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Gorus Makalesi Opinion Article

The Phenomen of Anthropomorphic idol-
shaped Steles in the Greek apoikia

Grek apoikia'sinda Antropomorfik idol Bicimli Stel Olgusu

ABSTRACT

This article focuses on the problems of localization, cultural interpretation, and the development
of the tradition of using these monuments within the regions of Greek colonization along the
coasts of the Mediterranean and the Black Sea. In the northern Black Sea region, the reliefs are
divided into two types. The first type includes tombstones in the form of human busts in high
relief (Fig. 1. 1). The second type includes tombstones with anthropomorphicimages in low relief
or cut by lines (Fig. 1. 2). Sculptural groups are represented by stelae with a round or oval "head"
on a rectangular or trapezoidal base and paired busts with a common "body type" (Fig. 1. 3-4).
The combination of an anthropomorphic stele or relief with a rectangular stele of the "Greek
type" has only been recorded in Tauric Chersonesos (Figs. 2. 1-3). Another region where
anthropomorphic sculpture was widespread is Anatolia. Idol-like anthropomorphic stelae and
reliefs have been found in Phrygia since prehistoric times (Fig. 3. 1-2). Findings of such mo-
numents in Greek necropolises in the region are extremely rare. One stele was discovered
outside the necropolis of Assos (Fig. 3. 3-4). Differences in the form and semantics of the
monuments within these regions indicate the interrelated development of this type of
sculpture. Furthermore, in each of the identified regi-ons, anthropomorphic stelae and reliefs
exemplify intercultural interaction and communication. The local characteristics of these
monuments highlight their originality and allow us to tentatively trace the extent and nature of
cultural transformations in different parts of the ancient world during the 7t to 2" centuries
BC.

Keywords: Anatolia, anthropomorphic sculpture,
tombstones.

Black Sea Region, Mother Goddess,

oz

Bu makale, Akdeniz ve Karadeniz kiyilari boyunca Yunan kolonizasyon bdlgelerindeki anitlarin
yerellestirilmesi, kiltiirel yorumlanmasi ve gelisimiyle ilgili sorunlara odaklanmaktadir. Kuzey
Karadeniz bolgesinde, kabartmalar iki ana kategoriye ayrildigi gériilmektedir. ilk kategoride,
yiiksek kabartmali insan biistlerine sahip mezar taslari yer alir (Fig. 1. 1). ikinci kategoride ise algak
kabartma veya cizgisel islenmis antropomorfik resimler bulunan mezar taslari yeralir (Fig. 1. 2).
Heykelsel gruplar, dikdértgen veya yamuk bir taban Gzerinde yuvarlak veya oval bir "bas" ile
temsil edilen steller ve ortak bir "viicut tipi" ile eslestirilmis bistler tarafindan temsil edilmektedir
(Fig. 1. 3-4). Antropomorfik bir stel veya kabartma ile "Yunan tipi" dikdortgen bir stel
kombinasyonu sadece Taurik Chersonesos'ta kaydedilmistir (Fig. 2. 1-3). Antropomorfik
heykeltiraslik eserlerin yaygin oldugu baska bir bélge de Anadolu'dur. idol benzeri antropomorfik
steller ve kabartmalar, Frigya'dan tarih 6ncesinden beri bilinmektedir (Fig. 3. 1-2). Bélgedeki Grek
nekropolislerinde bu tir anitlara dair bulgular son derece nadirdir. Assos'un nekropolisinin
disinda baska bir yerden bu tarzda bir stel bulunmamistir (Fig. 3. 3-4). Bu bolgelerdeki anitlarin
bicim ve anlamindaki farkhliklar, bu heykel tiriinin birbirleriyle iliskili gelisimini isaret etmektedir.
Ayrica, belirlenen her bolgede, antropomorfik steller ve kabartmalar, kiiltUrler arasi etkilesimi ve
iletisimi drneklendirir. Bu anitlarin yerel ézellikleri, onlarin 6zgiinligini vurgularken, MO 7.-2.
yluzyillar arasinda antik diinyanin farkh bélgelerindeki kiltirel dontsiimlerin boyutu ile dogasini
belirlememize de olanak tanir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Anadolu, antropomorfik heykel, Karadeniz Bolgesi, Ana Tanrica, mezar taslari.
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The idol-like images of steles and anthropomorphic
reliefs represent a distinct group of sculptures in various
ancient centers!. In general, they are frontal schematic
images of human figures or busts with flat faces. They
possess various features and constrictive elements, such as
painted decorations, shapes, and proportions. This article
focuses on the problems of localization, -cultural
interpretation, and the evolution of the tradition of using
these monuments within the regions of Greek colonization

along the coasts of the Mediterranean and the Black Sea?.

According to available archaeological data, the
greatest number of anthropomorphic idol-shaped steles
were localized in the Greek apoikiai of the northern Black
Sea littoral, such as Olbia, Tauric Chersonesos and various
settlements of the Bosphorus kingdom?3. The existence of
anthropomorphic funerary monuments in the region
covers the period from the 4™ century BC to at least the 3™
century AD, taking into account the anthropomorphic
steles found belonging to the so-called "Late Scythian
culture of the Crimea", whose cultural affiliation remains
controversial®. Regarding the early date, it should be noted
that Genadii Belov's remark about dating the tombstones
from Tauric Chersonesos to the end of the 5™ century BC is
not justified. The location of the graves in connection with
the tombstones is the only dating sign for a burial pit
without inventory in the bulk layer, which was formed at
the latest in the middle of the 4™ century BC. As Alla
Buiskikh notes, the specific form of the voluminous
miniature anthropomorphic tombstone completely
disappears at the end of the Hellenistic period®. It is also
important to note that the tombstones of the first
centuries AD. were made in a different style, bringing these
monuments closer to the portrait tombstones that became
widespread in Roman times. Simplified facial features,

pointed eyes, hairstyles and details of clothing characterize

1 Th is article is an extended re-worked version of the article
published in Russian in Rossiiskaya Arheologiya, 4 (2010).

2 The only examples that have been evaluated within the
anthropomorphic stele group subject to the study are
previously published examples. At this point, it should be taken
into consideration that there may be new examples that are not
included in this study in the future.

3For more details, see: Stoyanov, 2010: 36-37.

4 Moleva, 2002: 30 ff; Tsetskhladze & Kondrashev, 2001: 349 ff;
Voloshinov, 2015: 248-249.

5> Buiskikh & Zubar, 2006: 17, with reference to the opinion of

Genadii Belov (Belov, 1950: 274).
Anatolian Archaeology

these monuments. Anthropomorphic stelae, used as
frames for narrative compositions depicted in relief, also
belong to the early centuries of the Christian era’.

Based on the characteristics of the form, the
tombstones were divided into two groups, namely ones
with reliefs and others with volumetric sculptures®. The
reliefs are divided into two types. The first type includes
tombstones in the form of human busts in high relief with
painted or carved images of faces and sometimes elements
of clothing (Fig. 1. 1) °.
tombstones with anthropomorphic images in low relief or

The second type includes

cut by lines (Fig. 1. 2). This type of stele is found only in the
Tauric Chersonesos and Nymphaeum?. Sculptural groups
are represented by stelae with a round or oval "head" on a
rectangular or trapezoidal base (Fig. 1. 3). A special case
within this group is the paired stele from Gorgippia®l. The
name of the deceased was sometimes carved or inscribed
on the surface of the stele. In some cases the niches for
inscriptions with the names of the deceased are located in
the lower parts of the stelae’?. Some stelae represent a
special case within this group. Their form is characterized
by busts with short shoulders. Several paired busts with a
common "body type" have also been found in the Tauric
Chersonesos (Fig. 1. 4).

All tombstones are mounted above the graves.
Sometimes there is a pin in the lower part of the
base. The
anthropomorphic steles are supported by pins in the holes

monument to fix it in a rectangular

of the upper levels of the pedestals or placed in the
aediculae and niches of their front parts. The combination
of an anthropomorphic stele or relief with a rectangular
stele of the "Greek type" has been recorded only in Tauric
Chersonesos'® (Figs. 2. 1-3). The tombstones under
consideration are associated with different types of burial
structures, such as earthen graves, crypts, and burials in

6 Buiskikh, 2008: 233-234.

7 lvanova, 1950: 250-251.

8 For more information on the classification of anthropomorphic
tombstones: Moleva, 2002,37-70; Buiskikh & Zubar, 2006, 12.
*Buiskikh & Zubar, 2006: 17; Tsetskhladze & Kondrashev, 2001:
figs. 20-21.

10Byiskikh & Zubar, 2006: 16-18.

11 Alekseeva, 2018: 11, fig. 2.

12 Kolesnikova, 1976: 81, 90, no. 255, no. 284; Buiskikh & Zubar,
2006: 15, 20; Posamentir: 2007, 54.

13 posamentir, 2007: 50, 53-54, figs. 9-11, 13.
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mounds. Sometimes reused anthropomorphic tombstones
have been discovered in masonry walls, including in the
lining of tombs. These structural details have allowed some
researchers to propose their use as apotropaic®.

As for the origin of the tradition of anthropomorphic
tombstones in the northern Black Sea region, several
different opinions have been expressed. Some scholars
associate the practice of using such monuments with the
tradition inherited from the barbarian population
surrounding apoikiai. Such an interpretation of the
phenomenon, which seems quite plausible at first glance,
nevertheless raises numerous questions.
in the

barbarian cultures of the northern Black Sea region and the

Anthropomorphic sculptures were common

Crimea in the Bronze Age. These monuments have the
form of massive rectangular or conical volumetric slabs
with weakly or disproportionately expressed small heads®.

The semantic content of these sculptures began with
the image of the ancestor and evolved into the image of
the military leader. Such sculptures were placed above
individual tombs and decorated with images of jewelry and
weapons as attributes of power!®. The anthropomorphic
sculptures of the barbarians were cultic, while the
anthropomorphic tombstones represented in the
necropolis belonged to the graves of the ordinary
population?’. In fact, the peculiar shape and decoration of
the barbarian anthropomorphic sculptures have no
elements analogous to the anthropomorphic tombstones
found in the necropolises of the Greek centers of the

northern Black Sea littoral'®.

Anthropomorphic tombstones,
appeared in a
period (about half a century)

in their already
short
in the

nekropoleis belonging to the poleis with a different

established form, relatively

chronological

barbarian ethnic environment. However, this phenomenon
cannot be explained by Greek-barbarian interactions
alone. The nature and extent of such interactions, different
levels of social and political organization, as well as the
level of cultural development of neighboring barbarian

14 Moleva, 1991: 134; Moleva, 2002: 33-34; Moleva, 2002a:
202; Buiskikh & Zubar, 2006: 21.

5 Toshchev, 2007: 87-93, figs. 40-41.

16 Shul’ts, 1967: 236; Shul’ts, 1968: 328.

17 Spitsyn, 1928: 487; Elagina, 1959: 186; Melyukova, 1953: 126,
figs. 1-2; Shul’ts, 1967: 225-237; Moveva, 2002: 24 — 25.

societies were not the same in all Greek apoikiai in the
region. Therefore, Greek-barbarian interactions in the
North Pontic region could not lead to the emergence of
identical and specific funerary traditions within different
Hellenistic communities within a short period of time.

It is important to note that anthropomorphic
sculpture tradition was not common to all tribes,
constituting a permanent presence next to all Greek
centers for a long time. In this case, the most significant
example is the absence of anthropomorphic statues in the
tribes of the Kizil-Koba archaeological culture, constituting
the main barbarian presence of the Tauric Chersonesos
district. This is a significant fact, since the largest number
of anthropomorphic tombstones was discovered in this
center. In addition, the researchers point out the lack of
regular contacts between the Scythians and the citizens of
the city until the middle of the 4™ century BC°.

It is also crucial to emphasize the fact of the total
absence of anthropomorphic tombstones in the Greek
apoikiai, located in the western Black Sea littoral, which
had close ties with the Thracians, who, like the Scythians,
had anthropomorphic statues in their material culture.
Moreover, Greco-Barbarian interactions in the region were
no less, and sometimes more, intense than in other parts
of the northern Black Sea?. This evidence does not allow
us to consider the anthropomorphic tombstones of Greek
necropolises as an exclusive burial practice borrowed by
the colonists from local barbarian cultures.

The origins of this phenomenon could be found in
believed that
anthropomorphic tombstones represented a local version
of the Greek development of sculpture?!. The location of
with
traditional Greek stelae on the same pedestals, the

colonial societies. Some researchers

some anthropomorphic sculptures together
characteristics of anthropomorphic monuments such as
the location of the relief in a niche, the presence of a tenon
at the bottom, aninsert in the form of a rectangular marble
slab with a carved or painted name onit, and also the name

and decoration painted on the surface of the monuments

18Kolesnikova, 1973: 47; Moleva, 1991: 72 ff.; Moleva, 2002: 24.
19 Stolba, 1990: 12; Rogov, 2002: 142 ff.

20 E.g. Toncheva, 1972: 101 ff.

21 Blavatskii, 1964: 83—84; Buiskikh & Zubar, 2006: 20.
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testify in favor of such interpretation?2.

Based on this hypothesis, various assumptions have
been made about the semantics of anthropomorphic
Vladimir

monuments to be a simplified version of the herms

tombstones. Blavatskii  considered the
produced in the Greek periphery®. The interpretation does
not take into account the tombstones in the form of
shoulder busts and paired anthropomorphic stelae, as well
as the anthropomorphic reliefs in niches. Considering that
anthropomorphic tombstones were a simplified version of
herms, we have to explain their absence in some
peripheral regions, since traditional herms were
widespread throughout the ancient world. In our opinion,
the historical relationship between anthropomorphic
tombstones in the form of funerary sculptural busts and
herms cannot be proven, considering Nikolai Sokolskii's
remark that busts emerged from the tradition of
voluminous sculpture,

funerary representing an

independent evolutionary trajectory.

Lyudmila Kolesnikova offered a hypothesis of the
development of anthropomorphic monuments from the
traditions of Hellenic sculpture has supporters. She pointed
to the monuments found in Corinth as an example of
anthropomorphic tombstones®. On the territory of the
Corinthian Western Sanctuary and Necropolis, monuments
in the form of low columns with rectangular bases, called
“cippi", were found. According to Henry Robinson, they
were used to mark individual tombs, sections of the
necropolis, or the boundaries of sacred areas?®®. In this
regard, it is worth noting that rectangular tombstones and
in the
necropolises of many Greek centers?’. The presence of

conical columns were a routine discovery
such monuments in Tauric Chersonesos is of fundamental
importance as evidence of the simultaneous use of cippi
and anthropomorphic tombstones, indicating the
independent development of these forms. In addition, the
Corinthian necropolis yielded two fragments in the form of
voluminous heads with smooth facial parts, probably

fragments of some sculptures placed on the tombs no

22 Kolesnikova, 1973: 45; Moleva, 1983: 122; Posamentir, 2007:
50-54.

23 Blavatskii ,1964: 83-84.

24 Sokol’skii, 1967: 193-203.

% Kolesnikova, 1977: 94-95; Moleva, 1991: 72-73; Moleva,
2002: 27-28; Buiskikh & Zubar, 2006: 20-21.

26 Robinson, 1969: 7-8, pl. 9.
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earlier than the beginning of the 3™ century BC?*. The
uniqueness of these findings does not allow to draw clear
conclusions. This form is fundamentally different from the
anthropomorphic monuments of the northern Black Sea
region. The absence of a "face" is not a convincing parallel
in this case, since the facial fragments of at least some
anthropomorphic tombstones were painted or depicted in
relief. It is likely that this type of sculpture went through a
different evolutionary path and is more comparable to
sculptural tombstones. Moreover, the Corinthian
tombstones belong to the same period as the tombstones
from the northern Black Sea region. Therefore, both
groups of monuments do not reflect the development of
funerary monuments of the same type, but rather
traditions that developed at the same time in different

parts of the ancient world.

Within the framework of her hypothesis,
Kolesnikova linked anthropomorphic tombstones with the
burial sites of women, associating the tradition of their
installation with the chthonic aspect of the cult of
Persephone, which was widespread in Tauric Chersonesos
by the late 4™ century BC?. As an analogy, she referenced
the earlier interpretation of monuments found in the
necropolis of Cyrene, which were associated with
depictions of Persephone and dated no earlier than the 4"

century BC®.

The notable variances in both shape and significance

between the monuments from Cyrene and the

anthropomorphic tombstones from Chersonesos challenge
the explanation offered by Kolesnikova. The sculptures
from Cyrene depict a female deity and are not linked to
individual burials; rather, they demarcate sections,
potentially within the sanctuary, situated within the
necropolis. In contrast, tombstones from the Northern
Black Sea region have consistently been connected with

individual burials.

The correlation between  anthropomorphic

tombstones and female burials remains unconfirmed.

27 pfuhl, 1905: 90 ff; Kurtz & Boardman, 1971: 129, 240-243,
figs. 51-52; Robinson, 1969: 7, fig. 17; Jehasse, 1973: tab. 167;
Pensabene, 1975: 263 ff; Kolesnikova, 1977: 93, fig. 3, 3-4;
Petzl, 1982: Nos. 454-456.

28 Robinson, 1969: Nos. 38-39, fig. 16.

2% Kolesnikova, 1977: 89, 92-93, 96.

30 Rowe & Healy, 1959: 3-4, pls. 27-29.



that several

anthropomorphic tombstones from the region are linked

Anthropological evidence indicates
to the burials of males and children as well. It is noteworthy
that at least nine stelae with male name inscriptions have
been discovered on the Bosporus. Currently, there are no
monuments similar to anthropomorphic tombstones that
could illustrate the ongoing evolution of anthropomorphic

forms in the burial tombstones of Ancient Greece3..

It appears improbable that the anthropomorphic
monuments of the Black Sea region originated in Bronze to
Early Iron Age Greece or in another Mediterranean region.
It is highly unlikely that, all of a sudden, citizens of Greek
colonies in the 4" century BC began producing tombstones
that were stylized copies of sculptures existing in Mainland
Greece over five centuries earlier.

Besides the Pontus Euxine region, anthropomorphic
stelae found in other regions of Greek colonization. Idol-
like images of stelae and anthropomorphic reliefs, as well
as anthropomorphic images carved on monolithic plates,
have been discovered during excavations of tophet in
several Phoenician centers across the Mediterranean.
These monuments are associated with burials in urns
containing the remains of sacrificial children or animals.
The most numerous groups of such finds come from the
Carthage tophet, dating from the 5™ to the 2™ centuries
BC32. Additionally, steles of this form are well-known from
the materials of tophet found in Thira and other Phoenician
centers in the Middle East®?,

Similar steles are also known in several necropolises
in Southern Italy and Sicily. A series of anthropomorphic
steles originates from the necropolis of Pompeii, with the
earliest dating back to the 2" century AD**. Among them,
one of the most intriguing steles features a smooth front
surface and a detailed relief of a hairstyle on the back of
the head. The inscription carved on its facial side contains
the name of a Libyan slave who was a member of the Venus
community. According to Valentin Kockel, these sculptures
served not as tombstones but rather as distinctive markers
indicating places for cult libations®.

31 Kurtz & Boardman, 1971: 56-57, 219-220, fig. 45.

32 Charles-Picard ,1954: Cat. 19, 103-104, 140-149, 158, 169;
Gras et al., 1991: 150.

3 Sader, 1991: 104.

34 Kockel, 1983: 16.

35 Mau, 1902: 418, fig. 240.

The steles found in tombs belonged to both ordinary
and prosperous families, suggesting they cannot be solely
associated with the social status of the deceased. Joint
discoveries of these steles alongside sculptural tombstones
in the form of busts bearing similar names indicate the
independent development of these types of funerary
sculptures. Most researchers concur that this style of
tombstone originated from Punic burial rites. The
epicenter of this tradition appears to be Phoenicia and the

coast of Palestine®.

Another region where anthropomorphic sculptures
have been prevalent is Anatolia. Archaeological evidence
suggests that the tradition of anthropomorphic stelae and
reliefs has existed in Anatolia for many centuries. In some
regions of Northern Anatolia, the tradition of creating
tombstones in the form of anthropomorphic stelae has
persisted to the present day. Idol-like anthropomorphic
stelae and reliefs have been found in Phrygia since the
Prehistoric period (Fig. 3, 1-2)%".

According to Susanne Berndt-Ers6z, the majority of
the steles were discovered while being repurposed in
secondary use. Only a few sculptures were found in situ
with reference to their original archaeological contexts. In
several cases, steles and reliefs were mounted on walls,
likely serving an apotropaic function®®. Alongside
anthropomorphic reliefs, cone-shaped altars (bosses),
pools, and bowls were carved into the rock. Several
anthropomorphic stelae were discovered in or near niches.
All of this suggests a strong connection of the monuments
with cult activities such as sacrifices and libations®. They
are categorized into similar groups and types based on
shape, similar to funerary monuments from the Northern
Black Sea region, including small-sized steles and reliefs in

the form of anthropomorphic figures.

Anthropomorphic reliefs are further categorized
into single, group, and those associated with stepped
structures®. Step monuments, including those featuring
anthropomorphic reliefs, are most likely associated with
the symbol of the throne, originating in Hittite religion and

36 Brusin, 1958: 39-40, taf. 26, abb. 4; Tusa, 1982: 95-108, taf.
13 ¢, 14 e.

37 Tamsii Polat et al., 2020: 46.

38 Tamsii Polat et al., 2020: 56.

39 Berndt-Erstz, 1993: 225, note 969.

40 Berndt-Ersdz, 1993: 157-158.
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associated with the cult of the goddess Matar (Mother
Goddess). Hence, the origin of the cult of the Mother
Goddess from Anatolia is undisputed®. It is from this
region that it spread through the Greek centers to various
parts of the ancient world. According to archaeological
evidence, the anthropomorphic stela was the earliest
iconographic depiction of this deity. The earliest
archaeological sources related to this cult, found in the
Greek centers of Western Anatolia, likely date back to the

7t to 6 centuries BC.

In the territory of Greece, the cult of the Mother
Goddess (Cybele) underwent significant changes, yet it
retained many of its attributes inherited from Asia Minor.
Its strong connection with funeral practices persisted
throughout the entire duration of the cult. It is worth
noting that the Greeks referred to this deity not only as
Matar or its equivalent Cybele but also by the names of
Rhea and Demeter**.

Findings of such monuments in Greek necropolises
in the region are exceedingly rare. One stele was
discovered outside the burial complex in the necropolis of
Assos (Fig. 3, 3-4). Researchers have dated it within a broad
Another monument is
Cilicia®.

anthropomorphic stelae, lacking specific archaeological

chronological framework?®.

presumed to originate from Several

and chronological contexts, are housed in the
archaeological museum of Bursa®. At first glance, this
suggests an absence of a tradition of anthropomorphic
sculptures in the Greek poleis of the region. However, the
presence of even a few findings amidst limited knowledge
of both the funerary rites of the local population and the
necropolises of many Greek centers in the region precludes
definitive conclusions. Thus, based on the available
materials to date, we can identify four geographical
regions of Greek colonization, each with its indigenous
traditions of using anthropomorphic steles as funerary or
cult sculptures: the Northern Black Sea region, Anatolia,

the Middle East, and North Africa.

Anthropomorphic monuments from Phoenicia,

Palestine, and the Levant are characterized by steles

41 Naumann, 1983: 92-100; Berndt-Ersdz, 1993: 243-245; Roller,
1999: 66; Tamsu Polat et al., 2020: 45-46.

42 Roller, 1991: 128-144; Roller, 1999: 119-123, 192; Berndt-
Ers6z, 1993: 249-250.
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featuring reliefs or incised images depicting heads, busts,
or schematic human figures representing deities. These
steles were typically erected outside settlements at
sacrificial sites. Similar types of monuments found in North
Africa
colonization.

and Sicily are associated with Phoenician

Monuments  originating from the
necropolises of Southern Italy, characterized by herms
with rounded heads in the upper part, likely have their
origins in Punic religion, which underwent transformation
by the This assumption s
supported not only by their form but also by their function

as markers for places of sacrifice.

indigenous population.

On the other hand, anthropomorphic monuments
from the Phrygian region are typified by sculptural steles
and relief images in the form of busts and herms, often
associated with the Phrygian cult of the goddess Matar.
Archaeological evidence indicates their association with a
funerary cult, as they were utilized as markers for burial
sites, sacrificial or libational areas, and for apotropaic
purposes. In a Hellenized form, the cult of Matar became
widespread in the Greek centers of the region and
eventually spread to other parts of the ancient world.
However, the anthropomorphic sculptures of this region,
based on their distinct form and semantics, represent a
type of monument that developed independently from
those of other regions in the ancient world.

The origin of anthropomorphic tombstones in the
Greek necropolises of the northern Black Sea region
presents a challenging puzzle to unravel. As previously
demonstrated, it is improbable that the tradition of
anthropomorphic sculptures was directly adopted by
Greek colonists from local barbarian tribes, as such
elements of burial practices are not typically associated
with the religious cults of these tribes in the northern Black
Sea region.

Instead, the origin of this tradition among the

colonists may stem from the adaptation and

transformation of anthropomorphic monuments. In this
scenario, it is tempting to interpret the combination of
anthropomorphic stelae with Hellenic-type grave stelae

43 Stupperich & Serdaroglu, 1996: 29-30, taf. 12, 5-6; Utili,
1999: 116, abb. VIII.

4 Calik, 1999: Taf. 19. 2.

45| would like to express my sincerely gratitude to Richard
Pozamentir, who kindly shared this information with me.
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within a single structure as a method of integrating
separate traditions of indigenous and colonial society. This
phenomenon has been similarly explained in relation to
the anthropomorphic stelae found at Pompeii and Cyrene.
The colonists likely naturalized these statues and
introduced new elements such as language and pictorial

decoration into their forms.

This explanation appears quite plausible for the
necropolises of Greek colonies in the region, such as Olbia
or the Cimmerian Bosporus. However, another possible
means of the infiltration of this tradition into the funerary
rites of the colony cannot be discounted for Tauric
Chersonesos. The presence of anthropomorphic
monuments located in niches on the frontal surface of
funerary stelae in the necropolis of the polis suggests
common cultural origins, which would only be possible if
the tradition of anthropomorphic monuments was initially
present among the colonists. According to historical
tradition, the metropolis of Pontic Heraclea was Megara,
with people from Boeotia participating in its foundation.
Colonists typically retained the main cults of the
metropolis and reproduced their usual way of life, social
structure, and system of relationships with the local
population in the new settlement. However, it is evident
that anthropomorphic tombstones like those found in
Chersonesos were not present in Megara, Delos, or Delion
in Boeotia. The necropolis of Heraclea has never been
thoroughly explored. The Mariandyni, the native
population of the Heraclea region in Northern Anatolia,
were likely dependent, possibly in a form of collective

slavery®,

Unfortunately, literary sources do not provide any
information about the involvement of the local non-Greek
population in the colonization activities of Heraclea or the
foundation of Chersonesos. While we cannot completely
rule out the presence of non-Greeks among the colonists,
it is unlikely that their numbers were significant. Revision
of the onomastic material also did not yield reliable
evidence of a substantial presence of non-Hellenized
inhabitants in Chersonesos®’.

The distinct form and decoration of

anthropomorphic sculptures from the autochthonous

46 Stobel, 2006: http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/1574-
9347 bnp e508170 (accessed 27 November 2023); Robu, 2018:
278-286.

population of the Chersonesos district lack elements
similar to the anthropomorphic tombstones found in the
necropolis of the city. This suggests that the tradition
originated from the urban community of the polis. Indeed,
only Hellenized individuals of non-Greek origin who arrived
with the Greeks among the colonists retained their
tradition of funeral rites associated with anthropomorphic
monuments. The majority of colonies in the Northern Black
Sea area were situated in Anatolia, where the cult
associated with anthropomorphic monuments was
widespread. These connections appear to be more than
coincidental. Therefore, the Anatolian origin of the
tradition of anthropomorphic sculptures in the Tauric

Chersonesos remains highly plausible.

Thus, based on the materials considered, we can
confidently identify at least four regions of Greek
colonization as the origin of the tradition of
anthropomorphic tombstones. Differences in the form and
semantics of monuments within these regions indicate the
interconnected development of this type of sculpture.
Additionally, in identified

anthropomorphic stelae and reliefs exemplify intercultural

each of the regions,

interactions and communication. The local characteristics
of these monuments highlight their originality, allowing us
to tentatively trace the extent and nature of cultural

transformations in various parts of the ancient world
during the 7% to 2" centuries BC.
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Figure 1. 1-4: Anthropomorphic tombstones from the necropolis of Tauric Chersonesos (Museum Chersonesos, photos
by the author).
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Figure 2: 1-2: The combination of an anthropomorphic tombstone and a rectangular stele on one pedestal (Museum
Chersonesos, Inv. No. 36847/477-102), after Posamentir, 2007, Figs. 9-10; 3: Pedestals for a rectangular stele with a
niche and aediculae on the front side (Photo-archive of the Institute for the History of Material Culture, Russian
Academy of Sciences, Negative O. 274.7); 4: An anthropomorphic stele (Museum Chersonesos, photo by the author).
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Figure 3: 1: A Phrygian idol found in the inner courtyard of the Cappadocia Gate at Kerkenes, photo by B.C. Coockson
(Kerkenes Project, 2010), after Bora Bilgin, www.phrygianmonuments.com; 2: Anthropomorphic steles from Gordion,

(Gordion Museum, photo by the author); 3-4: Anthropomorphic stela from the necropolis of Assos, (Troy Museum,
photo by the author).
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Antik Donem Mezar Stellerinde Kus Figliru
Betimlemeleri ve Diisuindiirdiikleri

Depiction of Bird Figures on Ancient Grave Stelae and Their

Thoughts

oz

Mezar stelleri, gegmisi glinUmize aktaran bir ayna gorevi tstlenmektedir. Antik Dénemin 6lu
kiltiind, sosyal durumunu, ekonomisini ve dini inanislari gibi birgok konuya aciklik getiren mezar
stelleri bunu Uzerinde yer alan tasvirlere borgludur. Nitekim bu calismaya konu olmus ve
Uzerlerinde tespit edilen glivercin, kartal, keklik, bildircin, papagan (?), leylek, kaz, stliin, 6rdek
ve horozun her birinin ayri bir tasviri bulunmaktadir. Dolayisiyla tarihleri Klasik D6nemden Roma
imparatorluk Dénemine kadar uzanan mezar stelleri izerindeki kus figiirlerinin her biri icin genel
tanimlamalar yapilmis, ikonografik olarak detayli degerlendirilmis ardindan mezar stelleri
Uzerinde hangi tipolojide olduguna dair bilgilere yer verilmistir. Boylelikle steller lizerinde yer
alan kus tasvirlerinden yola ¢ikilarak hem mezar sahibinin hem de bagl oldugu toplumun
kiltird, inanci ve meslegi hakkinda bilgiler edinilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: ikonografi, kus figiirleri, mezar steli, Roma.

ABSTRACT

Grave steles act as a mirror that conveys the past to the present. The grave steles, which clarify
many issues such as the cult of the dead, social status, economy and religious beliefs of the
Ancient Period, are indebted to the depictions on them. As a matter of fact, each of the pigeon,
eagle, partridge, quail, parrot (?), stork, goose, pheasant, duck and rooster, which were the
subject of this study and identified on them, has a separate depiction. Therefore, general
descriptions were made for each of the bird figures on the grave stelae dating from the Classical
Period to the Roman Imperial Period, iconographically evaluated in detail, and then information
on the typology of the grave stelae was given. Thus, based on the depictions of birds on the stelae,
information was obtained about the culture, beliefs and occupation of both the grave owner and
the society to which he belonged.

Keywords: Iconography, bird figures, grave stele, Roman.
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Giris*

Antik Dénem mezar stelleri lzerinde yaygin olarak kus

figrleri izlenmektedir. Bu kuslar ikonografik olarak
degerlendirildiginde  kendi  6zelinde bircok anlam
barindirabilmektedir. Farkli kompozisyonlarda karsimiza

cikan kus figlirleri, dogrudan o6lu kiltiyle iliskilendirilirken
ayni zamanda mezar sahibinin glnlik hayatta evcil hayvani
olarak da anilmaktadir. Nitekim Antik Yunan ve Roma’da
kuslarin evcil olarak beslendigi' ve uygun birer arkadas olarak
goéruldigu? bilinmektedir. Antik dénem mezar stellerinde
gorilen kus figlrleri ayrica mezar sahibinin yasamini da
temsil etmektedir®. Bu baglamda mezar sahiplerinin ruhlarini
temsil eden kithonik kuslarin betimlemeleri, Misir Donemi’ne
kadar uzanmaktadir. Misir'da insanlarin elinde betimlenen
kuslar, 6lilerin ruhlarini sembolize etmektedir®. Nitekim
genel olarak Mezopotamya bolgesinde de ayni durum
izlenebilmektedir’. Ozetle, bolgede basta akbaba olmak
Uzere yirtici kuslar, savaglarda 6len insanlarin etlerini yiyerek
gékyuziine tasimiglardir®. Bu durum bircok antik toplumda
da islenerek, olen kisinin ruhunun gokytzine kuslar
tarafindan tasindigi inancinin yani sira’ 6li olan kisinin ruhu
son nefesle beraber agizdan ¢ikarak bir kus ile
somutlastiriimaktadir®. Kuslar, élilerin ruhlarinin tasimasi
veya temsil etmesinin yani sira kehanet, bilgelik, dogurganlik
ve uzun bir émri de simgelemektedir®. Ote yandan Attika
mezar stellerinde kus tasvirleri, bakirelik semboli olarak kiz

cocuklarinin hayvani olarak da islenmektedir®.

Calismaya konu olmus mezar stelleri her ne kadar daha
once bircok kaynakta tipolojik olarak degerlendirilmisse de
pek dikkat
cekmemistir. Daha cok stellerin tipolojisi, tarihlendirilmesi ve

Uzerlerinde vyer alan bazi betimlemeler

Gzerlerinde yer alan esya ile insan figlrleri gibi konular
Gzerinde durulmustur. Dolayisiyla hayvan figirleri kategorisi
ikonografik olarak

icinde vyer alan bazi kus figirleri

degerlendirmede genellikle ikinci planda kalmistir. Bu

ylzden bu c¢alisma, yogun bir arastirmanin sonug ve

* Bu galisma, Selcuk Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Arkeoloji
Anabilim Dal’'nda, Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Nizam ABAY danismanliginda
tamamlanmis “Antik Dénem Mezar Stelleri Uzerindeki Esya ve
Hayvan Betimlemeleri” baslikli yiiksek lisans tezinden Gretilmistir
! Lazenby, 1949: 299; Davis 2012, 132.

2 Neils, 2003: 181.

3 Grossman, 2001: 12, No. 3; Elitisiik & Celikbas, 2018: 43.

4 Wujewski, 1991: 44.

5 Woujewski'ye gére Mezopotamya inancglarinda, yirtici kuslar
savasta Olen veya oldirilen kisilerin bedenlerini pargalayip yiyip

tespitinden yola cikilarak hayvanlardan sadece kus figirleri
Uzerine odaklanmaktadir. Calismamiza kaynaklik eden kus
figlrleri ise sirasiyla horoz, glivercin, keklik, 6rdek, kaz,
kartal, bildircin, silin, papagan (?) ve leylektir. Bu kus
figlrleri mezar stelleri temel alindiginda glivercin, kartal,
horoz, ordek, kaz yaygin olmakla birlikte; keklik, bildircin,
papagan ve silinin seyrek oldugu gortlmektedir. Her bir
figlirtin ayn bir ikonografik durumu mevcuttur. Dolayisiyla
calismada, mezar steli tzerinde yer alan kuslar dnce tespit
edilmis sonrasinda genel tanimlamalarinin ardindan
ikonografik olarak degerlendirilmistir. Boylelikle literatlrde
mezar steli 6zelinde neredeyse hepsinin bir arada oldugu bir
calisma olusturulurken ayrica ikonografik olarak da detayh

bir calisma ortaya gikariimistir.

Horoz Betimleri

Calismaya konu olan mezar steli MO 5. yizyila
tarihlendirilmektedir (Fig. 1)*!. Stel bir kadina aittir. Mezar
sahibi diphros Uzerinde oturmaktadir ve karsisinda iki
hizmetci yer almaktadir. Bu hizmetgilerin elinde de kadinlara
ait esyalar bulunmaktadir. Horoz figiirii ise diphrosun hemen
altinda basi geriye doniik profilden verilmistir. Ayni tarihe
tarihlendirilen stellerinde de benzer

baska mezar

kompozisyonlar gérmek mimkiindiir'?. ikonografik ve
tipolojik olarak yogun gorilen horozlar, mezar stellerinde de
siklikla betimlenmektedir. Bazi érneklerde kadinlarla iliskili
bazen de erkekleri sembolize etmektedir. Ayrica bir dovis
horozu olarak da stellerde gormek mimkindir. Ancak bu
kompozisyonlar, sembolik olarak yer alti diinyasini temsil
etmektedir. Erkeklere ait mezar stelleri ele alindiginda ise
cesitlilik daha fazladir. Ornegin bir mezar steli érneginde bir
erkek figliriin sol elinde aryballos sarkarken sag elinde ise
horoz tasviri izlenmektedir’®. Baska bir érnekte ise mezar
sahibi bir erkek c¢ocuktur. Genel kompozisyonda c¢ocuk

olilerin ruhlarini havaya kaldirmaktadir (Detayli bilgi icin bkz.
Wujewski, 1991: 44).
& Wujewski, 1991: 45.
7 Ozer, 2016: 9; Bonnefoy, 2000: 216.
8 Teraman Cinar, 2010: 88.
° Moreman, 2014: 1, 19.
10 Margariti, 2018B: 114.
11 Akurgal, 1955: Abb. 237.
12 Bkz: Phufl & Mébius, 1977; Taf. 6, No. 24; Cohen, 2007; Fig. 5.
13 phufl & Mébius 1977; Taf. 7, No. 26.
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oyuncaklari ve herme* goriilmektedir. Horoz stelin ortasinda
bulunmakta ve oturmus olan ¢ocuk figiirti, elindeki meyveyi
horozdan saklamaya calismaktadir’>. Bu gibi kompozisyonlar
da dogrudan oliler diyarini sembolize etmesinin yani sira
aryballos ile herm gibi esyalarin yer almasi sporla da
iliskilendirilmesine vesile olabilmektedir. insanlari dogrudan
gosteren bu tasvirlerinin yani sira horozlarin ana sahnede
bazen tek bazen de kendisinden daha kiclik boyutlu olan
insan figlrleriyle oldugu steller dikkat c¢ekmektedir. Bu
baglamda Roma imparatorluk D&nemine tarihlenen bir
mezar steli 6rneginde, bir doviis horozu sola dogru yirir
pozisyonunda tasvir edilmistir. Hemen arkasinda omzunda
bir palmiye dali tastyan insan figlra ve bu figliriin arkasinda
kopek bulunmaktadir. Horozun 6niinde ise bir sunak yer
almaktadir’®, Bir baska mezar steli? 6érneginde ise horoz
neredeyse tlim ana govdeyi kaplamakta ve saginda bir
palmiye dal yikselmektedir’. Horoz burada ustinlik
saglamis bir pozisyonda islenmistir.

MO 6. bin yilda indus Vadisinden Mezopotamya
Bolgesinde evcil tavuk ile horozlar bulunmaktadir. Ancak ilk
olarak sanatta yer almasi MO 14. yizyilda olmustur.
Asurlularin ilk olarak tasvir ettigi horoz betimi, ayni zamanda
Anadolu’ya da yine Asurlu ¢omlekgiler sayesinde tagsinmistir.
Antik Dénem sanatinda siklikla betimlenen horoz, MO 6.
ylzyila kadar Yunanistan’da pek bilinmemektedir'®. Her ne
kadar Homeros, horoz anlamina gelen Alektor ismini
kullanmis olsa da esasinda hayvani bilmemektedir. Pers
savaslarl doneminde, sairler siklikla horozdan bahsederek
horozlarin yiriylst, otlisi, mahmuzu, ibigi ve cesareti

benzetmelerde kullanmislardir. Perikles déneminde yayilan

14 Kdkeni Hermes’e dayanan hermeler, st kismi yarim goévde
heykeli veya biist formunda olan, alt kismi ise prizmatik bir stitin
sekline yakin yapittir (Saltuk, 1997: 75).

15 Collignon, 1911: Fig. 172; Bazi mezar stelli 6rneklerinde ise mezar
sahibi elindeki meyveyi horoza vermektedir (Bkz. Phufl & Mdobius,
1977: Taf. 110, No. 742, Taf. 111, No. 744, Taf. 113, No. 762).

16 phufl & Mébius, 1977: Taf. 114, No. 771.

7 Keller, 1913: Fig. 34.

18 Lewis & Llewellyn- Jones, 2018: 244- 245,

19 Friedel, 1999: 44; Evcil horoz ile tavuk beslemek, Greko-Romen
diinyasinda gériilmektedir. italya’da MO 2. yiizyilin baslarinda spor
amagh tutulan horoz, Lucdius’un ‘gururla yirlyen, ayak uglarinda
yukselen “muzaffer horoz” dizelerinde de ge¢mektedir (Toynbee,
1973: 256- 257).

20 Keller, 1913: 131.

21 Aburrow, 1994: 60.

22 Sax, 2013: 156.
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bu hayvan Themistokles Dénemi’nde bir spor hayvani olarak

gorllmis ve horoz dovusleriyle beraber daha c¢ok

tutulmustur?®®,

Horoz ve tavuklarin bildircin keklik veya silin gibi pek
bir yasada,
tavuklarin yumurtladigina ve insanlara faydah bir hayvan

etleri tiketilmemistir. Bunun sebebi eski
olmasina baglanilmaktadir. Buna benzer bir yasa Roma’da
Caesar déneminde Britanyallar arasinda yaygindi®®. Buna
karsin horozun sembol ettigi durumlar daha ¢ok yogundur.
Zerdustlik dininde, glindiiziin habercisi olarak gorulirken
gece de ise kotl ruhlarinin kovucusu, korkutucusu olarak
degerlendirilmektedir. Benzer bir durumla Hristiyanhk
inancinda da karsilasilmaktadir. Kiliselerin kulelerinde bekgi
kusu olan ve ayni zamanda kutsal sayilan horozun 6tis,
hayaletlerin kacirdigina dair inan¢ bulunmaktadir?. Antik
Yunan ve Roma mitolojisinde de bircok farkh ikonografik
anlamlarinin yani sira birgok tanri ve tanrigayla da
Ozdeslestirilmektedir. Kirmizi olan taragi/ibigi sayesinde
genellikle glines tanrilariyla bagdastirilan horoz?? Yunan
Ares®,

Priapus ve Athena icin kutsal olarak degerlendirilmektedir.

tanrilarindan  Asklepios?®, Dionysos®*, Apollon,

Persephone ile Attis icin de kutsal sayllan Horoz, Roma
inancinda genellikle ev tanrilarina (Lares) kurban edilmistir?.
Yine Roma’da Minerva icin de kutsal olan Horoz, ay ve
glinesle de bagdastiriimaktadir. Mitraizm’de de glines tanrisi
Mitras i¢in de dnem teskil etmektedir?’. Latin tanrisi olan
Vulcanus’un Girit Adasi’ndaki kiiltiinde de horoz énemli bir
yere sahiptir®®. Tim bu élimsiz tanri ve tanricalardan ayrica
yari 8limli olan Herkil ve karisi Hebe igin de dnemlidir®.

Kithonik olarak da degerlendirilen horozlar, Antik

23 Sokrates 6lmeden dnce Asklepios’a bir horoz kurban edilmesini
istemistir (Friedel, 1999: 44).

24 Ozer, 2016: 6.

% Yunanca horoz anlamina gelen Alektron savas tanrisi Ares’in
yakin dostu olup mitolojide Ares ile Aphrodite arasindaki yasak ask
icin bekci gorevi gormdistir. Buna gore yakinlik sirasinda glines
tanrisi Helios’un dogmamasini ve Hephaistos’a bildirmesine engel
olmaktir. Ancak Ares ile Aphrodite’nin yakinlik kurdugu sirada
Alektron uykuya dalarak yakalanmalarina sebep olur ve bunun
Gzerine de Ares Alektron’u bir horoza cevirir (Csapo, 2006: 16, 18).
% Toynbee, 1973: 257.

27 Cooper, 1978: 39; Aburrow, 1994: 60- 61.

28 Graves, 2010: 426.

2 Antik vyazarlardan Aelian, MS 2. vyizyillda iki tapinaktan
bahsetmektedir. Biri Herkil’e bir digeriyse Hebe'ye adanan bu
tapinaklar iki nehirle birbirinden ayrilmistir. Herk{l’Gin tapinaginda
Horoz, Hebe’nin tapinaginda ise tavuk bulunmaktadir (Sax, 2013:
155).
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Dénemde goriilen horoz doévisleri betimlemeleri ergenlikten
erkeklige gecisin sembolii olarak yorumlanmaktadir®®. Bu
baglamda, sosyal statliniin bir simgesi olan doviis horozu,
Erastes’ten Eromenos’a®' geciste yaygin bir ask hediyesi
olarak dusiinilmektedir®?. Ozetle, 18 yasinin altinda olan
erkekleri (Eromenos’lar) egiten, yasama hazirlayan ve yasca
blylk olan (25-30) Erastesler, sevgi hediyesi olarak da
horozlar Eromenos’lara verilmektedir®®. Bu duruma hem
mitolojide hem de seramik ve plastik sanatinda ornekler
gosterilebilir. Plastik sanatinda elinde horoz olan figlrinlerin
genc olmasi Eromenosla bagdastirilmaktadir®. Ayrica Antik
Donem’de horoz tasvirlerinin mezar stelleri Uzerinde
gérilmesinin yani sira mozaiklerde seramik sanatinda®®,
pinax® ve lahitlerde de resmedilmektedir. Ornegin MO 6.
ylzyila tarihlenen ve Grup E’ye atfedilen siyah figlrllu bir
amphora lizerinde horoz figiirleri izlenmektedir. Burada bir
grup adam iki horoz tutan genci takip ederler®. Seramik
sanatina yansiyan Zeus Ganymedes mitinde, Olympia’daki
Erken Klasik pismis toprak grubundaki betimlemelerde Zeus

Ganymedes’i kacirirken Ganymedes bir horoz tutmaktadir®.

Horoz, ayni zamanda, bir askerin savascihigini ve
cesaretini géstermektedir®’. Bunun yaninda erkek cinsiyetini
ve erotik erkek izlenimini de sembolize etmektedir®?. Antik
Donemde, geceden gindize gecisi gosteren horozlar,
mezarlarda heykelcikleri ve diger mezar anitlarinda tasvirleri
yer alarak, yeni bir baslangi¢ distincesiyle dlen bireyin yeni
bir hayata baslayacagl anlamina da gelmektedir. Bunlarin
yani sira dogrudan yer alti diinyasini da sembolize eden
horozlar psykhopompos®® sifatiyla 6lileri ébir dinyaya
goturmekte ve burada da gozlerini yeniden actiklarina dair

30 Atalay vd., 2022: 119.

31Yunanca Eromenos terimini, eran'in eril edilgen ortaci, sik olmak
tutkulu bir arzu duymak olarak, Erastes ise, sevgili olarak
tanimlamaktadir (Dover, 1989: 16).

32 Mackay, 1995: 107.

33 Atalay vd., 2022: 120; Ozer, 2016, 6; Mackay, 1995: 107.

34 Atalay vd., 2022: 120; Ozer, 2016, 6; Mackay, 1995: 107, PI. 28-
34.

35 Toynbee, 1973: PI. 115.

36 Lewis & Llewellyn- Jones, 2018: 248, No. 5; Kitchell 2014, 71;
Lamberton & Rotroff, 1985: Fig. 6-8, 10; Mynott, 2018: Fig. 2.2.

37 Lewis & Llewellyn- Jones, 2018: 252, No. 8.

38 Atalay vd., 2022.

3% Mackay, 1995: 107; Bir baska érnekte MO 470 yillarina tarihlenen
bir kupa Uzerinde, bir erkek bir ¢ocuga horoz uzatirken tasvir
edilmistir (Mynott, 2018: Fig. 2.2).

40 Mackay, 1995: 107.

41 Atalay vd., 2022: 119.

42 Atalay vd., 2022: 120; Detayh bilgi icin bkz: Csapo, 2006: 10-24.

inan¢ da** bulunmaktadir. Cesitli kurban ve kehanetlerde de
horozlar gecmektedir. Bu baglamda da Antik Diinya’nin
tamaminda tapinaklarda kurban edilmesinin yani sira adak
olarak da kurban edilen horozlarin bagirsaklarina bakilarak
gelecegi gormek icin ritieller gerceklestirilmistir®.

Giivercin Betimleri

Guvercin, mezar stellerinde bir¢ok farkli kompozisyonda
islenmekte ve genellikle kiz ¢ocuklarinin veya kadinlarin
mezarlarini siislemektedir. Calisma kapsaminda ele alinan ve
MO 450- 440 yillarina tarihlenen®® stelde iki giivercin
bulunmaktadir ve bunlar ayakta giyimli bir kiz ¢ocugu
tarafindan tutulmaktadir (Fig. 2)*”. MO 100 yilina, Hellenistik
Déneme tarihlendirilen bir baska mezar steli 6rneginde® de
naiskos formlu stelin ana govdesi lizerinde bir kiz ¢cocugu
tasvir edilmistir. Sag kolu hemen saginda bulunan bir situn
Uzerine uzanmakta ve sltunun (zerinde duran glvercine
dokunmaktadir. Her iki mezar steli 6rnegi disinda, bagimsiz
bir sekilde mezar stellerinin alinliklarinda®® kapi temal
stellerin kap1 motifini olusturan panellerde islendigi 6rnekler
de bulunmaktadir®. Steller haricinde Antik D6nemin seramik
sanatinda da®! betimlemeleri gérillmektedir.

Yunanistan’da, kopekten hemen sonra evcillestirilmis

olan glvercinler beyaz renktedir ve Aphrodite’nin

tapinaklarinda beslenilmistir®2. Ayni zamanda

Persephone’nin de simgesi olan glivercinler, hiiziinli hayvani
olarak da yorumlanmaktadir®®. Bir yer alti tanricasi olan
Persephone kutsal hayvani olan glivercinler, ayni zamanda
mitolojide yer alti diinyasina gitmek igin giivercinlerin eslik

4 Horoz ayni zamanda Hermes ile de iliskilendirilmektedir Nitekim
Hermes'in sifatlarindan biri de psykhopompostur. Ayrintuli bilgi icin
bkz. (Atalay vd., 2022: dn. 42).

4 Tagpinar & Cekilmez, 2021: 45.

45 Sax, 2013: 156.

46 Cohen, 2007: Fig. 4; Neils 2003, Fig. 11.

47 Richter, 1950: Fig.426.

48 Grossman, 2001: No. 35.

49 Conze, 1906: Taf. CLXVII, No. 876; Pfuhl & Mdbius, 1979: Taf. 314,
No. 2202.

>0 Waelkens, 1986: No. 609.

51 Lamberton & Rotroff, 1985: Fig. 15.

52 Friedell, 1999: 44; Ancak tanrica Aphrodite’nin bir belirteci
olmadan evvel giivercinler Kibris’in tanrigcalarindan olan Paphia’nin
belirtecidir. Gliverciner, Paphia’nin tapinaklarinda bulunurlar ve
tanricanin heykeline konarlar. ilerleyen dénemlerde Paphia’yla
beraber glivercinlerin de Yunanistan’a gelmesiyle Aphrodite’nin
simgesi haline gelirler (Hehn, 1870: 242).

3 Grossman, 2001: 91.
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ederek bir gecitten gecilmesine de inanilmistir**. Yine
dogrudan olu kiltiyle iliskilendirilen glivercinler, beden
esaretinden kurtulmayla sembolize edilmektedir®. Ayrica
glivercinlerin mezarlarda canli olarak adak verilirken®® ayni
zamanda mezarlara pismis topraktan yapilmis glivercin

heykelciklerin  bir hediye olarak konuldugu da*’
bilinmektedir.
Guvercinler olu kultiyle, evcil veya hediye olarak

kullanilmasinin yani sira ticarette ve haberlesmede de Antik
Donemde evcillestirilen bir hayvandi. Bu baglamda antik
yazarlardan Varro ve Columella iyi ¢ift glivercinlerin 1.-000
sestertiie satilabilecegini aktarirken Columella, insanlarin
zevk icin evcillestirilen iyi glvercinlere 4.-000 sesterti
ifade etmektedir®.
hayvani olarak da kullanilmis ve kamu ile 6zel haberlesmede

verdiklerini Guvercinler haberlesme
de faydalaniimistir. Konsiil Hirtius’'un MO 43 yilinda Marcus
Antonius tarafindan Modena Mutina’da kusatildiginda Deci-
mus Brutus ile glivercin postasiyla iletisim kurdugunu
anlatmaktadir®®.

Keklik Betimleri

Calismaya konu olmus keklik MO 310 yilina tarihlenen stel
Gzerinde kadin olan mezar sahibinin hemen karsisinda
durmus ve kiglik boyutlu olarak islenmis hizmetginin elleri
arasinda durmaktadir (Fig. 3)%°. Bir baska ornekte ise bir
kadin figlri tek basina tasvir edilmistir ve elleri arasinda
keklik bulunmaktadir®®, MO 350- 320 yillarina tarihlenen
farkh bir mezar steli 6rneginde de yine kadinlarla beraber
resmedilmistir®2. Stelde (¢ kadin figiirii bulunmakta ve esas
mezar sahibi olan kadin bir diphros lzerine oturmaktadir.
Diphrosun altinda ise bir keklik yeri gagalar vaziyette
islenmistir. Keklikler mezar stellerinde goérilen ve oldukga

54 Yilmaz vd., 2014: 132;Sax, 2013: 320.

55 Wujewski, 1991: 44- 45,

56 Woysch-Meautis, 1982: 52-53.

57 Taspinar & Cekilmez, 2021: 42.

8 Toynbee, 1971: 258.

%9 Bu hikayeye gore: giivercinler ag, susuz ve karanlk bir yerde
kapatilmistir.  Haberlesmede kullanilan mektuplar, saclarla
giivercinlerin  boyunlarina baglanilmis ve ardindan serbest
birakilmislardir. Bunun Gizerine ag¢ ve susuz olan hayvanlar isiga
dogru gitmisler ve binalarin en ylksek noktalarina g¢ikmislardir.
Burada da Brutus tarafindan yakalanmislardir. Boylelikle de her
seyden haberdar olmustur (Ayrintil bilgi icin bkz. Toynbee, 1973:
258- 259).

0 Grosmann, 2001: Kat. No. 24; Ayni stel baska bir calismada MO
350- 320 yillarina tarihlendirilmektedir (Margariti, 2018A: PI. 8,

No.1).
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ilging bulunan bir kus turtdir. Mezar stellerinde genellikle

kadinlarin  oldugu  kompozisyonlarda islenmektedir.
Dolayisiyla mezar stelinde karsilasilan ¢ikan bu evcil kekligin
kadinin sevdigi bir kus olarak betimlendigine dair dislince
bulunmaktadir®®. Mezar stelleri haricinde ayrica seramik
keklik
gorilmektedir. Ayrica Knossos'ta Minos Sarayi’nda, MO
1500- 110 yillarina tarihlenen freskte keklik betimlemeleri

bulunmaktadir®®.

sanatinda® ve mozaiklerde® de tasvirleri

Yunanca ve Latince ismi perdix olan kekligin adini
¢ighgindan aldig
bereket ve dogurganhg, Hristiyanlk dininde aldaticilig,

distinilmektedir®’. Sembolik olarak
hakikati, kurnazhgi ve hirsizligi temsil etmektedir®®. Kurnazhk
diger
yumurtalarini ¢alarak kuluckaya yatmasidir. Ancak i¢cgtidusel

ve hirsizlikla iliskilendirilmesinin sebebi kuslarin

olarak civcivler kulugkadan c¢iktiktan sonra kendilerini

doguran anneye gitmektedirler®.

Keklikler,
evlerde beslenilmis ve genellikle de doévis oyunlarinda

Antik Doénem’de kolaylikla evcillestirilmis,

ragbet gdérmislerdir’®. Evlerde beslenme sebebinin insan
sesine benzemesinden kaynaklandigi dustinilmektedir’.
Ancak her ne kadar boyle bir yorum olsa da aksini distinenler
de bulunmaktadir’2. italya’da sirf déviistiirmek icin beslenen
bu hayvanin Hintli elgiler tarafindan Augustus’a hediye olarak
da verildigi ayrica kekliklerin etleri icin avlanildig da
bilinmektedir’3.

Mitolojide Glines Tanrisi Talos ile Giritli Zeus icin kutsal bir
hayvandir’. Erkegin kokusunu aldiginda bile hamile kaldig
dusiinilen bu sehvetli hayvan” bu o6zelliginden kaynakli
Aphrodit’le 6zdeslestirilmektedir’®. Ayrica keklik Athena igin

61 Conze, 1900: Taf. IIl, No. 821.

62 Margariti, 2019: 71, Fig. 6.

83 Margariti, 2019: 71, Fig. 6.

64 Keller, 1913: Fig. 47.

85 Keller, 1913: Fig. 45, 45b; Biiyiikparmaksiz & Ermis 2022, fig 5.
6 Mynott, 2018: 183, Fig. 3.13.

67 Cheesman, 2008: 29.

68 Cooper, 1978: 126.

8 Ayrintili bilgi icin bkz: Cheesman, 2008: 29.
70 Keller, 1913: 157.

1 Kleczkowska 2015, 103-104.

2 Toynbee, 1973: 255.

3 Toynbee, 1973: 255- 256.

74 Cooper, 1978: 126.

7> Cheesman, 2008: 29.

76 Keller, 1913: 157.
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de kutsaldir”’.
Ordek Betimleri

Ordek calismaya konu bir diger kus tiriidiir. Mezar stelleri
Gzerinde 6rdek tasvirlerinin bir evcil hayvan olarak islendigi
izlenmektedir. Ornegin MO 310 yillarina tarihlenen stelde,
kiiclik bir kiz ¢cocugu islenmistir. Cocugun sag elinde bir
oyuncak bebek goriilirken sol elinde bir kus bulunmaktadir.
Kiz ¢ocugunun hemen Oniinde ise bir Ordek tasviri yer
almakta ve kiza bakmaktadir (Fig. 4)’. MO 400-375 yillarina
tarihlendirilen farkli bir mezar steli 6rneginde de bir kadin ve
bir kiz cocugu tasvir edilmistir. Kadinin elinde bir oyuncak
bebek yer alirken hemen karsisinda duran kizin elinde 6rdek
yer almaktadir’®. Son olarak MO 420- 410 vyillarina
tarihlendirilen bir 6rnekte de bir kadin figlri yer almakta ve
ellerinde 6rdek bulunmaktadir®.

Mezopotamya Boélgesi'nde oOrdekler, kurban ve sunu
listelerinde rastlanilmakla beraber® Eski Misirda hem av
ganimeti hem de evcil olarak beslenilmistir®. Antik Yunan ve
Roma’da ise yabani ordek etinin lezzetinden kaynakli pek
hatta
imparatorluk Déneminde evcillestirildigi®* diistinilmektedir.

evcillestiriimedigi® Roma da &rdek hayvaninin
Ancak hem Yunanlilar hem de Romalilar 6rdegi iyi bilen
avcilikta, ciftcilikte®® ve yiyecek kusu olarak da tiiketmislerdir.
MO 1. ve MS 1. yizylllardaki italyan kushanelerindeki
anlatilarda belirgin bir kusu olusturan drdeklerin en degerlisi
Varro’nun Casinum’da yer alan kushanesinde goriilmektedir.
Ozetle burada, kuslarin dinlenebilmesi, korunmasi, yapay
golet veya bataklklarin yaptirildigi aktarilmaktadir®.

Ordekler yiyecek veya bir av hayvani olmasinin yani
sira ¢cocuklara evcil olarak verilmis ve hatta “6rdek yavrusu”

77 perdix, Deadalos kadar yeteneklidir. Dolayisiyla Deadalus,
¢iraginin kendisinin online gececeginden korktugu icin perdix’i
Atina’nin Unll akropiliinden asagiya dogru atmistir. Bunu géren
Athena Perdix’e acimis ve onu bir keklige cevirerek kendi kusu
yapmistir (Erdemol, 2013: 95- 96; Gezgin, 2019: 125); Hephaistos
bazen Hera’nin Talos’dan olan oglu olarak resmedilmektedir.
Daidalos, Talos ve Hephaistos’un ayni mitolojik karakterlerin farkl
unvanlari temsil ettigi dislincesi bulunmaktadir. “Zira tanr
Hephaistos, kendisi igin kekligin kutsal sayildigi gizellik Tanrigasi
Aphrodite ile kisa bir siireligine de olsa evli kalmisti. Daidalos'un kiz
kardesi ve Talos’un annesi olan Polykaste de ayni zamanda Perdiks
(keklik) adiyla anilmaktaydi (Graves, 2010: 426).
78 Conze, 1900: Taf. VI, 815.
7® Margariti, 2018B: Fig. 6.
80 Margariti, 2018B: Fig. 17.

81 Lewis & Llewellyn-Jones, 2018: 240.
82 Bailleus- LeSuer, 2012.

terimi de bir sevgi sézcugl olarak kullanilmistir®”. Ayrica
drdek Roma sanatinda kisi da temsil etmektedir®. Ordeklere
mitolojik veya dini agidan Antik Yunan ve Roma’da pek
rastlanilmaz. Ancak yine de sanatta tasvirlerinin® yani sira
ordek bicimli kaplar (Askoi) Girit Adasinda yer alan
Knossos'ta®® ve Etruria’da® tespit edilmistir. Kaplara ek
ordek bir

olarak kadin takilarinda da motif olarak

islenmistir®.

Mitolojik olarak Misir’da isis ile bagdastirilan 6rdek®® yer
alti diinyasinda yer alan sularda 6zgtlirce gezen bir ruh olarak
degerlendirilmektedir®. Antik Yunan mitolojisinde ise érdek
etinin afrodizyakli olduguna inanildigi icin Aphrodite, Eros ve
Priapos’la bagdastiriimaktadir. Ayrica 6rdek formlu bir askos
kabinin Gzerinde Eros’un ordegi siirer gibi aplike edilmesi de
hem Eros hem de Aphrodite’yi simgelemektedir®.
Odysseus’un esi Penelope’nin ismi de ordek anlamina
gelmektedir. Bu mitolojiye gore de ilk olarak ismi Arnaia ya
da Arnakia olan Penelope’nin babasinin emriyle Nauplios
tarafindan denize birakilmistir. Sonrasinda mor gizgileri olan
bir grup ordek tarafindan kurtarilan Penelope, ordekler
tarafindan kiylya tasinilmis ve beslenilmistir. Bu gibi bir
mucizeye tanik olan ikarios ile Periboia bebege merhamet
etmis, ardindan da Arnania’ya ismini drdek anlamina gelen

Penelope ismiyle degistirmislerdir®®.

Kaz Betimleri

Kazlar konumuzu olusturan bir diger kus tiridir ve mezar
stellerinde neredeyse birbirine benzeyen kompozisyonlarda
islenmektedir. Ornegin calismada goriilen mezar steli MO 3.

83 Keller, 1913: 228.

84 Friedel 1999, 45.

85 Lewis & Llewellyn-Jones, 2018: 240.

86 Detayli bilgi icin bkz: Toynbee, 1973: 264.

8 Toynbee, 1973: 273.

88 Toynbee, 1973: 273; Etleri icin avlanilan yabani érdekler ayni
zamanda koti  hava kosullarinin  gostergesi olarak da
degerlendiriimektedir (Lewis & Llewellyn-Jones, 2018: 240).

8 Mozaiklerde de kaz, silin ve ordeklerin bir arada oldugu
betimlemeler mevcuttur (bkz. Mynott, 2018: Fig. 2, 13).

9 Boardman, 1998: Fig. 25.

1 Brendel, 1995: Fig. 273.

92 Keller, 1913: 230.

93 Cooper, 1978: 57.

% Aburrow, 1994: 83.

9 Keller, 1913: 230, Fig. 90.

% Graves, 2010: 842.
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ylzyila tarihlendirilmektedir?’. Bir kadina ait olan stelde kazla
beraber toplamda (g figlr tasvir edilmistir. Ortada mezar
sahibi durmaktadir. Solunda, elinde ¢ift daireden olusan ayna
tutan kadin hizmetgi sahibine dogru islenmistir. Saginda ise
bir kaz figliri mezar sahibinin elinde tuttugu meyveye dogru
basini uzatmis bir sekilde resmedilmistir (Fig. 5)°. MO 360-
350 yillarina tarihlenen bir baska 6rnekte ise bir kadin elinde
bebek figlirlint tutmakta ve hemen karsisinda da evcil bir kaz
tasvir edilmistir®®. MO 2. yiizyila tarihlenen farkh bir mezar
stelinde, kalabalik bir kompozisyonda biyiik olasilikla mezar
sahibinin yakini olan figlir Uzerinden meyveye basini
uzatirken tasvir edilmistir®. Steller haricinde Antik Dénemin

101 102

seramik  sanatinda'®, mozaiklerde ve cesitli

kabartmalarda!® kaz tasvirleri yer aldigi gériilmektedir.

Kus sdrdleri igerisinde adinin tislama sesinden geldigi
dusunilen kazin, Yunanca khen, Almanca gans'® ve bircok
dilde de 105

ismi  anilmaktadir'®.
Evcillestirilmesi kolay olan kazlarin evcillestirildigine dair

benzer kelimelerle
kanitlar Neolitik Dénem’e kadar uzanmaktadiri®. Nitekim

Yunanistan’da da evcillestirilen en eski kus olarak
gorinmekte: Odysseia’da tavugun tanitilmasindan once bir
ciftlik hayvani olarak aktariimaktadir. Roma diinyasinda da
evcil kiimes hayvani (etleri ve yumurtalari igin) olarak
yetistirilmesinin  yani sira  tdyleri icin de revacta
olmuslardir’®, Ayrica Columella, hem karada hem de suda
yasayan hayvanlar arasinda vatandasi en cok memnun eden

hayvan olarak aktarmakta ve bunun nedenin ise bir kopekten

%7 Pfuhl & Mébius, 1977: Taf. 60, No. 369.
% Firatl, 1964: Taf. 34, No. 141.
% Margariti 2018B, Fig. 13.
100 pfyh| & Mébius, 1977: Taf. 58, No. 346.
101 Keller, 1913, Fig. 85, vgl; Lamberton & Rotroff, 1985: Fig. 4, 5.
102 Toynbee 1973, Fig. 132; Mynott 2018, Fig. 2.13.
103 Kabartmada Romali bir kadin, et pazarindan kaz secerken
betimlemesi bulunmaktadir (bkz. Moses, 1965: 150-151).
104 Friedell, 1999: 44.
105 Keller, 1913: 221.
106 Cin’de yapilan calismalarda kazlarin Neolitik Dénemde
evcillestirildigine dair pek ¢ok kanit gériilmustir (Detayh bilgi icin
bkz. Eda vd., 2022).
107 Lewis & Llewellyn - Jones, 2018: 230; Caesar, Britanyalilarin
tavsan, kaz veya tavuk yemediklerini de aktarmaktadir (Lazenby
1949, 301; Toynbee, 1973: 263).
108 Toynbee, 1973: 261- 262.
109 Keller, 1913: 221; Galyalilar kaleye sardiklarinda kazlar ses
cikarmistir. Boylelikle de Romalilar kazlar tarafindan uyariimis ve
savasin farkina varmislardir (Aburrow, 1994: 96).
110 Hehn, 1870: 267.
111 spgit, 2003: 21.
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daha cok iyi ndbet tutuguna baglamaktadir'®. Hatta Roma
kalesinin Galyalilardan kurtarmasiyla ilgili diinya capinda
iinledigi de aktarilmaktadir’®®, Ote yandan seyir keyfi olarak
yetistirildigi de bilinmektedir. Bu baglamda Homeros’un
anlattigi dizelerde Penelope’nin hentiz kocasini tanimadigi ve
karsisinda oturdugu Odyseus’a rlyasini anlattigi bélimde, 20
kazdan olusan siirtisiiniin oldugu ve bunlarin evcil oldugu

aktarilmakla beraber bunlar daha ¢ok verdikleri manzaradan
dolayi beslenilmistirt®,

Yunanhlarda, evcil olarak beslenen kazlar, ¢ocuklarin da

goOzdesidir. Cocuklar ordekler ve kazlarla oynamayi c¢ok

111

sevmislerdir Hatta Yunanlilara gore kaz, giizelligine

hayran olunan ve sevilen oglan ¢ocuklarina hediye edilen
sevimli bir kus olarak kabul edilmistir''2,

Bereketli olarak degerlendirilen kazlar, Aphrodit’le,
Hera ve Apollon’lat®}, Misirda'* Ra'%®, Osiris ve Isis

iliskilendirilmektedir. Roma’da da kutsal olarak goriilen kaz,

7

Juno®®, Mars''’ ve bereket tanrisi olan Priapus icin de

kutsaldir'®®, Ayrica kaz ¢cocugu ya da kaz bogan ¢ocuk olarak
bilinen figirde de farkh bir yorumlama s6z konusudur.
Greko- Romen terimleriyle bahsi gecen tombul cocuk sadece
bir cocuk degil, Dionysos/Harpokrates'in kisilestirilmesidir;
Kaz ise bir ev hayvani olarak degil ilahi ¢ocugun zafer
kazandig) koti bir ruhturt®,

Evin tetikte bekgileri olarak da degerlendirilen kazlar

ayni zamanda aski da sembolize etmektedir'?’. iyi bir ev

112 Hehn, 1870: 267.

113 Aburrow, 1994: 96.

14 Misirda zengin kisilerin tanrilara okiiz ya da geyik kurban
ederken fakir halk ise kaz kurban etmistir (Beydiz, 2016: 136).

15 Misir yaradilis mitolojisinde, evrenin baslangici ¢camurlu bir
sudur. ilerleyen zamanlarda sular cekilmis, ilk kara parcasini
olusturan ada ortaya c¢ikmis ve Uzerinde de bir yumurta
bulunmustur. Bu yumurtadan Ra’yi simgeleyen bir kaz ortaya
cikmistir (Gezgin, 2019: 119).

116 Keller, 1913: 221.

117 Aburrow, 1994: 95.

118 petronius, bir eve gelen ziyaretcinin kendisine dogru kosan ve
etrafinda kikirdayan dg kutsal kaz tarafindan anlatilan hikayede,
vahsi Uglinin (dux et magister saevitiae) lideri, gagasiyla
ziyaretginin bacagina sert bir sekilde vurmustur. Bunun (zerine
ziyaret¢i masadan bir bacak koparir ve vahsi kazi oldirir. Bunu
goren ve kazlari besleyen kadin dehset icinde ziyaretgiye
Priapos'un sevgilisi, tiim matronlarin sevgilisini éldirerek korkung
bir glinah isledigini haykirir (Toynbee, 1963: 263).

119 pDetayl bilgi icin bkz: Ridgway, 2006.

120 cooper, 1978: 75.
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haniminin mezarinda tasvir edilen kazin, 6len bireyin

121

uyanikliginin sembolik anlamidir's*. Ayrica yabani kazlarin

kisin avlandigl i¢in Roma lahitlerinde mevsimin semboli
olmusturt??,

Kartal Betimleri

Kartal figlirleri, mezar stelleri tizerinde tasvirlerinin yogun

olarak goraldigh kus tlrlerinden bir tanesidir. Kartal,

123

calismaya konu MS 3. yizyila tarihlenen**® stelde, alinligin

tam merkezinde cepheden tasvir edilmistir (Fig. 6)'2*. Benzer

kompozisyona sahip ancak ayaginin altinda yilan!®

126

veya

tavsan**® olan ornekleri de bulunmaktadir. Tek basina stelin

ana merkezinde bir bitki dali'¥’ veya celengin (izerinde!®
resmedilmesinin yani sira dogrudan sadece kartalin islendigi
drnekler de!® bulunmaktadir. Ayrica Roma lejyonlarina ait
mezar stellerinde yer alan sancaklarda da kartal yer
almaktadir’*’, Yine mezar stellerinde kartal bir motif veya
siisleme 6gesi olarak da goriilmektedir. Ornegin bir mezar
stelinde, erkek figlrinin belinde yer alan kilicin kabzasi
kartal formundadir’3L, Bir baska stelde bir kadinin oturdugu
tahtta kartal

izlenmektedir.

bir motif veya siisleme o©gesi olarak'®?

Caglar boyunca, insanoglu kartalin saldirgan giicline saygi
duymus ve sonug olarak da antik sanatta en sik tasvir edilen
hayvanlardan biri olmustur. Kartali, SGmer ve Asur krallari
kraliyet yonetiminin en ylice sembolii olarak kullanmislar
buna benzer Roma lejyonlarinin kartal sancagl da antik

133

diinyanin en iyi bilinen armalarindan biriydi Bircok

121 Hehn, 1870: 267.

122 | ewis & Llewellyn-Jones, 2018: 230.

123 pfyhl & Mébius, 1979: Taf. 300, No. 2089.

124 Karagdz, 1984: Fig. 25.

125 pfuhl & Mébius, 1979: 533, No. 1277 c. Abb. 15, Taf. 316, No.
2216.

126 \Waelkens, 1986: Taf. 36, No. 236; Bu betime yakin tasvir seramik
sanatinda da gériilmektedir. Bu baglamda MO 5. yiizyila tarihlenen
iki yag sisesinin (lzerinde kartal ve tavsan betimlemesi
bulunmaktadir (Lamberton & Rotroff, 1985: Fig. 32).

127 pfuhl & Mébius, 1979: Taf. 316, No. 2114, 2215.

128 Cumont, 1917: Fig. 10, 11.

129 cumont, 1917: Fig. 19, 23; Wagner 1976, No. 20, Abb. 25, No.
15, Taf. 30, No. 13, Taf. 31, Abb. 19.3.

130 phufl ve Mébius, 1977: Taf. 55, No. 307; Anderson, 1984: PI. 5;
Carroll, 2006: Fig. 60.

131 Grossman, 2001: Kat. No. 41.

132 Grossman, 2001: Kat. No. 46.

133 Lewis & Llewellyn-Jones, 2018: 502; Kartal ayrica Roma
imparatorluk zaferinin ve muhtesem giiciiniin semboliidiir
(Toynbee, 1973: 241).

medeniyette dnem arz eden kartal, Suriye etkisi altindaki

bélgelerde giinesin kusu olarak izlenmektedir®*,

Kartal hem Antik Yunan hem de Roma mitolojisinde sik¢a
islenen ve sembollestirilen bir hayvandir. Antik Yunan
mitolojisinde bags tanri nasil ki tim tanrilarin tanrisiysa kartal
da tiim kuslarin hakimi olarak kabul edilmektedir®>. Kartal
zamanda bir cezalandirma olarak da

ayni hayvani

aktariimaktadir. Bu baglamda Unli  mitoloji  olan
Prometheus’un atesi c¢almasi ve buna sakin kalmayan
Zeus’'un Prometheus’u zincire baglayarak kartala cigerini
yemesi gosterilebilir'3®. Zeus dogrudan dogruya kartal sekline
girdigi de bilinmektedir. Buna 6rnek teskil edilecek Zeus ile
Ganymedes’in mitolojisinde Zeus kartal sekline girerek
Olympos’a Olympos’a

Ganymedes'i 6limsiizlestirmek i¢in gotlirmesi ruhlarin nasil

Ganymedes’i kacirmigtirt®’,

gbkylzine ciktigini da géstermektedir'®e. Nitekim fiziki giicl,

139

erkekligi ve gorkemli olmayi da'*® gosteren kartal, Antik

Donem’de cennette tanrilarla beraber oturduguna dair
inangta bulunmaktadir?°,

Sembolik olarak tanrilasmayi da ifade eden kartal,

Anadolu mezar

141

ikonografisinde bu amag¢ igin

. Steller Gzerinde Zeus'un temsili olarak
yapilan kartal, ayni zamanda élilerin de sembolidir®2,
Erkekleri de sembolize eden kartal, MS 140/150 yillarinda

kaide lizerinde tasvir edilmesi hem 6len bireyi hem de Zeus’u

resmedilmistir

temsil etmektedir. Boylelikle dlen kisi tanrilasarak tanrinin

134 Gilinesin kusu olarak Dogu’da anilan kartal, ruhlari gékyiiziine
tasidigina inanilmis ve bu inanis mezar stellerine de yansimistir
(Cumont, 1966: 154, Fig. 24).

135 Mitolojiye gore, Periphas adinda bir kral bulunmaktadir. Bu kral
dinine bagli, iyi bir insan ve Apollon’un rahibidir. Bu kral halki
tarafindan ¢ok sevilmis ve bu vasfi sayesinde Zeus mertebesine
ulasmis hatta Attika’da yasayan insanlar Zeus ile Periphas adina bir
tapinak insa etmislerdir. Halk ayrica Periphas’i, Epopsios,
Meilichios, soter olarak da adlandirmistir. Bunu duyan Zeus her ne
kadar sinirlenmis ve onu oldiirmek istemisse de Apollon’un rahibi
olmasi onu frenlemistir. Ancak Zeus her ne kadar onu simsekleriyle
vurmamissa da krali bir kartala ¢evirmis dindarligi ile iyiligini de
onure etmek igin de tim kuslarin hakimiyeti yapmis ve kendi
asasini tasitmakla ylikimli tutmustur (Cook, 1925:1121- 1122).
136 Grimal, 1990: 376.

137 Grimal, 1990: 159.

138 Cumont, 1966: 97.

139 Abay, 2016: 332- 333.

140 Keller, 1913: 1-2.

141 Wujewski, 1991: 45.

182 pfyhl & Mébius, 1977: 47.
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yakininda ya da yaninda oldugu disiinilmektedir®,

Bizans ikonografisinde de sik sik karsilasilan kartal, gliclin
ve kuvvetin semboliidir. Kartalin kithonik olan vyilanla
miicadelesinde gici, gokylzinid ve 15181 temsil etmekte ve
yilan ile kartal arasindaki miicadele aydinhigin ve karanhgin

catismasi olarak yorumlanmaktadir?#4,

Bildircin Betimleri

Bildircin mezar stellerinde gorilen kus tirleri arasinda yer
almaktadir. Calismaya konu olan ve MS 3. yiizyila tarihlenen
mezar stelinde ortada bir bist tasvir edilmistir (Fig. 7).
Hemen altinda ise tekli olarak bir bildircin resmedilmistir. MS
2. yuzyila tarihlenen bir baska 6rnekte yine ana merkezde bir
blst resmedilmistir. Blstlin hemen sag ve solunda biste
146 Genc bir doktora ait

bu stelde betimlenen bu kuslarin bildircin dévisuyle ilgili
147

doniik karsihkliiki bildircin islenmistir
olarak islendigi yorumlanmaktadir’*’. Ancak bu hayvanin
ayrica saghkla ilgili olarak islenmis olabilme durumu da
bulunmaktadir. Clinki hem stel sahibi bir doktor hem de bu
hayvanin bazi bitkilerle beslendiginden saglikla da iliskili
oldugu distnilmektedir.

Bildircin kusu, ugmak yerine daha ¢cok karada yasayan ve

klasik  Yunanistan’da ¢ok bilinen bir kus tdrind
olusturmaktadir. Yunanistan’da yemekten daha ¢ok spor
amaclh evcil kus olarak ilgilenildigi bilinmektedir. Ancak
Roma’da bildircin bir lezzet olarak da yetistirilmistir*®, Hos
bir lezzet bilinen bu kus tiiri hem bir ev arkadasi olurken hem
Antik

Dénem’de, horoz déviisleri bir spor dal olarak tutulmus ve

de dovis oyunlarinda kullanilmistir®,  Nasil ki

ragbet gérmisse bildircin da bu konuda popiiler olmustur.
Hatta Themistokles Atina’da horoz dovislerini baslatmis ve
insanlar da dikkatlerini bu spora vermislerdir. Ancak ¢ok

143 Lochman, 2003: 225, 211; Bahsi gecen kompozisyona sahip
mezar steli igin bkz: Cumont, 1966: Fig. 24; Mezar sunaklarinda da
olen kisi bir kartalin sirtina binmis gibi tasvir edildigi 6rnekler
bulunmaktadir. Bu tasvirler insanlarin kartalin ruhu nasil
gokyliziine tasidigina dair 6rnekleri olusturmaktadir (bkz. Cumont,
1917: Fig. 33, 37, 38).

144 Beydiz, 2016: 179.

145 pfuhl & Mébius, 1979: Taf. 312, No. 2192.

146 pfyuhl & Mébius, 1979: Taf. 304, No. 2112.

147 pfuhl & Mébius, 1979: 528.

148 | ewis & Llewellyn-Jones, 2018: 264; Antik yazarlardan Plinius
zamaninda, bildircinlarin en sevdigi yiyecek zehirli bir tohum
olduguna inanildigl icin sofralarda reddedilmistir. Ancak Romal
yazar olan Varro’ya gore bu kuslar kendi zamaninda yenmek Uzere

sismanlastirilp yiksek fiyatlara satilmistir (Toynbee, 1973: 256).
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gecmeden horoz dévislerinden daha ¢ok insanlar kendilerini
bildircin dévislerine kaptirmislardirt®. Bu kusun karacaotu
ve baldiran otu gibi zehirli bitkilerle beslendigi ve ayni
zamanda epilepsiden muzdarip tek hayvan oldugu bu yiizden
doktorlar hastalara bu hastaliga care olarak bildircin beyni
recete ettigi®! de aktarilmaktadir.

Bildircin geceyle iliskilendiriimekle beraber bahar
aylyla bagdastirilarak yenilemeyi de sembolize etmektedir.
Ayni zamanda iyi sans ile askin da semboliidiir®2. Antik
Yunanlilarda Asteria'®?, Zeus, Letoon ile Apollon ve
Diana’yla®* bagdastiriimaktadir. Romalilarda ise cesaretin ve
savasta muzaffer olmanin sembolidir'®. Yari 6lumli olan
Herakles icin de bildircin kutsal olup Fenikelilerin Herakles
icin bildircin kurban ettigini ifade edilmektedir. Bu kutsalligin
sebebi ise Herakles Libya’dan gecerken c¢oélde Typhon
tarafindan oldarialmustir. Ancak Herakles’in yoldasi olan
lolaos tarafindan kendisine bildircin verilmis ve bildircinin

kokusu Herakles’i tekrardan hayata déndirmustir®®e,

Siiliin Betimleri

Mezar stelleri Gizerinde nadir olarak gorilen siiliin yapilan
literatlir arastirmalarimiz sonrasinda yalnizca tek bir mezar
steli tarafindan temsil edildigi anlasiimaktadir. MS 3. ylzyila
tarihlenen stel, dortgen formdadir. Yatay bir bantla iki
sahneye ayrilan stelin Ust kisminda, U¢ insan figliri bust
seklinde verilmistir. Alt sahnede ise bir cenaze ziyafeti
betimlenmistir. Burada da (g insan figlrld bulunmaktadir.
Calismaya konu olmus siliinler ise solda ayakta bulunan
insan figlirl elinde basi kesik ve ayaklarindan tutulmus bir

sekilde gortilmektedir. Bir diger siliin ise stelin tam ortasinda

)157

Uc ayakhh masaya dogru yonelmektedir (Fig. 8)"’. Ayrica

Uglinci stliinde masanin lzerinde kizartiimis olarak durdugu
da dusiinilmektedir'®®. Yapilmis calismalarda stel sahibinin

149 Keller, 1913: 161.

150 Friedel, 1999: 44.

151 Keller, 1913: 161.

152 Cooper, 1978: 135.

153 Antik Yunan mitolojisinde Zeus bir titan kizi olan Asteria’ya asik
olmustur. Ancak Asteria Zeus’tan korkup kagmis ve bunun {izerine
de bildircina déniserek kendisini denize atmistir (Gezgin, 2019:
53).

154 Yunan mitolojisinde orgiastik olan Artemis’in kutsal hayvani
olarak degerlendirilmektedir (Graves, 2010: 67).

155 Cooper, 1978: 135.

156 Keller, 1913: 162.

157 Tatas, 2015: Kat. No. P 39.

158 Mendel, 1914: 265.
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bir siliin yetistiricisi oldugu aktariimaktadir’™®. Baska bir
mezar kabartmasinda bir kasap dikkani resmedilmistir.

Kabartmanin arka planinda kuslar goriilebilmekte ve bunlarin

160

Mezar steli ve

161

da silin oldugu aktarilmaktadir.

kabarmalarin yani sira silinler mozaikler** Uzerinde de
islenmistir. Ornegin Justinianus'un Sabratha kilisesine ait bir
mozaikte, siiliin tasviri yer almaktadir'®?. Bir baska érnekte,
Woodchester’'da

Orpheus’un mizigiyle hayvanlari etkilemesi tasvir edilmistir.

MS 4. vylzylla tarihlenen mozaikte,

Mozaikte, bircok hayvanin (geyik, yaban domuzu, kaplan, fil,

tavus kusu) yani sira siiliin de yer almaktadir®®3,

Kékeni Giineydogu Asya ormanindan gelen siliin®

ismini Karadeniz’in dogusunda bulunan Kolkhis’teki Phasis

165 Hem Latince hem de Yunanca

Nehrinden almaktadir
(Phasianos) ismini bu nehirden alan stliiniin birden fazla tiri
bulunmaktadir. Ancak bunlardan en dikkat ¢cekeni phasianus
pictus olanidir. Clinkii bu kus tiriinin renginden dolayi anka
kusu (Phoenix) olarak adlandirilmistir. Misirda kutsal olarak
bilinen efsanevi kus olan anka kusu, Roma’ya geldiginde ¢ok
dikkat cekmis festivallerde cesitli toplantilarda meydan da

sergilenmistirt®®,

Suliin, Antik Donemde, oldukga ilging ve bir o kadar ilgi
¢ekici bir hayvan olarak anilmaktadir. Her ne kadar Antik
Donemde silinler, tavus kuslari gibi yaygin olmasa da
Aristoteles, bu kuslardan sik sik toz iginde ve yerde yasayan
hayvanlar olarak anmakta ayrica bu kuslarin bit istilasina
karsi hassas olduklarini aktarmaktadir’’. MO 5. ve 4.
ylzyillarda Yunanistan’da yaygin olan bu kus'®® bazi bilim

169 bazi  bilim

0

adamlarina gore Perikles Donemi'nde

adamlarina gére de Perikles Dodnemi’nden 6nce!”

Yunanistan’da bulundugu yéniindedir. Ancak bu kus tiiriiniin
esas evcillestirilmesi ve ses getirmesi Roma Dd&neminde

159 Tatas, 2009: 93.

160 Merten, 1999: 197, Abb. 1.

161 Ornekler icin bkz: Toynbee, 1973: Pl. 126; Keller, 1913: Fig. 38;
Lewis & Llewellyn-Jones, 2018: 280; Mynott, 2018: Fig. 2.11, 13.
162 Toynbee, 197: PI. 126.

163 Lewis & Llewellyn-Jones, 2018: 280; MS 3. yiizyilin baslarina
tarihlenen bir diger mozaik 6rnegi Kartaca’da, Kushane Villasi’'nda
bulunan mozaiktir. Burada da siiliin tim renkleriyle tasvir edilmistir
(Mynott, 2018: Fig. 2.11).

164 | ewis & Llewellyn-Jones, 2018: 278.

185Arnott, 2007: 69; Lewis & Llewellyn-Jones, 2018: 278; Mitolojiye
gore de siliin Colchis’den efsanevi Argonotlar tarafindan Avrupaya
getirilmistir (Hehn, 1870: 263).

166 Keller, 1913: 149- 147.

167 Lewis & Llewellyn-Jones, 2018: 278.

171

karsilasilmaktadir. Ticaretle'’!, ciftcilikle ve en ¢ok da liks

yemeklerin  ayrilmaz bir parcasi olarak zenginlerin

sofralarinda goriilmektedir. Siuliin Roma’da, eti icin popliler

oldugu ve bu yiizden yetistirildigi'’2

ve zengin sofralarinda
Hatta bazi

Buna ornek

aranan bir lezzet oldugu bilinmektedir'’3.
imparatorlar icin gosteris bile sayilmistir.
gosterilebilecek imparator Elagabalus, belirli glinlerde siliin
tek yiyecegi olmus ve hatta aslanlarina da siliin etini

yedirtmistirl’4,

Antik Yunan ve Roma mitolojisinde, siilin ile bilgiler
neredeyse bulunmamaktadir. Ancak yine de Hera’nin kutsal
hayvani olan tavus kusuna!” yiiklenen anlamlar siliine de
yuklenmistir. Boylelikle de sdliinin de ask ve erdemi
sembolize ettigi de disiiniilmektedirt’®.

Papagan Betimleri

Papagan calismaya kaynaklik eden mezar stelleri (izerinde
pek rastlanilmayan bir kus tiiri olarak bilinmektedir. Birkag
mezar stelinde tasviri yer alan bu kus tirl, genelde
calathoslarin tizerinde betimlenmistir. Ornegin MS 3. yiizyila
tarihlenen mezar steli, kapi temali formdadir. Ana govde
Uzerinde kapi temasini olusturan doért panel islenmistir. Sag
alt panelde bir calathos ve sepetin lizerinde bir papagan yer
almaktadir (Fig. 9)'"7. Bir diger papagan 6rnegi ise kartalin
ana kompozisyon olarak gorildigi mezar stelinde karsimiza
cikmaktadir. Papagan?’® (?) yine bir calathosun Ulzerinde yer

almaktadir. Mezar stelleri haricinde, duvar resimlerinde’® ve

180

mozaiklerde stkca resmedilmistir.  Bu baglamda,

Pompei’de Roma Villasi’'nda yer alan bir mozaikte, bir vazo
kenarinda tiinemis papagan ve giivercinler bulunmaktadir®.,
Ancak bu mozaikten daha farkh bir sekilde islenmis olan
Dionysos mozaiginde, papaganlar kosum takimlari igcerisinde

bir arabayi c¢ekmektedir. Arabanin {izerinde de vyaz

168 Toynbee, 1973: 254.

169 Dittrich and Dittrich, 1996, 101.

170 Keller, 1913: 145.

171 Detayl bilgi icin bkz: Arnott, 2007: 269- 270.

172 Merten, 1999, 197.

173 Hehn, 1870: 265; Keller, 1913: 145.

174 Toynbee, 1973: 255; Lewis & Llewellyn-Jones, 2018: 278.
175 Graves, 2010: 59- 60.

176 Dittrich ve Dittrich 1996: 110.

177 pfuhl & Mébius, 1979: Taf. 316, No. 2220.

178 pfuhl & Mébius, 1979: Taf. 300, No. 2089.

179 Toynbee, 1973: PI. 122.

180 | ewis & Llewellyn-Jones, 2018: 271, No. 3; Keller, 1913: Fig. 19;
Toynbee 1973, Fig. 135; Mynott, 2018: Fig. 3.6.

181 Mynott, 2018: Fig. 3.6; Keller, 1913: Fig. 19.
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simgeledigini disindirten hasat aletleri (orak ve tirmik) yer

almaktadir'®,

Psittakos, Antik Yunanca’da, muhabbet kusuna vyani
kiiclik papagan anlamlarina gelen bu isim yaygin olarak
kullanilmistir.  Ancak bu ismin farkh formlari da
bulunmaktadir (Byttakos ve Bittakos). MO 335 yilindan énce
Psittaké kavrami Aristoteles’te, Klasik Donemin sonrasinda
Sittakos ve Sittaké isimleri olarak MO 500 yillarinda Ctesias’in
bahsettigi ve daha sonra Yunanistan ve Roma’ya evcil olarak
getirilen Hint kus isimlerinin Hellenlestirilmis hali olarak ifade
edilmektedir'®,

Aristoteles papagandan “Hint kusu” olarak bir kez
de Hint
Antik Yunan ve

bahsetmis!® ve bu evcillestirilmesi

185

kusun
prenslerinin  parklarinda olmustur
Romalilar tarafindan evcil olarak beslenen papagan ¢ok
sevilmistir. Bu durumun sebebi bu kus tiridnidn insanlari
taklidinden kaynaklanmaktadir. Ote yandan bu kus tiiriiniin
Antik Cag’da yaygin olarak ismi gegcmektedir. Misir'da Meroe
kralicesi, Iskendere’e papagan hediye etmis ve ayrica
Ptolemaios Philadelphus’un iskenderiye’deki biiyiik gecit
toérenin de bu kus yer almistir'®®, Hatta iskender’in
generallerinden biri olan Onesikritos bu kusun 6rneklerini
Avrupa’ya gotirmustir’®’. Roma’da, saksagan ve karga gibi
konusan kuslari ¢ok sevmislerdir. Dolayisiyla Hint kusunu
gordiklerinde o6zellikle etkilenmislerdir. Nitekim Apuleius
papaganin konusmasini karganinkinden daha gergekgi
oldugunu aktarmaktadir. Hizla tercih edilen papaganlar,

Roma edebiyat ve sanatinda yerlerini almislardir®,

Papagan, insan gibi konustugundan kaynakli Brahmiler
tarafindan kutsal olarak gorilmistir. Ancak bu durum Roma
imparatoru Elegabalus icin gecerli degildi. Bu imparator
ziyafetlerde papagan kafalariyla dolu tabaklar {retmis ve

182 Toynbee, 1973: 281, Fig. 135.

183 Arnott, 2007: 292.

184 Lewis & Llewellyn-Jones, 2018: 268; Yunan ve Romal yazarlar
bu kusun Hint kokenli oldugunu aktarmislardir. Aristoteles, bir
pasajda bu kusa ‘ Hint kusu’ demistir. Ayrica insan gibi konusmasina
dikkat cekerek bu kusa sarap verildiginde simarikhgina da dikkat
cekmektedir. Papaganin Hintli prenslerin parklarinda nasil
toplandiginin yani sira Hindistan’da onlarin o6ldirilmedigini de
aktarmaktadir.  Cinkii  Brahminler'in  kusu insan  gibi
konusmasindan kaynakh olarak kutsal gérmis olmalaridir
(Toynbee, 1973: 247).

185 Arnot, 2007: 293.

186 Arnott, 2007: 293; Ptolemy Philadelphus Déneminde kus nadir
olarak goriilmiis ve iskenderiye'deki biiyiik Dionysos alayinda da
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aslanlarina papagan verdigi de bilinmektedir'®. Antik Yunan
ve Roma mitolojisinde papagan pek gériilmemektedir. Ancak
bu kus sikca Roma siirlerinde ve agitlarinda yerini almaktadir.
Sairin anlattigina gore, Statius’'un arkadasi Melior'un
papagini, ¢ok susli bir kafeste yasarmis. Bir giin dnceki
ziyafette verilen lokmalarin tadini g¢ikararak ve oOgrendigi
kelimeleri ezbere soyledikten sonra aniden 6lmistir. Statius
kaldigi yerde yapayalniz kalir. Zindaninin bos oldugunu, cighk
olmadigini ve kapiya gagasini dayamadigindan sikayetci olur.
Krallari nasil karsilayacagini, imparatoru ismini nasil bildigi
gibi 6vgller sonrasinda en nadir ve en muhtesem kokularla

kusun yanacagini aktarir'*,

Evcil bir
Lesbia’nin 6lim{, Cattulus’un en etkileyici siirlerinden ikisini
Ovidius’ta
etkileyici

kus olarak izlenen kuslarin olimlerinden

yazmaya itmistir. Corinna’nin  ¢ok sevdigi

papaganina kaside  yazmistir®l,  Ovid’in
Amores’inde gecen papaganin 6zel noktasi, sahibi Corinna’ya
ithafen

sonlarinda psittacus’un dindar kuslar i¢in ayrilmis bir

son veda soOzlerini soylemis olmasidir. Siirin

dinlenme vyerine gomilmesi ifade edilmektedir ve siir,
papaganin mezar tasinda durdugunu ve kus icin de
alisiimadik olan konusma yetenegini vurgulayan iki satirhk bir

epigramla sona ermektedir’®. Bu satirda ayrica Corinna’nin

kusa olan sevgisi de vurgulanmaktadir!®,

Leylek Betimleri

Leylek, mezar stellerinde c¢alismaya konu olmus eser
disinda tipki siltin gibi nadir olarak tasvir edilmektedir. MS 3
veya 4. ylzyila tarihlenen eser, tiggen alinlikh kapi temali bir
mezar steli drnegidir (Fig. 10)**. Alinhiginda antitetik bulunan
iki yunus betimlenmistir. Stelin ana govdesi ise dortgen
formda olup kapi temasini olusturan dort adet panel
bulunmaktadir. Sol st panelde sonu bir sapla biten bir

insanlar arasinda biyik saskinhga sebep olmustur (Keller, 1913:
45).

187 Keller, 1913: 45; Bir diisiinceye gdre muhabbet kusu/papagan,
Biiyiik iskender’in dogu seferinden énce Yunanistan’da bilinmedigi
yonindedir (bkz. Mynott, 2018: 146, Fig. 3.6).

188 | ewis & Llewellyn-Jones, 2018: 269.

189 Toynbee, 1973: 248- 249.

130 Keller, 1913: 47.

191 Lazenby, 1949: 299.

192 Fggen, 2007: 62- 63.

193 Qvid, bu kusun ses taklidinden siirekli olarak bahsetmektedir.
Bu ozelligine ek olarak barissever dogasini, algakgonilli olmasini
aktarir. Ustiin  karakteri diger daha az erdemli kuslarla
karsilastirilarak oviilmektedir (Fogen, 2018: 147).

194 Waelkens, 1986: Taf. 100, No. 807.
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nesne!®, sol alt panelde ise 8liimsiizIigiim simgesi olan cam
kozalagi islenmistir. Sag alt panelde nar veya armut izlenirken
sag Ust panelde her ne kadar Mendel tarafindan balikgil kus
olarak nitelendirilmisse de Waelkens’e gore de bir leylek
betimi  bulunmaktadir.  Fizyonomik  6zellikleri  temel
alindiginda agzinda balik bulunan bu kusun leylek olmasi
daha muhtemeldir. Nitekim MO 400- 375 yillarina tarihlenen
farkh bir mezar steli 6rneginde de bir balikgil kus olarak
nitelendirilen bir tasvir daha bulunmaktadir’®®. Bu érnekte
stel govdesi Uzerinde giyimli bir kiz cocugu betimlenmistir.
Sol ayaginin hemen yaninda bir oinokhoe kap formu
izlenirken hemen saginda basini kizin ellerine dogru uzatan
bir kus figliri bulunmaktadir. Bu kus figlirti, fizyonomik
Ozelliklerine bakildiginda genel olarak balik¢ll kus yerine

leylek kus tarana akla getirmektedir.

Leylekle ilgili cesitli diisiinceler halen gliniimiizde devam
etmektedir. Ornegin birden fazla iilkede, bebeklerin leylekler
tarafindan getirildigine dair hikayeler mevcuttur. Ancak bu
hikaye ve dlstincenin tam olarak nereden nasil ¢ciktigi ile ilgili
bir fikir olmasa da bahar ayinda kuzeye dogru kalabalik bir
sekilde ucan leyleklerin insanlarin zihninde dogumu akla
getirdigine dair disiince mevcuttur!®. Yine bazi diisiincelere
gore, leylegin kuzeye dogru ugmasi gelecek olan sicak

havanin haberci olarak da anilmaktadir®®.

Gesitli leylek tasvirlerinin bulundugu Antik Misir’da'®® bu
kus, dindarlikla  da Yashhkta
ebeveynlerini besledigine inanilan bu kus baba ve anneye

bagdastiriimaktadir.

sayginin sembolidir. Antik Roma Déneminde de benzer bir
dindarlkla
Ancak burada evlada bagliliktan

durum  bulunarak evlada baglhligi ve

iliskilendirilmektedir?®,
daha ¢ok dindarlikla ilgili oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Leylek,
Roma Déneminde dindarlik anlamlarina gelen pietas sifatinin
tamamlayicisi  olarak  nimizmatik  sanatta?®®  da
goriilmektedir. Bu baglamda MO 77 yilinda Quintus Caecilius
Metellus’a ait bir sikke Uzerinde leylek betimi pietasin
yaninda bulunmaktadir’®?. Yine MO 41 yilina tarihlenen bir
sikke Gzerinde Marcus Antoninus’un pietas sifatina leylek
eslik etmektedir?®. Antik Yunan Dénemine gelindiginde ise,
Plinus’'un aktardigina goére Teselya’da

leylekler, yilan

195 Waelkens’e gére bir meyve (1986: Taf. 100, No. 907), Mendel’e
gore de kabak ya da patlicandir (1914: 305, No. Nr. 1071).

196 Margariti, 2018A: P1.8:2.

197 Tate, 2009: 131-132.

1%8 Toynbee, 1973: 244,

199 Keller, 1913: Fig. 60, 61.

200 Aburrow, 1994: 170; Keller, 1913: 193.

yedikleri icin genel olarak yararli hayvanlar olarak kabul

gortlmusler  ve leylegi oldirmek su¢  olarak
degerlendirilmektedir?®. Hatta Antik Yunanistan’da leylek ile
arkadas olan bir kadinin 6dil olarak bir giin micevher
getirecegine dair bir inan¢ bulunmakla®® beraber leylegi

cezalandiriimaktadir®°.

oldirmek  olim ile Yunan
mitolojisinde ise leylek, arketipsel tanrica kadinini ifade
etmektedir. Hera’nin 6zelliklerinden beslenen ve hayat veren
anlamlarina gelen leylek, Roma’da Hera’nin karsiligi olan

Tanriga Juno’nin belirtecidir?”’

Sonug¢

Roma imparatorluk Dénemi sanatinda Klasik Dénemden
Roma imparatorluk Dénemine kadar toplamda on adet kus
tirdniln incelendigi bu calismada, her bir kus ayri ayri
incelenmistir. Calismanin sonucunda Klasik Donem ile Geg
Roma Donemi arasinda resmedilen hayvanlarin dénemin
modasina, inancina ve sosyal durumuna bagh olarak islendigi
gorilmektedir. Ornegin Klasik ve Hellenistik D&neme
tarihlendirilen Fig.1-5 numarali mezar stelleri tizerlerinde yer
alan kus figirleri, genellikle kithonik, evcil, koruyuculuk ve
ruhlarin temsili olarak islendigi gorilmektedir. Hatta kiz
cocuklarina ait stellerde kuslarin tasvir edilmesi, bakirelikle
de bagdastiriimaktadir. Ayrica bazi kuslarin  dogrudan
yalnizca erkekleri sembolize ettigi dislinlilse de mezar
stelleri Isiginda bunun mimkin olmadigl
gdzlemlenmektedir. Ornegin bu arastirmada kargimiza cikan
horoz figlr(, calismada da yapilan degerlendirmeler goz
ettigi
disinidlmektedir. Fakat horoz figlirliniin betimlendigi mezar

onine alindiginda erkekleri sembolize
steli, bir kadina ait (Fig.1) ve genel ikonografi icerisinde
Bu gibi

erkeklerde goériilen sembolik anlamlar yerine daha ¢ok yer

yalnizca kadinlar bulunmaktadir. orneklerde,
alti mitolojik dinyasiyla iliskili olarak Persephone ile de

bagdastirilabilir.

Mezar sahibinin kadin oldugu veya her iki cinsiyet
tarafindan ortak kullanilan mezar stellerinde glvercin, keklik
Clnka
yukarida bahsi gecen ve atiflari yapilan steller dikkate

ve Ordek genelde kadinlarla iliskilendirilebilir.

201 | ewis & Llewellyn-Jones, 2018: 519.

202 Toynbee, 1973: 244.

203 Toynbee, 1973: 248; Ayrica bkz: Dodd 1911, PI. II.5, PI. 11.6.
204 Toynbee, 1973: 245; Lewis & Llewellyn-Jones, 2018: 519.
205 Tate, 2009: 132.

206 Chadd & Taylor, 2016, 22; Keller, 1913: 193.

207 Cooper, 1978: 161- 162; Aburrow, 1994: 170.
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alindiginda bu kus figirleri ya kadinlarla ya da kadin
tarafindan betimlenirken tespit edilmistir. Bu durum elbette
kadinlarin erken dénemlerdeki statisiiyle de ilgilidir. Klasik
ve Hellenistik Dénemlerde, kadinlar daha ¢ok ev hanimi
olarak goriilmekte ve tasvir edilen hayvanlar da genellikle
evcil olarak izlenmektedir.

Roma imparatorluk Dénemine tarihlendirilen stellere
gelindiginde ise (Fig. 6-9) kithonik ruhlarin temsilinin yani sira
mezar sahibinin ait oldugu meslekleri de goésterebilmektedir.
Klasik ve Hellenistik Donemde hayvanlar ile ilgili mesleklerin
stellere yansimayisi bliyiik olasilikla hem sanat anlayisindan
hem de Roma Imparatorlugun genislemesinden
kaynaklanmaktadir. Ayrica imparatorlugun genislemesiyle
cesitli is kollarinin gelismesi ve imparatorlugun bu islere
deger vermesi de bulunmaktadir. Bu duruma siilinin tasvir
edildigi mezar steli 6rnek olarak gosterilebilir (Fig. 8). Sulin,
her ne kadar imparatorluk dénemi dncesinde biliniyor olsa
da popllerlesmesi, lezzet olarak tiiketilmesi ve saygin bir
meslek olarak silin vyetistiriciligi Roma’da gorilmektedir.
Bildircinin temsil edildigi stel de dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Mezar
sahibinin doktor oldugu ve (zerinde yer alan bildircin
tasvirinin iliskilendirilmesinin yani sira

sporla ayrica

dogrudan meslegiyle baglantih olabilme durumu da
bulunmaktadir. Clinkii bildircinin epilepsi hastaligina iyi
geldigi de dislintilmektedir. Ayrica bazi kuslarin dogrudan
dogruya erkekleri sembolize ettigi de dusiinilmektedir. Bu
kartal

¢ikmaktadir. Bir diger dikkat ¢ceken kus tiiri ise papagandir.

baglamda en belirgin kus, olarak karsimiza
Mitolojik olarak neredeyse islenmemis bu kus tiri aksine
siirde ve sanatta siklikla goriilmektedir. Mezar stellerinde
(Fig. 9) de pek rastlanilmayan bu kus tiriinin tasvir anlami
barigsever, alcak gonilli ve erdemli olarak anlasiimaktadir.
Dolayisiyla stellerde de bu anlamlar igin islenmis olmalidir.
Nitekim bu figlirlin genellikle de calathosun (zerinde tasvir
edilmesi kadinlarin besledigi bir evcil kus oldugunu akla
getirmektedir. Ayrica bu kus tlrli mezar steli Uzerinde
kadinin ruhunu sembolize etmesinin yani sira kadin
cinsiyetinin sevdigi bir hayvani olarak da gortlebilir. Nitekim
hem calathosun lzerinde betimlemesi hem de kartal ile
papaganin  ayni  stelde gorilmesi bu  durumu
glclendirmektedir. Clinkl calathos kadin diinyasina ait bir
esya olmakla beraber kartal da genellikle erkegi sembolize
etmektedir. Kartal glicli, fiziki kuvvet olarak erkekligi temsil
ederken papagan da daha estetik daha narin olarak kadini
temsil ediyor olmalidir. Sonug olarak ¢alismaya konu olmus

bu kuslar, gorilmustir ki mezar stellerinin Uzerlerinde yer

Anatolian Archaeology

alan esya ve insan figiirleri kadar 6nem arz etmektedir. Ayrica

ikonografik olarak degerlendirilen kus figlrlerinden

anlasildigi kadariyla diger hayvanlar ve hatta esyalarin da bu
konudaki kus figirleriyle iliskisinin dnemi yadsinamayacak
sekilde blyuktir.
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Figlir 2: Mezar steli GUzerinde betimlenen glivercin figlirl ve detay (Richter, 1950: Fig. 426)
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Figlir 3: Mezar steli Gzerinde betimlenen keklik figlirii ve detay (Grosmann, 2001: Kat. No. 24)

Figlir 4: Mezar steli Gizerinde betimlenen 6rdek figlirii ve detay (Conze, 1900: Taf. VI, No. 815).
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Figiir 6: Mezar steli Gizerinde betimlenen kartal figlir(i ve detay (Karagdz, 1984: Fig. 25)
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Figlir 8: Mezar steli (izerinde betimlenen silin figlirii ve detay (Tatas, 2015: Kat. No. PI 39)
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Figlir 9: Mezar steli Uzerinde betimlenen papagan figlirii ve detay (Pfuhl & Mobius, 1979: Taf. 316, No. 2220)

Figiir 10: Mezar steli Gzerinde betimlenen leylek figlirii ve detay (Waelkens, 1986: Taf. 100, No. 807)
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Evaluations of the Byzantine Period Data
Obtained from the Archaeological Excavations
of the Tuzla Degirmenalti Monastery in Istanbul

istanbul Tuzla Degirmenalti Manastiri Arkeolojik Kazilarindan
Elde Edilen Bizans Donemi Verilerinin Degerlendirmesi

ABSTRACT

The archaeological excavations at the "Tuzla Degirmenalti Monastery" commenced in August
2023 as part of a project developed by Emlak Konut and in accordance with the decisions made
by the Istanbul Regional Board for the Protection of Cultural Heritage No. 5. The ongoing
excavations, led by the Istanbul Archaeological Museums Directorate, are located in Tuzla
District, Merkez Neighborhood, block 192, plot 1. In these excavations, which date to the Middle
Byzantine Period, various structures of the monastery have been identified, including the
church, atrium, dining hall, crypt, cistern, workshop, toilet niche, storage area, and burial sites.
In addition to these sections, a substantial amount of archaeological material from the 2nd to
the 13th centuries A.D. has been uncovered during the excavation process. Despite the
destruction that occurred in the 1970s in and around the excavation site, the extensive area
exhibited by the complex indicates that this monastery is one of the largest Christian structures
on the Asian side of Istanbul. There is a high probability that the monastery is one of the five
monasteries mentioned in historical sources, and in this regard, field and archival studies are
ongoing

Keywords: Byzantium, monastery, church, refectory, crypt, toilet in the niche.

0z

Tuzla Degirmenalti Manastiri arkeolojik kazilari, Emlak Konut tarafindan gelistirilen bir proje
kapsaminda ve istanbul 5 Numarali Kiiltiir ve Tabiat Varliklarini Koruma Bélge Kurulu'nun aldig
kararlar dogrultusunda 2023 yili Agustos ayinda baslamistir. Tuzla ilgesi, Merkez Mahallesi, 192
ada, 1 parseldeki kazilar istanbul Arkeoloji Miizeleri Miidiirligli énciiliigiinde devam etmektedir.
Kazilarda; Orta Bizans Donemine tarihlenen manastirin kilise, atrium, yemekhane, kripta, sarnig,
islik, nis icinde tuvalet, depolama mekani ve mezar alanlari tespit edilmistir. Bu yapilarin yani sira,
kazi sirecinde M.S. 2. yuzyildan 13. ylizyila kadar énemli miktarda arkeolojik materyal ortaya
cikarilmistir. 1970'li yillarda kazi alani ve gevresinde meydana gelen tahribata ragmen manastirin
sergiledigi genis alan, bu manastirin istanbul'un Asya yakasindaki en biiyiik Hristiyan yapilarindan
biri oldugunu gostermektedir. Manastirin tarihi kaynaklarda adi gecen bes manastirdan biri olma
ihtimali yliksek olup bu konuda saha ve arsiv galismalari devam etmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Bizans, manastir, kilise, yemekhane, kripta, nis icinde tuvalet.
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Introduction

Kisilestirme Tuzla District is a border district of Istanbul
that opens towards Izmit and hosts various industrial
establishments. While the district is primarily known for its
industry and distance from the city center, it also has a
significant archaeological history.

Tuzla was an important settlement area for monasteries
during the Byzantine Period. Sources indicate that there
were five monasteries in Tuzla, with one dedicated to
Theotokos Mary and the others to Saint Tryphon and Saint
Demetrios’. Although the exact locations of these religious
structures are not fully known, a study conducted in 1972 by
Prof. Dr. Semavi Eyice and Cihat Soyhan, an expert from the
Istanbul Archaeological Museums Directorate, identified a
church ruin believed to belong to the monastery. Eyice
published this study in an article titled “A Byzantine Ruin in

the Degirmenalti Area of Tuzla”?.

About fifty years after the mentioned study, excavation
work commenced in August 2023 in a much larger area that
includes the plot where the church ruins were found, as part
of a project developed by Emlak Konut, in line with the
decisions made by the Istanbul 5th Regional Board for the
Protection of Cultural and Natural Assets.

Archaeological excavations in the Tuzla District, Central
Neighborhood, plot 192, parcel 1, are continuing under the
leadership of the Istanbul Archaeological Museums
Directorate. During the excavations, a monastery believed to
be one of the five monasteries in Tuzla has been uncovered.
So far, the remains of a church, dining hall, crypt, cistern,
workshop, toilet, storage area, and burial sites from this
monastery, which dates back to the Middle Byzantine Period,
have been identified (Fig. 1). Additionally, a large number of
archaeological finds that shed light on the life in the
monastery have been discovered. This study aims to provide
a general description of the architectural remains, graves,
and archaeological artifacts uncovered during the "Tuzla
Degirmenalti Monastery" archaeological excavation work

scheduled to continue until the end of 2024.

1 Karakaya, 2012: 97.

2 Eyice, 1973.

3 Bag, 2013: 183.

4 Dogan, 2003: 74.

5 Bas, 2013: 184.
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1. The Monastery

The concept of a monastery derives from the Greek word
“monaz6” which means to live alone or to isolate oneself
from society®. The practice of withdrawing from the world to
seek God through prayer and worship emerged during the
early years of Christianity. The first monks began to appear
by the end of the 3rd century, coinciding with the period of
Christianity's expansion®. Monks are hermits who have
devoted themselves to the worship of God, renouncing
marriage, sexual life, individual property, and all social
statuses in this pursuit®. Although the ascetic lifestyle was
prevalent in Egypt during the early years of Christianity, it
spread from Egypt to influence Syria, Palestine, Anatolia, and
subsequently Constantinople®.

In Rome, during the reign of Emperor Decius, ascetics,
seeking to distance themselves from the hostile attitudes
directed towards Christians and wishing to practice their
worship freely, retreated to the desert and pioneered the
monastic movement’. Antonius, who withdrew to the desert
with his disciples, is regarded as the founder of the monastic
ideal. Despite the normalization of attitudes towards
Christianity in later periods, monastic life retained its
significance, and monasteries continued to function during
the Byzantine era.

The peak of monastic development in Byzantium
occurred between the 5th and 7th centuries, during which
the state provided long-term support for the establishment
from both

perspectives®. Following the iconoclast controversy, the

of monasteries religious and political

emergence of monasteries and monastic-centered
settlements led to a shift in urban life, where public
structures like forums and hippodromes were replaced by

monasteries, which served social functions®.

Monasteries were established in both urban and rural
areas in Byzantium. Constantinople served as a monastic
founded by
Satorninos in 382, being recognized as the first monastery in

center, with the Dalmatou Monastery,

the city®. Significant monasteries in Constantinople include
the Studion Monastery, the Pantokrator Monastery, and the

6 Dogan, 2013: 74.

7 Ustiindag, 2010: 8.

8 Dogan, 2003: 75.

9 Akytrek, 1997: 72 ; Dogan, 2003: 76.
10 Talbot, 1991c: 1392; Eyice, 1994: 288.
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Pammakaristos Monastery!?.

The sustainability of monasteries in Byzantium was
significantly supported by production activities. It is known
that olive cultivation, viticulture, and consequently wine
production were prevalent. A substantial portion of the
production was directed towards meeting the monastery's
own needs. For instance, records related to the Studion
Monastery include references to jewelers, coppersmiths,
clog-makers, basket weavers, potters, and net makers,
providing insight into the production within this religious
institution®2,

The church is centrally located within the monastery
complex and is referred to as the katholikon. In front of the
church, there is a fountain, known as a phiale. The sleeping
quarters for monks are typically dormitory-style, and
sometimes in small cells. The main structures and facilities
within the monastery include the refectory (trapeza),
kitchen, pantry, bakery, wine cellar, laundry, storages,
library, infirmary, guesthouse for the poor, and water
cisterns®>.

2. The Excavations

2.1. The Curch

The initial phase of the excavation work at the site
involved the remnants of a church identified by Eyice and
Soyhan. Following the cleaning and documentation of these
remains, excavations revealed a church dating to the
Byzantine Period. The church features a basilical plan with
three apses (Fig. 2). Displaying characteristics of the early
period, the main structure measures 25.00 x 15.00 meters.
Due to its proximity to the sea, it was observed that the walls
at the foundation level were occasionally 2.30 meters deeper
than the upper level. An atrium is located to the west of the
church. The exterior of the main apse of the three-apse
structure is angular, with diaconion and prothesis rooms
situated in the southern and northern sections. Walls
separating these rooms from the naves have survived to the
present day at the foundation level. The body walls of the
church are supported by two columns each from the south
and north, and four columns from the west. Additionally,
symmetrical lateral wings, 4.50 meters in width, have been
added to the north and south of the structure to support the

11 Eyice, 1994: 292-293.
12 Dogan, 2003: 78.

body walls.

The structure includes both an interior and an exterior
narthex. The interior narthex measures 11.15 x 3.45 meters.
Excavations in this section revealed that the narthex had a
vaulted ceiling, which was finished with opus sectile flooring.
Continuing work in this area led to the discovery of a crypt

beneath the vault®*.

To the north of the church narthex and south of the
refectory structure, a rectangular space measuring 8.10 x
6.10 meters has been constructed in a north-south
orientation. The northern wall of this space, which was
modified in the late period, is in a collapsed state today. The
external walls of the space are 0.80 meters thick. Within this
area, there is a hall with an entrance from the church's
narthex and the eastern section. A marble templon column
has been repurposed as a threshold at the entrance on the
eastern side. The hall floor is paved with bricks measuring
0.48 x 0.48 meters. The hall is separated from the main space
by a wall that is 0.60 meters thick, with access to the main
space occurring in the western section. The passageway is
1.10 meters wide and features a marble threshold. A small
channel, designed for draining water from the space, has
been constructed in the threshold, with a portable small
marble element serving as a stopper placed within this
channel.

The interior of the main space is paved with bricks
measuring 0.45 x 0.45 meters. The gaps between the brick
flooring are decorated with small geometric patterns
resembling opus sectile. The unique combination of brick
and marble in this flooring is significant, as there are no other
known examples from Byzantine excavations (Fig. 3-4). In the
western part of the main space, there is another entrance
measuring 1.10 meters in width. Adjacent to this entrance is
a wall, 2.70 meters long, that divides the main space in the
west-east direction and is understood to have been
constructed in a later period. This space is presumed to serve

as a transition area from the church to the refectory.

To the west of the church, there is a square-plan atrium
(Fig. 1). Excavations are still ongoing in the atrium, where the
stoa sections to the north and west have been uncovered at
the floor level. The stoa features a series of columns, and the
walking areas are paved with bricks arranged in three rows,

13 Ahunbay, 1997: 1160 ; Patlagean, 1999: 138; Dogan, 2003: 79.
14 Kripta is described in this article under the heading of the graves.
Anatolian Archaeology
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each measuring 0.50 x 0.50 meters. The stone surfaces at the
base indicate the locations of column bases. Accordingly, it is
understood that there are twelve columns in the western
section and fifteen in the northern section. The fewer
number of columns in the western section is attributed to
the entrance opening, which is 3.40 meters wide

One of the column bases in the western stoa has survived
in situ. The base, which features an octagonal plinth, has an
upper diameter of 0.35 meters. The columns unearthed at
the excavation site indicate that the ratio of column height
to lower diameter ranges from an average of 5.50 to 6.00
times. Based on this information, it is necessary for the
heights of the columns used in the stoa to exceed 2.00
meters. With a base height of 0.20 meters, when added to
the column capital, it is understood that the total height of
the roof is approximately 3.00 meters.

Excavations in the church area have yielded five lead seals
from the Middle Byzantine Period, numerous coins dating
between the 2" and 13" centuries A.D., and a significant
number of pottery fragments primarily dating from the 9*" to
the 13" centuries A.D. (Fig. 5-8).

2.2. The Structure A

Large structures have been identified in the excavations
to the north of the church, which have been coded as
"Structure A" due to the ambiguity of their function (Fig. 9).
The dimensions of the structure are 16.70 x 10.20 meters
two separate symmetrical spaces have been created at the
eastern corners of the structure, transforming its internal
layout into an inverted T-shape. Both of these spaces
measure 4.50 x 4.30 meters each of these spaces has two
entrances located to the west and south of the northeastern
corner, with the southern entrance having been later closed
off. A notable feature of this space is the presence of a toilet
(Fig. 10-12).

The toilet is situated within a niche that is 1.40 meters
deep and 1.00 meters wide, opened on the northeastern
wall. The toilet floor is raised by a step of 0.15 meters relative
to the room's floor. The seating plane of the toilet is also
elevated approximately 0.45 meters above this floor. A row
of pipes has been identified at the back wall of the toilet,
indicating that sanitation was maintained through these
pipes. This section of the wall, through which the pipe line

15 Ozyildirm &Yegin, 2019: 14.
16 Ozyildinm &Yegin, 2019: 15.
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passes, has survived to the present day due to repairs made
during its period. Only a small portion of the pipe series has
been preserved in the opening of the wall. Inside the toilet,
stones have been placed at a slope towards the sewer to
facilitate better water flow. The method of channeling water
through the walls to supply the toilet is significant in
understanding the water infrastructure during the Byzantine
period.

The northern wall of the space in the southeastern corner
of the inverted T-planned structure is collapsed and has not
survived to the present day. It is suspected that there was
also an entrance in the northern wall, which likely collapsed,
of the space that has an entrance on its western side. The
floor of this space is adorned with opus sectile flooring.
Additionally,
fragments have been discovered in the excavations in this

a considerable number of opus sectile

area (Fig. 13). Excavation work in this structure is ongoing.

2.3. The Refectory

In Christian liturgy, the space referred to as “trapeza”
(refectory) means “a meal eaten together”®®. Refectories are
the second most important structures in Byzantine
monasteries after the church, typically located closest to the
main church within the monastery®®. The rituals that begin in
the church continue and are completed in the refectory.
Although the refectory of the monastery is situated on the
western side of the church, close to the monastery's
entrance, in some instances, it can be located in different
positions, indicating that topography was considered in the

placement of the refectory within the monastery?’.

In monastery refectories, three types of plans can be
observed: a single-nave longitudinal space, a three-nave
classical basilical plan, and a rectangular space divided by
carriers such as columns and piers.

The refectory unit of the monastery has been identified in
the excavations to the north of the church (Fig. 14-15). A
significant portion of this structure, which is still under
excavation, has been uncovered. The single-nave structure
measures 25.00 x 9.00 meters and extends in an east-west
direction. An apse measuring 6.00 meters in width is situated
at the short eastern end. The southern half of the apse is
completely collapsed. From the surviving section, it can be
inferred that the floor of the apse is approximately 0.25

17 Akyiirek, 2001: 18.
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meters higher than the floor of the other sections of the
structure. Four dining tables, symmetrically arranged along
the walls, have been identified at the base level within the
structure. These tables are made of stone laid on a brick floor
and constructed in a "horseshoe" form. Each table measures
1.20 x 1.20 meters and is surrounded by an approximate 0.30
meters gap.

In the center of the structure, there is a dry-stone wall
that extends 4.00 meters in length and is 0.80 meters thick,
running along the north-south axis. This wall disrupts the
symmetry of the structure as it crosses over one of the dining
tables. It has been determined that this wall was constructed
in a later period, after the structure had lost its original
function.

The discovery of numerous fresco fragments during
excavations within the refectory indicates that the walls of
the structure were covered with frescoes (Fig. 16). The
structure, which has largely collapsed and has only reached
the present day at the foundation level, features a floor
made of 0.50 x 0.50 meters brick tiles. While laying the floor,
opus sectile marble pieces were placed at the joints of the
bricks, creating a rare type of flooring. Excavations at the
refectory are ongoing, and numerous ceramics and animal
bones have been found in and around this structure to
date®®,

2.4. The Graves

During the archaeological excavations at the Tuzla
Degirmenalti Monastery three simple earthen graves were
uncovered, consisting of a crypt and individual burials. Two
of the simple earthen graves are located in the church's
southern and central naves, while one is situated in the
atrium.

2.4.1. The Crypt

It is known that tombs were created at the base of the
narthex in monastery churches for the burial of deceased
clergy®. Following the identification of damage at the
northern end of the vault in the church's inner narthex within
the excavation site, deepening work was conducted in the
damaged area, leading to the discovery of the crypt (Fig. 17).
The external dimensions of the crypt are 11.45 x 3.15 meters,
with a height of approximately 2.00 meters The interior of

18 The remains of animal bones unearthed during the archaeological
excavations of “Tuzla Degirmenalti Monastery” are being studied under

the crypt is plastered, and its long walls are supported by
internal piers. Evidence of subsequent damage is indicated
by marble window frames, column bases, broken brick
fragments, and rubble in the form of a mass with horasan
mortar found to the north of the crypt.

To the south of the crypt, a multiple burial has been
identified (Fig. 18). Macroscopic observations of the skeletal
remains indicate that the individuals have lost their skeletal
integrity. It has been observed that there is minimal loss of
bone and that the bones are in good morphological
condition. Additionally, among the rubble piles to the north
of the crypt, one skull has been identified (Fig. 19).

2.4.1. The Simple Earth Graves

Simple earth graves have been identified in the central
and southern naves of the church as well as in the atrium.
The burial in the central nave is oriented west-east with the
individual's head positioned to the west, and their face
directed north. The skeletal integrity of the individual is in
good condition, although the skull is partially damaged. The
left arm of the individual is positioned at the abdomen, while
the right arm is aligned with the head. The body skeleton is
deformed, but the lower extremities are in relatively good
condition. The individual is identified as an adult male. Grave
goods from the Middle Byzantine Period were found
alongside the individual (Fig. 20-22). The individual found in
the southern nave is oriented west-east with the head to the
west. This individual is in a dorsal position, facing east. The
cranial bones have lost their integrity, and the body skeleton
is deformed. The arms are positioned at the abdomen, and
the lower extremities are in better condition than the upper
extremities. The skeletal integrity has been preserved, and
the individual is identified as a young male.

The individual found in the atrium is oriented west-east
with the head to the west and is in a semi-hocker position
(Fig. 23). The skeletal integrity of this individual has been
maintained, although the skull is damaged. The morphology
of the lower and upper extremity bones is quite good. The
right arm is on the pelvis, while the left arm is on the chest.
Macroscopic observations indicate that the individual is male
and an adult.

The rituals associated with the farewell of the deceased

the supervision of Prof. Dr. Vedat ONAR from the Department of Basic
Sciences of Veterinary Medicine, Istanbul University.
19 Cetinkaya, 2011: 31.
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to this world are related to the concept of death. Decisions
regarding where and how an individual is buried reflect
cultural perspectives on death. In this regard, some cultures
have cremated their dead, others have buried them under
the floors of their homes, some have mummified them,
others have placed them in jars, while some have buried
them in the ground®.

The typologies of graves identified in archaeological
excavation sites, their locations, and burial rituals provide
significant information about the socio-cultural lives of
individuals. It is known that graves discovered in excavations
conducted in religious areas typically belong to individuals of
relatively high socio-economic status or clergy, and that
these individuals are generally male?’. The archaeological
excavations at the Tuzla Degirmenalti Monastery have
supported this thesis. The locations of the graves identified
within the excavation site and the contents of burial gifts
suggest that they are likely clergy members. Furthermore,
macroscopic observations have indicated that all individuals
are male.

In early period graves, individuals are typically laid to rest
in a supine position with their heads to the west, arms
crossed, and legs extended. This burial form has also been
encountered in graves at the excavation site. It has been
observed that all individuals documented in the graves to
date have their heads oriented to the west in a west-east
alignment. The foundation of this burial practice is related to
the belief that Jesus will return from the east to resurrect all
the dead?%.

The burial form of individuals in the church naves is
dorsal, whereas the burial form of the individual in the
atrium is semi-hocker. This suggests that the grave belongs
to the early stages of the Byzantine Period. The multiple
burial identified in the crypt is a secondary burial form. The
manner in which the skeletal remains are positioned within
the space and the damage identified within the crypt support
this perspective.

Due to static issues within the crypt, work in this area has
not yet commenced. Following the resolution of these issues,

20 Uysal, 2018: 30.
21 Syllivian & Rodning, 2011: 79-97.
22 Rice, 2002 ; Uysal, 2018: 47.
23 Work on the graves continues under the supervision of Ayse Yesim,
Research Assistant at the Department of Anthropology, Istanbul
University.
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anthropological studies will begin. The skeletal remains in
the simple earthen graves have been removed for laboratory
studies after documentation procedures were completed?.

2.4. The Cistern

The term “cistern” derives from the Arabic word
“shahring”

underground or above ground, are water storage structures

meaning “small pool®*. Cisterns, whether
made of stone materials designed to collect rainwater?. The
number of these structures increased during the Byzantine
Period, particularly in Istanbul. Cisterns were present in
imperial palaces, private palaces, and monasteries during
this period?. Therefore, it is not surprising that a cistern was
uncovered during the archaeological excavations at the Tuzla

Degirmenalti Monastery.

In the northern part of the excavation site, remains of a
cistern measuring 9.00 x 12.60 meters were discovered (Fig.
24-26). The structure is located closest to the workshop
(Figure 26). This north-south oriented rectangular structure
has suffered damage in earlier periods. The northern wall of
the structure has survived in good condition, while the other
walls have been found to have collapsed down to the
foundation level. The walls, approximately 1.30 meters thick,
are constructed using the alternating masonry technique,
with five rows of brick laid following the stone pattern. The
plaster on the walls within the cistern has a thickness of
approximately 0.04 meters which varies in places. Debris
associated with the structure has been found inside,
including a granite column measuring 3.55 meters in length
and two lonic impost capitals obtained during cleaning
operations. Excavation and restoration work on the structure
is ongoing.

2.4. The Workshop

Monasteries are not only places of worship but also
religious spaces where various economic activities are
conducted to meet the needs of the monastery, allowing
monks to work in agricultural or other tasks outside their
religious duties?’. Workshops are known to play a significant
role in the agricultural and economic activities of

monasteries®.

24 Kerim & Sume 2018: 4.
25 Kerim & Stime 2018: 4.
26 Eyice ,1989.

27 Ozyildirim, 2015: 90.

28 Yegin, 2016: 211.
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During the excavations at Tuzla Degirmenalti Monastery,
remnants of a structure believed to be a workshop have been
uncovered to the south and southwest of the cistern (Fig. 27-
28). Excavation work to the south of the cistern revealed a
rectangular structure measuring 7.50 meters in length and
1.65 meters in width. On either side of the structure are
symmetrical niches, each measuring 0.72 meters in width
and 0.54 meters in depth. Although the upper part of this
structure is collapsed, it is understood that the niches were
covered with arches. The wall surface of the niches is
covered with white plaster. There are two levels of brick
courses at the base of the transition area. At the northern
end of this brick course, there is a collection pool measuring
0.80 x 0.85 meters and 1.00 meters in depth. Additionally, a
series of pipes runs along the north-south axis at the base of
the structure. At the southern end of the passage with niches
on either side, there is an entrance section flanked by
columns. The eastern column of this section is collapsed,
while the western one has survived to the present day. A
marble door threshold measuring 1.00 meters in width and
0.38 meters in height has also been preserved.

To the northwest of this space, a wall measuring 10.00
meters in length and 0.80 meters in thickness has been
identified. To the south of this wall, there are three spaces
(a, b, c) arranged in a row. The walls of these spaces have an
average thickness of 0.70 m, and there are openings for
passage between them. The easternmost space has been
identified as having a chamber outside its northern wall
measuring 2.65 x 1.55 meters, while the westernmost space
has a chamber outside its northern wall measuring 1.15 x
1.60 meters. Numerous amphorae have been recovered
during excavations within these spaces.

During the excavations, a round-shaped oven has been
documented adjacent to the pier to the east of space a (Fig.
29). The body of the oven is supported on three sides (north,
south, west), and the eastern part of the oven contains five
rows of bricks that have survived, which is important for
understanding the covering of the upper structure with a
dome. In the center of these bricks, there is an opening
measuring 0.40 meters in width used for cooking.

The artifacts documented during excavations in the
structure, including the oven, axe, grinding stone, numerous
ceramic fragments, and amphorae, suggest that this was

29 Sezgin, 2018: 596.

indeed a workshop (Fig. 30-33). The function of this structure
will become clearer after the completion of excavation work.
Additionally, during the excavations in this area, a fragment
of a statue head and a pit coin dating to the Byzantine Period
have been recovered (Fig. 34).

2.4. The Storage

Storage refers to both a behavior that enables the access
and utilization of products, goods, money, or information
over an extended period, as well as a technological
mechanism?. One of the fields contributing to the definition
of storage is archaeological excavation sites. Among the
most frequently encountered group of storage finds in these
sites are pithoi. This type of vessel, referred to in Latin as
"Dolium," is commonly known as a wine container®.
Although these vessels are primarily recognized as wine
containers, they are also used for storing agricultural
products such as oil, grains, and fruits. The structures and
artifacts associated with storage are significant for providing
information regarding nutrition, organization, and economy.

In the excavations conducted to the west of the church on
the excavation site, the storage space of the monastery has
been identified (Fig. 35). Within this space, a wall composed
of regular stone courses laid in a horasan mortar pattern has
been uncovered, extending along a south-north axis. The
wall measures approximately 20.00 meters in length, 0.50
meters in width, and 0.50 meters in height. Immediately to
the east of this wall, nineteen pithoi have been discovered,
arranged in two rows. Soil samples have been taken from
within the pithoi for analysis. The pithoi have been
numbered, and documentation and restoration processes
have commenced. Repair traces from the period have been
observed on pithos number eight (Fig. 36). South of the
storage space, a tower-like structure composed of stone
courses bonded with horasan mortar has been identified at
the foundation level. This structure is supported by two
pillars measuring 1.00 x 1.00 meters at both the northern
and southern ends. The wall thickness of the remains is 0.60
meters, and the internal diameter measures 1.20 meters.
The function of this structural remnant has yet to be defined.

Excavation work in the storage space is ongoing, and it is
anticipated that the number of pithoi will increase. During
the excavations in this area, a complete dog skeleton (Fig.
37) has been uncovered, along with bones belonging to a cat.

30 Sezgin, 2018: 597; Liddel & Scout, 1940:515.
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The animal bones have been documented and removed for
laboratory analysis.

3. Discussion

During the archaeological excavations of the Tuzla
Degirmenalti Monastery which will continue until the end of
2024, numerous archaeological finds have been identified,
including sections such as the church, crypt, graves, cistern,
workshop, dining hall, storage area, and a toilet niche, as well
as artifacts that illuminate monastic life from the Middle
Byzantine Period.

The church exhibits early period characteristics and
features a basilical plan. It is evident that subsequent
constructions were placed around the church, which
transformed it into the main structure of the monastery. The
dating of other architectural remains identified in the
excavation area to the Middle Byzantine Period, along with
the majority of artifacts obtained, supports this assertion.

Refectory is one of the most important structures in
Byzantine monasteries, located closest to the main church
after the church itself. Rituals initiated in the church continue
and conclude in the refectory. Refectory identified in the
excavation area is situated to the north of the church and, as
far as can be determined, is a single-nave structure. The
recovery of a significant number of ceramics from this site is
noteworthy.

Etymologically, “opus sectile” derives from the Latin word
“sectilis” meaning “to cut, to divide” and “opus, -eris (n.)”
which means “work”. The term “opus sectile” refers to the
technique of creating designs with cut pieces. The use of
opus sectile increased during the 5™ and 6™ centuries A.D.
and became widespread during the Middle Byzantine Period.
Examples of opus sectile flooring can be found in religious
structures such as the Chora Monastery Church and the
Pantokrator Monastery Church in Istanbul. In addition to
examples of opus sectile flooring, a considerable quantity of
opus sectile excavation finds has been obtained from the
excavation area®l. Alongside these artifacts, the fresco
fragments uncovered during the excavation process

underscore the meticulous nature of the monastery.

The discovery of a space presumed to be a cellar within
the workshop, along with the identification of numerous
pithoi and amphorae at various points of the excavation

31 Armagan, 2023: 106; Demiriz, 2002.
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area, suggests that the workshop was intended for wine
production. It is also plausible that the production was
utilized for commercial activities. Indeed, according to Saint
Basil, it is necessary to engage in economic activities to meet
the needs of the monastery. The monastery's location near
the sea and the lead seals found in the excavation area
further reinforce the notion that trade was conducted.

So far, a significant number of animal bones have been
identified in the excavation works. Macroscopic observations
indicate that the bones belong to pig, sheep, cattle, red deer,
dog, cat, rabbit, chicken, and tuna. Some of the bones exhibit
butchery marks. Laboratory work regarding the animal
bones is ongoing, and upon completion, it will provide
insights into both the dietary practices within the monastery
and the fauna of the period.

5. Conclusion

at the Tuzla
Degirmenalti Monastery archaeological excavation spans an

The monastery structure unveiled

extensive area of approximately 15,000 square meters.
Despite the damage that occurred in the surrounding area
during the 1970s, the extensive spread of the complex

indicates that this monastery is one of the largest Christian
structures in the Asian side of Istanbul.

The likelihood that this monastery is one of the five
monasteries mentioned in historical sources is high, and thus
field and archival studies are ongoing. The archaeological
excavation work in the project area continues with the
participation of a large team under the direction of the
Istanbul Archaeological Museums Directorate. After the
completion of the excavation work, the results will be shared
through further publications.
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Figure 2: Aerial view of the church (IAM archive).

32 Istanbul Archaeological Museums.
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Figure 4: Detail view of the brick pavement decorated with opus sectile fragments (IAM archive)
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Figure 5: Lead seal dating to the Middle Byzantine Period*? (IAM archive).

Figure 6: Coin of Nicomedia®*, Antoninus Pius (IAM archive).
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Figure 7: Anonymous Follis*®> (IAM archive).

33 Similar lead seals were studied by Vera Bulgurlu in her doctoral thesis titled lead seals in Istanbul Archaeological Museums. See Bulgurlu,
1998: p.22 and n.223.

3 Ref: Sear, 2002: 205-206 and n.4014

% Ref: Doc 3/2, p.48-54 and n.A2.24a.4.
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Figure 8: Plate depicting a rabbit3® (IAM archive).

Figure 9: Aerial view of the building to the north of the church (IAM archive).

36Smilar: See Korucu, 2013: 406.
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Figure 10: The space with the toilet in the niche (IAM archive).

Figure 11: Toilet in the niche (IAM archive).
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Figure 12: Toilet in the niche (IAM archive).
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Figure 13: Examples of opus sectile fragments (IAM archive).



Figure 15: Detail view of the refectory (IAM archive).
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Figure 18-19:

Skeletal remains in multiple graves identified in the crypt (IAM archive).
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Figure 23: Grave in the atrium (IAM archive).
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Figure 24: Aerial view of the cistern structure (IAM archive).

Figure 25: View of the cistern (IAM archive).
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Figure 26: Aerial view of the cistern and workshop (IAM archive).

Figure 27: Aerial view of the workshop (IAM archive).
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Figure 28: Aerial view of the workshop (IAM archive).

Figure 29: Oven in the workshop (IAM archive).
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Figure 30: Crushing trough in the workshop building (IAM archive).

Figure 31: Pot with heater®” (IAM archive). Figure 32: Amphora®® (IAM archive).

Figure 33: Byzantine axe>® (IAM archive).

87 Similar: See Denker, 2011: 42.
38 Similar: See Hayes, 1992: 76, 77 (Type 67).
39 Husar & Ota, 2020.
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Figure 35: Aerial view of the storage (IAM archive).

40 Ref: Doc 3/2, p.69, n.3a.6.
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Figure 36: Period repair marks on pithos number eight (IAM archive).

Figure 37: Remains of a dog skeleton found in the storage room (IAM archive).
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