was a time of transformation that provides significant data on
Anatolia’s complex social structure and organized relationship networks. At this point in time,
planned city settlements, defensive systems, impressive structures and finds, as well as class
changes, are observed. The groundwork of the commercial order and the state system begins
to appear but actually emerges in the next millennium as it is well known from the Assyrian
trade colonies period and the Hittite Empire. Seals are associated with the emergence of
control mechanisms in Southwest Asia. The earliest sealings in this context belong to the
Halafian Culture, which stands out with its unique architecture and pottery traditions that
spread widely, especially in Northern Mesopotamia. The earliest seal examples, roughly
dated from 6300 BCE to the beginning of the Halafian period (Late Neolithic), were found
at the settlement of Tell Sabi Abyad in Northern Syria (Duistermaat, 1996). Many seals and
sealings were recovered from a burnt storage unit in the settlement. In this area, the sealings
found were mostly impressed on vessels, basketry and pottery rather than doors (Duistermaat,
1996; Akkermans and Duistermaat, 1996).

Seals are chief indicators showing whether the stored goods were protected against theft
and served as marks of a person’s or group’s ownership of their products. They are defined
as objects made of stone, faience, bone, metal, glass, or wood and have surfaces carved with
designs (Collon, 1990).

Stamp seals began to be used in Anatolia during the Neolithic period, particularly
considering examples from Catalhdyik (Tirkcan, 2006) (7" millennium BCE). They
continued to be employed throughout the ages, but their forms and intended purposes changed.
Various researchers have suggested that in addition to serving as a control mechanism, seals
may have also functioned as amulets, textile stamps, or objects bearing preliterate symbols
(Atakuman, 2015; Cilingiroglu, 2009; Tiirkcan, 2006; Umurtak, 2009). Seals’ use as a part of
a control mechanism associated with production and consumption occurred during the Early
Bronze Age (EBA) (Massa and Tuna, 2019).

A cretula can be defined both as a guarantee of the security of the sealed goods and as
a document proving that an administrative procedure has been carried out. Cretulae, which
were kept for recording purposes, were placed in temporary storage areas, also known as
silos, and usually in large quantities after being removed from the containers in which they
were sealed. This happened as a result of the recording and counting process (Fiandra &
Frangipane, 2007).

The cretula is applied to protect the goods carried in the containers and to prove whether
there was any tampering with the goods before they arrived at the destination. Containers
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secured with cretulae may have been moved within the same settlement, from one warehouse
or artisan workshop to another, or even from one sector to another within the same building,
such as a public building. If the transported goods were sealed, the identification documents
may not have functioned as administrative documents, as they were not required to form part
of the registration and accounting system for the internal management of the goods (Fiandra
& Frangipane, 2007).

Cretulae attached to a peg with string wrapped around the peg are generally identified
as door sealings. A room or door sealing prevents unauthorised access or allows it to be
detected, by documenting the identity of people accessing a certain area, unlike container
sealing. According to the identification based on Arslantepe cretula samples, at least two
types of door sealings have been identified (Fiandra & Frangipane, 2007).

In this study, the cretula discovered in the burnt section of a structure in Grid AG 22
located in the south-eastern part of the mound called the lower town, dated to the EBA 11, was
discovered during the 2021 season of the Kiilliioba excavations. Excavations at Kiilliioba
have been ongoing since 1996 in the Seyitgazi District of Eskisehir. The socioeconomic
structure and use of seals during this period will be evaluated based on this find. Although
seals have served various purposes in Anatolia since the Neolithic period, they are now
considered to be a part of the economic system since the beginning of the EBA. This study
aims to examine in detail one of the few identifiable examples of at least some stamps being
used for real sealing purposes. In this context, the seal is discussed in terms of being earlier
than later examples known in the context of relations between distant regions and showing
that some control mechanisms may have been active since the EBA II.

Kiilliioba

The Kiilliioba settlement is situated to the west of the Upper Sakarya basin, on a natural
route that extends from the north to the south of Central Anatolia, and on a main route that
connects the region to the Inner Aegean and Marmara regions (Figure 1).

According to recent research, the settlement has a long sequence of stratigraphy in which
all three phases of the EBA are represented (Turkteki et al., 2021) and more specifically have
demonstrated that the mound was inhabited from 3200 to 1950 BCE. During the Kiilliioba
excavations, a circular layout of approximately 50 m in diameter with adjoining houses all
opening onto a central courtyard, dating to the beginning of the EBA, was revealed (Efe,
2003; Efe and Ay-Efe, 2007; Efe and Tiirkteki, 2011) (Figure 2). During the EBA 11, there
was an upper town with adjoining trapezoidal megarons and monumental public structures
surrounded by a fortification wall. The upper town stands out in the settlement that spreads
across a wide area in harmony with the topography of the mound (Efe and Fidan, 2008).
During this period, a lower town generally consisting of relatively simple rectangular
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structures, with single rooms appears (Figure 2). Due to a fire in this section of the site, it is
better preserved and it enables the finds to be easily identified in terms of context (Efe, 2009).
The cretula, the subject of this paper, was also discovered in the abovementioned lower town
(Figure 3).

The total number of stamps and seals recovered to date from Kiilliioba is relatively low
(S. U. Tiirkteki, 2020). The most plausible reason for this is an insufficient amount of the
structures’ interior contexts have been excavated. In recent excavations of the cemetery area,
two seals were discovered that were used as amulets (Ttirkteki, n.d.).

The Cretula

Made from a 4.5 cm x 2.6 cm piece of clay, the cretula (Figure 4) probably rested on
the cover of a narrow-necked jar or the shoulder of a bottle (Figure 4D, Figure 5D, Figure
6). During previous excavation seasons at Kiilliioba, bottle-shaped vessels from the EBA 11
were unearthed (Efe, 2014). Since the area in which the cretula was found suffered a fire,
two-thirds of the cretula survives today. The same seal made three impressions on the piece
of clay (Figure 4A). Of the three impressions, two are intact (Figure SA2-A3), while the third
is partially preserved (Figure 5A1) because it is situated on the side of the cretula. Above
the three impressions are additional thin groove-like impressions that were made by rolling
the same seal horizontally (Figure 4B, Figure 5E, 5B). The other impressions were either
carved on the sides or made by a cylinder stamp. Considering that the impressed surface
is very small, approximately 1.1 cm in diameter and the stamping surfaces of stamp seals
are comparably larger, it is more likely that the seal used here is a cylinder-stamp seal. An
example of a stamp-cylinder seal that creates similar negatives is from Troy (Schliemann,
1881, no 499-500) and the EBA layers of Zincirli (Luschan, 1943:Taf.39/¢). It is thought
that the stamp-cylinder seals originated in the northern Levant and spread from there. Few
examples were found in Troy and the Aegean (Aruz, 2008)(Massa, 2016). Accordingly, the
example in Kiilliioba may indicate connections with the region in question.

When the negative of the seal on the cretula is examined, the presence of a plus or cross-
shaped motif inside a circle is observed at the centre of the area that measures 1.1 cm. The
outer edge of the seal is decorated all around with indentations, leaving deep grooves when
impressed. At least two rows of small squares in a straight line were created by rotating the
outer edge of the seal on its horizontal axis (Figure 4B, Figure SE, 5B). Such application is
also seen in an example from Demircihilyiik (Baykal-Seeher and Obladen-Kauder, 1996,
286, fig.136.5). By applying these designs, the clay composing this section of the cretula was
thinned, making it more susceptible to breaks while opening the vessel. As observed here,
the cretula in question broke in this section for this reason. The sharp edges on the stamping
surface indicate the seal was made of metal or stone. Although very few metal seals are
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known from contemporary sites in and around Anatolia (Oguzhanoglu, 2019; Pullen, 1994;
Umurtak, 2002), no cylinder stamp made from metal has been found so far. For this reason,
it is not possible for the seal of the cretula to be metal.

On the other side of the cretula is a negative mark indicating it was probably placed on top
of a rope (Figure 4C). As identified in Arslantepe, the cretulae all bear a seal impression on
the obverse, while the reverse bears the impression of the part of the sealed object in physical
contact with the clay (Fiandra & Frangipane, 2007). Additionally, some irregular marks
suggest the clay was roughly worked (Figure 5C, 5F, 5G). These negatives also show the
process during the sealing process which was described in detail by Fiandra & Frangipane:
“The closures of vases, sacks, and doors using pegs, were always performed by winding
string, rope or ribbon around them, but never knotting precisely to make them easier to open
again. The openings of vases, when they had not been covered with the straw or wicker lid,
were covered with a piece of leather or cloth of various types. These coverings were held in
place by ligaments wound but not tied around the neck. The ends of the ties were crossed or
simply placed together and kept in place by the cretula” (Fiandra & Frangipane, 2007).

As observed from the surface of the cretula, the stamping area is considerably small.
Many seal examples bear “plus” or “cross” motifs. A close example of the plus or cross
motif inside of a circle is also seen on a stamp seal found in Bademagaci. However, the motif
does not conform to the general composition of the Bademagaci stamp seal (Umurtak, 2009,
fig:6). Another cretula was found in Karatas-Semayiik (Mellink, 1972, fig.5). The same motif
is observed on a spindle whorl also found in Karatas-Semayiik (Mellink, 1967, fig.57).

Context and Dating

Just south of the southeast entrance that served as the subsidiary gates of the EBA II
upper town of Kiilliioba, adjoining structures with their backs to the fortification wall were
discovered in the southeast section of the settlement, (Efe and Tiirkteki, 2011; Tiirkteki et
al., 2021). All five structures found here suffered a fire. Inside these single-room structures,
architectural elements, such as hearths or ovens, grinding stones and a significant number of
pottery pieces employed in daily activities were unearthed in situ. Unlike other buildings,
the structure located among Grid AF-AG 22 has a large silo divided into two and a L-shaped
corridor. Situated against the structure’s western wall, this silo is divided into two by a
mudbrick wall in the middle. The northern area measures 1.2 m x 2.3 m in width and length,
respectively, and 1.15 m in depth, while the southern part measures 2.2 m x 2.4 m in width
and 1.25 m in depth. The flat stones on the floor of both silos must have been used to fix
wooden covers with the help of poles. Within these silos, period-specific pottery, such as
beak-spouted pitchers and Demircihiiyiik bottles were found. The larger silo has a capacity
of 6.6 m3, while the smaller one has a capacity of 3.17 m3. On the floor level of the structure,
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comparably larger earthenware jars were discovered. In the next building phase, a wall was
built to completely block the entrance to this corridor.

A silo or storage area was found in the northeast corner of the abovementioned L-shaped
corridor. It was dug into the room’s floor and completely plastered, with only a small opening
left at the mouth. In the southeast corner of this structure with a south-facing entrance, a
small vacant space of 1 m x 70 cm was formed by two flat stones facing each other. The sides
of this small space were plastered and bear traces of a fierce fire. The cretula, the subject of
this paper, was found in this space at a level of 929.46 m. In addition to the cretula found in
this space, according to the botanical analysis, 11 grain fragments of wheat/barley (7riticum/
Hordeum) were also recovered. These 11 fragments of wheat/barely constitute the cereal
group with the highest number of grains. As for pulses, only 2 lentil (Lens culinaris) seeds
were found. Wild plants are very rare; only 5 wild wheat (Poaceae) seeds and 1 cleaver
(Galium) seed were found.

When considered in its entirety, the structure, with its various types and sizes of silos,
must have served as storage for the structures situated to its east or west. The small area
where the cretula was found in the structure could also be considered a space where various
products were stored in small vessels.

The pottery found in and around the deposit, where the cretula was found, and the
radiocarbon results obtained from the structure’s floor in the east played a significant role
in dating the cretula. An animal bone, no. 373/1, was discovered in an oven at a level of
929.42m just east of the area where the cretula was found and was sampled for radiocarbon
dating. The results yielded the uncalibrated date of 4085+/-26, and 1 sigma calibrated date
range of 2699-2568 BCE. The median calibrated age obtained from the abovementioned
radiocarbon test is 2627 BCE. Thus, the analysis suggests that the cretula is dated to the IVC-
IVD layers, in other words, the middle of the EBA II period of Kiilliioba.

Sealings from the Anatolian Peninsula

Although stamping was an old tradition practiced in Anatolia for ages, the practice of
using stamps as tools of administration began in Mesopotamia and spread to Anatolia. This
practice began in the Halafian period but was popularised during the Late Uruk period. It
reached Anatolia via the Upper Euphrates and Cilicia, as shown by the Arslantepe sealings
(Pitman, H., Frangipane, 2007) and the Tarsus seals and sealings (Goldman, 1956) (Palumbi,
2010). Although many excavations in the western part of the Anatolian peninsula have
investigated the EBA, so far very few sealings have been found. Undoubtedly, the key reason
for this is that without exposure to heat, the sealings cannot be preserved to survive to the
present day. However, most excavations investigating the EBA in Anatolia were completed
before modern archaeological techniques and soil screening was not done carefully. Yet,
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the EBA-focused projects at Kiiltepe in recent years (Kulakoglu and Oztiirk, 2015; Oztiirk,
2019) and the examples discovered during the Resuloglu excavations (Unar, 2020) indicate
that this artefact type might not be scarce at all (Massa and Tuna, 2019).

Particularly, the examples found in the palace complex at Arslantepe are highly informative
regarding the usage of sealings. Various types of sealings were used for sealing doors, sacks
and baskets as well as registry tools were found in this complex (Fiandra and Frangipane,
2007). Unlike the sealings from Arslantepe that date to the end of the 4th millennium BCE,
the earliest examples from the Anatolian peninsula include sealings from Alacahoytik,
(Kosay, 1951:pl.108), Alisar (von der Osten, 1937:fig. 87), Demircihiiyiik (Baykal-Seeher
and Obladen-Kauder, 1996:fig.136.5), and an example inside a multi-roomed structure at
Bademagaci (G. Umurtak, 2010) dated to the beginning of the EBA II. All of these examples
date to the beginning of the EBA 1. A parallel example of these sealings is also known from
Lemnos (Cultraro and Dova, 2004). Among these, the Demircihiiyiik example, due to the
marks it bears from a stamp-cylinder seal, can be considered one of the earliest examples of
commerce between distant regions (Baykal Seeher and Obladen Kauder, 1996). The closest
parallel for the Kiilliioba cretula is the Demircihiiyiik cretula. The Demircihiiyiik cretula has
the same decorations on the “stamp” side and the “cylinder” side, and it is attached to a bulla,
which is clearly not local to central Anatolia but likely comes from Upper Mesopotamia/
northern Levant. So, both Kiilliioba and Demircihiiyiik, two sites very close to each other and
contemporary, would have received containers sealed with cretulae originating from Syria,
approximately at the same time.

Other examples are mostly dated to the end of the 37 millennium BCE. These include
examples from Resuloglu (Unar, 2020), Kiiltepe (Kulakoglu and Oztiirk, 2015; Oztiirk,
2019), Kilisetepe (Collon, 2007), and examples out of context from Troy (Schmidt, 1902)
and Boz Hoyiik (Massa and Tuna, 2019). The Resuloglu examples (Unar, 2020) are similar
in terms of context to the Kiilliioba example because they are also associated with silos and
storage areas. In recent years, the examples found in layers 12 and 11b of Kiiltepe were
classified as stoppers and labels (Oztiirk, 2019). They are significant because they provide
evidence of contact with distant regions and are associated with monumental/administrative
structures.

Socio-Economic Structure and the Use of Seals in the Early Bronze Age

Compared to the surrounding regions, the Anatolian peninsula was forced to create a
different economic model due to its narrow plains divided by mountains and limited irrigation
systems. As a natural result of the geographical conditions, from the Neolithic period until
the end of the 4th millennium BCE, low-input agricultural production was practised in the
Anatolian peninsula. However, at the beginning of the 3 millennium BCE, possibly due
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to the movement of people into Anatolia, there was rapid population growth and change
in land-use strategies (Ozdogan, 2022) (Maltas et al. 2022). At the same time, there was
also a significant increase in the number of settlements. From the beginning of the period,
defensive systems, monumental public buildings, and centres with economic and political
control on a regional scale began to appear. Settlements, such as in Poliochni (Bernabo Brea,
1976), Troy (Blegen et al., 1950), Limantepe (Erkanal and Sahoglu, 2016), and Hacilar
Biiytik Hoyiik (G. Umurtak and Duru, 2014), demonstrate that these centres had strong
defensive systems and grand monumental architecture since the beginning of the EBA. When
social complexity emerged in the early stages of this period, the economies of these centres
still primarily depended on agricultural production. From narrow plains to wide plateaus,
these geographically bounded areas constitute the political and cultural areas of the EBA
communities (Sari, 2011, 2012) (Efe, 2004). Therefore, organising the storage and security
of the agricultural products grown within the area of their jurisdiction was done at these
centres (Bachhuber, 2015). Despite the differences in settlement sizes and characteristics, all
EBA T and II settlements had storage spaces associated with intense agricultural activities.
The discovery of the central storage areas in Poliochni (Bernabo Brea, 1976; Kouka, 2002)
and Demircihiiylik (Korfmann, 1983) and the discovery of the structures with large storage
areas in the settlements of Kiilliioba (Efe and Fidan, 2008), Resuloglu (Unar, 2020) and
Bademagaci1 (Umurtak, 2009) demonstrate the economic importance of agricultural products
in most of the settlements during the EBA I and II. During this period, textile production
became an industry (Ozdogan, 2022). However, it originally began as part of the Secondary
Products Revolution (Sherratt, 1981) and continued intensively since the 4'millennium
BCE (Arbuckle, 2012). According to the zooarchaeological analyses that were completed at
Kiilliioba and Demircihiiytik, sheep wool was preferred over sheep hair for wool production
from the second half of the EBA onwards (Giindem, 2012) (Rauh, 1981). Although very
few structures so far have been distinctly identified as workshops in EBA settlements, it
would not be accurate to interpret all structures as houses (Bachhuber, 2015). For instance,
all the structures in Demircihiiyiik are believed to have the same interior architectural layout
(Korfmann, 1983). Although loom weights and the other products associated with textile
production were found inside the structures indicating that production took place mainly in
domestic homes, since no benches or platforms were found inside, it is suggested that these
structures served as living spaces. However, excavations at Seyitomer Hoylik demonstrated
some spaces were used for pottery production and some as workshops for textile production
(N. Unan and Unan, 2022). Therefore, it can be deduced, from the middle of the EBA
onwards, that workshops for some crafts began to separate from domestic spaces.

In the middle of the 4t millennium BCE, it is thought that mining developed in the
Anatolian peninsula CE and gradually became a systematic industry (Yener, 2021). As a
result of this industry’s development alongside social hierarchy, settlement plans changed
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(Dedeoglu, 2014). Mining settlements (Yener, 2021), (Yalgmn et al., 2015), castles and
agricultural centres located on plains also point to a specific settlement hierarchy. In the first
half of the 3t millennium BCE, interregional connections with distant regions, although
limited, began. These initial connections can be seen between the Levant and the Aegean
coastal region (Massa and Palmisano, 2018).

Parallel with all these socioeconomic developments, under the influence of Mesopotamia,
the practice of sealing extended its traditional uses to the securing of products. At the
end of the 31 millennium BCE, the “elite class,” which is the leading force behind these
changes, emerged (Kouka, 2009; Massa and Fidan, 2017; Zimmermann, 2009, 2016). At
this stage, organised trade relations based on exchanging raw materials, primarily metals,
between distant regions were established (Efe, 2020; Massa and Palmisano, 2018; Sahoglu,
2005). The seals provided both the control of the products sent to different regions and the
registration of the shipment of these products. Thus, it also helped to keep the accounting of
these products (Frangipane, 2012). In this context, a control mechanism was established in
which seals were used before written records in tablet form due to the new economic and
administrative structure.

Stamps, which date back to the Neolithic period in the Anatolian peninsula, also remained
in use in the EBA. While many examples of stamp seals have been discovered so far, very
few sealings that these stamp seals created have been found (Massa and Tuna, 2019). Pluses,
crosses and nested chevrons are the most common motifs on stamp seals (Dede, 2014).
Lattice, lozenge and spiral motifs are also observed. Problematically, the motifs on the
discovered stamp seals do not match those on the sealings. Based on this, some researchers
suggest that most objects considered to be seals, especially those with complex motifs, could
actually have been used for decorative purposes (Massa and Tuna, 2019) (Rahmstorf, 2016).
However, especially the seals and sealings recovered from Kiiltepe prove that many stamp
seals, even those bearing complex motifs, were impressed on clay sealings (Kulakoglu and
Oztiirk, 2015; Oztiirk, 2019). The sealings found in Kiiltepe are clear evidence that the stamps
whose sealings could not be found in many contemporary settlements were also used as seals.
According to some researchers, these motifs could be symbols that had common meanings
for preliterate societies (G. Umurtak, 2013).

Although there have been few examples unearthed from the Anatolian peninsula, all
of this data and the sealing examples should be considered as strong evidence that stamp
seals were used for security purposes since the beginning of the 34 millennium BCE. In this
context, the Kiilliioba example is clear evidence. During the excavations, no such cretula has
been discovered in any pithoi or large storage area (Efe and Fidan, 2008), such as complex
I and complex II dated to EBA II. On the other hand, some data shows that special products
were kept inside some structures, which later suffered a fire in the lower town of smaller,
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single-room structures (Cizer, 2015). Some data on a pot of erysimum crassipes seeds, which
is possibly a product for medical use, found inside a burnt structure next to the one where the
cretula was discovered, was published in previous years (Cizer, 2012). In this context, it is
likely that besides the ones stored in large vessels, various other products, perhaps as seeds
saved for planting, were stored in smaller containers inside the abovementioned structures.
It is possible that stamping was used only on such special products. The same argument was
also made for the sealings recovered from the storage areas in Resuloglu (Unar, 2020).

Conclusions

Contrary to its surrounding regions, the small number of available examples of cretulae
suggests that the use of seals was less common in Anatolia (Massa and Tuna, 2019). Since
geochemical analysis of the clay used in Kiilliioba has not yet been done, it is not possible to
say whether the piece of clay used in making the cretula was locally or non-locally sourced.
Accordingly, it is probable that the product kept inside the vessel was of high economic value
and the cretula was used to ensure that the product inside was secure during its transport.
Based on the negatives on the cretula, a cylinder-stamp seal must have made the impressions.
The origins of stamp cylinders are from the northern Levant. This early example of a cretula
found in Kiilliioba points to the sealing practices in Anatolia which, as a result, emerged
under Levantine influence.

When the EBA examples recovered from the Anatolian peninsula are considered, the
sealings from Arslantepe stand out because they point to the practice of sealing doors and
large vessels, unlike the other examples from Anatolia. Considering the other unearthed
examples, all sealings must have been used on small vessels, mostly bottles or jars. Therefore,
it is possible that the products inside these vessels differed from the other daily consumed
agricultural products and comparably had a higher economic value (such as a different kind
of seed, etc.).

There is also no data indicating that the sealings discovered in the Anatolian EBA were
recorded and archived. The reason behind this is the differing economic structures between
Mesopotamia, the Levant, and Anatolia (Ozdogan, 2011; Wengrow, 2011, Frangipane, 2010).
In central and western Anatolia, luxury goods and metals, which also symbolise power,
became more prominent among political and economic choices during the emergence of the
elite. The survival of this elite class depends on the trade of raw metal and the protection of
the routes where this trade takes place (Efe, 2002). However, the management of the basic
staple economy seems to be given less importance by this ruling elite (Frangipane, 2012).
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Figure 2: Kiilliioba Settlement plan.
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ABSTRACT

Ordeal practice, which has an important place in the Laws of the Ancient Near
East, can be defined as the act of judging. However, such trials were carried out
to understand whether a crime had indeed been perpetrated by a certain person
rather than to pass judgement on that person. The reason this act is known as the
river ordeal is that rivers and River Gods played the dominant role in it. The practice
of river ordeals is mentioned in important law texts, such as the Ur-Nammu Laws,
the ana ittiSu series, as well as the Code of Hammurabi. It can also be seen in certain
texts from the Assyrian and Babylonian periods as well as in some from Nuzi, Ugarit,
and Elam. Hittite laws do not mention the river ordeal. However, thanks to some
letters or royal instructions, we understand that this practice was indeed used by
the Hittites as well. This paper aims to examine the Hittite written sources which
can be related to the river ordeal.
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River Ordeal in Hittite Written Documents

Introduction

Although the word ordeal in Near Eastern Law is defined as a means of judgment, this
word mainly describes finding out whether a crime was indeed perpetrated by a particular
person rather than judging that person (Duymus Florioti, 2016: 94). The oldest traces of
the “river ordeal” are encountered for the first time around 5000 years ago in Mesopotamia
(Frymer-Kensky, 1979: 61; Lafont, 2005: 200; van Soldt, 2003-2005: 124). This form of
divine judgment in Mesopotamia refers specifically to the determination of crime. However,
it is understood that the practice of “river ordeal” was referred to in connection with the
crimes of magic and adultery.

The term “river ordeal” first appeared in the Urukagina Laws of the Early Dynastic
Period, and then in the Ur-Nammu Laws during the 3rd Dynasty of Ur (Tosun and Yalvag,
1989: 40-41; Roth, 1997: 17 vd.; Oz, 2015: 196, 197), in the Kiiltepe Tablets from the Old
Assyrian Period (Michel-Garelli, 1996: 277-290; Giinbatti, 2000: 73-88)!, in the Code of
Hammurabi from the Old Babylonian Period (Dingol, 2003, 2), and in many texts from the
New Assyrian Period (Akytiz, 2020: 169).

These documents reveal that the practice of river ordeal first began to be used in
Mesopotamia, especially in connection with the crimes of magic and adultery. In the written
documents this practice is expressed as “4NA PID illak PID isalliamma / he will go (and)
dive into the river” (Sevimli, 2004: 268). The River God who is included in the texts written
in Sumerian with the pattern “PID” and “PNarum/Narim” in Akkadian, undertake the duty of
the judge during the ordeal (Gelb, 1957: 190; Parpola, 2007: 74, 251). It is known that this
practice was frequently used in Mesopotamia, especially for crimes of magic and adultery as
a crime detection method. Generally, the act of a river ordeal seems to have been practised
for two reasons. The first of these is the application for the verification or proof of an existing
claim while the second is for punishment. However, river ordeal was not applied to every
crime. It was the practice used especially in cases where it was difficult to verify the claim,
in other words, when there was no eyewitness to the incident.

The Hittite Laws do not contain the expression ‘river ordeal’ or a related statement.
However, a form of punishment that we can call river ordeal is indirectly mentioned in some
other texts.

River Ordeal in Hittite Texts

Hittite Laws found in the archives of Bogazkdy, the capital city of the Hittites, consist of
two series containing a total of 200 paragraphs. However, it is argued that there should be

1 In the Kiiltepe Tablets, the expressions “ana narim/id alakum, ana ndrim nadanum, ana ndrim Sali”, that is,
going to the river, diving into the river, giving to the river, are used when talking about the river ordeal.
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at least one more tablet (Dingol, 2013: 520). The expression “the third tablet, if a man” on
the label of the archives in Bogazkdy supports this view (ABoT 52, Dingol, 2013: 522). In
addition to this, in the texts of these laws, no evidence included the practice of river ordeal.
Of course, this does not mean that the Hittites did not know of or did not apply this practice.
It is possible to catch clues about the practice of river ordeals in Hittite written sources other
than the law texts. Thanks to a text belonging to the Assyrian Trade Colonies Period, it is
understood from tablet no: Kt n/k 504 (dub. Kt. 93/k 145) found in Kiiltepe/Kanes that the
river ordeal was used in Anatolia before the Hittite Period. The translation of the relevant
part of the text describing Anatolia’s oldest known river ordeal in this form are as follows
(Giinbatt1, 2000: 75; Giinbatti, 2017: 127).

Transl.2

“Karum said: “Let him (ASsur-taklaku) be ready (and) swear3 on the dagger of God
ASSur or go to the river like a local of your city!”

Based on this narrative, it is claimed that the indigenous people of Kiiltepe in the Assyrian
Trade Colonies Period were aware of the river ordeal and this could have been a traditional
practice (Glinbatti, 2000: 86; Guinbatti, 2017: 127; Bayram and Kahya, 2018: 84). However,
some scholars suggest that the river ordeal practice may have been brought to Anatolia by
Assyrian merchants (Duymus Florioti and Demirci, 2013: 38).

After this period, the practice of a river ordeal (van den Hout, 2003-2005: 129, 130)
appears in Hittite written documents. Expressions found in these texts, such as “don’t go to
the river”, “transfer to the river” or “go to the river god” seem to indicate the existence of the
river ordeal practice. For instance, an instruction text for palace employees (KUB 13.3 II 14°-
19° CTH 265.1) states “make you responsible for the river” which suggests that this process
was also practised by the Hittites. It can be understood from other texts that those who came
out clean from the river would continue to serve the king, while those who came out unclean
were found guilty and punished (Dingol, 2003: 24). The translation of the relevant parts of

the text is as follows (Marazzi, 2010: 204; Miller, 2013: 80, 81):

KUB 13.3 Obv. 11 14°-19°

“On a day when (my) temper gets the best of (me), the king, and I call all of you kitchen
personnel, and I put you through the river (ID-i maniyahmi), then he who is (proven to be)

2 Obv. 19-22: 19 um-ma kd-ru-um-ma | li-zi-iz 20 <iGI> GIR $a A-sur / li-it-ma 21 i-ul | ki-ma DUMU a-li-kd
22 a-na i-id / li-li-ik

3 “mahar patrim Sa ASsur tamd 'um swear to God AsSur” It is an important element used in the determination of
the crime of the person in question. Swearing is frequently used in Ancient Anatolia (Westbrook, 2003: 88). It
also takes place in the Neo-Assyrian Period (Faist, 2014: 194, 195).
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pure (parkuészi), he is a servant of the king, while he who is (proved to be) impure (papriszi),
1, the king, will have no need of him. They (i.e. the gods) will allot him an evil fate, together
with his wife (and) his sons”.

This text can be regarded as proof of the Hittite use of the river ordeal. This is very
important because the narratives of river ordeal in Hittite documents served the purpose of
reminding people of previous incidents in which the river ordeal had been practised. This was
supposed to be a warning to prevent possible crimes in the future. For example, in the third
column of the same text, an earlier occurrence of the practice is mentioned, and the palace
staff were strictly warned thereby (Marazzi, 2010: 205 and Miller, 2013: 17).

KUB 13.3 Rev. III 21-31

“Furthermore, you who are water carriers, you must be very careful concerning the
water, and you must always filter the water with a sieve. One time I, the king, in the city
of Sanabuitta, found a hair in the washbasin, and (my), the kings, ire was raised, and I
became enraged at the water carriers (and said): “This is disgusting!” Arnili (responded)
so: “Zuliya was the overseer!” And the king (continued) thus: “Zuliya shall go through the
river (ordeal)! If he is (shown to be) innocent, then let him purify his soul. But if he is (shown
to be) guilty, then he will die.” So, Zuliya went through the river(ordeal), and he was (shown
to be) guilty. And they “dealt with” him in the city of Suresta”.

In tablet KBo 50.282 1°-11° (CTH 265.2) a parallel text of the above-mentioned situation
is conveyed in more detail (Marazzi, 2010: 201, 202; Miller, 2013: 82-85).

“Arnili (responded) so: “Z[uliya] was [the oversee]r!” And the king (continued) thus:
“[Zuliya] shall go [through] the river(ordeal)! If he is (shown to be) inno[cent], then [may]
you [b]e innocent as well. [But] if he is (shown to be) gui[lty], [then] you shall go too!” And
when they went, Zuliya was (shown to be) guilty, [and] the othe[r was also guilty], [so that]
they [“de]alt with” [the]m in [...] the city of Surista.”

In the continuation of the text, it is understood that the Hittite king blamed the water
carrier who is named Zuliya. The king applied to the river ordeal stating that he had seen a
hair in the bathing water and that Zuliya, an officer responsible for keeping the water clean,
had neglected his duty. The king clearly states that Zuliya will go to the River God (PID pai-)
and that if he is not guilty he must cleanse his soul, but if he is unclean, he will die. In the
parallel text found in the tablet - as can be followed above - it is understood that Zuliya and
other responsible persons who may have caused the incident went through an interrogation.
Finally, officer Zuliya was found guilty when he was thrown into the river. According to the
narrative in the text, both Zuliya and the other people responsible were sent to the city of
Surista to serve their sentences. One of the important implications here is that, unlike river

76 Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, 28, 2023



Sezer Secer Fidan

ordeals in certain law texts in the Ancient Near East4, during the Hittite Period, the person
who was found guilty in the river ordeal was not left to die in the river. Instead, it appears
that the person was punished elsewhere. The person was not left to die in the river, which
shows us that that the people of the time were aware that the water of the river would also be
polluted due to this dirty action.

We can evaluate the practice of not leaving the criminal to die in the river by perusing the
following paragraph found in Hittite law (§166-167):

“If anyone sows his own seed on top of another man's seed, his neck shall be placed upon
a plow. They shall hitch up two teams of oxen. They shall turn the faces of one team one way,
the other team the other. Both the offender and the oxen will be put to death, and the party
who first sowed the field shall reap it for himself. This is the way they used to proceed. But
now they shall substitute one sheep for the man and 2 sheep for the oxen. He shall give 30
loaves of bread and 3 jugs of ... beer, and reconsecrate (the land?). And he who sowed the
field first shall reap it.” (Hoftner, 1997: 133, 134; Dingol, 2003: 30-31; Dingol, 2013: 522).

Although it may seem strange at first that the oxen, who are partners in the person’s
crime, are killed in this article, the incident recalls the action of the judges who gave the death
penalty to break the pen (Dingol, 2009: 110). This is because the oxen are now religiously
polluted and they can no longer be used as offerings or plough a fertile field. In light of
the Hittites’ understanding of religious cleanliness, such thinking is quite understandable.
According to a new version of the text of these laws, even the field where such a crime
took place was subjected to decontamination (§167 KBo 6.26-CTH 292). In the light of this
information, the reason why the water carrier Zuliya was not left to die in the river becomes
more understandable. According to their religious beliefs, Hittites probably assumed that
leaving a person to die in a river would pollute the water.

Given that the land irrigated by the rivers was agricultural land and that it yielded rich
produce, the water of those rivers needed to be kept clean from a religious point of view.
Apart from this, the Hittites needed to keep the rivers/waters clean and pure for reasons such
as the existence of the River Gods, the various offerings being made to the river and the use
of river water in purification processes (Gergek, 2020: 261-164).

4 For example, in the Code of Hammurabi, it is understood that if the person whose crime would be determined
by the river ordeal is thrown into the river, and if the river pulls the person down (in other words, if he is found
guilty) he is left to die in the river (Tosun and Yalvag, 1989: 185; Oz, 2015: 197).
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In addition, apart from the two instruction texts in question, there is some information
about the river ordeal in text no. KBo 3.2811 10°-19°5 (CTH 9.6 (ed.), hethiter.net/: CTH 9.6
(INTR 2012-07-10)) which is a palace history fragment dated to the Hittite Imperial Period
(Soysal, 1989: 33; Dardano, 2002: 365; Marazzi, 2010: 211).

KBo 3.28 Obv. 11 10°-19°

“But now if a prince in any way trespasses against the person (lit., “head”) of the king,
the latter (i.e. the king) [summons] him to [the river god] and let him (there) go! If he finds
himself innocent (lit., “he is purified”), let him be admitted into your presence (lit., “let him
see[d] your eyes”)! But if he refuses (to submit to) the ordeal of the river, let him stay at
home. [If] (vou) are indulgent and you want to take him into account, take him into account,
but if you don t want to take him into account, let him stay at home, don t put him in prison!
May you not hurt (him), do not hurt him give death, do not offer it] (to public judgment),
otherwise you will give cause for concern to the gods (lit., “you will make the gods fall ill”)
in heaven and you will give cause for concern also to men (lit., “with faces”) on ‘earth. §
Many were found guilty of my father s person (lit., “head”) with the river god and the king's
father did not keep them alive. Kizzuwa also found himself guilty with regard to the person
of my father with the god of the river: my father did not keep Kizzuwa alive. (Dardano, 2002:
365; Marazzi, 2010: 211).

In this tablet, whose upper edge is broken, the rebellion of the prince of Purushanda,
one of the important cities of Anatolia, is mentioned. According to the text, the prince,
who appears to have commited a crime against the king, was sentenced to the river ordeal.
However, the prince was given a chance not to accept the river ordeal. If the prince did not
accept the practice, there would be no imprisonment or murder, but according to the text, he
would be allowed to stay at home. In the subsequent parts of the text, the king mentions that
an official named Kizzuwa, who had committed the same crime during his father’s time, was
killed. In recounting this incident his aim was to intimidate the prince.

Important information about river ordeals can be obtained from some of the broken tablet
fragments which were examined by Laroche (1973), who studied the Hittite river ordeals,
and Frymer-Kensky (1979) who also studied river ordeals throughout the Near East. The
relevant parts of the tablets are as follows: (Marazzi, 2010: 204, 205)

5 10’ ki-nu-na ma-a-an DUMU-as A-NA SAG.DU LUGAL u-ua-as-ta-i ku-it-ki a-pa-sa-an A[-NA PiD] 11° [ha]
l-za-a-i na-as$ pa-it- rtu ma-a-na-as par-ku-es-zi nu Sa-a-ku-ua-at-te-et -us/-ki-it-tuj 12’ [t]dak-ku DiD-ig-
ma? mi-im-ma-i na<-a$> E-§i-pdt e-e$-tu ge-en-zu-ua-if-Si ma-a-anj 13’ na-an ka-pu-u-e-Si na-an ka-pu-u-i
tak-ku na-at-ta-ma ka-pu-u-e-si 14° na-as E-is-si-pat e-es-tu A-NA E.EN.NU.UN le-e da-it-ti 15 i-da-lu-ma-an
le-¢ i-ia-5i hé-en-kan-Se le-e tak-ki-is-5i us-Sa-nfi-la-si-an] 16’ le-e ne-pi-si DINGIRPIOL i§-tar-ni-ik-Si! tak-
na-a-ma mi-e-nu-us is-tar-ni-ik[-5ij 17" at-ta-as-ma-a$ har-Sa-ni-i PiD-ia me-ek-ke-e§ pa-ap-re-es-kir su-us
A-BI LUGAL 18’ na-at-ta hu-is-nu-us-ke-e-et mKi-iz-zu-ua-as- pat A-NA SAG<.DU> 4-BI-I4 PiD-ia 19’ pa-
ap-ri-it-ta Sa-an at-ta-as-mi-is mKi-iz-zu-ua-an na-at<-ta> hu-e-<es->nu-u-ut (Dardano, 2002: 365).
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KBo 28.102 (CTH 208): The 14t line of this text, which is a fragment of an Akkadian
letter, contains the phrase “...],4-NA, PID a-li-ik, “...] he will go to the river god”. However,
it is not known by whom, when and to whom the letter was written.

KBo 7.53 (CTH 470): The phrase “ ]x PiD an- rda? / ]x into/in the River God” is found
on the 17t line on the reverse of a tablet with a ritual fragment dating to the Middle Hittite
Period.

KUB 43.35 (CTH 275): There are some statements that we can relate to a river ordeal
between the lines 2-9 of a text that is an instruction and protocol fragment dating to the
Middle Hittite Period: 2’ when I go [to ........ 3’ he will prove] guilty and h[e.......]will listen to
[...... 4" inno]cent you? He will return from the “god river” [........ /8”...] who do not jud[ge....
9’...]of the “river god” doesn’t g[o?...

KBo 18.66 (CTH 209): The text is dated to the Middle Hittite Period (Arnuwanda 1?). In
this text, which is a fragment of a letter in Hittite, the identities of the sender and the recipient
are unknown. However, the expression “I-N]4 PID = ia pehute[r /] x man parkuis[zi /¢” (‘and
they take it to the river god x’) proves his innocence and the phrase in lines Rev. 8-9 of this
letter, which seems to have been written by an authorized person, is closely related to the
river ordeal.

KUB 31.74 (CTH 23.3.A): The date and the subject of the tablet, which provides
information about Alluwamna, are not clear. Although Marazzi suggests dating it to the early
Middle Hittite Period ((ed.), hethiter.net/: CTH 23.3 (INTR 2012-07-11), new studies point to
the Imperial Period (https://www.hethport.uni-wuerzburg.de/hetkonk/hetkonk abfrage.php).
In the second column of the obverse of the text, between lines 9-11, a river ordeal appears to
be quoted. Among these lines, the expression found in line 9, “happa anda Sesten/ (stay in
the river)”, is very important (Marazzi, 2010: 211). Although there has been some discussion
about whether the word “happa-" refers to a river or just a water concept, it can be assumed
that the word “happa-" should correspond to a river based on the phrasing in the following
lines (10° Whoever will be innocent/clean is your servant [... 11’ and dies! And you, Gods/
River Gods)®.

Conclusion

In conclusion, when we look at the texts before the Hittite written sources, it can be seen
that the practice of river ordeal was known by most Ancient Near Eastern societies. Thanks

6  hapa-: D, NARU, river, stream, (Friedrich and Kammenhuber, 1991: 197-198; Puhvel, 1991: 114, 115; Unal,
2007: 166). It is known that hapa- is also used as a suffix. According to the studies of O. Soysal, it is stated that
when the Hittite names are eliminated, the place name can be defined as “...river”, while when Hattic is added
to the names, it gives the expression “god” due to the intervening §(a)+pill form. For details of the study, see
(Soysal, 2010: 783-792).
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to a tablet dating back to the Assyrian Trade Period, uncovered at Kiiltepe, it has been proven
that this practice also existed in pre-Hittite Anatolia. With regard to the Hittite texts, it is
possible to follow the river ordeal practice in almost all periods of the Hittites. However,
unlike the Near East, the information about the aforementioned practice is obtained from
different text groups, not from Hittite laws.

Texts from the pre-Hittite period mention two reasons why the “river ordeal” was
practised. The first was to verify or prove an existing claim and the second was punishment.
Certainly, the river ordeal was not used for every type of crime. Instead, it was preferred in
cases where it was very difficult to prove the accusation. It is also seen that the penalty for
throwing someone into the river was given for various crimes in different periods (Faist,
2014: 197). When we look at the pre-Hittite law texts, it seems obvious that the river ordeal
was applied mostly because of adultery, witchcraft, the refusal of a spouse, the failure of a
woman to fulfil her duties, disputes between merchants or problems arising from debts. It
can be argued that it was practised in cases such as rebellion against the king, or failure when
serving the king (Oz, 2015: 196-201). When it comes to the Neo-Assyrian Period” after the
Hittites, it can be observed that this method was used because of problems experienced in
opposing authority or theft, murder or inheritance sharing, which can be considered as rather
individual crimes. Considering the genders of those punished by river ordeal, this practice
was often applied to men. However, it is also known that more women were sent to the river
in cases of adultery$.

Among all the documents examined about the river ordeal, the most striking difference
seen in the Hittite and Neo-Assyrian sources is the rejection of the river ordeal. This actually
meant an admission of guilt (Akyiiz, 2020: 168) because if a person refused to be tried in the
river, he showed that he knew of his crime and was afraid of the result. Thus, the person who
admitted his guilt was punished in court. However, this practice is not mentioned in previous
periods which shows that in early periods, the practice of a river ordeal had been used as a
method of punishment as well as a way of detecting crime. In addition, the act of “taking an
oath”, which we can see in Kiiltepe and New Assyrian texts, is another practice applied to
avoid the river ordeal.

In the texts, it is not clearly stated how and where the person thrown into the river was
punished if he was found guilty. Despite these questions, the only answer we have is contained

7 Expressions that come to the fore in relation to the river ordeal in the Neo-Assyrian Period; hursan/river ordeal
(SAA 18: 182) and hursan itiira/returning from the river judgment. See also Akyiiz, 2020.

8  For the Ur Nammu Laws paragraphs 7-11 (Roth, 1997: 17 vd.; Tosun-Yalvag, 1989: 40); for the series ana-
ittiSu paragraph 1 (Tosun-Yalvag, 1989: 48); for the Code of Hammurabi paragraphs 120 and 132 (Tosun-
Yalvag, 1989: 198; Dingol, 2003: 14; Oz, 2015: 197) and for the Middle Assyrian Laws paragraphs 17 and 24
(Tosun-Yalvag, 1989: 248, 249).
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in the second article of the Code of Hammurabi. In the text in question, the expression “the river
pulls the person” can be found. This expression probably means that the person died in the river.
From the expression “the river cleans the person” from the same article, it can be concluded that
the person somehow managed to stay on the surface of the water (Oz, 2015: 197). Neither this
article nor the other documents from the Hittite and the Neo-Assyrian Period mention whether
the criminal died during the river ordeal or not. However, it can be assumed that the person
found guilty was left to die in the river, as no further punishment was given.

The River Gods, who played a judgmental role in the river ordeal, are mentioned in many
different text groups in Hittite written texts. We can list them as mythological texts, political
texts, prayer texts and ritual texts. However, in all these texts, the River Gods have always
come to the fore with different features. These are a group of gods that are associated with
fertility in mythological texts and are a kind of bridge connecting the underground and the
carth. They are among the witness gods in political texts, and are in the category of gods
whose worship and offerings should not be left out in prayer texts, and whose purifying and
creative powers were needed in ritual texts. Although there is no direct mention of River
Gods in Hittite texts, they were mentioned in legal texts, in other words, in text groups where
the trial, crime and punishment can be observed. Since there is no evidence that the person
on trial was left to die in the river during the execution of the Hittite river ordeal, it is clear
that the River Gods were in the position of detecting the crime in these text groups, although
it cannot be said if they carried out the punishment or not. Another piece of information
supported in the light of all these data is how important water resources and water cult
practices were for the Hittites.
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River Ordeal in Hittite Written Documents

CTH Content Text Nr. Term Translation Period
96 F ragment's about KBo 3.28 DID mimma- Rejecting the River o 4
palace history 1 God Hittite Imperial
o . Being found guilty Period
pip- 2
ID-ia paprai by the River God
Fragments about L L . . .
233.A Aluwamna KUB 31.74 | happa anda ses- Lying in the river Imperial Period
Akkadian Letter KBo P Going to the River
_NAD
208 Fragments 1 28.102 A-NAPID alik God KA.
o a D T — . . . o,
209 Hittite Letter KBo 18.66 I-NA PID=ia Going to the River Mlddle_Hlttlte
Fragments 1 pehute- God Period
265.1 Instructions for KUB 133 1D-i maniiah- Dehver‘mg to the
court personnel river
. p Being clean, or
parkues-lparkus- | - oved innocent Imperial Period
paprai-/papre-/ | Being polluted, or
papri- dirty
hapa pai- Going to the river
Instructions for KBo . . Going to the River
D 2
2652 court personnel 50.282 ID pai God Imperial Period
hapa pai- Going to the river
Fragments of . . L
275 instructions and | KUB 4335 | DID EGIR Returning to the | Middle Hittite
River God Period
protocol
470 Ritual fragments | KBo 7.53 OiD anda Into the River God M1d§leril(;l(;tt1te
Figure: Hittite texts and expressions about the River Ordeal
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ABSTRACT

Archaeological data from the highlands of Eastern Turkey unfortunately does
not provide tangible evidence for the transformation of the earliest village
communities into the institutional societies of the Urartian State period. The first
cities, advanced agricultural activities, mass production and developed commercial
activities, however, started to appear after the establishment of the Urartian State,
as a result of central authority and institutionalization. There is a sharp difference
between the pre-Urartian and Urartian State periods, which makes it difficult to
understand the stages of the state transformation process.

This article discusses political and social changes and stages of state formation
through the archaeological data, chronologically. The emergence of the first
elites in the Eastern Anatolian plateaus goes back to the Middle Bronze Age with
the appearance of the kurgan burials, which is mostly observed in Northeastern
Anatolia. After a while, another organizational process started in the Van Lake Basin
during the Late Bronze-Early Iron Age, which is characterized by the construction of
fortresses and cemeteries including bronze and iron weapons. This means the state
formation in the region and the establishment of the Urartian State rises from the
organizational process of the semi-nomadic tribes dealing with animal husbandry
during the Early Iron Age, rather than farmer societies engaged in agriculture.
In other words, the state formation in the Eastern Anatolian highlands did not
develop from the agricultural model of “village, city and state”. Rather, it is observed
in the form of “village, state and city”.

Keywords: Eastern Turkey, Animal Husbandry, Iron Age, Urartian State, State
Formation
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Formation in the Highlands of Eastern Turkey: An Overview From the Bronze to Iron Ages

Introduction

The term “Highlands of Eastern Turkey” is used to designate the part of Eastern Turkey
which includes the sub-regions: the Erzurum-Kars Region and the Lake Van Basin. It is
bordered by the lands of Transcaucasia and Northwest Iran in the east. The sea level in this
mountainous area ranges between 1500-3000 meters. Climatic conditions are characteristically
harsh and the landscape is generally covered by snow during the winter periods. Animal
husbandry is the primary mode of subsistence and semi-nomadic tribes dominated the region
until recently.

Although the settlement history of the highlands of Eastern Turkey goes back to the Late
Chalcolithic Period, we have little information about communities and the earliest village
types before the Early Bronze Age!. The stratigraphic data obtained from the mounds are
insufficient to illuminate the period between the Early Bronze Age and the Urartian period.
This makes it difficult to reveal the historical sequence of the region’s transformation from
the first village communities to the complex societies. In other words, the Middle Bronze,
Late Bronze and Early Iron Age periods appear like a chronological gap in the construction
of the cultural sequence of the region. However, this gap in the mounds is filled with another
archaeological source, graves and fortresses. At this point, the Middle Bronze Age burials
and the Late Bronze-Early Iron Age burials and fortresses provide information about the
lifestyle in the region.

From this point forward, archaeological investigations do not witness a gradual
settlement development process culminating in the formation of the Urartian State in the Iron
Age. Rather, they reflect unusual types of socio-political developments. In this paper, the
stages of socio-political organization and state formation will be discussed according to the
archaeological evidence, chronologically.

1st Stage: “Egalitarian” Communities in the Early Bronze Age

The Early Bronze Age (EBA) in Turkey is represented by the emergence of urbanism
with the existence of cities, citadels, palaces and rich grave goods, according to the evidences
from the settlements and the graves. These evidences are interpreted as the appearance of a
ruling class, social hierarchy and specialization for the EBA societies. However, the Eastern
Anatolian highlands (the Erzurum-Kars Region and the Lake Van Basin) present a different
structure from the rest of Anatolia, where the rural economy was predominant. According to
the archaeological evidence, the Eastern Anatolian highlands were completely dominated by
the Early Transcaucasian Culture (Kura-Araxes Culture) from the Southern Caucasian lands
during the Early Bronze Age.

1 However, the Late Chalcolithic period is better known in Iran and Transcaucasia from the point of craft
production and material distribution. For detailed information, see Helwing 2016:51-78.
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Archaeological excavations both in Transcaucasia and Eastern Anatolia indicate that
this culture was characterized by a distinctive pottery tradition and architecture during
the 31 millennium BC. It is characterized by handmade monochrome pottery, especially
with the black burnished pottery tradition together with other colors such as grey, brown
and buff. Architectural remains indicate that the houses were built from mudbrick walls in
rectangular and/or oval plans. Architectural evidence and other finds from both settlements
and graves do not present any trace of a public structure, religious or administrative, or status
objects indicative of a social hierarchy (Isikli 2011, pp. 79-95; Isikli 2015, pp. 257-275).
The structures in the settlements are entirely associated with domestic purposes. Thus, many
scholars use the term “egalitarian™? for the Early Transcaucasian Culture which existed for
more than a thousand years, roughly between 3000-2000 BC (Isikli 2011, pp. 9-95; Isikli
2015, pp. 257-275; Palumbi 2016, p. 23). In other words, there is no clear inequality in
the socioeconomic structure of the communities in this culture. The emergence of village
settlements in the Eastern Anatolian highlands is represented by excavations at such sites as
Sos, Karaz, Pulur in the Erzurum Region, Dilkaya and Karagiindiiz in the Van Region during
the Early Bronze Age (Sagona and Sagona 2000, pp. 56-127; Cilingiroglu 1993, pp. 469-489;
Sevin, Ozfirat and Kavakli 2000, pp. 847-867) (Fig. 1).

The rural economy of these communities was dominated by sedentary agriculture and
animal husbandry. All the archacological evidence from the settlements and graves indicates
that the early village period in the Eastern Anatolian highlands in the 314 millennium BC
point to an un-hierarchic social and economic model. There is no sign related to a political
organization. However, a few exceptional structures in the sites at Transcaucasia, such as
Shengavit, Kvatskhelebi and Mokhra Blur diverge from this general pattern. The “defense
wall” at Shengavit for example, is the feature in Transcaucasia that might be interpreted as
the result of coordinated collective labor in this period (Palumbi 2016, pp. 17-21). Similar
fortified settlements are also observed in North-Western Iran, too (Kroll 2017, pp. 253-261).
This means, although this period is largely identified with the egalitarian communities, the
unusual existence of a defense wall, at least, implies some sort of communal organization
could have existed in Transcaucasia and Northwest Iran.

2nd Stage: Lighting the Fuse in Northeast Anatolia: Appearance of the
First Rural Elites in the Middle Bronze Age

The Middle Bronze Age in the Eastern Anatolian highlands represents a departure from
the traditions of the Early Bronze Age. There is an interruption of the stratigraphy of the
mound settlements that indicates a chronological interruption after the Early Bronze Age

2 The term egalitarian refers to the communities who have equal opportunities from the point of social and
economic aspects. This term is mostly used for the hunter-gatherer groups. For detailed information about the
egalitarian groups in the Early Mesopotamia, see Frangipane 2007: 151-176.
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layers, upon which Early Iron Age remains of relatively impoverished construction are built.
Above these, sophisticated Middle Iron Age Urartian architecture is found. This means,
in essence, that these settlements do not shed much light on the period between the Early
Bronze Age and Urartian State period or the sociopolitical developments leading up to the
emergence of a strong state in the area. The long intervening period, the Middle Bronze Age,
must be understood in the light of burials on the pastures instead of settlements in the plains.

In Eastern Anatolia, the Middle Bronze Age is entirely represented by the burials on the
plateau. These reflect radical changes in the way of subsistence, which is completely based
on the semi-nomadic pastoral economy (Ozfirat 2001, p. 16; Sevin 2004a, p. 105; Ozfirat
2014a, p. 26). Scholars explain this period with a radical climate change, which caused the
people to move to the plateaus during the Middle Bronze Age (Ozfirat 2001, p. 16; Sevin
2004a, p. 105).

A similar situation is observed in Transcaucasia where the Middle Bronze Age is also
mainly represented by graves. The appearance of Kurgan burials for the first time at the
end of the Early Bronze Age (Early Kurgan Culture) and their continuation into the Middle
Bronze Age (Trialeti Culture) are generally assumed to represent a major change in
socioeconomic and political structures (Kushnareva 2003, p. 111). During the Middle Bronze
Age in Transcaucasia, Kurgan burials are noteworthy for their bigger size and rich burial
gifts. Especially, kurgans at Trialeti, Vanadzor, Zurtaketi, Tsalka, Karashamb and Kirovakan
are conspicuously furnished with gold and silver artifacts and high-quality painted vessels
(Kushnareva 2003, p. 230-233; Puturidze 2003, p. 126; Rubinson 2003, p. 130; Ozfirat 2001,
p. 18-64). Because of the kurgan burials and their rich context, the appearance of the first
elites/ruling class in this area dated to the Middle Bronze Age. These burials not only point
to a ruling class, but also to social classes in general and craft specialists such as goldsmiths
and potters (Puturidze 2003, p. 126).

Kurgan burial customs of Transcaucasia spread into northwest Iran and northeast Anatolia
in the Middle Bronze Age (Bahseliyev 1997, p. 29; Ozfirat 2003, p. 350). The existence of
kurgan burials in Anatolia, especially in northeast Anatolia, has been identified in the villages
of Kiigiik Catma and Kopriikdy in the province of Erzurum and more than 30 kurgans in
Bozkurt Kurgan in the province of Agri-Dogubeyazit (Figs. 1, 2). These are mostly small,
with diameters of 8-12 m and heights of 0.60-2.00 m. and no precious objects were found
except for a few necklace beads. Pottery made up the majority of the finds (Ozfirat 2009, p.
636; Ozfirat 2014b, pp. 52-53; Ozfirat 2014c, p. 211) (Fig. 2).

All this archaeological evidence permits some inferences about the sociopolitical
organization and state formation in the Middle Bronze Age both in Transcaucasia and
Northeast Anatolia. The development of a new burial tradition (kurgans) and the appearance
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of status objects in these burials indicates that egalitarian village communities of the
Early Bronze Age transformed into hierarchic societies associated with status and wealth
differentials in the Transcaucasian lands. This process can be divided two phases according
to the kurgan burials. The initial stage is characterized with smaller kurgans with lesser burial
gifts at the end of the Early Bronze Age (Early Kurgan Culture Period). The second phase
is represented by the bigger-sized kurgans and rich burial gifts in the Trialeti Culture in
the Middle Bronze Age. As for Northeast Anatolia, although kurgan burials are smaller and
do not contain rich burial gifts (Ozfirat 2009, pp. 636-63; Koroglu 2000, pp. 2-11; Ozfirat
2014c, pp. 211), the kurgan burial tradition itself indicates similar sociopolitical development
processes were at work. However, it is clear that they are less pronounced in comparison
to the Transcaucasian examples. The two-phase development process does not appear to
apply to Northeast Anatolia where only small-sized kurgans are found (Fig. 2). Although the
underlying reason for Anatolia’s backwardness is not certainly known, there is no doubt that
the advanced metal industry must have provided a great advantage to the Transcaucasian
elites in Near Eastern trading activities. In any case, the existence of the kurgan burials in
Northeast Anatolia can be accepted as the indicator of the first rural elites in the region
because the kurgan burial type is itself an esoteric tradition reflecting status and wealth. This
means that, unlike the Early Bronze Age with its egalitarian communities, the Middle Bronze
Age sees the first appearance of the rural elites in Northeast Anatolia (Fig. 4). However, these
rural elites in Northeast Anatolia did not play a major role in the state formation process of the
Eastern Anatolian Highlands. The kurgan burial tradition disappeared around the beginning
of the Early Iron Age3, and the vanguard of the developmental process shifted to the Lake
Van Basin?.

3rd Stage: The Shifting Winds to the Lake Van Basin: Roots of the State
Formation in the Early Iron Age

During the Early Iron Age, the initial process of the state formation was reshaped in
the Lake Van Basin instead of Northeast Anatolia. In other words, although the first steps
toward more hierarchical societies were taken in Northeast Anatolia during the Middle
Bronze Age under the influence of Transcaucasian cultures, the societies based on more
elaborate formal institutions were developed in the Lake Van Basin somewhat later. Sources
of archaeological information other than kurgans are available for the region during the Early
Iron Age. However, it should be noted that the archaeological evidence is still not particularly
abundant for the period (Konyar 2022). No grave or status object related to a ruler has yet
been discovered in Early Iron Age in East Anatolia. Although some metal objects were found,

3 The continuation of kurgan burials into the Late Bronze Age-Early Iron Age is known from Bozkurt Kurgan
excavations, but they also do not contain rich burial gifts (Ozfirat 2014a: 17-43).

4 However, it should be noticed that the effects of Transcaucasian cultures never ended up in East Anatolia which
continued into the Urartian Kingdom period.
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for example jewelry and weapons from the cemeteries of Dilkaya, Karagiindiiz, Yoncatepe,
Ernis and Catak (Sevin and Kavakli 1996a, pp. 1-20; Kéroglu 2003, pp. 231-244; Koroglu
and Konyar 2005, pp. 25-38; Erdem 2011, pp. 59-68; Ozfirat 2014b, pp. 54-55; Kuvang et all
2016, pp. 149-194), they are not a direct indication of a ruler or a leader (Bastiirk 2015, pp.
6-8; Erdem 2018, pp. 29-36) (Fig. 3). The metal objects, of course, are not comparable to the
precious metal artifacts found in the MBA kurgan burials in Transcaucasia. If archaeological
evidence is not by itself, conclusive, Assyrian written documents make it absolutely clear
that organized political societies existed in Eastern Anatolia during the Early Iron Age
(Cilingiroglu 1994, pp. 1-13). These texts of the 13t century BC mention Uruadri Lands
consisting of 8 kingdoms and 51 cities, and Nairi Lands with 60 kings (Grayson 2002a,
2002b; Salvini 2006). The rapid political and social development of this area was thus
reflected by numerous tribal leaders in these areas, which later records allow us to locate in
the areas around Lakes Van and Urmia (Fig. 1). Moreover, Assyrian records also document
the existence of strongholds on the top of the hills. Indeed, archaeological surveys in the
region indicate the presence of fortresses dating to the Early Iron Age such as Yiirek, Papaz,
Asikhiiseyin, Panz, Sorik, Meydantepe, and Aliler (Belli and Konyar 2003, pp. 6-89; Konyar
2022). These fortresses are the earliest evidence of the fortress-based settlement system of
the region’.

Cumulatively, this evidence -the existence of organized tribes (chiefdoms) and conflicts;
development of metal weapons; and appearance of fortress-based settlements for the first
time- reflects a transformation toward state-organized societies although the population was
still substantially engaging with animal husbandry and living a semi-nomadic style (Kéroglu
2021, pp. 71-72). Unimpressive architectural remains on the mounds of the lowlands in
contrast to the fortresses on the top of the hills, which are thought to have served for controlling
pastures for the animals (Belli and Konyar 2003, p. 92), further clarifies the organization of
the tribes during the Early Iron Age was adapted to the conditions of animal husbandry.

Concluding Remarks: Urartian State Formation

Socially differentiated societies in the Eastern Anatolian highlands first appear in the
Middle Bronze Age in its northeastern part with kurgan burials. Although these burials do
not contain any status objects, the presence of the kurgan burials themselves indicates the
existence of varying social status in a population otherwise living as clans without other
traces of military or political organization. No further development toward social complexity
was in this part of the land.

5 Afortress-based settlement system is the main characteristic of the Urartian period. There are some differences
between the Urartian and Early Iron Age fortresses which are another subject of research and will not be
discussed here. For detailed information, see Belli and Konyar 2003; Konyar 2022.
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During the Early Iron Age, another organizational system appeared in the Lake Van
Basin®. In the Early Iron Age, underground chamber tombs with burial gifts such as jewelry,
ornaments and weapons made of bronze and iron (Sevin and Kavakli 1996a, pp. 1-20;
Sevin and Kavaklt 1996b, pp. 9-45; Sevin 2004b, pp. 358-373; Cilingiroglu 1991a, pp. 29-
38; Cilingiroglu 1991b; Cilingiroglu 1994, pp. 469-491; Kuvang et all 2016, p. 160) and
fortresses on the mountains distinguish the archaeological record. All these data point to
the emergence of a more elaborate social and political organization in the Early Iron Age
Lake Van Basin (Fig. 4). According to the Assyrian texts, the population was living in the
chiefdom/asiret form and with a militaristic structure. Therefore, the chiefdoms in the Early
Iron Age completely differ from the Bronze Age ones in the northeast’. However, there is
no distinction between the two periods in terms of subsistence, which was based on animal
husbandry.

In the Early Iron Age, the semi-nomadic lifestyle is attested by sparse archaeological
remains in mound settlements and the presence of fortresses guarding the pastures in the
mountains.® It is known that semi-nomadic tribes turned into a confederation at the end
of the Early Iron Age and later succeeded in establishing the Urartian State. This clearly
indicates that the Urartian State traces its roots to the semi-nomadic lifestyle based on
animal husbandry. We have no information about agricultural activities in East Anatolia
until the Urartian State was established. This model of state formation, where sedentary
agriculture was inconsequential, implies a completely different development pattern than
the traditional one in which field agriculture plays a prominent role. In other words, Urartu’s
political organization and state formation were first generated in a society dominated by
animal husbandry, and after the establishment of the state, fostered agricultural activities
such as building canals, dams, fields and gardens, as documented by written documents of
Urartian kings®. The earliest cities of the area emerged during the Urartian period and were
constructed by the state. The contrast to the model of linear development “from village to city
and state” on the basis of agricultural development clearly does not apply here. Rather, it is
observed in the form of “village, state and city”.

In conclusion, semi-nomadic tribes, consisting of different ethnic groups, took a major
part in the political changes and state formation in the highlands of Eastern Turkey. Thus,

6  This note refers to the organization in the Lake Van Basin which was completely in the local character. The
effects of Transcaucasia, Mesopotamia and Syria can still be observed within the archaeological contexts until
the end of the Urartian period.

7  For detailed information about the formation stages of a military system during the Early and Middle Iron
Ages, see Batmaz 2012:41.

8  The conflicts between the tribes for the controlling of the pastures was known in the Eastern Anatolian lands
until recent times. For detailed information, see Erdem 2011:63-64.

9  For detailed information about the Urartian economy and sociopolitical organization, see Zimansky 1985;
Ciftei 2017:28-90.
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Urartian state formation in Eastern Turkey presents a different model, which was directly
developed by the semi-nomadic tribes engaged with animal husbandry on plateaus, instead
of agricultural activities. Undoubtedly, different ethnic groups were also influential in the
establishment of the Urartian State.
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Fig. 1: Map of the sites mentioned in the text (Erdem 2018: Fig.1)
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Fig. 4: Burial Gifts from Karagiindiiz Cemetery (Sevin and Kavakli 1996b: Figs. 2-5)
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ABSTRACT

This article covers the twenty-eight embossed skyphoi found between 2018 and
2020 during the excavations of the ancient city of Blaundos, located within the
borders of Sultimenli Village of Ulubey District of Usak Province. While the majority
of the skyphoi were discovered on the western, southern, and northwestern slopes
of the city, some of them were unearthed during the excavations carried out in
the propylon and the main street. These skyphoi were evaluated in seven different
groups: pinecone, imbricated leaf, long petal, floral, figured, embossed dot, and
other pieces. The clay, slip, form, and decoration features of the skyphoi in Blaundos
are similar to the Laodikeia and Tripolis samples from which the Lycos Skyphoi were
produced. Therefore, the dating suggested for the skyphoi from Laodikeia and
Tripolis, ranging from the second half of the 1st century BCE to the end of the 1st
century CE, has also been proposed for the Blaundos skyphoi. The Lycos Skyphoi,
which were produced as the contemporaries of Lead-Glazed Ceramics, and
thought to have continued to be in use until the end of the 1st century CE, were
not produced only for the local needs of the Lycos Valley settlements. The presence
of skyphos of this type in Blaundos indicates that they were also exported to the
neighboring cities. The limited number of finds of Lycos Skyphoi in Anatolia must
be related to the preference for Lead-Glazed Ceramics, which were more popular in
the period they were produced.

Keywords: Lydia, Blaundos, Late Hellenistic Pottery, Embossed Pottery, Lycos
Skyphoi
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Preliminary Evaluations on a Group of Embossed Skyphoi Unearthed in Blaundos

Introduction

Blaundos! is located 2 kilometers northeast of Siiliimenli Village of the Ulubey District
of Usak Province. Blaundos, a medium-sized city built on a hill surrounded by deep canyons
on three sides, has a strategic location close to the Phrygia border in the Lydia Region (Can
et al., 2020, p. 393). According to what Diodorus the Sicilian tells, the oldest history of the
city dates back to the 5th century BCE (Diod. Sic. XII1.104.6). Although it is thought that
the city was founded by the Macedonians? in the last quarter of the 4th century BCE or
the first quarter of the 3rd century BCE, there is not sufficient data to prove these dates3.
Blaundos, which was annexed to the Pergamon Kingdom with the Peace of Apameia in 188
BCE, is among the cities where Pergamon cistophorus coins were minted (Filges, 2006, p.
21). Remains in Blaundos (Filges, 2001, p. 231-240; Filges, 2002, p. 263-270; Filges, 2004,
p. 79-86), finds* and inscriptions (Filges, 2006, p. 321-350) have revealed that the city had
its heyday in the st century CE (Can, 2017, p. 77). In an inscription found in Ephesus,
Blaundos is also mentioned as one of the 28 cities of the Sardis-centered Phrygia conventus
(Filges, 2006, p. 14; Can, 2017, p. 77). The city minted its own coins from the middle of the
Ist century CE to the middle of the 4th century (Filges, 2006, p. 284-303). It was connected
to the diocese center in the ancient city of Sebaste, located in the Selgikler Village of Sivash
District, in the 5th century CE (Akbiyikoglu, 1997, p. 29). The fact that bishops (Quien,
1740, p. 889-890; Ramsay, 1897, p. 617) who attended different councils in Blaundos were
included in the church records until the 12th century CE indicates that the city was active
until the mentioned date. (Filges, 2006, p. 27). It is assumed that the city was abandoned after
this date. At the beginning of the 19th century, the Siilimenli Village was established near the
area where the theater of the ancient city was located, and the village was moved to its current
location in 1938 (Can, 2017, p. 77).

Considered to be the continuation of the mold-made relief bowls of the Late Hellenistic-
Early Roman Period, they are thought to have been produced as a different version in terms
of form, lining, and ornament repertoire in Hierapolis, Laodikeia and Tripolis and around
the Lycos Valley>. The name “Lycos Skyphoi” is suggested for these skyphoi produced in

—_

For detailed information on the name of the city, see. Can, 2017, p. 74; Kileci & Can, 2020, p. 298.

2 The expression “Blaundeon Macedonian (Macedonian Blaundians)” in the inscription, which is thought to
come from the 3rd century CE city, proves that the city was founded by the Macedonians (Can, 2017, p. 75).

3 Ceramics and other remains unearthed during excavations and surveys illustrate that the city was inhabited
during the Hellenistic Period. For detailed information, see. Filges, 2006; Can, 2017, p. 76-77.

4 For sculptures, see Filges, 2006, p. 269-284; For coins, see Filges, 2006, p. 284-303; For ceramics, see Filges,
2006, p. 304-311.

5 Hierapolis: Semeraro, 2003, p. 83-89; Semeraro, 2005, p. 83-98; Semeraro, 2016, p. 200, Fig. 11: 4-5, 9;

Laodikeia: Duman, 2010, p. 138 ff.; Duman, 2014, p. 163-164; Tripolis: Ok, 2018, p. 133 ff. For other

settlements where the Lycos Skyphoi are located, see also. Ok, 2018, p. 133, Fig. 30.
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the cities of the Lycos Valley (Duman, 2010, p. 150; Duman, 2014, p. 163). Accordingly, the
subject of this study is a group of embossed skyphos fragments® belonging to the Skyphoi of
Lycos found during the excavations and surveys carried out in Blaundos between 2018 and
2020.

Lycos Skyphoi

Lycos Skyphoi are generally ring-shaped drinking vessels with a pointed rim, a flat or
slightly concave rim, a sharp groove/profile in the transition from the rim to the body, and
two handles attached to the rim and body in the form of a ring (Duman, 2014, p. 160). The
body, which slants straight from the rim, is connected to the base with a slightly concave
bulge at the bottom (Duman, 2014, p. 170, Fig. 9). The dense and well-sifted clays of skyphos
are tempered with lime, mica and grit (Ok, 2018, p. 136-137, Fig. 32). While the clays are
generally brown, pinkish gray, pink, reddish-yellow or, yellowish-red, their glossy and matte-
rough slips are in red, brown, reddish-yellow and reddish-brown tones. The slip of some of
the Tripolis samples yielded blackening due to firing (Ok, 2018, Cat. No. 183, 187, 191, 211,
255, 258). Their rim diameters generally vary between 8-10 cm, and there are also pieces
reaching 17 centimeters (Duman, 2014, p. 160). The relief decorations on the skyphoi are
similar to lead-glazed ceramics and mold-made embossed bowls (Megara Bowls), which
were popular ceramics of the Hellenistic Period. Similar to the method followed in the
classification of mold-made embossed bowls (Courby, 1922, p. 325 ff.; Rotroff, 1982, p. 14
ff.; Oz, 2022, p. 118-124), the classification of skyphoi was made according to the ornaments
on their bodies (Duman, 2014, p. 161). Pinecones, imbricated leaves, long petals and long
petal-ram heads, raised dots, and floral and figured decorations are noticeable on the skyphoi
(Duman, 2010, Lev. LI-LXI; Duman, 2014, p. 170-172, Fig. 1-27; Ok, 2018, p. 140, Fig.
36). Lycos Skyphoi were used from the second half of the 1st century BCE to the end of
the 1st century CE (Semeraro, 2003, p. 87; Semeraro, 2005, p. 83-98; Duman, 2014, p. 164;
Panarelli, 2016, p. 313, Fig. 31: 2-3; Ok, 2018, p. 198).

Embossed Skyphoi Found in Blaundos

A total of twenty-eight embossed skyphos fragments were found during the excavations
and survey studies in Blaundos (Figs. 1-3)3. The grouping of the skyphoi is similar® to the
grouping of the mold-made embossed bowls, one of the popular ceramics of the Hellenistic

6  Filges used the definition of barbotine glass/cup (Barbotine-Becher) for similar skyphos fragments he found
during his survey in the city. (Filges, 2006, p. 308, Fig. 261).

7  Handles with thumb rest supported skyphoi found in Tripolis were evaluated as a subtype of Lycos Skyphoi
(Ok, 2018, p. 177 ff.).

8  There is no doubt that this number will increase as the excavations continue.
For the classification of mold-made embossed bowls, also see Courby, 1922, p. 325 ff.; Rotroff, 1982, p. 14 ff.
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Period, according to the decorations on them. In the samples in Blaundos, the classification
made by Duman (Duman, 2010, p. 141; Duman, 2014, p. 161) and Ok (Ok, 2018, p. 139 ff) is
based on six different sub-headings: pinecone, imbricated leaf, long petal, floral, figured and
embossed decorated skyphos. Other skyphoi were evaluated under the heading of other pieces.

Pinecone Decorations (Fig. 1: 1-6, Cat. No. 1-6)

There are six samples of pinecone-decorated skyphos (Fig. 1: 1-6). Two of them are rim-
body (Fig. 1: 2-3), while others consist only of body parts (Fig. 1: 1, 4-6). Their rims are
pointed and upright, and the outer rim passes into the body with a slightly concave profile.
Inside, there is a sharp groove at the transition from the rim to the body and the upper part of
the body has a vertical profile, while the bottom is slightly inclined to join the base (Fig. 1:
2-3). The protrusion on the body of Cat. No. 3, most of which is broken, probably belongs
to the handle (Fig. 1: 3). The body of one the embossed skyphoi found in Filges’ surface
survey of the city contains handle impressions that allow us to understand how the handles
of Blaundos skyphoi might have looked, despite most of them being broken. Looking at
this piece (Filges, 2006, Fig. 261), just like those of Laodikeia (Duman, 2014, Fig. 19) and
Tripolis (Ok, 2018, Lev. 27: 192, 32: 235, 36: 266) it appears that it had a small vertical ring
handle. While the pinecone decorations in Cat. No. 1, 2, 5, and 6 look similar except for
minor differences, the pinecone in Cat. No. 4 differs!® due to being inside a thin eggshell!!
(Fig. 1: 4). The pinecones formed by juxtaposing square and rectangular embossed shapes
were made closed (Figs. 1: 1-2, 4-6). The skyphos fragment in Cat. No. 3 has no pinecone
decoration; however, there is a relief ornamentation of rows of rings made in the form of
a contour (Fig. 1: 3). This ornament just like Cat. No. 6 (Fig. 1: 6), is mostly used with
pinecone decorations (Semeraro, 2005, p. 92, Fig. 3: 2, 4; Duman, 2010, Lev. LI: H3, Duman,
2014, p. 170, Fig. 3, 6; Ok, 2018, p. 406, Lev. 23: 158). Therefore, pinecones in Cat. No. 3 are
included in the ornamental group. Cat. No. 2 has a contour of leaf motifs side by side under
the rim (Fig. 1: 2), and Cat. No. 5 has ivy branches and leaves combined with a flower of six
branch along with a pinecone (Fig. 1: 5). Samples of such decoration are seen in Hierapolis
(Semeraro, 2003, P1. LVIII: 9; Semeraro, 2005, p. 92, Fig. 3: 5), Laodikeia (Duman, 2014, p.
170, Fig. 5-6) and Tripolis (Ok, 2018, p. 405, Lev. 22: 151-157).

Dense textured and non-porous, reddish-yellow, light brown, reddish brown, and red
clays are tempered with small amounts of small-scale lime and small amounts of silver mica.
Their semi-smooth slip is in dark reddish brown and red tones (Cat. No. 1-6).

10 A similar motif is also seen on Lead Glazed Ceramics (Jones, 1950, Fig. 152: 640; Rotroff & Oliver, 2003, P1.
129: 735).
11 This outer shell is called the ‘U’ shaped leaf (Duman, 2014, p. 161, 170, Fig. 6).
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Imbricated Leaf Decorations (Fig. 1: 7-11, Cat. No. 7-11)

Five samples of imbricated leaf patterns were recovered in Blaundos (Fig. 1: 7-11). Three
of them are rim-body parts (Figs. 1: 7, 9, 11), while the others are just body parts (Fig. 1:
8, 10). The vertical rims of the skyphos are pointed. The transition from rim to body on the
outside is sharper in Cat. No. 7 than in Cat. No. 9 (Fig. 1: 7, 9). The groove on the inside that
makes an elbow at the transition from the rim to the body in Cat. No. 9 is crafted sharper
(Fig. 1: 9). In both samples (Fig. 1: 7, 9) the trunk rises upright. The leaf motifs seen on the
samples in this group vary within themselves. Leaf motifs which are pointed at both ends
with a single core in the middle are seen in Cat. No. 7 (Fig. 1: 7), while single-core motifs
are visible in Cat. No. 8 and 9 (Fig. 1: 8-9), and multi-veined leaf motifs in Cat. No. 10 and
1112 (Fig. 1: 10-11).

These types of vessels are defined as imbricated leaf ornaments since they are processed
in the form of fish scales side by side and overlapping each other!3. Artifacts that are similar
to the leaves in Cat. No. 8 and 9 are also seen on bowls with molded reliefs (Laumonier,
1977, PL. 108: 229, 9262) and they are defined as ferns (Kossatz, 1990, p. 7; Oz, 2022, p.
120). It can be said that these leaves on skyphos, which are considered as Cat. No. 8 and
9, are also fern leaves (Fig. 1: 8-9). This type of decoration sample has been encountered
in Sardis!4, Laodikeia (Duman, 2010, Lev. LII: H9-10; Duman, 2014, p. 171, Fig. 12),
Hierapolis (Semeraro, 2003, P1. LVIIIL: 3-4, 6-7; Semeraro, 2005, p. 93, Fig. 4: 2-3, 5) and in
Tripolis (Ok, 2018, p. 407, Lev. 24: 164, 25: 176).

Dense textured and non-porous clays are pinkish white, light brown and reddish yellow in
color. They contain a very small amount of small-scale lime and silver mica additives. Their
slip is in red and reddish-brown tones (Cat. No. 7-11).

Long Petal Decorations (Fig. 2: 1-2, Cat. No. 12-13)

There are two samples of long-petalled skyphoi (Fig. 2: 1-2). One of them is the rim-body
(Fig. 2: 2) and the other is the body part (Fig. 2: 1). The vertical rim of Cat. No. 13 is pointed.
A slightly concave profile is seen in the transition from the rim to the body. The ends of the
long petal are oval in Cat. No. 12. Whether or not there is a series of dots between the leaves
is unclear! (Fig. 2: 1). The left margin contour line of the long petal on the body of Cat. No.

12 Similar leaf motifs have been favorably used on mold-made relief bowls (Laumonier, 1977, P1. 108: 25-26, 75,
5156, 8979, 9084).

13 For samples of mold-made embossed bowls, also see Oz, 2022, p. 119-120, Fig. 3: 4-11.

14 A similar sample found at Sardis was evaluated under the Lead Glazed Ceramics group (Rotroff & Oliver,
2003, p. 173, PL. 131: 745).

15 The use of dots between long petals is also common in mold-made relief bowls (Oz, 2022, p. 123, Fig. 4: 1-2).
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13 is finished with a series of embossed dots!'®. The middle of the petals in question is made
as a convex relief. Samples of this type of decoration are seen in Laodikeia (Duman, 2014, p.
171, Fig. 15), Hierapolis (Semeraro, 2003, P1. LVIII: 2; Semeraro, 2005, p. 93, Fig. 4: 6) and
Tripolis (Ok, 2018, p. 409, Lev. 26: 181-183).

Dense textured and non-porous, a small amount of silver mica added clays are in reddish
brown and red tones. The slips are red.

Floral Decorations (Fig. 2: 3-5, Cat. No. 14-16)

There are three samples of floral-decorated skyphoi. All of these belong to skyphos body
parts (Fig. 2: 3-5). An ivy leaf combined with rosette flower motifs formed with six-dot
embossments is seen in Cat. No. 14, while a sequence of Ionian kymation and leaves (one
of which may be an acorn leaf) are seen in Cat. No. 5, and floral decorations consisting of
Ionian kymations and ivy branches and leaves are seen in Cat. No. 16 (Fig. 2: 3-5). Similar
floral ornaments are found in Tripolis (Ok, 2018, p. 413, Lev. 30: 216), Hierapolis (Semeraro,
2003, PI. LVII: 4) and Laodikeia (Duman, 2014, p. 172, Fig. 20, 23).

The dense textured and non-porous clays of floral decorated skyphoi are in red, light
brown and reddish yellow tones, with little silver mica additive, and their slip is red.

Figural Decorations (Fig. 2: 6, Cat. No. 17)

Only one sample belonging to this group was recovered. There is a relief thought to
belong to a human or mythological figure on the skyphos body fragment (Fig. 2: 6). It is
thought that this figure, which has survived from the waist down, may belong to the winged
Eros. The projections visible on the back of the figure must be wings (Fig. 2: 6). Delineating
the calves as slightly swollen points to the Eros typology. On the body of the skyphos, apart
from the winged Eros, there is an ivy leaf with veins in the middle. Nothing similar to this
decoration was found. There is a relief of Eros holding a grape on a bowl fragment examined
in Megara Bowls in Kyme (Bouzek & Jansova, 1974, Fig. 8: M30, P1. 5: 30). This shows that
the decoration repertoire of the mold-made relief bowls continued to be in use on the skyphoi
as well. Duman mentions that figurative decoration does not appear on the Lycos Skyphoi
(Duman, 2010, p. 141). He notes that figured decorations are rare in Semeraro, and that
there are heads (Silenus head etc.) and animals amongst them (Semeraro, 2003, p. 84, 86).
However, in recent studies, another sample with a Gladiator depiction was found in Tripolis
(Ok, 2018, p. 146-147, 416, Lev. 33: 253). Contrary to thought, there may well be more
samples of figured decoration in Lycos Skyphoi together with this piece found in Blaundos.

16 1Itis found in samples where the dot sequence is applied to the right edge (Semeraro, 2003, P1. LVI: 4; Duman,
2010, Lev. LIV: H23; Duman, 2014, p. 171, Fig. 16; Ok, 2018, p. 409, Lev. 26: 184-187). In addition, long
petals were used with different motifs (Duman, 2014, p. 171, Fig. 18-19; Ok, 2018, p. 410-412, Lev. 27: 195-
197, 28: 202, 29: 210).
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Its dense textured, non-porous and well-sifted clay is pure and red in color. Its glossy and
slippery slip is also clay-colored.

Embossed Dot Decorations (Fig. 2: 7-9, 3: 1-3, Cat. No. 18-23)

Six of these samples, which constitute the largest group among the Lycos Skyphoi, were
found in Blaundos. Samples belonging to this group are the second most dense group of
skyphoi (Figs. 2: 7-9, 3: 1-3). Four of them are the rim-body (Fig. 2: 7, 9, 3: 1, 3), one is
the body (Fig. 2: 8), and the other is the body-base piece (Fig. 3: 2). The pointed rims of the
skyphoi in this group are vertical. In the transition from the rim to the body, there is a sharp
concave groove after the elbow-shaped bulge. The transition from the rim to the body in Cat.
No. 18 and 23 is provided by a protruding groove. The base of the skyphos in Cat. No. 22 in
Blaundos, which is represented by a single sample, takes the form of a double ring base. A
second embossed ring is seen inside the base (Fig. 3: 2). The embossed dots on the studied
skyphoi are thick, thin, rectangular (Fig. 2: 7-9, 3: 2) and square (Fig. 3: 1). However, the
raised dots in Cat. No. 23 resemble a pointed triangle (inverted nail?) (Fig. 3: 3). There is no
contour decoration on the rim of the Blaundos embossed dot decorated skyphoi!7. Samples
decorated with this motif are encountered in Priene (Zahn, 1904, p. 408-409, Abb. 532, 533:
47), Sardis (Rotroff & Oliver, 2003, P1. 131: 743-744), Laodikeia (Duman, 2010, Lev. LVII-
LIX: H37-50; Duman, 2014, p. 172, Fig. 25-27), Tripolis (Ok, 2018, p. 417-418, Lev. 34-35:
254-265) and Hierapolis (Semeraro, 2003, P1. LVIII: 14).

Dense textured and non-porous, a small amount of silver mica added clays are in shades
of pinkish white, light brown and reddish brown. Their slip is red, brown and reddish brown.
On the slip of Cat. No. 20, blackening is seen intermittently due to firing.

Other Pieces (Fig. 3: 4-8, Cat. No. 24-28)

There are five items of this type of skyphoi in Blaundos that did not match any group.
Four of them are the rim-body (Fig. 3: 4-7) and one is the body part (Fig. 3: 8). The vertical
rims of the specimens are pointed. There is a sharp groove in the transition from the rim to
the body. The body rises upright (Fig. 3: 4-7). Three rim-body fragments examined under
the sub-category of other samples have a border decoration with lonian kymation on the rim
(Figs. 3: 4-5, 7).

There is a decoration on the rim of Cat No. 26, which is thought to be a relief ring
and a long petal. It was studied under this heading, as it could not be determined whether
the decoration on this skyphos fragment was a long petal (Fig. 3: 6). On the last sample

17  For the artifacts with relief dot decorations with contour decoration on the rim, see Duman, 2014, p. 172, Fig.
25-26; Ok, 2018, p. 418, Lev. 35: 264.
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belonging to this group, there is a horizontal version!® of the double-armed spiral motif,
which is generally seen upright on skyphoi (Fig. 3: 8, Cat. No. 28). A similar horizontal
sample was found in Tripolis (Ok, 2018, p. 414, Lev. 31: 232). Pinecones (Semeraro, 2005,
p. 92, Fig. 3: 3, 5; Ok, 2018, p. 405, Lev. 22: 153), imbricated leaves (Ok, 2018, p. 408, Lev.
25: 175), floral (Semeraro, 2003, Pl. LVII: 1-6; Semeraro, 2005, p. 92, Fig. 3 : 1; Duman,
2014, p. 172, Fig. 21; Ok, 2018, p. 413-415, Lev. 30: 223, 31: 227-228, 231, 32: 239, 245 )
and embossed dots (Duman, 2014, p. 172, Fig. 26; Ok, 2018, p. 418, Lev. 35: 264) are seen
on the bases of skyphoi with an Ionian kymation border around the rim.

The dense textured and non-porous clays of skyphos belonging to other samples are pink,
red, reddish brown and gray in color, and are tempered with small amounts of lime and silver
mica. Their slip is in red and reddish-brown tones. Unlike the others, the slip of Cat. No. 28
is shiny and smooth.

Production, Dating And Origin

Considered as the continuation of Mold Made Embossed Bowls (Megara Bowls) and
Lead Glazed Ceramics, these skyphoi have been found in a limited number of areas in
Anatolia (Hochuli-Gysel 1977; Duman, 2014, p. 162-163; Ok, 2018, p. 196)!9. The fragments
of skyphos recovered in this type at Sardis were examined under the title of Lead Glazed
Ceramics (Rotroff & Oliver, 2003, P1. 131: 743-745), and were dated to 50 BCE — 50 CE
(Rotroff & Oliver, 2003, p. 171). A parallel sample found in Priene has been discussed under
the title of embossed ceramics (Zahn, 1904, p. 408-409, Abb. 532, 533: 47). An embossed-
dot-decorated skyphos in Perge dated to the Augustan Period?® (Atik, 1995, p. 51-52, Abb.
22: 58) is similar to the Laodikeian samples. Although a skyphos which has remained intact
and was found in the Roman period layer during the excavations in Tarsus/Gozli Kule
resembles the Lycos Skyphoi in terms of form, there are differences in details (Duman, 2014,
p- 163). This sample was examined under the subheading of Unfinished Vases, No Glaze in
the section of Lead Glazed Ceramics (Jones, 1950, p. 263, Fig. 153, 199: 669)21. One of the
production sites of Lycos Skyphoi is Hierapolis, where molds were found (Semeraro, 2003,
p. 86, PL. LIX: 1-2, 5). The embossed skyphoi uncovered in Hierapolis were evaluated in two
main types according to variations in the bases (Semeraro, 2003, p. 86, P1. LVI: 1-5) and were

18  For the descriptions of the vertical double-armed spiral, see Semeraro, 2003, P1. LVIIIL: 8-9; Duman, 2014, p.
170, Fig. 2; Ok, 2018, p. 413-414, 416, Lev. 30: 220, 31: 225, 33: 247, 252.

19 Some researchers state that these skyphoi were inspired from Arretine bowls (Waagé, 1948, p. 30, Fig. 16: 27-
31).

20 Since the skyphos in Perge is associated with the Lead Glazed Ceramics found in Tarsus/Gozli Kule and
Miletus, it is dated to the Augustan Period (Atik, 1995, p. 52).

21  Perge and Tarsus, the cities where the Lycos Skyphoi are located in Anatolia, are the centers where Lead Glazed
Ceramics are produced (Oransay, 2001, p. 50-54; Tekkok et al., 2009, p. 101-121; Akyay-Merigboyu, 2005,
p. 103-107). Therefore, it is quite understandable that the skyphoi found here abouts are evaluated in the Lead
Glazed Ceramics category.
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dated to the interval from the middle of the 1st century BCE to the Julius-Claudian Period
(Semeraro, 2003, p. 87). However, similar skyphos fragments which have been recently
excavated in the Hierapolis Theater were dated to the 2nd — 1st century BCE (Polito, 2007, p.
159), while those in Ploutonion were dated to the first half of the 1st century CE (Panarelli,
2016, p. 313, Fig. 31: 2-3). Other places where these skyphos were produced based on the
molds are Laodikeia (Duman, 2014, p. 170, Fig. 6) and Tripolis (Ok, 2018, p. 189-195,
423-424, Lev. 40: 288-292, 41: 293-296). The skyphoi found in both cities were grouped
according to their decorations, and it was understood that the decoration repertoire of the
samples in Tripolis was more diverse (Ok, 2018, p. 133-148). The skyphos fragments found
in the Asopos Hill, North Necropolis and Stadium area in Laodikeia were evaluated together
with the contextual finds and dated to between the middle of the 1st century BCE and the end
of the 1st century CE (Duman, 2014, p. 163-164). The samples in Tripolis yielded between
the second half of the 1st century BCE and the 1st century CE (Ok, 2018, p. 198).

The clay of the embossed skyphos in Hierapolis is hard/tight textured and generally red
in color. Their glossy or matte slips are in red and reddish-brown tones (Semeraro, 2003, p.
86)22. Loose, hard and tightly textured clays of Laodikeia samples are predominantly brown,
pinkish gray, reddish-yellow, pink and yellowish-red in color and tempered with lime, mica,
grit, and sand?3. Their glossy and matte-rough slip is in red, brown, reddish-yellow and
reddish-brown tones (Duman, 2010, p. 139; Duman, 2014, p. 160). The clays of the skyphos
in Tripolis have a hard and firm texture and are in shades of brown, reddish/yellowish-brown,
yellow, pink and red. The clay contains lime, grit and mica. Their slip is glossy, semi-matte/
rough and in brown and red tones (Ok, 2018, p. 136-138). The slip of some skyphoi found
in Tripolis bears blackening due to firing (Ok, 2018, Cat. No. 183, 187, 191, 211, 255, 258).

The dense and non-porous clays of skyphos recovered in Blaundos are red, brown,
reddish-yellow, pink, reddish-brown and pinkish-white. While the clay contents include
silver mica and lime, well-sieved pure samples are the majority (Cat. No. 2-4, 6-7, 11-12, 14,
16-22, 24-25). Their slip is in red, brown, and reddish-brown tones. The slip of Cat. No. 20
has blackening due to firing (Fig. 2: 9). When the clay, slip, form and decoration features of
the skyphos in Blaundos are examined, one can see that they reveal closer similarities with
the Laodikeia and Tripolis samples. Therefore, the period between the second half of the
Ist century BCE and the end of the 1st century CE, which is mentioned for the skyphoi of
Laodikeia and Tripolis, can also be suggested for the skyphoi of Blaundos.

22 Clay and slip colors may differ according to the firing and stages of the process the bowls.
23 There are the samples of clay without any additives (Duman, 2010, p. 300, 302, 307, Cat. No. H16, H22, H35).
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Conclusions

Blaundos is an important city on the Phrygia border of the Lydian Region, which took
its place on the stage of history from the 5th century BCE to the 12th century CE. Twenty-
eight embossed skyphos fragments, most of which were found on the surface of the western,
southern, and northwestern slopes of the city between 2018 and 2020, and some of them
were unearthed during the excavations carried out on the propylon and the main street,
were examined and evaluated within the scope of this study (Fig. 1-3). According to the
classification made by Duman (Duman, 2010, p. 141; Duman, 2014, p. 161) and Ok (OKk,
2018, p. 139 ff.) six different groups were identified as pinecone, imbricated leaf, long petal,
floral, figured and relief dot decorated skyphoi. The skyphoi, which could not be included in
any group, were discussed under the category of other pieces.

In the places where skyphoi were discovered during the excavations in the city, no
connection with any context could be established, because the skyphoi were unearthed from
a mixed deposit or surface. Thus, the proposed dates for the Lycos Skyphoi group to which
they belong were taken into account in the dating of the skyphoi. The Lycos Skyphoi reported
from Laodikeia and Tripolis, together with the contextual finds, were dated to the second half
of the 1st century BCE and the end of the 1st century CE (Duman, 2014, p. 163-164; Ok,
2018, p. 198). The same interval is suggested for the samples in Blaundos.

Lycos Skyphoi, which are considered as the continuation of Lead Glazed Ceramics and
Mold Made Embossed Bowls, are the products of the Lycos Valley cities of Hierapolis,
Laodikeia, and Tripolis (Semeraro, 2003, p. 86, P1. LIX: 1-2, 5; Duman, 2014, p. 170, Fig.
6; Ok, 2018, p. 189-195, 423-424, Lev. 40: 288-292, 41: 293-296). The clay, slip, form,
and decoration features of the Lycos Skyphoi found in Blaundos demonstrate parallels with
the skyphoi of Laodikeia and Tripolis. Hence, they must have been imported from the said
poleis, and similar ones were manufactured in proportion to the city’s needs and demands.

The Lycos Skyphoi, which were produced as the contemporaries of the Lead Glazed
Ceramics (Duman, 2014, p. 164), and whose production continued for a certain period, until
the end of the Ist century CE, were not supplied only for the local needs of the Lycos Valley
settlements. The discovery of skyphos fragments of this type in Blaundos indicates that they
were exported to neighboring cities. It has also been understood that this type of skyphoi,
which was excavated in Sardis, Priene, Perge, Tarsus/Gozlii Kule at the same time, and studied
under the Lead Glazed or Embossed ceramic group, were exported not only to neighboring
but also to the other cities in Anatolia. The limited number of Lycos Skyphoi finds in Anatolia
implies that Lead Glazed Ceramics (Oransay, 2001, p. 47-55; Akyay-Meri¢boyu, 2005, p. 99-
126), which were more popular in the period they were produced, must have been preferred.
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Catalog

Abbreviations used in the catalog: Cat. No.: Catalog Number, Fig.: Figure, R.D.: Rim
Diameter, B.D.: Base Diameter, P.H.: Preserved Height.

Munsell Soil Color Chart (2015) color catalog was used to determine the clay and slip
colors.

Cat. No./ Fig.: 1/ 1:1
Location of the Find/Grid-Square: Main Street/ 880,430
Dimensions: R.D: 8 cm (inside), PH.: 4 cm

Clay: 7.5 YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), dense textured, non-porous, little lime added clay. Slip:
Outer: 10 R 5/8 (red), Inner: 10 R 4/8 (red).

Description: Broken embossed skyphos rim-body fragment.
Decoration: Pinecone

Comparison: -

Cat. No./ Fig.: 2/ 1:2
Location of the Find/Grid-Square: West Slope/ Surface
Dimensions: P.H.: 2 cm

Clay: 2.5 YR 4/8 (red), dense, non-porous, well-sifted clay. Slip: 2.5 YR 4/8 (red), inner
surface is slightly slippery.

Description: Broken embossed skyphos body fragment.
Decoration: Pinecone and leaf.

Comparison: -

Cat. No./ Fig.: 3/ 1:3
Location of the Find/Grid-Square: South Slope/ Surface
Dimensions: R.D.: 6.2 cm, P.H.: 2.6 cm

Clay: 10 YR 7/4 (very pale brown), dense, non-porous, well-sifted clay. Slip: 7.5 YR 4/3
(brown).

Description: Broken embossed skyphos rim-body fragment.
Decoration: Ring motif.

Comparison: -
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Cat. No./ Fig.: 4/ 1:4
Location of the Find/Grid-Square: Northwest Slope, Surface
Dimensions: P.H.: 2.9 cm.

Clay: 5 YR 6/6 (light reddish-brown), dense, non-porous, well-sifted clay. Slip: Outer: 7.5
YR 5/6 (red), Inner: 10 R 5/8 (red).

Description: Broken embossed skyphos body fragment.
Decoration: Pinecone in Ionian kymation

Comparison: Decoration: Semeraro, 2003, P1. LVIIIL: 9; Semeraro, 2005, p. 92, Fig. 3: 5;
Duman, 2014, p. 170, Fig. 5-6; Ok, 2018, p. 405, Lev. 22: 151-157.

Cat. No./ Fig.: 5/ 1:5
Location of the Find/Grid-Square: West Slope/ Surface
Dimensions: P.H: 4.4 cm

Clay: 2.5 YR 5/8 (red), dense-textured, non-porous, tempered clay with a small amount of
small-scale lime, a small amount of small size silver mica. Slip: Outer: 2.5 YR 3/3 (dark
reddish-brown), Inner: 2.5 YR 4/6 (red).

Description: Broken embossed skyphos body fragment.
Decoration: Ivy branches and leaves combined with pinecone and six-branch flower.

Comparison: -

Cat. No./ Fig.: 6/ 1:6

Location of the Find/Grid-Square: West Slope/ Surface

Dimensions: P.H.: 2.1 cm

Clay: 7.5 YR 6/4 (light brown), dense, non-porous, well-sifted clay. Slip: 10 R 4/8 (red).
Description: Broken embossed skyphos body fragment.

Decoration: Pinecone and ring motif.

Comparison: -

Cat. No./ Fig.: 7/ 1:7

Location of the Find/Grid-Square: Main Street/ 880,430

Dimensions: R.D..: 10 cm, PH.: 5.1 cm

Clay: 5 YR 8/2 (pinkish-white), dense, non-porous, well-sifted clay. Slip: 10 R 4/8 (red).

Description: Broken embossed skyphos rim-body fragment.
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Decoration: Imbricated leaves.

Comparison: Decoration: Semeraro, 2003, P1. LVIII: 6-7; Semeraro, 2005, p. 93, Fig. 4: 5;
Duman, 2010, Lev. LII: H10; Duman, 2014, p. 171, Fig. 12.

Cat. No./ Fig.: 8/ 1:8
Location of the Find/Grid-Square: West Slope, Surface
Dimensions: P.H.: 3.8 cm.

Clay: 10 YR 8/2 (very pale brown), dense-textured, non-porous, slightly lime clay. Slip:
Outer: 2.5 YR 5/6 (red), Inner: 5 YR 4/3 (reddish-brown).

Description: Broken embossed skyphos body fragment.

Decoration: Imbricated leaves.

Comparison: Decoration: Duman, 2010, Lev. LII: H9; Ok, 2018, p. 407, Lev. 24: 164.
Cat. No./ Fig.: 9/ 1:9

Location of the Find/Grid-Square: Northwest Slope, Surface

Dimensions: R.D.: 8 cm (inside), P.H: 3.3 cm

Clay: 7.5 YR 6/4 (light brown), dense, non-porous, well-sifted clay. Slip: 10 R 5/6 (red).
Description: Broken embossed skyphos rim-body fragment.

Decoration: Imbricated leaves.

Comparison: -

Cat. No./ Fig.: 10/ 1:10
Location of the Find/Grid-Square: West Slope, Surface
Dimensions: P.H: 5 cm

Clay: 7.5 YR 6/6 (reddish-yellow), dense-textured, non-porous clay with little lime and
silver mica additive. Slip: Outer: 10 R 4/8 (red), Inner: 2.5 YR 4/6 (red).

Description: Broken embossed skyphos body fragment.
Decoration: Imbricated leaves.

Comparison: Decoration: Semeraro, 2003, Pl. LVIII: 3-4; Semeraro, 2005, p. 93, Fig. 4:
2-3; Ok, 2018, p. 408, Lev. 25: 176.

Cat. No./ Fig.: 11/ 1:11
Location of the Find/Grid-Square: Northwest Slope, Surface

Dimensions: R.D.: 10 cm, P.H: 2.8 cm

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, 28, 2023 109



Preliminary Evaluations on a Group of Embossed Skyphoi Unearthed in Blaundos

Clay: 7.5 YR 6/4 (light brown), dense, non-porous, well-sifted clay. Slip: 10 R 5/6 (red).
Description: Broken embossed skyphos rim-body fragment.
Decoration: Imbricated leaves.

Comparison: Decoration: Semeraro, 2003, Pl. LVIIIL: 3-4; Semeraro, 2005, p. 93, Fig. 4:
2-3; Ok, 2018, p. 408, Lev. 25: 176.

Cat. No./ Fig.: 12/ 2:1

Location of the Find/Grid-Square: South Slope/ Surface

Dimensions: PH.: 2.9 cm

Clay: 10 R 5/8 (red), dense, non-porous, well-sifted clay. Slip: 7.5 R 4/6 (red).
Description: Broken and missing embossed skyphos body fragment.
Decoration: Long petal and dot.

Comparison: Decoration: Duman, 2010, Lev. LIV: H24; Duman, 2014, p. 171, Fig. 17; Ok,
2018, p. 410, Lev. 27: 188-189.

Cat. No./ Fig.: 13/ 2:2
Location of the Find/Grid-Square: Main Street/ 860.440
Dimensions: R.D.: 7, PH: 3.8 cm

Clay: 5 YR 6/4 (light reddish-brown), dense, non-porous, small amount of silver mica added
clay. Slip: 10 R 5/8 (red).

Description: Broken embossed skyphos rim-body fragment.
Decoration: Long petal and dot.

Comparison: Ok, 2018, p. 409, Lev. 26: 182; Decoration: Semeraro, 2003, P1. LVIII: 2;
Duman, 2010, Lev. LIV: H20-22; Duman, 2014, p. 171, Fig. 15; Ok, 2018, p. 409, Lev. 26:
181-183.

Cat. No./ Fig.: 14/ 2:3

Location of the Find/Grid-Square: Main Street/ 870,430

Dimensions: P.H: 2 cm

Clay: 7.5 YR 6/4 (light brown), dense, non-porous, well-sifted clay. Slip: 10 R 4/8 (red).
Description: Broken embossed skyphos body fragment.

Decoration: Ivy leaf and rosette flower.

Comparison: Decoration: Duman, 2014, p. 172, Fig. 20.
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Cat. No./ Fig.: 15/ 2:4
Location of the Find/Grid-Square: South Slope/ Surface
Dimensions: P.H: 2.8cm

Clay: 2.5 YR 5/8 (red), densely textured, non-porous, little silver mica added clay. Slip: 10
R 4/6 (red).

Description: Broken embossed skyphos body fragment.
Decoration: Ionian kymation and leaves (acorn leaf?).

Comparison: -

Cat. No./ Fig.: 16/ 2:5

Location of the Find/Grid-Square: West Slope/ Surface

Dimensions: P.H.: 4.9 cm

Clay: 5 YR 6/6 (reddish-yellow), dense, non-porous, well-sifted clay. Slip: 10 R 5/8 (red).
Description: Broken embossed skyphos body fragment.

Decoration: Ionian kymation and ivy leaf.

Comparison: Decoration: Semeraro, 2003, P1. LVII: 4; Duman, 2014, p. 172, Fig. 23; Ok,
2018, p. 413, Lev. 30: 216.

Cat. No./ Fig.: 17/ 2:6
Location of the Find/Grid-Square: Main Street/ 880,430
Dimensions: P.H: 2.9 cm

Clay: 2.5 YR 4/8 (red), dense, non-porous, well-sifted clay. Slip: 2.5 YR 4/8 (red), glossy
and slippery slip.

Description: Broken embossed skyphos body fragment.
Decoration: Winged Eros? and ivy leaf.

Comparison: -

Cat. No./ Fig.: 18/ 2:7
Location of the Find/Grid-Square: South Slope/ Surface
Dimensions: R.D: 8 cm (inside), P.H: 2.5 cm

Clay: 5 YR 6/4 (light reddish-brown), dense, non-porous, well-sifted clay. Slip: 10 R 4/8
(red).

Description: Broken embossed skyphos rim-body fragment.
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Decoration: Embossed dots.

Comparison: Rotroff & Oliver, 2003, PL. 131: 743; Ok, 2018, p. 417-418, Lev. 34: 258, 35:
261.

Cat. No./ Fig.: 19/ 2:8

Location of the Find/Grid-Square: Northwest Slope/ Surface

Dimensions: P.H: 1.9cm

Clay: 10 YR 8/2 (very pale brown), dense, non-porous, well-sifted clay. Slip: 2.5 YR 4/6
(red).

Description: Broken embossed skyphos body fragment.

Decoration: Embossed dots.

Comparison: -

Cat. No./ Fig.: 20/ 2:9
Location of the Find/Grid-Square: West Slope/ Surface
Dimensions: R.D.: 8 cm (inside), P.H.: 2.2 cm

Clay: 2.5Y 7/4 (pale brown), dense, non-porous, well-sifted clay. Slip: Outer: 7.5 YR 4/2
(brown), Inner: 5 YR 4/4 (reddish-brown). There is some blackening on the surface.

Description: Broken embossed skyphos rim-body fragment.
Decoration: Embossed dots.
Comparison: Ok, 2018, p. 418, Lev. 35: 260.

Cat. No./ Fig.: 21/ 3:1
Location of the Find/Grid-Square: Main Street/ 880,430
Dimensions: R.D.: 10 cm, P.H: 2.8 cm

Clay: 7.5 YR 8/2 (pinkish-white), dense, non-porous, well-sifted clay. Slip: Outer: 2.5 YR
4/8 (red), Inner: 2.5 YR 4/4 (reddish-brown).

Description: Broken embossed skyphos rim-body fragment.
Decoration: Embossed dots.

Comparison: Duman, 2010, Lev. LVIIL: H43; Ok, 2018, p. 418, Lev. 35: 263.

Cat. No./ Fig.: 22/ 3:2
Location of the Find/Grid-Square: Main Street/ 880.440
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Dimensions: B.D.: 6 cm, PH 2.9 cm

Clay: 7.5 YR 6/4 (light brown), dense, non-porous, well-sifted clay. Slip: Outer: 5 YR 4/4
(reddish-brown), Inner: 2.5 YR 5/6 (red).

Description: Broken embossed skyphos base-body fragment.
Decoration: Embossed dots.

Comparison: Ok, 2018, p. 418, Lev. 35: 265.

Cat No./ Fig.: 23/ 3:3
Location of the Find/Grid-Square: Northwest Slope/ Surface
Dimensions: R.D: 11 cm (inside), P.H: 3.1 cm

Clay: 7.5 YR 6/4 (light brown), dense, non-porous, small amount of silver mica added clay.
Slip: 10 R 5/8 (red).

Description: Broken embossed skyphos rim-body fragment.
Decoration: Embossed dots.
Comparison: Rotroff & Oliver, 2003, P1. 131:743.

Cat. No./ Fig.: 24/ 3:4
Location of the Find/Grid-Square: Main Street/ §70.440
Dimensions: R.D: 8 cm (inside), P.H: 2.2 cm

Clay: 5 YR 8/4 (pink), dense, non-porous, well-sifted clay. Slip: Outer: Color change
between 2.5 YR 4/8 (red) — 2.5 YR 3/4 (dark reddish-brown), Inner: 10 R 5/8 (red).

Description: Broken embossed skyphos rim-body fragment.
Decoration: Ionian kymation.

Comparison: -

Cat No./ Fig.: 25/ 3:5
Location of the Find/Grid-Square: South Slope/ Surface
Dimensions: R.D: 8 cm (inside), P.H: 2 cm

Clay: 2.5Y 7/2 (light gray), dense, non-porous, well-sifted clay. Slip: Outer: 10 R 4/4 (weak
red), Inner: 10 R 4/6 (red).

Description: Broken embossed skyphos rim-body fragment.

Decoration: Ionian kymation.
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Comparison: -

Cat. No./ Fig.: 26/ 3:6

Location of the Find/Grid-Square: Propylon/ 870.440
Dimensions: R.D.: 10 cm (inside), P.H.: 2.6 cm

Clay: 5 YR 6/4 (light reddish-brown), dense-textured, non-porous, little lime added clay.
Slip: 10 R 5/6 (red).

Description: Broken embossed skyphos rim-body fragment.
Decoration: Long petal? and the ring array.

Comparison: -

Cat. No./ Fig.: 27/ 3:7
Location of the Find/Grid-Square: West Slope/ Surface
Dimensions: R.D.: 9 cm, PH.: 2.3 cm

Clay: 7.5 YR 7/4 (pink), densely textured, non-porous, little silver mica added clay. Slip: 2.5
YR 4/6 (red).

Description: Broken embossed skyphos rim-body fragment.
Decoration: Ionian kymation.

Comparison: -

Cat. No./ Fig.: 28/ 3:8
Location of the Find/Grid-Square: West Slope/ Surface
Dimensions: P.H.: 1.9 cm

Clay: 2.5 YR 5/6 (red), densely textured, non-porous, little silver mica added clay. Slip: 10
R 5/6 (red), glossy and slippery lining on the inner surface.

Description: Broken embossed skyphos body fragment.
Decoration: Double spiral.
Comparison: Decoration: Ok, 2018, p. 414, Lev. 31: 232,
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Figure 1: Pinecone (1-6) and Imbricated-leaf (7-11) Decorated Skyphoi (© C. Oz)
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Figure 2: Long Petal (1-2), Floral (3-5), Figural (6) and Embossed Dot (7-9) Decorated Skyphoi
(©C.0z)
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Figure 3: Embossed Dot Decorated Skyphoi (1-3) and Other Pieces (4-8) (© C. Oz)
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ABSTRACT

This study deals with the mature period of a Roman hilltop fortress (3rd-6th
centuries AD) established at Zerzevan which is part of Upper Mesopotamia, now
lying in Diyarbakir Province, Southeast Turkey. The site of Zerzevan was constructed
according to predetermined rules and principles, with certain standards. It is
possible that the Roman army, which specialized in organizing its frontiers with
robust fortifications, hosted legionaries from different regions here.

The main method of research is based on a combination of field evidence and
textual data, giving priority to preliminary results of the excavations carried out on
the site since 2014. Theories about the characterization of the site corresponding
to the typical requirements of a border garrison approach the idea of an Auxilia/
Tactical Fortress, usually built by the legionaries (instead of an above-standard
size Castrum Romanum) which could have been customized according to various
factors arising from the geo-political conditions of the region. In this context, it
must have been built as a local line of defense utilized in the outer boundaries of
the Roman Empire, to meet the minimum requirements of a standard size base
and/or outpost. The integrity of the site supports the hypothesis that it could have
been ranked as a secondary order castrum in the operational chain of command
and order of the Roman army.

Keywords: Zerzevan, Castle, Roman, Castrum, Upper Mesopotamia
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An Evaluation of the Original Identity Problem and Structural Design of Zerzevan Castle

Introduction

The easternmost frontiers of the Roman Empire reached as far as southeast Anatolia. The
region often witnessed power struggles between the Romans and Parthians/ Sassanids. One
of the sites that must have been subjected to these battles is Zerzevan Castle, which is located
within the borders of Demir6lgek Village, 13 km southeast of the Cinar district of Diyarbakir
(Fig.1'). The excavations initiated in the area played a considerable role in understanding the
Assyrian, Persian, Parthian and Roman periods of the region.

Zerzevan overlooks the floodplains of the Tigris, in immediately south of ancient Amida
(Ammianus 18.9)% which is equated with present day Diyarbakir. In a broader context, the
entirety of the Diyarbakir Province stretches over the sub-region between Tigranokerta
(Silvan) and Nisibis (Nusaybin) which is bordered by the Taurus range in the north and
deserted in the south (with smaller streams in the south-southeast) and east of the Karacadag
volcanic mass. This zone, which also encompasses the shallow sites neighboring today’s
Zerzevan, is both favorable for agriculture and livestock activities. Situated on a hilltop amidst
Diyarbakir and Mardin, the topographical position enabled the fortified spot to monitor and
dominate a wide area where the Taurus range terminates.

The garrison at Zerzevan is located on a rocky hill 124 meters above the plain level.
It was a strategic point for watching the road from Amida (Diyarbakir) to Dara (Mardin).
The road was part of an ancient trade route, which dates back to the Assyrian (882-611
B.C) and Persian (550-331 B.C) periods. The findings from the Parthian Period (140-85 BC)
indicate that the area was also occupied in this interval. In light of the architectural remains
and materials unearthed during excavations, the main military settlement was established
(along with construction of core buildings) in the Severan period (198-235 AD). The fort
walls (correctly termed “ramparts”) and associated structures were restored during the
rule of Anastasios I (491-518 AD) and Justinian I (527-565 AD) while some of them were
reconstructed before the present final state was obtained. The Roman site was abandoned in
the 7t century with the advent of Islamic armies.

The Perpetual Problem of Identity

The ancient road running from Edessa (Sanliurfa) to Nisibis (Nusaybin) was used by the
Sassanid ruler Shapur II during his campaign against Constantius II in 359 AD when he set
out to capture Amida (Dillemann, 1962, 290; Coskun, 2019, 21). After this, garrison “cities”

1 For the Imperium Romanum, https://i.redd.it/mgth7fiv10u71.jpg
2 Legio Parthica V was based in Amida (Ammianus.18.9.1; 3-4). Information also conveyed in Buckingham,
1827, 384-390.
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were established to ensure border security in the east. Dara is a fine example that grew out
of a small settlement before it was officially founded by Anastasios I (491-518 AD) under
pressure from Sassanid. The construction was completed around 503-507 AD (Erdogan,
2014). Procopius gave an account of the early Medieval age military operations, mentioning
that during the reign of Justinian I (5§27-565 AD) the fortresses between Dara and Amida were
rebuilt for impregnability and rose to prominence (Procopius.De Aedificiis.2.3). Interestingly,
he never addressed a place that corresponded to Zerzevan among the reconstructed sites
(Dewing 1914; Deichmann and Peschlow, 1977, 34). This suggests that the garrison could
have been built before Justinian 1. The general opinion is that particular importance was
attached to fortifications for border security during this period (Kiitiik, 2014, 154).

The geographical environs of Zerzevan are barely referred to in the literature. A rare case
involved the appellation of Charcha/ Kurkh (marked at the place where Zerzevan hill stands)
in some of the texts (Comfort and Marciak, 2018, 32-33 (see C.figure.3, F.figure 6)). Pertinent
to its modern name, there emerged suggestions that the ancient name may be Samachi/
Sammachi (Dillemann, 1962, 159; Deichmann and Peschlow, 1977, 33; Marciak, 2014, 39)
or Sardebar (Henderson, 1903, 99-21) (both names appearing in Tabula Peutingeriana). The
site should be defined not only as a place where men-at-arms were lodged but also with the
civilian settlers who were engaged in agriculture and permanently served the troops and/or
were sheltered in times of emergency.

The ruins of Zerzevan were first visited in 1766 by Carsten Niebuhr, who indicated the
site as Kasr Zerzaua and talked briefly about its visible structures. He did not mention an
inscription which might have related to the origins of the fortress. He did not witness any later
settlement activity, either (Niebuhr, 1780, 323; Ritter, 1844, 389; Deichmann and Peschlow,
1977, 8, fn.1, 30). Eduard Sachau, who traveled from Mardin to Diyarbakir in 1880 also gave
concise but non-detailed descriptions of the area and left confirming knowledge that the place
called Zarzaua hosted a settlement (Sachau, 1883, 434ff.; Deichmann and Peschlow, 1977,
8, fn.1, 31; for appellation, Preusser, 1911, 54). Conrad Preusser stopped at the castle and
provided rough information around 1910 (Preusser, 1911, 54 ff; Deichmann and Peschlow,
1977, 31). In 1911, Samuel Guyer wrote his observations with short anecdotes as a memoir
with his sister Hanna Schétti-Guyer who joined his voyages. Guyer spoke of the presence
of a village not seen by the previous travelers (Guyer, 1968, 156). It seems likely that it
corresponds to Demir6lgek Village, at about 1 km distance from the settlement, which was
founded by the final “inhabitants” of Zerzevan Castle.

The name Zerzevan is derived from the Kurdish words Z&r/gold, Ziv/silver and it may
have been named later as an adaptation of Zarzaua. The villagers living in the surrounding
area today called the site as the “golden city”. Or it could be associated with the name of
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the time god, Zervan/Zurvan, in the Persian belief with which Mithras? is closely related
(Dhalla, 1914; Eliade, 2003; Kizil, 2013). A Mithracum (Coskun and Oguz-Kirca, 2022,
95-104) recently excavated in the area points to the possibility that it was used as a space
for worshipping and fulfillment of certain rituals in the Persian period. It is highly possible
that Zervan turned into Zerzevan over time. However, it is still difficult to propose a Roman
name, for now (Coskun, 2017b; Coskun, 2019).

Key Findings and Archaeological Evidence

Archaeologically, the Parthian period (140-85 BC) marks the beginning in which the site
was used frequently. The site (Figs. 2-3) has remained intact and survived to date with the
architectural ruins from the 3t century. Residential quarters and daily utensils brought to
light the usage of the domiciles and fort components respectively, beginning from this period.
In another category, a wide array of ceramic finds (Fig.4) between the 3rd-7th centuries were
uncovered at different localities within the site.

The usage of local limestone, corroborated through the results of archaeometric
analyses (see Dursun and Coskun, 2020), are traceable from the architectural elements. The
monumental forms, particularly those with military and religious functions, are indicators of
considerable workmanship and well-organized labor in which the local population may have
participated.

The ruins, which are spread over 6 hectares on the surface, are intensely observed.
Inside the fortified area lies the major architectural remains: A watch and defense tower
(the Southern Tower, Fig.5a), a grand church (Fig.5b), administrative complex, an arsenal
(Fig.5d) and a rock altar fall in the southern sector. In the north lies the core of the street
system, the barracks that formed the residential quarters, a giant double-chambered vaulted
cistern and several other small size ones, an underground church, a complex of structures
forming the Mithraeum sacred area (Fig.6), as well as many others whose functions have
not yet been determined. Along with a necropolis (Fig.5c), a main water channel route and
offering bowls left outside the ramparts, the site totals approximately ten thousand decares of
land (Coskun, 2016, 101-102).

The main entrance (Fig.7) is accessed from the east by two big bastions, which could be
equated with a round plan Porta Praetoria. The site is surrounded by ramparts with varying
heights of 12-15 m, a thickness of 2.1 - 3.2 m, built in the opus quadratum technique with

3 Equivalent figures of Mithras were encountered in the 27d millennium records of Mesopotamia; the king
praying to Samas, the god of justice and the sun, appearing on the throne, in the Code of Hammurabi Stele
which was found in the Elamite city of Susa and taken to the Louvre Museum. Here, the appearance of Samas
instead of Marduk is the best proof of his interest in justice (Tosun and Yalvag, 1975, 3, 8). In addition, the
Sumerian God, Utu, might have undertaken similar duties.
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cut stones (i.e., Kretzschmer, 2010) (bonded with opus caementicum) whereas some of the
walls were worked in-situ in the eastern and southern section being carved into the bedrock.
The cut stones were enchased until a certain height was reached (Dursun and Cogkun, 2020,
2-5). Ten bastions and two towers were identified at regular intervals on the 1200 meter
(including the gates and bastions) fortification wall. At the same time, outwardly protruding
retaining walls are set between the bastions (Fig.8). The fact that the appearance of bastions,
the only entrance to the castle accompanied by an ancient road are traced in the eastern wall
section is owed entirely to the topographical feature that made the site vulnerable to any
attack. The large three-story Southern Tower is preserved up to 19.2 m. The original height
was determined to be 21 m (Coskun, 2016, 103-104; Coskun, 2017b, 93). The excavations
revealed an underground passage sealed with flat blocks and mortar against impending sieges.

The area, which descends towards the north, where the streets and alleys become visible,
was the residential quarter consisting of single or multi-chambered two story houses and/or
barracks (Fig.9), also designed for horses, livestock and warehouses. A five roomed structure-
“Building A” (9.6 x 12.4m) constructed in the middle sector, between the arsenal and the vaulted
cistern was probably used by a high rank administrator, presumably a commander (Fig.10). The
largest structure of the garrison, the Administrative Complex (Fig.11) with rows of chambers in
the south, has not yet been excavated (Coskun, 2017a, 125 ff.; Coskun, 2019, 47-48).

The grand church that survived to the present must have been built later as the number
of congregations living here and around increased. In the meantime, a bronze baptismal
bucket, a privileged item currently exhibited in the Diyarbakir Archaeological Museum, was
probably obtained from this part of the site*. To the north of the grand church was a large
structure called the Arsenal, with an elongated narrow form and two chambers that were once
roofed with barrel vaults (Deichmann and Peschlow, 1977, Taf. 13,1; Coskun, 2019, 42)5.
Surgical elements were excavated in and around this building, which was not far from the
administrative quarter.

The giant vaulted cistern (11,2x22.5 m) which functioned as the main reservoir attached
to the eastern walls, and the main canal running from the south (only a 616 m portion remains
which provides evidence) form the backbone of the garrison’s hydraulic distribution system,
supported by 63 recordable cisterns scattered across the site, mostly inside or adjacent to the
residential units (Coskun, 2016, 105; Coskun, 2017b, 95; Coskun, 2019, 55-59).

4 The church-owned bucket (which was taken from the Istanbul Archaeological Museum) with the ancient
Greek inscription on the surface “YITEP EYXHC KAI CQTHPIAC ANTIIIATPOY KAI [IANTOC TOY OIKOY
AYTOY KYPIOC DPYAAEI CAI (for the granting of the wish- or vow- of Antipatros and his family. God bless
you)” is dated to the sixth century A.D. Joubin 1898, 55; Devambez, 1937, 47, Taf 24; Firath, 1955, 50, Fig.15,
37; Deichmann-Peschlow 1977, 39; Pleket and Stroud, 1977, Pitarakis, 2015, 354-355, Cat.112.

5 The eastern wall, which was standing until 1975, was demolished. Deichmann and Peschlow, 1977, Taf. 13,1;
Coskun 2019, 42.
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Milestones of Roman Defensive Planning and Construction

The research at Zerzevan Castle began to shed light on the ways in which the Romans
established their military headquarters and settlements near the Tigris River frontiers and
in what ancient inscriptions recognize as the Mesopotamian sub-lands.® The steps that
were probably used for building fortifications in the outer borders: a general survey of the
ground and selection of a spot which had a good command and visibility of the entire zone,
mathematical work for inter planning was conducted and construction and engineering
activity was started. In the next step, a decision was made to determine the direction of a
water line as well as the easy supply of fodder (Polybius.Histories.6.26-6.27). To Vegetius,
an adequate supply of water, wood (especially for fire) and fodder were as important as
choosing the safest place, particularly in case of a nearby enemy, often under the stress
caused by time constraints.

The garrisons were square or rectangular structures within geometrical plans and street
lines and networks suitable for terrain and settlements. A typical castrum Romanum was built
by specially trained legionnaires (Legiones/ Legio) (Vegetius.De re militari; Cassius Dio.
Historia Romana.78.9) but these type enclosures sometimes differed from short-term camps
which were erected in a few hours by members of a Roman legionary branch. The size of camp
was not too large for a small force nor was it too small for a big army. Besides quadrangular
forms, a variety of shapes such as semicircular or even triangular camps could be made where
the situation was dependent on the nature of the site and the circumstances. According to
Polybius, a Roman camp was set up in the perfect square (tetpdywvov icomievpov) where
ramparts and barracks were built at regular intervals (measuring ca. 200 feet) in order to
case the marching of the soldiers and prevent crowding. The whole area would measure
ca. 4 plethra/ ca. 0,38 ha (Polybius.Histories.6.26-6.27)7. The orientation of the Praetorium
was always built toward the marching route of the enemy or facing east (Vegetius.De re
militari.1.22-24).

Not all of the castra presented similar patterns but could have been customized
according to specific needs. Although highly variable in size, legionary fortresses followed
a specific template, often presenting the silhouette of a playing card. There was not perfect
uniformity with all encampments but the basics of a fairly common plan eased the physical
and psychological access and organization of the inner territorium. The baselines built
by the ancient engineers and architects and those who articulated the art of combat and
construction of the edifices, especially in continental Europe and parts of Anatolia and Upper
Mesopotamia, notice that the castra had three to four principal gates (Campbell, 2006, 33-

6  Indicatively Ammianus (25.9) who identifies Mesopotamia with the Roman administrative unit.
7 Asthere is no strict agreement on their classification, these were close to smaller size marching camps (Jones,
2017, 523).
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49) and towers appearing at regular distances. The lack of fossa (double row of ditches)
(Vitruvius.De Architectura.1.5), or a clavicula system in Zerzevan was clearly not needed as
it easily provided a natural defense field.

Two Main Buildings

The streets demonstrated an integrity with a pre-planned grid system, forming the
backbone of the castrum in the “T” form by Via praetoria (defining or defined by the
location of the main gate) and Via principalis (running in front of the headquarters), with
the most appropriate lines and alleys (E.g., Chester in north-west England. Lander, 1984, 58-
60; Campbell, 1999. On Hellenistic defensive designs, Wycherley 2011, 58; Lander 1984;
Campbell, 2006). The two core buildings (Figs.9-10) lying at the heart of a typical castrum, the
Praetorium (commander’s residence) and Principia (headquarters/administrative complex)
were erected side by side or very close to each other (Lander, 1984, 59. ¢f. Chester). The
orientation of the Principia determined the orientation of the castrum. The main gate defined
as the Porta Praetoria was mostly found in the parallel orientation. The rear gate, namely
Porta decumana directly headed for and reached the Principia while many castra possessed
Via quintana that ran parallel to the Via principalis without connection to the gates. The
gates to the right and left on the long sides were called the Porta dextra and Porta sinistra,
respectively (Lander, 1984; Campbell, 2006).

Something normally accepted and expected was that the Principia, which included an
open courtyard in the front and offices behind, stood at the intersection point of the T form
street system. In this case, Building A, which currently appears on the said point, demonstrates
a villa plan with a visible infrastructure (with traces of sewage or drainage as well as a cistern
above the ceiling level). It possessed plumbing fixtures over the floor (Campbell, 2006, 37-
40; 49-50). The largest structure with sequential rooms is hypothesized to correspond to a
Principia located at the front of the grand church facing south. It lies closer to the entrance
point of the castle. The Roman Principia exhibited a more complex design with a praetentura
(with barracks and storage areas, often lying in front) and retentura (welcoming the scholae
which were reserved for officers and tribunes). This complex of buildings usually retained
a basilica with a corridor and a commander speaking platform and, a sacellum or an aedes
(sanctuary) in the center of which the legion standards were preserved; with an underground
section (strongroom or a “safe” room) where the securities, mainly cash were kept. The
literature suggested, within the boundaries of possibility, that similar stuff was stored in a
special segment at the basement of this building. Future excavations are expected to provide
more comprehensive information.

Near the Principia were the “public” hygiene rooms or lavatories (Campbell, 2006,
37-41; Goldsworthy, 2013) and an armamentarium, often with elongated rooms, and a
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valetudinarium (equivalent to a dispensary). The arsenal at Zerzevan seems to match an
armamentarium in both form and shape. A valetudinarium also seems plausible, with several
surgical items unearthed at the spot in question. Apart from these, other functional buildings
such as the fabricae (workshops), tabernae (shops for craftsman and artisans like the
blacksmiths, carpenters, butchers, shoemakers, etc.), horrea, macellum, basically the cisterns
which were fed by a castellum and/or the tubuli fictiles, and often a therme outside the inner
territorium were found in a standard castrum (Campbell, 2006, 41-49; Goldsworthy, 2013).

A centuriae zone (one for the centurion and others for the soldiers) furnished with tents or
barracks were constructed in consideration of the legionaries and their families who lodged
with their horses and, with enough stables as well as a gyrus area for training or a basilica
exercitatoria. Some of the barracks were reserved for the cavalry who lodged with their
mounts. The rear part of Building A, the nearest place to the vaulted cistern, appears to have
orderly arranged two story building blocks with high entrances (suitable for a cavalry’s horse’s
height). If the location of the Praetorium is correct, nothing could be more reasonable than
assigning the barracks quarters to the centuriae category. This zone is also acknowledged as
the location of the best troop’s barracks due to their positioning closest to the Porta Praetoria
(Campbell, 2006, 50-54; Marcu, 2009, 13-14, 29-30).

The giant vaulted cistern replaced the function of a typical Roman castellum divisorum,
a design that was detailed according to miscellaneous needs (Coskun, 2017b, 96; Coskun,
2019, 62-63). The scattered pattern of the water distribution system is compatible with the
topographical limits, with the castel/lum at the forefront. Its proximity to the distinguished
structures, mainly the Praetorium does not appear to be accidental. Based purely on written
information and in the absence of a therme, the latrinae or general purpose hygiene complex
can be found in the immediate vicinity of the Porta Praetoria or the unexcavated space
between this entrance and the Principia. The placement of sitting benches unearthed in the
rear sections of the two story buildings matching the centuriae zone, seem to be meaningful.
In the absence of a public therme, functioning private baths in the barracks must be
reconsidered.

Discussion

Before it took its present final state, Zerzevan must have undergone several stages. It
was refortified or built against the Sassanid attacks3. In its current state, Zerzevan retains
the conjugate image and function of Castra Romana which are documented in continental
Europe, cf- Chester (Deva) in the UK, Castra Regina in Regensburg, Novaesum (Neuss) near
the West bank of Rhine, Germany, and Inchtuthil in Scotland, etc. (Carrington, 1977, 36-42;
Dietz and Fischer, 1996; Campbell, 2006: 33; Shirley, 1996, 111-127; Campbell, 2006, 24,

8  Reminding the case at Nicaea/ Iznik, see Schneider, 1943; Foss and Winfield, 1986.
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39; Gechter, 2007, 207-213). However, the plan is considered to have the status and format
of an Auxilia, adjusted to the topography of the area. There is scant knowledge about the hill
fort type constructions or those located on flat terrain, (i.e., Danube (Pannonia), North Africa
or Iberian Peninsula) (Campbell, 2006, 17, 22; Lander, 1984, 8-10) vis-a-vis riverside forts
in the European region. A parallel site in terms of its natural layout and appearance could be
Balad Sinjar (Parker, 2000, 122-138) at Singara in the south-east of Nisibis (modern Sinjar in
northern Iraq), which was a fortress of Legio I Parthica, one of the eastern frontiers of Rome.

Notable legionnaire headquarters identified in ancient passages in Anatolia (Parker, 2000,
122; Uzunoglu, 2012, 96-97)° were established in Melitene (Malatya) (Gabriel, 1940, 264-
269; Mitford, 1998, 16); Zeugma that hosted Legio IV Scythica which were deployed by
Marcus Antonius against the Parthians (Cassius Dio.Historia Romana.51.23.3; Campbell,
1999) at Belkis (Wagner, 1977, 517-540; Gorkay, 2017)10; Samosata (Adiyaman) and Satala
(Gumiishane) (Lightfoot, 1998, 273-284; Hartmann et al. 2006). Garrison cities formed a
link in the eastern /imes chain of castles on the Sassanid border. Important stations located
between the Northern Mesopotamian Plain and the Eastern Anatolian Plateau included
Amida (Diyarbakir), Edessa (Urfa) and Carrhae (Harran) as fortified settlements and newly
established outposts. Dara (modern Oguz Village), situated between Amida and Nisibis
(Ahunbay, 1991, 391-392), is a good example.

In fact, evidence in Anatolia is inconclusive due to some under-reported cases or sites
like Amida that have been completely modified. Ancyra (ancient Ankara) is one of these
instances. The oblong hilltop fortification at Ancyra, where the outer ramparts measure ca.
350 m in the N-S, 180 m in the E-W axis, with wall heights of 14-15 m, (Strabo 4.1.13;
12.5.2; Gorkay, 2011, 206), expanded its borders after the occupation of the Galatians by
the Romans in the 27 century B.C and overflowed today’s boundaries (Foss, 1977; Serin,
2011).11 This castrum was one of those which had its share of Sassanid attacks in the 7t
century (Idil, 1997). Unlike the case of Ancyra which was built with spolia blocks removed
from ancient city structures (Kadioglu and Gorkay, 2011), Zerzevan revealed no dramatic
change in the current appearance of the ramparts. When the Sassanids occupied Ancyra and
the city was devastated in the beginning of the 7t century, the settlement shrank to the inner
castle (Eyice 1993). Such was not the case in Zerzevan. Zerzevan presents itself as a unique
body in regional geography, which as far as is known, does not go beyond the pre-designed
insulae. When compared to sites in the region, such as Amida, Dara, and Zenobia-Halabiya
the architectural fit sought in this context of ramparts and towers appears to be more or

9  For those who organized at this level by establishing headquarters as well as many other legions stationed in
Anatolia, Parker, 2000, 122; Uzunoglu, 2012, 96-97.

10 Over the region, Zeugma legion settlement is closest to that of Amida and Dara but is representative of a civic
case (Gorkay, 2017, 149, 165).

11 For third century A.D city walls, specifically Kadioglu and Gorkay, 2011, 536-538.
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less similar to that of Zenobia-Halabiya at Deir-Ezzor in northeast Syria (Blétry, 2020, 137-
146). Regarding the Roman road network in northern Mesopotamia where physical evidence
is still poor, the Tabula Peutingeriana and Antonine Itinerary, especially for the Osrhoene
region (corresponding to western Mesopotamia/ east of Euphrates) provides somewhat better
sources for understanding the ancient situation between the Euphrates and Tigris Rivers
where milestones and forts were surveyed. Roadside forts seen between Doliche (Diiliik,
Gaziantep) and Samosata, are similar to the positioning of Zerzevan between Amida and
Nisibis. Eskihisar may be another site which guarded the route between the legionary bases
of Zeugma and Samosata, in the eastern bank of the Euphrates (Guyer, 1939, 183-190).
Epigraphic evidence as well as stamped tiles have enlightened scholars that a praetorium
structure at Eskihisar was built by Legio IV Scythica, in the 2nd century A.D (Wagner, 1983,
112-114). Ancient outposts located at regular intervals were also reported east of Edessa
in late Ottoman records (Taylor, 1868, 353). In any case, Zerzevan’s local features differ
significantly from its “counterparts”, which used similar masonry techniques, especially in
the defensive parts.

Presumably, Zerzevan changed hands between the Romans and the Sassanids. A pitfall
of this study could be the construction of “ideational landscapes” (Wilkinson, 2003, 6) as
the social territorium of Zerzevan exceeded idealized frontier outposts. We will never know
for sure. But physical limits always exist, as long as geography allows for a hypothetical
answer for the decision to establish such an outpost at a location distant or separate from the
neighboring legionary strongholds in the Syrian Province. In the absence of a deep waterline
for transportation and related logistical concerns, the Roman army must have considered
terrestrial solutions for this area. The auxiliary fortifications which are mentioned in the
Itinerarium Antonini Augusti and Tabula Peutingeriana (Tigranokerta, Amida, Nisibis lying
to the immediate southeast of the Tigris arc), are all situated within a day’s walking distance
(ca. 20km) from each other (Mitford, 1977, 507; also, Lohberg, 2006). Rather than directly
identifying the fortification as a legionary base, the articulation of Auxilia (Kaya, 2005, 88-
90) whose members were recruited from local forces could be a reasonable answer in the
absence of an inscription or any other clear evidence for a direct appellation of present-day
Zerzevan, as emphasized above. Its physical proximity to both the legionary fortresses of
Nisibis and Resaina on the modern borders of Syria and Turkey, and to Singara in northern
Iraq, makes the situation more understandable.

Zerzevan stands out with its layout (Fig.3, Fig.8) adapted to topographical conditions.
It was a quasi-oval (not rigidly circular) geometric shape designed with regularly spaced
bastions and/or towers, as conveyed by Vitruvius. The customization of the plan was
easily recognizable with the separately placed Praetorium and the Principia. However, the
positioning of Building A and the Administrative Complex, do not abide by the principles
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in an ideal or fairly standard castrum plan (Table 1). But we maintain a second assumption
that (in the beginning of ongoing excavations) the street system could have changed over
time. If not, Zerzevan should be cited as a prime example of how a hilltop castle can be
manipulated according to practical and geographical factors as well as factors yet to be
identified. Deviating from recorded history and other excavated sites, the Porta dextra
and Porta sinistra are located on the north and south wings of the main axial orientation
in Zerzevan. Looking at the overall picture, the Via praetoria and Via principalis changed
roles in accordance with the current situation of the two main buildings and the Porta
Praetoria, affecting the “classical” position of the porta dextra and porta sinistra. Also,
two candidates which replaced the function of a Porta decumana and Via quintana now on
the front/ west of the arsenal (where tabernae, macellum, etc. could have been planned)
may be stressed. The passage discovered under the Southern Tower might be substituting
for a Porta decumana.

Conclusion

In the light of these archaeological finds, the frequent use of the garrison at Zerzevan
can be traced back to the Assyrian period while the current picture which emerged in
the 3rd-4th centuries A.D was shaped by Rome. Situated close by the eastern /imes in the
Mesopotamian borderland, Zerzevan could be named Samachi, Sardebar or something that
denotes a kind of home to a local society about which we still do not have a complete idea.
As one of the best preserved Roman outposts, it represents a standard legouesque formation,
customized according to a variety of physical conditions and not yet completely fixed.
Nevertheless, it overlaps with a good many elements of a Roman castrum with a certain level
of institutionalization, resulting from the complementarity of defensive features in a non-
linear but still T form grid system of streets and residential areas. But more than that, it is a
magnificent prototype that shows how a typical Roman garrison in a specific region, such as
Upper Mesopotamia, could be designed by constructing equivalent elements whose functions
did not change from those required for an outpost. Hence, it is a unique case study in terms
of its distinctive layout. Through this opportunity, we can witness an original construction
scheme with a meticulously designed outpost, the equivalent of a medium-sized castrum
outside continental Europe. The layout and construction had the same function to fit with the
changing topography and localities.

It would make no sense to call it Samachi or to identify it with any other local name. What
purpose it served should matter to the scholarly world. Its terra incognita character reinforces
the idea that it may have been missioned as an Auxilia (neither an overnight camp nor a fully
conscripted legionary castle), where local forces were often referred as second order Roman
bases. Excavations are expected to shed further light in the future. In addition to permanent
and/or patrolling forces in frequent contact with the Sassanid borders, local or Romanized
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groups and allies recruited from across the region may have acted as military reinforcements
on demand or in emergency cases.
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Table 1: Comparative Review of the Major Components of A Roman Fortress and Zerzevan

Standard Castrum Romanum

Zerzevan (Late Roman)

Zonal command &
visibility

ok

ok

Geometry of general
layout

perfect square/oval

elongated oval

Size

up to 50 ha

6 ha

Height/ thickness of
rampart system

varying; early stone walls reached 4,5-
5 m, widths of 3-9 m

12-15 m high, 2.1 - 3.2 thick

Masonry technique

miscellaneous timber built forts (43
AD-early 2nd century in general)
stone with earthen ramparts, co-

opus quadratum bonded with opus

usage of brick, turf, timber (from 2nd caementicum
century)

Watch & defense :
tower ok one standing
Fossa ok X
Towers/ bastions
located at regular ok ok
intervals
Supply of water ok ok
Number of principal 3.4 1 excavated

gates

Orientation of Porta
Praetoria

marching route of enemy/for NA
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Porta decumana
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Figure 1: Geographical location of Zerzevan Castle (https:/i.redd.it/mgth7fiviOu71.jpg)
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Figure 2: Plan of Zerzevan Castle (Excavation Archive)
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Figure 4: Samples of ceramic finds (Excavation Archive)
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Figure 5: Southern Tower (a), Grand Church (b), inner image of a rock tomb (c); aerial view of the
Arsenal (d) (Excavation Archive)

Figure 6: Aerial view of the Mithraecum (Excavation Archive)

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, 28, 2023 139



An Evaluation of the Original Identity Problem and Structural Design of Zerzevan Castle

Figure 8: A photograph from the walls (top left) and 3D reconstruction of the rampart system
(Excavation Archive)
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Figure 9: Photograph from the inner space of a barrack (top right); location of the quarter of barracks
on aerial view (Excavation Archive)

W -

Figure 10: Aerial view image of the plan of “Building A” (Excavation Archive)
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Figure 11: Aerial view of the “Administrative Complex” in front of the
Grand Church (Excavation Archive)
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ABSTRACT

The history of Lycian archaeology has a long tradition dating back to the late
18th century. In contrast to the earlier periods spanning from prehistory to Late
Antiquity , however, Lycia in the Ottoman period has been generally overlooked
by archaeologists, being dismissed as either uninteresting or not worthy of study.
This is due, not to a lack of body of knowledge, but to intellectual and ideological
boundaries on what constitutes the archaeological past of Lycia, and/or what its
relevance to the archaeology of Anatolia could be. In this regard, all the historical
narrations identifying Ottoman Lycia make particular reference to the Nomads
and illustrate them as either the barbaric destroyers or the glorious conquerors
of Greco-Roman antiquities. In doing so, they push the Yuruks into an eccentric,
ambitious, or exclusive past and thus marginalise them as permanent ‘others’ in
the long-term history of the region. Hence, the present paper shifts the research
focus from history to archaeology, and based on comparative analysis, it provides
theoretical and practical insights into the cross cultural interactions between the
Yuruks and Greco-Roman antiquities in Lycia. Contrary to previous works, | argue
here that the Yuruks were one of the components that composed the long-term
history of Lycia, and they contributed to the preservation of Lycian heritage by
providing different concepts, meanings, and contexts to the surviving antiquities.
Keywords: Archaeology, Antalya, Lycia, Antiquities, Yuruks
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Introduction

Lycia is an exonym used in classical antiquity that refers to the southwestern part of
Anatolia, extending between Caria and Pamphylia (Fig.1). Flanked by the highest peaks of
the Western Taurus to the north and the Mediterranean Sea to the south, it lies within the
borders of the Antalya, Mugla, and Burdur provinces of modern Turkey.

The characteristics of its physical and cultural geography that are typical of both
Mediterranean and Alpine landscapes have made Lycia an attractive area for archaeological
research. This research has a long tradition dating back to the late 18th century and has
produced a substantial body of knowledge that has advanced our understanding of the
history of the area, spanning from prehistory to the Byzantine period. In contrast to the
earlier periods, however, the Ottoman period, during which the region was attached to
the Teke Province (Fig. 2) and widely inhabited by Nomads (Yuruks), has been generally
overlooked by archaeologists, being dismissed as either uninteresting or not worthy of study.
Therefore, current research accumulation is lacking any comprehensive information about
the relationships and interactions between the Yuruks and the classical landscape of Lycia.
As a result, the field has been largely influenced by historians whose perspectives and areas
of focus are distinct from those of archaeologists. (Tiitiincti-Caglar 2017, 111).

In the light of this, the primary purpose of this paper is to bring the Yuruks back into the
archaeological research agenda in Lycia and thus into the long-term history of Mediterranean
Anatolia. In this sense, the main question addressed here is whether the Ottoman period
represents one of “decline and decay” in the cultural landscape of the region.

Within the scope of this general frame, the rest of the study has been divided into four
sections. The following part presents an overview of the research accumulated thus far.
The third section focuses on the way of life and subsistence of the Yuruks through current
archaeological and historical records. In the next section, archaeological evidence is used to
provide a better understanding of how the Yuruks perceived, interpreted, and re-purposed the
ruins of the distant past. The final part argues that the boundaries isolating both the Yuruks and
the Ottoman period from Lycian archaeology are artificial, creating a major historiographical
problem that needs to be overcome.

The Nomads (=Yuruks) in Modern History and Archaeology

The nineteenth century saw the emergence of nationalism and also of archaecology as a
professional discipline (Diaz-Andreu 2007, 61.). Throughout the period, the Ancient Greek
and Roman pasts were perceived as the roots of pan-European civilization (Diaz-Andreu
2007, 99-130; Trigger 2006, 61-67; Shaw 1998, 61pp.). The increase in the political potential
of antiquities gave way to the integration of archaeology into nationalism in the construction
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of the modern state, and as a form of colonial discourse it served for the production and the
maintaining of an imaginary past for European imperial powers (Diaz-Andreu—Champion
2014.). The role of archaeologists conducting research in the margins of Europe, particularly
in the vast area of the Ottoman Mediterranean, was supposedly to reveal the past Golden
Ages of European civilisation. However, any traces of the present—of an Ottoman present—
were considered ‘annoying and debasing the illustrious ancient tradition’ (Uzi-Caroll 2002,
5; Todorova 1996, 45). As the nineteenth century passed, the difference between core
Europeans and the ‘Others’ -including the countries of Mediterranean Europe- became
rationalized through racial terms, the first, the European, being seen as containing a superior,
all-white, dolichocephalic, Aryan race (Diaz-Andreu 2007, 128).

The description of nomadic tribes living in the vast geography of the Ottoman State
corresponds to this period of time as well. In this regard, history written about the Yuruks
in Lycia, in particular, and about Anatolia, in general, is not complicated. To summarize the
general trends we can take a closer look at mainstream scholarly publishing from the late
19th century to the recent past.

F. von Luschan, an anthropologist, ethnographer, and archaeologist, was one of the
pioneering figures who published several papers in the late 19th and early 20th centuries
based broadly on anthropometric surveys in Lycia (von Luschan 1886, 1889, 1911). Luschan
wrote much about the cultural habits of the Nomadic tribes, and identified the Yuruks first
with Gypsies (von Luschan 1886, 167-171), later noting that ‘this was a mere suggestion, and
it might well be that their resemblance to the Gipsies is only quite accidental” (von Luschan
1911. 227). Almost in the same period, Th. Bent, British explorer and archaeologist, reported
his personal observations following his travels in Lycia, Pamphylia, and (Rough) Cilicia
(Bent 1891.). In his work, Bent divided the nomads into two groups as ‘Tahtagees Yourouks’
and ‘Pastoral Yourouks’, referring to their races, and noted that they were more akin to the
Kurds than to the Persians or Armenians. (Bent 1891, 276).

In the early 20th century, W.M. Ramsay, well-known British authority in archaeology and
geography of ancient Anatolia, prepared an extensive study on racial diversity in Asia Minor
and focused on the cultural habits of the Yuruks as well. Contrary to previous assumptions,
Ramsay identified the Yuruks as a group of Central Asian nomads who have preserved
many of their cultural habits that differ from other nomadic groups in Anatolia. According
to Ramsay, they were truly nomadic and did not conform to the old settled and peaceful
Anatolian type, which resulted in the dismantling of the settled and peaceful Greco-Roman
way of life in Turkey (Ramsay 1917, 30 pp.). It is also worthy of note that during the early
republican period, Turkish archaeologists and historians followed parallel pathways to their
contemporaries, likely due to the political realities of the period (Ergin 2010.), of course with
some minor revisions. These responses were reactive in nature and sought to transform the
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historical role of the Yuruks from ‘barbarous Asiatic destroyers’ into the ‘glorious Asiatic
conquerors’ of the Greco-Roman past of the country. These narrations describe the Yuruks
as Asiatic nomads who spread into the coastal Mediterranean region after the conquest of
Anatolia and they did not only move their cultural identity to Anatolia, but also contained
their philosophy of life in their newly settled lands. Thus the Yuruks of the Oghuz tribes, who
influenced the ethnic structure of Anatolia, played a key role in the expansion of the Turkish
conquest to the west (Halagoglu 2009, VII; Ak 2015, 8).

Reconsideration of ‘Asiatic Nomadism” in Ottoman Lycia

Following a long silence in the historical records of the Late antiquity , Seljuk, and Early
Ottoman periods (Flemming 1964; Foss 1996, 19-32; Kiel 2012, 185-226) the Tax Registers
of Teke Sancak, -also known as Tahrirs or Tahrir Defters (Glimiisgii 2008.)-, are the earliest
sources that give comprehensive information on the population, economy, and settlements
of the region during the 15th and 16th centuries (Armagan 1997.; Karaca 2002.; Kiel 2012,
199). These documents include taxpayers and tax resources and enable us to obtain a detailed
picture of the physical and human geography of the Teke province, from flora and fauna to
settlement and economy, all of which are unique and valuable (Karaca 2002, 162-202).

The Tahrir documents reveal that Lycia was divided into three primary kazas (sub-
districts) in the 16th century. Administrative records from 1568 indicate that Western Lycia
was attached to the Kas and Kalkanlu sub-districts, while Central and Northern Lycia, -also
known as Milyas-, were associated with the Elmalu (Ustaoglu 2016, 152) (Fig. 2). Lists of
tax payments also make it evident that each of these regions was home to a particular group
of people registered under the name of “Yuruk’. Even though the origin of the word Yuruk
is still under discussion, there is consensus in scholarly research that it is derived from the
Turkish verb “ytirimek /ydriimek,” which means “to walk/to move”, as opposed to “oturak”
(“to sit down/to settle” or “to be sedentary’). The word first began to be used in the 15th
century. H. Inalcik underlines that the term “yuruk” was originally invented and used by the
Ottoman chancery as an administrative-financial context to refer to the nomads from various
origins living in Western Anatolia and the Balkans, who were subject to a special status
among the redya-ra’Tyat (tax-paying subjects) (Inalcik 2012, 471-473).

Several issues related to the Yuruks become clear through the particular information
provided by the Teke Tahrirs. The first is about the origin of the Yuruks, a topic of great
debate even to the present day (Inalcik 2014, 471-472). Based on the names mentioned in
the tax-paying lists, it is evident that the Teke Yuruks are mainly composed of Oghuz and
Kurdish tribes (Karaca 2002, 169-189; see also Table 21). Moreover, there were also other
tribes mentioned in the same lists bearing probably Greek, Arabic, or Armenian names
[Durnos, Duse (Dushe), Karpenk, Rumcalar (=Rumish), Urbalar (=Arabs)] that may indicate
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they were of distinct origins. However, there is a lack of complementary studies to confirm
this assertion (Karaca 2002, 169-189, see also Table 21). In any event, the available pieces of
evidence are crucial and suggest that the statements that all the “Yuruks” living in the Teke
Sancak in the Ottoman period were of Central Asian origin need to be revisited.

Another critical point is the association of the nomadic lifestyle in Mediterranean Anatolia
with the Yuruks and their Central Asian roots. However, the Tahrirs present a more nuanced
perspective that challenges this oversimplified view. Specifically, they demonstrate that the
Yuruks practiced a form of nomadism that entailed the movement between summer and
winter pastures, primarily depending on the climate, rather than a purely nomadic existence.
Moreover, an analysis of the tax registers between 1455 and 1580 reveals that their economic
activities were primarily agricultural rather than solely based on livestock farming (Karaca
2002, 171).

This is indeed a form of nomadism, known as vertical transhumance, being exercised in
the wide area of the Mediterranean Basin and characterized by short-distance movements of
herds of domestic herbivores between seasonal grasslands at different altitudes (Greenfield
1999, 9; Liechti-Biber 2016; Emiroglu-Aydin 2009, 813). As highlighted by S. Aydin, the
land use strategy of the Yuruks represents a fundamental distinction from traditional Asiatic
practices, which do not depend on climate and which involve a year-round horizontal
migration over long distances across wide steppes (Aydin 2006, 113). In his recent publication
focused on the spatial configurations and settlement patterns of transhumant cultures in the
Turkish province of Antalya and the Italian province of Abruzzo, R. Kavas (2016) arrives at a
conclusion that aligns with that of Aydin. According to Kavas, there are shared characteristics
in both countries defining the significant continuities that reinforce the idea of a common
“Mediterranean” identity (Kavas 2016, 389).

Based on both studies, it can be inferred that the semi-sedentary way of life in the Taurus
region exhibits characteristics that are more closely related to the Mediterranean cultural sphere
than to those of the Asian Steppes. This conclusion is further reinforced by archaeological
evidence that highlights the long-standing history of transhumance in Lycia. In that respect,
the remains recovered from Ayvasil (today Kocapinar/Elmali) reveal that the site was used
seasonally and the main habitation area remained in the lowland plains (Minzoni-Deroche
1987, 148; Taskiran 2006, 763; Becks 2016, 27.). Archacological excavations in Karatag in
Elmalr also indicate that the Semahoytiik Plain hosted a small village established by the semi-
nomadic groups that probably moved between the coastal and inland regions during the Early
and Middle Bronze Ages (Massa 2016, 109-110). Recent archacological surveys conducted
around Akdag and Elmali Dag have yielded interesting findings, particularly that seasonal
settlements were probably in use in the first half of the Iron Age (French 2012, 50-59).
According to Herodotus, the Xanthians migrated to the highland pastures during the summer
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months (Hdt. 1.176). Epigraphic documents dated to the Hellenistic and Roman periods
present that disputes over the use of summer pastures (probably Girdev [=Kerdobata]) in the
Akdag (Kragos) and Semahoytiik in Elmali) were among the main administrative problems
for the Lycians (Sahin 2014, 215-219). Moreover, the diary of St. Nicholas and archaeological
research in the periphery of Myra evidenced that the transhumance culture prevailed in Lycia
during the Eastern Roman Period (Sevgenko & Sevgenko 1984; Robinson 2007, 118; Terroy
2019, 6). Ultimately, the memoirs of Y. Pehlivanides serve as a compelling illustration that
large populations in Antalya persisted in practicing transhumance for diverse economic
reasons throughout the 19th and 20th centuries (Pehlivanidis 1989, 140-143; 155-156)

The ‘Others’ Living Amidst the Ruins

As emphasized by Diaz-Andreu (2007, 61-67), the defeat of the Napoleonic venture in
Europe and the implementation of new regulations for banning the export of ancient works
of art in Italy (1820) and Greece (1827) resulted in the Ottoman Empire becoming the
primary source of antiquities for European museums. As a small port on the Mediterranean
coast of southwest Anatolia, Antalya suffered most in this period. The city was flooded by
state-sponsored European researchers and expeditions from the early 19th century to the
end of the Italian occupation in 1921. During that period, the ‘Greek and Roman cities’ of
Lycia -previously unknown to Europeans- were discovered, archaeological, epigraphic, and
numismatic data was collected (Duggan 2019; 115-168) and many antiquities, -from coins to
spectacular monuments-, were dismantled and taken to European museums.

It is noteworthy that the plundering of antiquities in the Ottoman Empire was often
rationalized by means of claims of protection. W. Shaw notes that these arguments depended
on the perceived inability of non-European races to appreciate and protect the arts of antiquity,
appropriated as part of the imaginary pan-European past (Shaw 2003, 37). According to Shaw
Europeans considered the practise of collecting antiquities from the lands of the Ottoman
Empire as transferring antiquities from barbaric hands that presumably neglected and even
destroyed them into the hands of scholars who coddled, studied, and preserved them (Shaw
2003, 38).

Contrary to this general frame, however, there are sufficient archaeological and historical
records in the research corpus that give us an opportunity to examine whether the Yuruks
caused the devastation of Greco-Roman antiquities in Lycia. Hence, below I will follow
the trace of this evidence to better understand how the Yuruks perceived, interpreted, re-
purposed and re-functioned the remains of the distant past.

The case of the ancient city of Limyra serves as an apt starting point, as it was the site of
the oldest religious and assembly center for the Yuruks in the Teke Sancak. Associated later
with Kafi Baba, the Tekke (derwish monastery/lodge) was founded in the middle of the 14th
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century by Abdal Miisa, who was believed to be a reincarnation of Hac1 Bektas-1 Veli, and was
reborn in Teke (Kopriilii 1988, 64; Bauer 1999, 117). Archaeological investigations show that
one of the four major Bektashi centers and the first assembly space in the Lycian lands was
built right next to the Kaineus Tomb and Necropolis III just outside the eastern Byzantine city
(Fig. 3). Located by the sources of the Limyros spring, this particular place was at the heart
of Limyra, where the long-standing religious centre, the Limyreion Chresmos, had served the
Lycians (Bauer 1999, 117- 122; Borchhardt 1999, 24).

The awqaf records in Tahrirs present detailed information on the location of dervish
lodges and zawiyahs, particularly in North Lycia (Elmali) that make clear that the scene in
Limyra is not exceptional. Accordingly, Ceke Dede Lodge (Karaca 2002, 380) served in the
Ernez village, known to us as the ancient city of Arneai. Kilerci Baba Tomb (Karaca 2002,
279) located in Gilevgi Village, on the mound of Gilevgi Hdyiik dates back to the Bronze
Age (Melaart 1954, 192). Kuyucu Baba Tomb (Durgun 2018, 213), which was also used as
a small mosque, was located in the Miiren/Gdlova and hosts a magnificent Archaic tomb and
ancient ruins (Tiryaki 2015.). Halil Baba Zawiyah, who was a student of Ummi Sinan, was
built on the mound of Semahdyiik (Mellink 1984.). Hac1 Baba Zawiyah was located in the
ancient city of Soklai, contemporary Sogle (Melaart 1954, 192). Baltasigedik Mahmut Dede
Tomb was built on an ancient pavement road that connected Gokpinar- Elmali (Akarassos)
and Baymidir (Terponella) and was at the centre of the necropolis (Ekiz 2001, 29).

The sites dedicated to these holy figures have both tangible and intangible (symbolic)
functions that give insight into cross cultural interaction and relationships between the
Yuruks and the distant past. It is also clear that these spatial encounters were not brought
about in order to alienate antiquity nor to humiliate, demonize, and ultimately erase the
“pagan” culture, which, in contrast, is preached in the Song of Roland, and which was widely
circulated in mediaeval Europe (Akbari 1999). On the contrary, the Yuruks preserved these
cultural spaces by including them in social and religious life. This also means that the ancient
sites were physically perceived, mentally (re)designed, and eventually transformed into
memory spaces through new narratives. Furthermore, this transformation is important since
it includes the consent of the followers. Thus, the interest of the faithful visitors to these sites
encouraged the preservation of antiquities in Lycia and also allowed the allocation of new
meanings, contexts, and functions.

Besides this, there is also complementary information on the settlements, transportation
networks, and toponyms that disprove the assumption that the Yuruks were indifferent
towards the archacological landscape of the region or that they deliberately destroyed the
Greco-Roman antiquities. In this respect, the tax registers and additional archival records help
to revive the historical geography of Teke Sancak by providing the names of geographical
locations related to the Yuruks according to administrative-fiscal categories. The analysis of the
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toponyms from the 15th to 19th centuries shows the Yuruks were well aware of the historical
landscape of the region and described the archaeological ruins in several ways. It is apparent
that they used the original site names in some cases such as Adrasan [Atrassas]; Andifli
[Antiphellos]; Ernez [Arneai]; Belen [Belos]; Budalye [Podalia]; Demre [Myra]; Elbis [Elbis];
Firnaz [Phurnos], Finike [Phoinikous]; Gedelma [Kadrema]; Gendeve [Kandyba]; Girdev
[Kerdobata]; Godeme [Kendema]; Gombe [Komba], Kozaras1 [Kosara]; Seyret [Seroita];
Sogle [Soklai]; Soura [Sura] (Tiryaki 2022, Tablo 1). Alternatively, they used their own terms
for particular sites that include the remains of ancient periods, which we have attested today
as archaeological sites. These well-known terms are ziyiik (mound); viran (ruin); harab (ruin);
oren (ruin); hisar (castle); asar (antique), gavuristan (the place where the pagans lived once),
koriistan (the place where the pagans lived once) etc, as can be seen in Semayiik (Elmali);
Kozlucaeytik, Sulucaeyiik, Yassieyiik (Kas); Avsar Harabesi (Apollonia); Asartepe (Kyeneai);
Av Asar1 (Aperlai); Gavuristanlik (Akalissos); Kériistan (Korba); Giizoren (Pygela) and ithisar
(Hippokume) (Tiryaki 2022, Table 1). Furthermore, some specific characteristics of ancient
sites or ruins were used in the identification of famous sites such as: Yanartags [Chimaira];
Cirali Dag [Chimaira Oros]; Deliktas [Korykos/Olympos]; Iblistast [Uylupinar]; Aytas or
sometimes Kalkantas [Islamlar/Elmali] (Tiryaki 2022, Tablo 1). Moreover, the names of Arvas;
Ayvasil; Dire; Gilevgi; ilya; Kortan; Miiren; Miirmiir; Mursal; Rumsa; Serkiz; Tepese and Tula
(Tiryaki 2022, Table 1) could be derived from their original names, but to date there has been
no archaeological or epigraphical proof for this.

Furthermore, the testimonies of travellers who visited Lycia between the 18th and early
20th centuries drew vivid pictures of the habitations and transportation networks used by the
Yuruks. As is understood from these accounts the ancient cities of Antiphellos, Arykanda,
Rhodiapolis, Kyaenai, Korydalla, Ksanthos, Limyra, Patara, Phellos, Sidyma and Tlos were
settled by the Yuruks as their winter quarters (Fig. 4-5) (Basgelen 2008.; Duggan 2017, 2108,
2019; Greenhalgh 2013,2019.) and they also used the ancient Lycian transportation networks
in their movement to the summer pastures (Fig. 6) (Yiicel 1958, 196 (Map 7); Saragoglu
1989, 531, 570; French 2014, 19, 21-22 [D. Lycia)).

In this sense it can be highlighted here that both archaeological excavations and surveys
in the mentioned sites have not reported any destruction level attributed to the Yuruks to date
(Borchhardt 1999, 9-24; Bayburtluoglu 2005, 15-25; des Courtils, 2003, 38-39, Cevik 2008,
11-69; Isik 2011, 145.). This is also true for the plundered Lycian monuments (Greenhalgh
2013,356-358.;1d. 2019, 305-306; Szemethy 2011, 345-347) since the drawings, photographs
and exhibition conditions of the Nereids and Heroon of Trysa (Fig. 6) prove that antiquities
in those cities were not exposed to damage until the visit of Europeans in the 19th century
(Isin 2016, 6-21). As a result, it is worth mentioning that there is no evidence in the current
research of deliberate destruction in Lycia comparable with that of mediaeval Europe, where
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Roman amphitheatres and walls in the cities of Trier, Nimes, Le Man, and Poitiers were
destroyed. (Schnapp 1996, 105).

Conclusion

What then can be concluded from the present review on both the Yuruks and their relationships
or interactions with the antiquities of Lycia? The critical point to start with, I suppose, is the
unpopularity of the Yuruks in the history of archaeology of Lycia. This is, indeed, not related to a
lack of body of knowledge, but to the intellectual and ideological boundaries of what constitutes
the archaeological past of Lycia, and of what the relevance to archaeology of Antalya could be. In
fact, these boundaries are ‘a major historiographical problem” (Baram-Caroll 2002.) that isolate
the Ottoman period from the history of Lycia, and cause the marginalization of the Yuruks within
a shroud of uncertainty, perceiving them as either barbarous Asiatic destroyers or glorious Asiatic
conquerors of Greco-Roman past. In doing so, they push the Yuruks into an eccentric, ambitious,
or exclusive past and thus make them permanent “others” in the long term history of the region.
However, the problem with such assumptions is not that they lack factual basis but rather that
broad generalizations derived from conjectural facts are untrue and logically invalid. In other
words, these assumptions have indeed weak and fragile grounds that stem not from historical
facts but from ficticious accounts that were produced to serve the construction of ‘other’ by the
nationalistic mind-sets of the 19th and early 20th centuries. Therefore, to bring both the Yuruks
and the Ottoman period back into the archaeological research agenda, and thus into the long-
term history of Antalya, one must bypass early modern historiography, which seems to have
shadowed our broader understanding of the past. In fact, once these synthetic borders are crossed,
the complexity of cultural interactions gets deeper, and different contexts emerge that force our
perspectives to change.

In this regard, it should be underscored that all the statements identifying the “Yuruks”
as a particular ethnic group or tribe have no historical basis . The term was used by local
record offices in a general sense for nomads of various ethnic origins, such as Oghuz, Kurds,
and perhaps others. Besides that, in contrast to the repetitive narration, it also seems logical
to think that the semi-nomadic way of life in western Taurus is neither of Asian origin nor
was it introduced into the lands of Lycia by Turkic tribes. Rather, the body of evidence is
sufficient enough to demonstrate that the Yuruks practiced a transhumant land use strategy
in the region, which is characteristic of subsistence in the entire Mediterranean Basin, going
back to prehistoric periods in Lycia, as well.

Moreover, the relationship between the Yuruks and the physical remains of Greco-Roman
antiquities is far more nuanced than has been described in previous studies. To make this
clear, I have attempted to offer patterns of interactions through the particular archacological
evidence such as settlements, transportation networks, religious centres, cemeteries, and
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mausoleums of derwishes. These are shared, negotiated, and contested cultural places
that reveal how deeply the Yoriiks were connected to the cultural landscape of the region.
Furthermore, by following their footprints in the abandoned ancient cities, necropolis,
mounds, and classical toponyms, it became clear that they were well aware of the historical
and cultural landscape of the region and made use of its remnants without hesitating over
their pagan connotations. These spaces were maintained with continued care and with the
updating of cultural statements and affiliations, as we have seen in the case of Bektashi
lodges and zawiyehs found elsewhere in Lycia. Hence, it is also crucial to underline that there
is nothing in the research corpus implying that the re-functioning of antiquities caused their
deliberate destruction for various reasons such as religion, origin, or cultural habit.

All of these and other pieces of information and evidence confirm that the Yuruks were
one of the groups of people that composed the long-term history of Lycia. Therefore, isolating
the Yuruks as well as the Ottoman period from the long-term history of Antalya as “other”
seems to be both misleading and mistaken.
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Figure 1: Map of Ancient Lycia (Kolb 2019, 15.1)
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Figure 2: Map of Teke Province in the 16th century (Ustaoglu 2016, 152)
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Figure 4: (left) The Yuruk encampment in Tlos (Duggan 2017, 514-515); (right) the Yuruk huts in
Sidyma (von Luschan 1881, 193)
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Figure 5: (/eft) Map of Roman Roads in Lycia (French 2014, 5.1.1); (right) Yuruks Migration and
Transportation Networks (Saragoglu 1989.)
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Figure 6: (left) Trysa Heroon (Landskron 2013, Taf. 4.2); (right)
the Nereids Monument (Isin 2016 8)
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Review of Mount Agri - Bozkurt Kurgan Cemetery Excavation Book

The book, which is bilingual in Turkish and English, consists of six chapters with
a presentation, a short introduction to the work done on Mount Ararat, a foreword and
acknowledgements. The book deals with the results of the excavations and surveys carried out
between 2007 and 2013 in Bozkurt Village, which is located on the Igdir Plain-Aras Valley
Pass at the northern end of Dogubayazit Plain. Although many archaeological excavations
and surveys have been carried out in the Eastern Anatolia Region, these studies mostly focus
on Middle Iron Age (Urartian) archaeology (Cifci 2017: 23-24; Cif¢i 2020: 17-18; Cifci
2022). Hence, archaeological excavations and surveys in Mount Ararat and its surrounding
areas provide us with a unique opportunity to study various periods from Chalcolithic to the
Middle Iron Ages.

Archaeological studies in Dogubayazit and its surrounding areas begin with the
Karakoyunlu-Bulakbas1 (Igdir) excavations at the end of the 19th century and then continued
with the Melikli-Kiiltepe, Igdir and Kertenkele-Gokgekaynak citadel and cemetery
excavations.! However, these excavations were either published only as brief reports or not
at all. In addition, our knowledge of the Kurgan culture is mostly based on limited data
obtained from surveys — apart from the short-term studies carried out in Kars Kiiglikcatma
and Erzurum Kopriikdy at the beginning of the 20th century and at Cildir (Kdroglu 2000).
Hence, archaeological results from the Bozkurt Kurgan Cemetery excavation are important
in terms of understanding the settlement areas outside the Lake Van Basin and the cultural
phases of various periods — in this case, Kurgan Culture.

The geography of the region is given in the first chapter, after a brief introduction to the
archaeological studies on Mount Ararat and its surrounding (pp. 2-13) areas. However, the
geographical features of the region, such as the physical, climate, hydrology and vegetation,
are described in the sixth chapter under the name of “Geographical structure and Holocene
Paleogeography of the South-western Foothills of the Biiylik Agrt Mountain” (pp. 125-138).
It would have been more appropriate to include this section as the first chapter in which the
features of the region such as physical geography and climate are explained.

The second part of the book is concerned with general information about the Eastern
Anatolian Kurgan culture (pp. 19-24). The archaeological materials that presented in the
relevant section of this book clearly show that the kurgan type burial tradition maintained its
importance as a common burial type in the region from the second half of the 3rd millennium
BC to the beginning of the first millennium BC.

The third chapter of the book (pp. 29-84) presents the Bozkurt Kurgan cemetery, which
spreads over a wide area at the northwest end of the Dogubayazit Plain, along with the
excavation finds, as well as the recorded data obtained during the surface surveys carried

1 See the selected bibliography section of the work in question on pages 119-123.
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out in the region. In this section, after a short introduction, information about the excavation
areas, photographs, finds and drawings of these burial areas as well as finds are given in
squares, close to full pages. In this part of the book, the figures numbers are given as a list
until the introduction in continuations with the first two chapters, but then in the rest of this
part, the figure sequences and footer information are not given. In the fourth chapter, written
by the same author, the figure numbers and footer information are given again, from where
the third chapter introduction left off. However, it is seen that this order does not continue
again in the 5th and 6th chapters of the book. These last two chapters in the book have a
separate picture sequence number within themselves.

In total 32 Kurgan graves were excavated in the area called Cemetery 1. 11 of these
graves are dated to the Middle Bronze Age, and three of them to the Late Bronze-Early Iron
Age. But, there is no data on the dating of the remaining burials. In addition to these kurgan
burials, a chamber grave (OM1) dated to the Urartian period (p. 82-84) was also unearthed
in the same area.

The plans and remains for the Bozkurt Fortress I (Late Bronze-Early Iron Age, pp. 75-
76) and Hasan Bey-Bardakli Fortress (Early Iron Age, pp. 77-78) are briefly discussed in
this part of the book. There are images of these two sites as well. However, interestingly, the
pottery remains, which form the basis of their dating, were not included. Another structure
emphasized in this section is the Bozkurt Outpost-Road Station (Fortress II) (pp. 79-81).
Remains of a small square planned structure, known as Fortress II (Kale II), measuring 40 x
30 m, were evaluated as an Urartian outpost/road station. This approach is based on the idea
that sites such as Norsuntepe and Ziilimtepe, which are stated to be on a highway claimed
to exist between the centre of the Urartu Kingdom and the provinces of Elazig-Bingdl in the
west, are accommodation or road stations (Sevin 1989; Cifci and Gokce 2021). However,
since no archaeological excavations have been carried out in such structures until now, it
is hard to make a definite judgment about the purpose of such construction. In addition, the
visuals — photographs and drawings — and the location descriptions presented in the study
indicate that Fortress I and Fortress II could be a single structure rather than two as proposed.

The fourth chapter is devoted to the evaluation of the results of the archaeological
excavations and surveys carried out in the Bozkurt Village of Dogubayazit. The mound,
fortresses and kurgan cemeteries found in the ruins of Bozkurt Village, were presented as a
“settlement complex”. Although these ruins in Bozkurt Village are categorized into different
structure types with different names, it is a right approach to evaluate these building groups
as a whole. The evaluations in this section are arranged chronologically, based on the studies
carried out in the region. In this context, firstly, the results of the excavations in the Melecami
mound are given. The Kurgan cemetery (Cemetery 1) was extensively studied and did not
contain an architectural layer, since it was spread over the area where the mound was located
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(pp- 91-92). However, despite the absence of architectural layers, the settlement area is dated
to the Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age based on the ceramic remains found among the
excavated kurgan tombs on the mound. Although there are no remains of the Middle Bronze
Age in the region, kurgans representing this period have been excavated in Cemetery 1.

In this section, the Late Bronze-Early Iron Age periods were defined as the “Pre-Urartian
period” and the three kurgan tombs excavated in Cemetery 1, along with the Bozkurt Fortress I
and Cemetery 2, which were examined during the survey, are dated to this period. It is unusual
to define this period as the “Pre-Urartian period” which is generally presented as the Early
Iron Age in the relevant Turkish literature. Once again away from the common usage of term
“grooved” types of pottery of the Early Iron Age the study refers to it as “Nairi-grooved ware”.

The sixth and last part of the book is devoted to the examination of human and animal
bones found in the Bozkurt Kurgan excavation. Human or animal bone remains were found in
10 excavated kurgans. Seven of these skeletons belong to an adult, a child and a newborn baby.

The Eastern Anatolia Region is mostly known for Urartian studies. Hence, the Bozkurt
Kurgan and the excavations carried out in the Murat Tepe mound (Ozdemir and Kilig 2021)
in the Solhan district of Bing6l province in recent years, provide new data apart from the
core region of the Urartian Kingdom. The study in question is an important work in terms of
getting to know the kurgan culture, which is known for its surveys in limited areas in Turkey,
but stands out with the studies carried out in the South Caucasus and Northwest Iran, and to
evaluate the results together. Although there is no list of abbreviations and indexes in the book,
the chapters in it are supported with visuals such as many maps, drawings and photographs. In
addition, in the last part of the book, there are plenty of pictures of the excavation. As a result,
despite some shortcomings, the book will make significant contributions to the development
of Eastern Anatolian regional archaeology as a whole.
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